
Appendix T 
Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement Public and 
Private Comments Received 
 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
Flood Risk Management 
 
 
 

Final Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement  

 
 
 

July 2011  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Prepared by: 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-1678  

USACE-MVP-0000087960 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 Page intentionally left blank 
 
 
 

USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Table of Contents 

 

I 
 

Item #  Commenter  Page 
Start 

Page 
End 

# of 
Pages 

1  Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)  1  5  5 

       2  Department of Interior (DOI)  6  7  2 

3  State Historical Society of North Dakota  8  8  1 

4  Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MNDNR)  9  53  45 

5  Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA)  54  54  1 

  6  North Dakota Forest Service (NDFS)  55  56  2 

7  North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT)  57  57  1 

8  North Dakota Farm Bureau (NDFB)  58  60  3 

9  North Dakota Game and Fish Department (NDGFD)  61  62  2 

10  North Dakota Governor, Jack Dalrymple  63  63  1 

11  North  Dakota State Water Commission  64  66  3 

12  Cass County Joint Water Resource District, North Dakota  67  67  1 

13  Cass County Board of Commissioners, North Dakota   68  68  1 

14  Richland County, North Dakota  69  70  2 

15  Richland County Township Officers Association, North Dakota  71  71  1 

16  Richland County, North Dakota  72  73  2 

17  City of Christine, North Dakota  74  75  2 

18  City of Comstock, Minnesota  76  76  1 

19  City of Davenport, North Dakota  77  79  3 

20  City of Fargo, North Dakota and City of Moorhead, MN  80  86  7 

21  City of Kindred, North Dakota  87  161  75 

22  City of Oxbow, North Dakota  162  222  60 

23  City of Oxbow, North Dakota  223  227  5 

24  Oxbow Park District, North Dakota  228  230  3 

25  City of Oxbow, North Dakota  231  233  3 

26  City of Perley, Minnesota  234  235  2 

27  City of Walcott, North Dakota  236  237  2 

28  City of West Fargo, North Dakota  238  238  1 

29  City of West Fargo, North Dakota  239  242  4 

30  Colfax Township, North Dakota  243  243  2 

31  Pleasant Township, North Dakota  244  247  4 

32  Walcott Township, North Dakota  248  250  3 

33  Richland County Water Resource District  251  252  2 

34  MnDak Upstream Coalition (MnDak)  253  261  9 

35  Shepherd of the Prairie Lutheran Parish  262  263  2 

36  Dakota Ag Cooperative  264  265  2 

37  Hickson Lutheran Church  266  266  1 

38  MnDak Upstream Coalition (MnDak)  267  296  30 

39  National Wildlife Federation (NWF)  297  311  15 

40  National Wildlife Federation (NWF)  312  312  1 

41  Red River Flood Control Impact Group  313  326  14 

42  Bakke Homeowners Association  327  327  1 

43  Kindred School District  328  465  138 

USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Table of Contents 

 

II 
 

Item #  Commenter  Page 
Start 

Page 
End 

# of 
Pages 

44  Minnesota Power  466  467  2 

45  Red River Phone  468  470  3 

46  Richland Public School District  471  477  7 

47  Aziz, Delana  478  478  1 

48  Backlund, Joleen  479  479  1 

49  Bergh, Lois  480  480  1 

50  Bice, Michael  481  484  4 

51  Biewer, Dennis  485  493  9 

52  Biewer, Dennis  494  496  3 

53  Bjertness, Curt  497  498  2 

54  Bolme, Jeff  499  499  1 

55  Borund, Mark  500  500  1 

56  Boyer, Patricia  501  501  1 

57  Breimeier, Arden  502  503  2 

58  Brodshaug, Orton and Sandra  504  504  1 

59  Cirks, Tom and Penny  505  506  2 

60  Cossette, Marjorie  507  508  2 

61  DesRoches, Jim and Theresa  509  509  1 

62  Elingson, Hartley  510  510  1 

63  Evert  511  513  3 

64  Evert, Susan  514  514  1 

65  Evert, Chuck  515  516  2 

66  Evert, Ruth  517  517  1 

67  Granlund, Royce  518  520  3 

68  Gylland, Monte  521  521  1 

69  Gylland, Phyllis  522  522  1 

70  Gylland, Pamela and Carter  523  523  1 

71  Hall, Richard  524  524  1 

72  Handlos, Carolyn  525  525  1 

73  Hanson, Dennis  526  526  1 

74  Hejtmanek, Sandy  527  527  1 

75  Hertsgaard, Craig  528  531  4 

76  Hohertz, James  532  533  2 

77  Hohertz, Linda  534  535  2 

78  Anonymous   536  538  3 

79  Ista, Diane  539  542  4 

80  Ista, Diane  543  546  4 

81  Johnson, Janie  547  547  1 

82  Johnson, Larry  548  548  1 

83  Johnson, Marty  549  550  2 

84  Kirsch, James  551  551  1 

85  Kopp, June  552  552  1 

86  Kopp, June  553  554  2 

87  Kopp, June  555  555  1 

USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Table of Contents 

 

III 
 

Item #  Commenter  Page 
Start 

Page 
End 

# of 
Pages 

88  Kopp, June  556  556  1 

89  Kruse, Brian  557  561  5 

90  Kruse, George and Karen  562  563  2 

91  Larson, Marcus  564  567  4 

92  Larson, Marcus  568  568  1 

93  Larson, Marcus  569  571  3 

94  Libbrecht, Glen  572  572  1 

95  Lindsey  573  573  1 

96  Lingen, Doug  574  574  1 

97  Luecke, John  575  576  2 

98  Lynnes, Carman  577  579  3 

99  Mathison, Rodney and Cherie  580  580  1 

100  Mathison, Olive  581  582  2 

101  Mathison, Nancy  583  583  1 

102  Nelson, Curtis  584  584  1 

103  Nelson, Donald  585  587  3 

104  Ness, Timothy  588  589  2 

105  Nipstad, Sandra  590  595  6 

106  Olson, Kathy  596  596  1 

107  Otto, Patricia and Alan  597  599  3 

108  Patrick, Wanda  600  601  2 

109  Patrick, Chad  602  605  4 

110  Peet, Michael  606  606  1 

111  Ready, John  607  607  1 

112  Redlin, Gary  608  608  1 

113  Redlin, Patricia  609  609  1 

114  Roberts, James  610  610  1 

115  Robertsdahl, Wesley  611  611  1 

116  Rogne, Trana  612  612  1 

117  Rogne, Leah  613  623  11 

118  Roise, Gerald and LuAnn  624  624  1 

119  Rostad, Robert  625  625  1 

120  Rufer, Mike  626  627  2 

121  Sauvageau, Brenda  628  628  1 

122  Sauvageau, Gene  629  629  1 

123  Sauvageau, Marallin and Barbara  630  631  2 

124  Schneekloth, Dennis  632  632  1 

125  Schulz, Betsy  633  634  2 

126  Schumacher, Fred  635  643  8 

127  Skarie, June  644  645  2 

128  Swenson, Allan  646  647  2 

129  Thompson, Crystal  648  649  2 

130  Toll, Charles  650  650  1 

131  Viker, Rita and Paul  651  651  1 

USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Table of Contents 

 

IV 
 

132  Waltz, Mark  652  658  7 

133  Willem, Richard and Judy  659  660  2 

134  Willem, Jude  661  663  3 

135  Wilkin County  664  665  2 

136  West Fargo Extraterritorial Map  666  666  1 

137  Mathison, Lois  667  667  1 

138  Pederson, Leslie  668  670  3 

139  North Dakota Department of Health  671  672  2 

140  Wild Rice Watershed District  673  673  1 

141  City of Breckenridge, Minnesota  674  687  14 

142  Martin, Shane  688  688  1 

143  City of Grand Forks, North Dakota  689  690  2 

144  Fargo‐Moorhead Public Meeting Comment Sheets  691  723  33 

145  Online Comments  724  835  112 

146  National Wildlife Federation (NWF) Form Letters  836  1007  172 

Total Pages  1007 

 

USACE-MVP-0000087960 



June 20, 2011 
Ref:  8EPR-N 
 
Mr. Aaron Snyder 
St. Paul District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
180 E. 5th St., Suite 700  
St. Paul, Minnesota  55101-1678 
 

Re:  Fargo-Moorhead Metro Area, Flood Risk 
Management, SDFR/DSEIS # 20110138 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Regions 8 and 5 (EPA) have reviewed the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement (SDFR/DSEIS) for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk 
Management project.  EPA offers these comments in accordance with the Agency's 
responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. Section 
4332(2)(C) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 7609.   

 
The SDFR/DSEIS analyzes a new locally preferred plan (LPP) – a 20,000 cfs diversion channel 
in North Dakota with upstream flood staging and storage.  Previously, in the DEIS, the LPP was a 
North Dakota diversion channel with a capacity of 35,000 cfs (ND 35K).  The new LLP generally 
follows the ND35K alignment except for a few modifications.  The ND 35K alternative increased 
flooding downstream into Canada and was therefore deemed to no longer be a feasible alternative.  
The Minnesota alternative (MN 35K) is the same as in the DEIS and is referred to as the 
Federally Comparable Plan (FCP).   
 
The following bullets summarize EPA's concerns about the revised project and our 
recommendations to improve the environmental analysis and mitigation measures.  EPA’s 
specific comments on the SDFR/DSEIS start on page 3 of this letter.    
 
EPA Concerns and Recommendations: 
 
 The information provided in the Clean Water Act (CWA) § 404(b)(1) analysis may not 

fully support the conclusion that the LPP alternative (the tentatively selected preferred 
alternative) is the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA).  This 
alternative impacts more wetlands and riparian areas than the MN 35K alternative.  We 
recommend adding more information to the analysis regarding the practicability of the 
alternatives after consideration of costs, existing technology, and logistics in light of the 
overall project purpose [40 C.F.R. § 230.10].   

  UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 8 

1595 Wynkoop Street 
DENVER, CO   80202-1129 

Phone 800-227-8917 
http://www.epa.gov/region08  
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EPA's Comments on the 
Fargo-Moorhead Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and  

Environmental Impact Statement (SDFR/DSEIS) 
June 20, 2011 

 
Background
 

   

The majority of the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area is located in the floodplain of the Red 
River of the North and several tributaries.  The Red River has exceeded the National Weather 
Service flood stage of 18 feet in 47 of the past 108 years, and every year from 1993 through 2010.  
Although emergency flood control measures have been successful, future average annual flood 
damages in the Fargo-Moorhead area are estimated at $195.9 million without an extensive flood 
control project.   

 
The purpose of the proposed project is to reduce flood risk and flood damages in the Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan area.  The project will also restore or improve riparian habitat, increase 
wetland habitat and provide recreational opportunities.  The SDFR/DSEIS fully analyzes four 
alternatives:  No Action – continue emergency measures, two North Dakota diversion channels 
one with flood storage and staging and a 35K channel without storage and staging, and a 
Minnesota diversion channel.  The Locally Preferred Plan alternative, the North Dakota 20K 
diversion channel with flood storage and staging, has been identified by the Corps as the 
tentatively preferred alternative in the SDFR/DSEIS.   

 
 

Clean Water Act § 404(b)(1) Analysis  
Wetlands 

1. The SDFR/DSEIS includes a preliminary Clean Water Act (CWA) § 404(b)(1) Guidelines 
(Guidelines) Evaluation in Attachment 1.  The CWA § 404 (b)(1) analysis is used to determine 
the Least Environmentally Damaging Practical Alternative (LEDPA) under the Guidelines.  The 
Guidelines state “no discharge shall be allowed if there is a practicable alternative to the proposed 
discharge which would have less adverse impact on the aquatic ecosystem (waters of the U.S.) so 

ND 20K,  
Upstream Storage & Staging ND 35K MN 35K 

Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) DSEIS LPP in DEIS  Federally Comparable Plan (FCP) 

North Dakota, west of Fargo North Dakota, west of Fargo Minnesota, east of Moorhead 

36 miles long diversion channel 36 miles long diversion channel 25 miles diversion channel 

19 hwy bridges, 4 railroad bridges 18 hwy bridges, 4 railroad bridges 20 hwy bridges, 4 RR bridges 

5 control structures at:  Red, Wild 
Rice, Sheyenne, Maple, Rush and 
Lower Rush Rivers + Wolverton 
Creek Culvert 

5 control structures at:    Red, Wild 
Rice, Sheyenne, Maple, Rush and 
Lower Rush Rivers + Wolverton 
Creek Culvert 

Red River control structure + 
Wolverton Creek 

Storage Area 4,360 acres          --          -- 

Staging Area in Floodplain           --          -- 
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long as the alternative does not have other significant adverse consequences” 40 C.F.R. § 
230.10(a).   
 
While we acknowledge the Corps’ guidance on the interpretation of the (Guidelines, we still have 
concerns regarding the use of a modified purpose and need for the CWA § 404(b)(1) analysis.  
We recommend that the same purpose and need be used for the both the SFR/DSEIS and the 
CWA § 404(b)(1) analysis.   
 
The regulations at 40 CFR 230.10 do allow for the selection of an alternative with more aquatic 
resource impacts, if the alternative with lesser aquatic resource impacts is determined to be 
“impracticable”.  The term practicable means available and capable of being done after taking 
into consideration cost, existing technology, and logistics in light of overall project purposes [40 
CFR § 230.3(q)].    
 
We recommend adding a paragraph(s) discussing each of the three criteria for practicability to the 
CWA § 404 (b)(1) analysis for each alternative.  We would anticipate the cost and existing 
technology discussions would be short summaries of the information in the SDFR/DSEIS such as 
Table 11 -- Final Comparison of Alternative Plan Costs.  The technologies for the SDFR/DSEIS 
are well-established flood protection measures.  We recommend that that the revisions 
concentrate on the logistical constraints of the LPP and FCP alternatives.    
 

2. We note an inconsistency in the 2:1 mitigation ratio for forested areas between different plans.  
The proposed mitigation activities in the draft report on "Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act” 
(Attachment 2 of SDFR/DSEIS) on page 27, # 10 lists a 1:1 replacement ratio while the 
"Discussion of Habitat Loss, Mitigation Needs and Adaptive Management” (Attachment 6) on 
page 30, 1st

 
 paragraph recommends a 2:1 replacement ratio.  We recommend the 2:1 ratio.   

3. We note some inconsistencies in the discussion of wetlands mitigation and channel design.  The 
design plans in Appendix K − Civil Engineering show a traditional trapezoidal channel with a 
hardened pilot channel.  The cross-section on plan CS313, shows a 32-foot wide and 2-foot deep 
rip rap lining of the pilot channel.  This pilot channel design appears to conflict with the 
discussion in the mitigation plan and on page 346, Section 5.5.2.3, which discusses the creation of 
wetlands within the diversion channel, stating:  "Features that will be used to facilitate the 
creation of wetlands will include meandering the low flow channel; constructed rock riffles 
applications to create ponding; and other features developed during the design of the project.  
Vegetative species would be planted that are appropriate to temporarily flooded wetlands.  A low 
flow channel is a channel that is typically in the center of a larger channel which is sized to handle 
small flows from drains, ditches or ground water the low flow channel will be approximately 10 
feet wide; 3 foot deep channel located in the middle of the larger diversion channel and could 
meander back and forth within the 250-400 foot wide diversion channel bottom” 
 
We recommend that the mitigation features be formally incorporated into the design.  The 
hardened pilot channel appears to be incompatible with the proposed wetlands mitigation features 
and meandering channel bottom.  An initial meandering low flow channel should be included in 
the design including the appropriate riffles and ponding areas.   
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4. On page 53, the SDFR/DSEIS states that "[t]here would also be opportunities to incorporate 
wetland creation into the bottom of other portions of the channel.  These features could be added 
at little to no cost".  This “passive mitigation” is also discussed on page 361, in answer to 
recommendation 2 from the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report.  The Corps anticipates 
that the diversion channel will eventually develop sufficient wetlands to offset wetland losses for 
the project (except for forested wetlands).  The wording describes the process as “self mitigation.”  
We recommend including seeding and planting of appropriate wetland species in the design plans 
and costs.  This will restore wetland values much more quickly, reduce the potential for invasive 
wetland species and potentially enhance the design and stability of the meandering low flow 
channel.    
 

5. On page 346, Section 5.5.2.3, the Corps description appears to anticipate the entire length of the 
diversion channel will contain a low flow channel with flow to sustain wetland mitigation.  Other 
parts of the SDFR/DSEIS seem to anticipate flow only below the diversion of the Rush and 
Lower Rush Rivers.  Please clarify if there will be enough water to sustain the wetlands 
mitigation throughout the diversion channel and where the water sources will enter the channel. 
 

 
Sustainability of Flood Control Measures  

Over the last one hundred years, a series of flood control projects have been constructed to reduce 
flood risk for the Fargo-Moorhead area.  In the long term, none of these flood protection measures 
have maintained the desired level of flood protection.  The flooding this year throughout the 
Midwest also serves as a reminder of the importance of local and regional planning in sustaining 
flood control measures.  New flood control projects often have the effect of increasing 
development in flood prone areas.  We anticipate that more flood prone areas in metropolitan 
Fargo-Moorhead will be developed as a result of the project changing the regulatory floodplain 
and zoning and building requirements.     
 

6. Even with the new flood diversion channel the Fargo-Moorhead area will continue to experience 
some flooding due the topography of the Red River Basin.  As shown on the maps delineating the 
areas of existing flooding and flooding with the LPP there are still substantial areas of Fargo that 
will be flooded during the  1% (100-year) and 0.2% (500-year) chance events (pages 310 and 
311).  We therefore recommend that the local and regional flood-risk reduction efforts be fully 
integrated into the flood diversion channel project.  These efforts include the control of 
development in flood-prone areas; the use of construction requirements to avoid damage to 
properties, etc., as described in Appendix P; and other activities.  We understand that the Corps 
will not be implementing and funding these activities; however, the long-term success of the 
Corps' flood control project will be dependent on successful implementation of these plans, 
ordinances and practices.    
 

 
Environmental Justice 

7. The legend and alternative labels for the environmental justice (EJ) mapping on pages 319-330 
should be corrected.  The labels do not identify mapping for the DSEIS LPP and the cross 
hatching for “induced flooding” looks like it may be for the existing flooding data layer for some 
areas.  It may be useful to show the both the existing floodplain and the induced flooding on these 
maps.   
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United States Department of the Interior 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Denver Federal Center, Building 67, Room 118 

Post Office Box 25007 (D-108) 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007 

June 17, 2011 
 
9043.1 
ER 11/421 
 
 
 
Colonel Michael J. Price 
District Engineer  
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, Minnesota  55101-1678 
Attention: Aaron M. Snyder 
 
Dear Colonel Price: 
 
The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed Supplemental Draft Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk 
Management, Cass County, North Dakota and Clay County, Minnesota, and offers the 
following comments: 
 
FISH AND WILDLIFE RESOURCES 
 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is authorized under the Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.) to provide recommendations to the Corps of Engineers 
on federally funded water development projects.  Based on information available at this time and 
the Impact Analysis outlined in its Draft Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act Report (April 
2011), the USFWS recommends that, should the Corps of Engineers and the Local Project 
Sponsors proceed with the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Flood Risk Reduction Project, the 
Federally Comparable Plan (FCP or MN 35K Alternative) Diversion Channel Alternative be the 
selected Alternative.   
 
Adverse ecological impacts will occur with either of the Diversion Channel Alternatives.  For the 
following reason, however, the FCP Alternative would result in less severe ecological impacts 
than the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) Diversion Channel Alternative: 
 

1. The LPP Alternative is anticipated to adversely impact approximately 189 more acres of 
wetland then the FCP Alternative; 
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Colonel Michael J. Price 
 
 

2

 
2. The LPP Alternative, as proposed, would result in 36 more acres of adverse impacts to 

aquatic habitat then the FCP Alternative; 
3. The LPP Alternative would adversely impact 5 rivers in addition to the main stem of the 

Red River; 
4. Apart from the work that would occur within the Red River and the adjacent riparian 

habitat, the land uses that would be primarily affected by the FCP Alternative have 
limited wildlife habitat value.     
 

For a complete list of fish and wildlife recommendations, please refer to the USFWS Draft Fish 
and Wildlife Coordination Act (FWCA) Report (Attachment 2) within the US Army Corps of 
Engineers Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo – Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to review the document and provide comments.  If you have 
questions concerning USFWS’ comments, please contact Tony Sullins, Field Supervisor of the 
Twin Cities Ecological Services Field Office, at phone 612-725-3548 extension 2201. 
 
 Sincerely, 
 

  
 Robert F. Stewart 
 Regional Environmental Officer 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Kestner, Nathan (DNR) [mailto:nathan.kestner@state.mn.us]  
Sent: Thursday, June 23, 2011 3:45 PM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP; Williams, Terryl L MVP 
Cc: Carroll, Mike R (DNR); Edelman, Donna (DNR); Sobiech, Jonathan J 
MVP 
Subject: Fargo Moorhead SDEIS DNR Comment Letter (UNCLASSIFIED) - 
Addendum Request 
 
Aaron- 
 
We just realize that DNR comments on the SDEIS provided on June 
20th, 2011 contained a typographical error.  
 
Page 10 of the comment letter, last paragraph, first sentence 
currently reads, "DNR recommends that the permit-level analysis be 
compiled and provided concurrently with the state EI process." This 
sentence should instead read, ""DNR recommends that the permit-level 
analysis be compiled and provided concurrently with the state EIS 
process." 
 
Please accept this correction and we apologize for any confusion.  
Thank you. 
 
  Nathan Kestner 
  Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist - Reg 1 
  MN DNR Division of Ecological & Water Resources, NW Region 
  2115 Birchmont Beach Rd NE, Bemidji, MN  56601 
  218-308-2672, 218-755-4066 (fax) 
  nathan.kestner@state.mn.us 
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
REGIONAL OPERATIONS 

2115 Birchmont Beach Road NE 
Bemidji MN 56601 

218.308.2629 '" August 6, 2010 

Aaron Snyder 
USACE Project Manager 
190 East 5th Street 
Suite 401 
St. Paul, MN 55101 

RE: Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) Comments 
Fargo Moorhead Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) 

Dear Mr. Snyder, 

For approximately the past 14 months, the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
(DNR) has been an active participant in the U.S. Army Corp of Engineers' (ACOE) 
efforts to develop a Scoping Document and Feasibility Study for flood risk management 
in the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area. This letter serves several purposes because 
the Feasibility Study is being conducted concurrently with Federal EIS preparation, and 
also due to the fact that the DNR has determined a Minnesota State EIS must be 
prepared for the tentatively preferred option. With this in mind, this letter addresses 
environmental effects and feasibility considerations, and can provide insight for the types 
of issues that the DNR would address as part of State environmental review and 
permitting. It is again important to place in context that our involvement to date does not 
constitute an endorsement for anyone alternative, but rather provides design assistance 
and options for mitigation. Through multiple design concept changes, efforts have been 
made, that if implemented will help to reduce very certain impacts; however, significant 
resource concerns remain and must be addressed. Addressing these concerns early on 
will facilitate future State environmental review and permitting. 

Past DNR correspondence remains relevant as many concerns remain unaddressed. 
Likewise, the following attachments are part of our DEIS comments and should be 
included in the record as such: 

Attachments: 
1. DNR comments - January 14, 2010 
2. DNR comments - March 16, 2010 
3. DNR informal scoping comments 2009 

DNR comment topics remain consistent with past correspondence (attached) and 
include new topics. For each topic both general and, in some cases, specific comments 
(which reference specific areas in the DEIS) are provided. The DNR has the following 
comments: 

www.dnr.sl[]te.mn.us 
• AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER f..: PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER CONTAINING A MINIMUM OF 10% POST-CONSUMER WASTE 

DEPARTMENT OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 
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Scope of Alternatives 

General Comments: 
The State of Minnesota has long been supportive of flood protection projects that utilize 
a comprehensive watershed approach to flood damage reduction. Such an approach 
integrates both flood damage reduction benefits and natural resource enhancements. 
This basin-wide approach is described in the 1998 Mediation Agreement and is 
supported by local sponsors that include the Red River Watershed Management Board, 
as well as the watershed districts in the Valley. 

Flood storage, as a stand-alone plan, may not be a viable option able to meet both the 
sponsor's flood damage reduction goals and the ACOE feasibility planning objectives. 
Previous DNR scoping comments state that opportunities exist to increase and improve 
ecosystem and wetland restoration, wildlife habitat, and to provide recreational 
opportunities through the use of multipurpose water retention areas. Previous DNR 
scoping comments also indicated that water retention should be included in the mix of 
alternatives. The DEIS has not thoroughly included an evaluation of a comprehensive 
array of multi-faceted alternatives, such as upstream storage, flood barrier, floodway, 
and diversion combination alternatives. A comprehensive solution that includes storage 
options would provide needed mitigation for hydraulic impacts to downstream areas, be 
consistent with the comprehensive basin-wide approach, meet the feasibility study 
planning objectives, and have greater support. 

Specific Comments: 
Section 3.5.6 indicates that, "Following the development of the diversion alternatives, 
additional consideration was given to flood storage, wetland and grassland restoration ... 
It was determined that these measures would not provide any additional justified 
increment. This is due to the fact that the diversion alternatives provided a very high 
level of flood risk reduction, and they captured a large portion of the benefits that could 
be captured by a project." This analysis assumes the diversion alternatives as proposed 
are acceptable stand alone projects. 

Recommendation: 

The EIS should include an alternative that is composed of a comprehensive array 
of multi-faceted alternatives, such as upstream storage, flood barrier, floodway, 
and diversion combination alternatives. Effects on the Study planning objectives 
(e.g. provide additional wetland habitat) and constraints (e.g. avoid downstream 
stage increases and loss of floodplain) must be part of the discussion in the EIS 
for all of the alternatives. Evaluation of the storage option with smaller diversion 
channels must be explored. 

Hydrology 

General Comments: 
Section 3.9.1 in the DEIS indicates that, "In an effort to account for the uncertainty in 
climate variability, a non-traditional hydrologic analysis was used to ensure that the 
selected plan would perform in the future." Part of this non-traditional approach involves 
use of a truncated period of record. It is not clear why this shortened record is used. 
The Expert Opinion Elicitation (EDE) Panel concluded that a long-term gauge record 
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should be broken into a wet period and a dry period. The justification for this action is 
also not well documented in the DEIS. 

Past land use changes, specifically accelerated drainage, may have also influenced the 
hydrology and flow record of the Study area, yet this does not appear to be taken into 
consideration when deciding to split the long-term record. If land use changes were 
partially responsible (and not likely to be reversed), then discarding the first 40 years of 
the record may be more justifiable. 

Recommendation: 

The Final EIS must justify the decision to split a long-term gage record into a wet 
and dry period. This should include an analysis of available climate records to 
show that such a climate cycle has occurred during the last 100 years. Without 
suitable justification and/or explanation of the non-homogeneous gage record, 
the full period of record should be used .. 

The use of the non-traditional hydrology has significant affect on the economic 
analysis among other potentially significant effects. A comparison of the benefits 
for the old and new hydrology at the 10, 50, 100, 500-year events must be 
provided. The non-traditional hydrology must be used consistently for the entire 
analysis in estimating potential impacts (e.g. fisheries), mitigation, and be applied 
for regulatory purposes (FEMA flood map revision). For example, this would 
require the communities of Fargo-Moorhead to use the 1% (100-year) elevation 
of 905.14 (gage elevation of 42.4) for the base flood elevation for floodplain 
zoning purposes. Without such consistency, the DNR cannot support the use of 
a non-traditional hydrologic analysis. 

Downstream Hydraulic Effects 

General Comments: 
The DNR understands that for any properties deemed to have incurred a taking, 
compensation and mitigation is required. Furthermore, we understand the ACOE 
position that their regulations do not authorize the funding of compensation or mitigation 
for downstream hydraulic impacts unless the takings threshold is met. 

The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance titled "NEPA's Forty Most Asked 
Questions" indicates that, "All relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that could 
improve the project are to be identified, even if they are outside the jurisdiction of the 
lead agency or the cooperating agencies, and thus would not be committed as part of 
the RODs of these agencies." Sections 1S02.16(h), 1S0S.2(c). This will serve to [46 FR 
18032] alert agencies or officials who can implement these extra measures, and will 
encourage them to do so." 

The alternatives proposed will result in significant downstream stage increases, yet there 
is no mitigation proposed in the DEIS. A July 210 report Preliminary Downstream 
Impact Analysis was received on August 3, 2010, six days before the end of the public 
comment period; we will evaluate those issues when the report is final. Initial review of 
the preliminary report verifies our concern about downstream stage increases as all 
flood frequencies. The DNR position remains (see DNR 1-14-10 comments) that any 
increases in downstream stage or discharge are unacceptable without mitigation and 
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losses of floodplain storage must be effectively replaced. For each alternative, costs 
associated with downstream mitigation must be included in the project cost. Regardless 
of USACE authority, the DNR views mitigation as the responsibility of USACE and the 
local sponsors to mitigate any increase in water levels and flood flows downstream. To 
date, no such commitments are in place. This will be a significant issue 'as it relates to 
permits and funding from our agency and will influence our input concerning flood map 
revision by FEMA. 

Recommendation: 

The final EIS should include a description of the takings analysis and be explicit 
as to why the project does or does not result in a taking. Inclusion of the taking 
analysis as an appendix would be useful. Th'e EIS must include mitigation and 
its estimated cost for addressing the downstream stage and flow increases 
regardless of AGOE authority to fund such mitigation actions. 

The DEIS has not identified how the AGOE has complied with Executive Order 
11988 on floodplains. In addition, the DEIS has not discussed the compliance 
with FEMA standards relating to the stage increase. These deficiencies must be 
addressed in the EIS. 

Specific Comments: 
The DEIS clearly indicates that all alternatives as proposed will result in potentially 
significant downstream impacts. Specifically: 

Section 3.7.3.4.2 indicates that, "All of the diversion channel alternatives will change the 
timing and flows of water, significantly reducing the quantity of water flowing through the 
communities of Fargo and Moorhead. As a result of the modifications to the timing of 
the flows, downstream impacts are anticipated." 

Also, Sections 5.2.1.4.1 and 5.2.1.4.1 state that for both the MN35K and the ND35K plan 
"Increases in the level and duration of downstream flooding would have no appreciable 
effects on natural resources, but may result in significant adverse effects on social 
resources." 

Lastly, Section 5.4.1.3 indicates that, "all diversion channel alternatives include 
anticipated impacts for the 10, 2 and 1-percent chance events." In addition, "would 
extend approximately 45 miles downstream." 

Recommendation: 

The EIS must document how it was determined that increases in downstream 
flooding ft" ,will have no appreciable effects on natural resources". It is very likely 
that additional downstream stage increases will result in increased erosion, 
nutrient loading and other impacts. 

It is unclear how plans that will result in downstream stage increases are 
consistent with the identified planning constraints (e.g. avoid increasing peak 
stages). This must be explained the EIS. 
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The DEIS only provides preliminary data. The full extent of downstream stage 
increase must be included in the final EIS. 

Downstream impacts must be quantified downstream to a point where there is no 
increase in discharge or stage. 

Geomorphic Processes and Aquatic Habitat 

General Comments: 
The DEIS drastically discounts the potential for impacts caused by changes in 
geomorphic processes. 

Geomorphic effects of flood control projects have historically far exceeded anticipated 
effects. For example, the ACOE channelization of the Wild Rice River resulted in 12 feet 
of headward incision, 8 feet of downstream aggradation, and had a devastating impact 
to over 40 miles of river .. : .these effects were not anticipated, and currently there are no 
plans in place to fix the problem. The EIS suggests that these effects will be small due 
to the relatively high contribution of suspended sediment load compared to sand and 
other bedload. This is also predicated on the assumption that sediments are uniformly 
distributed through the water column. 

While the DEIS alludes to monitoring, no sediment data have been provided on which to 
base the above assumptions or the discounting of geomorphic effects. The very high 
total sediment load of the Red River and its tributaries contradict this assessment. DNR 
has observed major sedimentation along the Red following large events. The proposed 
project will significantly change the distribution of flow and sediment. Any alteration of 
the existing hydrologic and sediment regimes has the potential to result in sedimentation 
or incision. Either of these effects can adversely affect habitat quality. The structures 
will draw surface water that typically has relatively low sediment concentrations. This 
will send relatively high concentrations of sediment down the natural channel with less 
power to carry it. 

The DE IS indicates that further evaluation will take place to verify potential impacts, 
including pre- and post-construction monitoring. The DNR believes that a robust 
monitoring program is needed, and we will continue to work with agencies and local 
sponsors in the development of such a program. 

The DEIS also indicates that monitoring will be done in close coordination between 
agencies, and that coordination should include discussion as to whether future action 
would be needed if impacts were identified. Unless data is provided upon which 
comprehensive analysis and conclusions can be deducted; we have no reason to concur 
with the ACOE assumption that impacts are not likely and feel strongly that mitigation is 
necessary and warranted. The types of mitigation warranted, along with associated 
costs, should be included into the project cost. Increasing the amount of mitigation 
already proposed for footprint impacts associated with the Red River control structure 
would be meaningful and help to offset likely geomorphic impacts. 

Recommendation: 

There is no substantiation for the assumption of a uniform distribution of 
sediment particle sizes through the water column. A particle size analysis of total 
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sediment load of the Red River would provide the necessary basis for such a 
conclusion and should be included in the final EIS. Without this information, 
mitigation must be included for geomorphic impacts to the Red River. 

The EIS should also discuss whether impacts associated with reduced flow from 
the confluences of the Rush and Lower Rush Rivers to a diversion outlet are 
anticipated. Flows will be further reduced along this reach creating opportunity 
for sedimentation that will, in turn impact aquatic habitat. 

The EIS should include a determination whether additional debris and ice in the 
project area will impact channel stability in the portion of the Red River which will 
be diverted. Potential geomorphic impacts to Wolverton Creek and necessary 
mitigation must be included in the EIS. 

Direct Habitat Loss 

General Comments: 
The DEIS acknowledges that mitigation will be provided for the Red River Structure 
footprint impacts of approximately .5 miles (10 acres). The DNR has been and will 
continue to work with the ACOE in identifying potential mitigation projects to be included 
in the Final EIS, that, when completed, will replace lost habitat function and value. The 
DNR supports mitigation projects where the effectiveness can be readily assessed (also 
see DN.R Mitigation Comments below). 

Wetland Impacts 

General Comments: 
According to the DEIS, the Minnesota diversion alignment would directly impact 
approximately17 acres of wetlands and ~ould indirectly impact up to 85 acres of 
wetlands, while the North Dakota diversion alignment would directly impact 
approximately 33 acres of wetlands and could indirectly impact up to 193 acres of 
wetlands. 

The DEIS goes on to state, "Either alternative would include appropriate measures to 
minimize or mitigate potential losses to wetland areas." In addition, impact "will be offset 
by the creation of wetlands within the diversion channel bottom." And finally, "The area 
available on the bottom of the diversion channel for all alternatives far exceeds the 
amount of wetland acres that would be impacted." 

The DEIS lacks crucial information necessary to determine the appropriateness of 
wetland mitigation. While it may be true that replacement acreage far exceeds that of the 
acreage impacted, the DEIS does not describe how the mitigation will or will not replace 
the functions and values lost at the impact sites. This information is critical in 
determining whether the proposed mitigation will actually replace the loss of habitat and 
ecological function (Le., whether it's appropriate). This information also relates to the 
planning objective of restoring or improving degraded riverine and riparian (including 
wetlands) habitat. 
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Recommendation: 

The EIS must specifically discuss how the proposed wetland mitigation will 
replace the functions and values lost at the impact sites. The EIS must also 
discuss the potential for created channel-bottom wetlands to be influenced by 
aggressive non-native invasive plant species over time and subsequent impacts 
on function and value. This potential outcome must be discussed in context or in 
determining the appropriate replacement ratio. 

Fish Passage and Biological Connectivity 

General Comments: 
The fish bypasses and other structures are necessary and helpful in minimizing potential 
impacts to fishes; however, they do not replace the function of the natural channel for 

. flows higher than the 5-year event. While passage during the open gate condition is 
reasonably satisfied, the proposed fishways have not been detailed to the degree that 
effectiveness can be assessed. 

The DEIS states minimum effects of the project on fish passage by giving percentages 
of blockage based on the entire record of daily values. There are several problems with 
this assumption: . . 

A. Fish migration is seasonal and for many species, spawning 'migration cues 
are associated with the spring flood. As a result, percentages would have 
greater relevance when put in the context of these migration periods. 

B. Currently, fish passage is least impeded during floods greater than the two
year event as barrier structures are inundated and long migrations can only 
occur during these high flow events. The proposed project has the greatest 
affects during high flows when the river is most passable. Greater context 
would be provided by considering percentages of flows above the two-year 
event when the structure would block passage. 

C. Fish populations in rivers are often sustained by unusual events. Large 
floods often are associated with large year classes of some species. These 
unusual events may be responsible for sustaining populations. 

D. Spawning migrations are ·very sensitive to timing ... fish cannot simply wait 
around for passage. A combination of day-length, water temperature, and 
hydrology all need to be appropriate. Blockage during the spawning run can 
result in egg absorption, stress-related disease and other mortality factors. 

E. Using USACE analysis of gauge data from 1942 to present, 13 of 68 years or 
19% of years would have had fish migration limited (using the bypass 
channel) for one week or more during April, 4% of the years would have had 
fish migration limited for two weeks or more. 

Fish are likely to be drawn into the diversion channel during operation. Since the 
duration of operation is short, there is potential for stranding and mortality of large 
numbers of migrating fishes. The impacts of this mortality could be substantial 
especially for long-lived and rare fishes like lake sturgeon. The ND diversion channel 
would have a fish bypass to get fish over the 20' head difference rather than the rock 
ramp proposed for a MN diversion. This will further increase the chances of stranding in 
the diversion channel and limit fish passage. Additional mitigation measures should be 
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considered such as operations that allow gradual reduction of water in the diversion 
channel. 

It is the MN DNR Fisheries' experience that fish movement is substantially impeded 
within and through long, channelized river segments and ditches, such as those 
presented in all of the alternatives. This is likely due to homogeneous low value habitat 
conditions present in many ditches. This concern has been brought up repeatedly in 
discussions but is not addressed in the draft EIS, rather, it has been assumed that fishes 
will use the diversion channel in the same manner they would use natural channels. 

The assumption throughout the DEIS is that fish passage on either the Red or its 
tributaries will not be significantly affected due to features built into the project that are 
intended to minimize impacts. No evidence, either empirical or from literature, is 
provided to support this position. 

Recommendation : 

The analysiS provided by the EIS must rely on hydrologic data (updated data), 
empirical evidence, and peer-reviewed literature to draw conclusion pertaining to 
potential fish passage impacts. The EIS should attempt to address: to what 
extent the proposed passage facilitation measures will alleviate fish passage 
impacts; what species will utilize the proposed design based minimization efforts, 
and; what extent multiple restriction structures will compound passage impacts. 
The EIS must also place fish passage percentages in context of migration 
periods of various species in the Red River system rather than the entire record. 

The EIS should utilize empirical evidence, peer reviewed literature and include a 
literature-cited section. 

Specific Comments: 

It is the DNR's understanding that a tieback levee associated with a Red River control 
structure will also cross Wolverton Creek. 

Recommendation: 

Impacts to fish passage at Wolverton Creek must be included in the EIS. 

Section 5.2.1.8.1.4 indicates that a notched weir will be included. This is helpful in 
minimizing impacts associated with the stranding of fish; however, it is unclear if the 
notch effects are represented in the hydrographs (i.e. how fast will flows shut off in the 
diversion once the 20% event flows have passed). 

Recommendation: 

This EIS must indicate whether the notch effects are represented in the 
hydrographs. 

Section 5.2.1.8.1.5.1, which discusses the Red River control structure effects on 
connectivity concludes that, "all diversion channel alternatives would largely avoid and 
minimize significant adverse impacts to fish migration ... and have a small adverse effect 
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on biotic connectivity." In addition, "although connectivity would be slightly affected, it 
appears unlikely this effect would result in a detectable response in terms of a 
measurable population change by fish. Thus, any of the diversion channel alternatives 
would have a less-than-significant impact to fish population levels in the Red River basin 
as a result of slightly reduced connectivity." For reasons stated above, the DNR does 
not concur with these conclusions and believes mitigation is necessary (also see 
Mitigation General Comments section). 

Debris and Ice 

General Comments: 
Widening the gates to 50' will reduce chance of debris blocking the structure resulting in 
a reduction in maintenance need (debris removal). It is likely that the Red River through 
the study area will have a reduced capacity to transport debris and ice. This may in turn 
result in changes in the flow dynamics and geomorphic processes. The effect of debris 
and ice on safety, flow, channel stability and habitat will extend beyond times of 
operation. 

Recommendation: 

The EIS must acknowledge that woody debris is an important component of 
many river systems providing fish habitat and channel stability. The final EIS 
should expand on the discussion of debris and ice as it relates to operation, 
maintenance, geomorphic processes and habitat. 

State Environmental Review and Permitting 

General Comments: 
On July 19, 2010, it was determined that the tentatively preferred alternative requires 
preparation of a Minnesota State Environmental Impact Statement. The relationship 
between Federal and Minnesota state environmental review is addressed under 
Minnesota Rules 4410.3900, that requires, if a Federal draft or final EIS has been 
prepared for a project, the RGU must use the Federal EIS as the Minnesota State draft 
EIS provided it addresses the scoped issues and the State EIS content standards. 

Minnesota has not initiated the State scoping process and many of the issues discussed 
to date will likely require additional analysis. Elimination or mitigation of downstream 
stage increases will also be required to secure the necessary DNR Division of Waters 
permit(s). 

Specific Comments: 
Section 3.12.4 titled "Permits" should include the need for a state EIS. 

Safety 

General Comments: 
The Preliminary Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation indicates that, "During high flows when the 
control structures are under operation, recreational use (boaters, jet skis, canoes, 
kayaks, etc.) will not be allowed to pass through the structure due to safety concerns." 
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Recommendation: 

Section 5.2.3.1.5 titled, "Public Health and Safety" should include a description of 
safety and operational measures proposed to ensure the safety of recreational 
users on the Red River and its tributaries. 

As indicated in our January 2010 letter, diversion structures provide a barrier to flow 
during operation and have a risk of sudden and catastrophic failure presenting safety 
concerns for downstream habitants and recreational enthusiasts. 

Recommendation: 

The EIS should include an analysis of control structure catastrophic failure risk 
and provide loss of life estimates in the event of catastrophic failure. 

According to Minnesota Rules, the proposed control structure on the Red River meets 
the definition of a high hazard dam. As such, preparation of Minnesota State EIS is 
mandatory. A Dam Safety Permit from the DNR Division of Waters will also be required. 

Recommendation: 

It is imperative that the federal and state EIS provide the safety information 
mentioned above as well as adequate information to inform the state permitting 
process. At a minimum, this information must include that described as required 
in a "Preliminary Report" under Division of Waters Rules 6115.0410 Sub. 3. 

Mitigation 

General Comments: 
Based on case studies, peer reviewed literature, Minnesota Rules and professional 
experience; the DNR believes that the project has the potential to result in significant 
impacts to fish passage and biological connectivity, geomorphic impacts, and 
downstream stage increases. Unless data can be provided, upon which analysis and 
conclusion can be deducted that clearly show that impacts will be less than significant, 
our position remains that mitigation is required and cost estimates need to be included. 

The DEIS appears to only offer or consider mitigation for impacts that the ACOE projects 
to be significant. The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance titled "NEPA's 
Forty Most Asked Questions" indicates that, "mitigation must be considered for impacts 
that, by themselves would not be considered "significant". Once the proposal itself is 
considered as a whole to have significant effects, all of its specific effects on the 
environment (whether or not "significant") must be considered, and mitigation measures 
must be developed where it is feasible to do so. Sections 1502.14(f), 1502.16(h), 
1508.14." 

Recommendation: 

The EIS must explicitly state why it is not feasible to provide mitigation for what 
the Corp's feels are less than significant impacts (i.e. fish passage, Red River 
and tributary geomorphology, and downstream stage increases). 
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The EIS must demonstrate that proposed mitigation measures ensure no loss of 
habitat function or values. Replacement of habitat, as a mitigation method, can 
replace lost functions and values. The success of habitat restoration or creation 
in replacing function and value can be estimated with the Habitat Evaluation 
Procedure (HEP), Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) or other methods. 

Specific Comments: 
5.5.1.5 Stream Re-meandering 
As previously indicated (March 16,2010, DNR letter), the DNR believes that money 
targeted at pre-existing comprehensive ecosystem restoration initiatives will help ensure 
the most value for mitigation efforts. The DNR is aware of several restoration projeCts 
(e.g. Lower Wild Rice River, Buffalo River through Hawley) that if completed would 
restore stream or river habitat by recreating meanders and riparian habitat lost through 
channelization. The functions and values gained by these projects could be as 
mitigation for project-induced impacts. 

5.5.1.6 Riparian Buffer Strips 
The DNR questions the value of using riparian buffer strips along the Wild Rice River as 
mitigation for impacts likely to occur on the same stretch of river. The establishment of a 
riparian buffer in this area may be better suited as mitigation for riparian forest (wetland 
or upland) impacts elsewhere. 

5.5.1.7 Fish Passage 
DNR believes that improving fish passage as a systemic mitigation approach will 
improve connectivity in the Red River system as a whole. We also strongly believe this 
is required to offset project-induced impacts to fish passage and biological connectivity 
that will remain after minimization efforts. 

We agree that completion of fish passage projects will open up previously unreachable 
habitats (of varying quality) for use. This will result in an overall increase in function and 
value for those habitats. However, the use of this approach as mitigation for measurable 
footprint impacts is questionable due to the difficulty in assessing effectiveness. While it 
"is possible fish passage could have broader and more meaningful benefits than site 
specific mitigation", the DNR does not support this approach as mitigation for habitat 
impacts. We support mitigation projects that are measurable and can be effectively 
assessed (Le. can quantify functions and values gained and demonstrate that they 
replace function and value loss at impact locations). 

If the ACOE proceeds with a systemic approach to mitigation for impacts other than 
those associated with the loss of connectivity, it will be necessary to increase the scope 
of planned pre- and post-construction monitoring to include the new "reachable" habitats. 

Adaptive Management 

General Comments: 
In order for adaptive management to be successful, there must be identified indicators 
and criteria that reflect the desired conditions (e.g. what level of deviation from the 
existing condition is acceptable?); monitoring of the indicators and criteria for deviation; 
and implementation of management actions when the desired conditions are violated (or 
when conditions are deteriorating and preventive measures are available). At present, 
other than the commitment that pre- and post-construction monitoring will take place, 
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there are no identified criteria or indicators that reflect the desired condition or assurance 
(financial or agreements) that future management action will take place. 

Specific Comments: 
Section 5.5.3 provides no assurance of Federal funding if problems are found during 
post project monitoring (e.g . "could take action ... could work with Corps to secure 
potential funding .. . could include seeking congressional action"). T he Council on 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) guidance titled "NEPA's Forty Most Asked Questions!' 
states that, "to ensure that environmental effects of a proposed action are fairly 
assessed, the probability of the mitigation measures being implemented must also be 
discussed. Thus, the EIS and the Record of Decision should indicate the likelihood that 
such measures will be adopted or enforced by the responsible agencies. Sections 
1502.16(h),1505.2." 

Recommendation: 

The EIS must discuss the likelihood of securing future funding and the probability 
of mitigation measures being implemented in the future. A commitment on behalf 
of the sponsors in the form of financial assurance and agreement to undertake 
future mitigation is necessary. Examples of how adaptive management has been 
used successfully on other AGOE projects would also provide greater assurance. 

Invasive Species 

General Comments: 
The DEIS does not discuss the potential for invasive species transport during 
construction or how the operation of the project may potentially be affected. A zebra 
mussel veliger was recently discovered in the Red River. It is unknown whether zebra 
mussels will become established in the Red River. Regardless, maintenance associated 
with removal from infrastructure (to ensure smooth operation) can be costly and should 
be included in the analysis provided by the EIS. 

Rare Species 

General Comments: 
Every state recently completed a "state wildlife action plan (SWAP)" which identifies 
conservation needs for species of concern, including threatened and endangered wildlife 
and other important wildlife species. Minnesota's SWAP titled, "Tomorrow's Habitat for 
the Wild and Rare" describes conservation concerns for species of greatest conservation 
need (SGCN) and their key habitats within various landscape settings. 

Recommendation: 

'In the interests of providing a quantitative comprehensive analysis, the EIS, must 
describe whether key habitats and SGGN are present in the project area (Section 
4) and whether they will be affected by the project (Section 5). 

Specific Comments: 
There appears to be inconsistency betwe'en the Minnesota Rare Species Guide, data 
provided in the DEIS main document, and Appendi.x F. 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-33USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Section 4.2.1.9 and Table 25 implies that lake sturgeon no longer exist in the Red River 
basin. Although this was the assumption in the not so distant past, we now know that 
through our repopulation efforts and recapture records, including netting and angler 
accounts, lake sturgeon are now present in both lakes and streams in the basin, 
including the Red River. 

Recommendation: 

The EIS must rely on up to date accurate information. An updated table similar 
to that used in Appendix F should be included in Section 4.2.1.14.4 of the EIS. 
After Section 4 is updated, Section 5.2.1.10 must provide impact determinations 
for all state and federally listed species (this section only indicates that the Fish 
and Wildlife Service does not have records of federally listed sp~cies in the 
project area). 

If rare species surveys are planned or have been completed, this information 
must be included in the EIS. 

The EIS should document the known presence of lake sturgeon in the Red River 
basin. 

Planning Objective and Constraints 

General Comments: 
The Feasibility Report planning objectives and constraints provide a template and 
parameters that, if adhered to, would likely result in a project that (as taken from the 
Feasibility Study): 

• Reduces flood risk and flood damages in the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan area. 
• Restores or improve degraded riverine and riparian habitat in and along the Red 

River of the North, Wild Rice River (North Dakota), Sheyenne River (North 
Dakota), and Buffalo 
River (Minnesota) in conjunction with other flood risk management features. 

• Provides additional wetland habitat in conjunction with other flood risk 
management features, and 

• Provides recreational opportunities in conjunction with other flood risk 
management features. 

• Avoids increasing peak Red River flood stages, either upstream or downstream 
• Minimizes loss of floodplain in accordance with Executive Order 11988, 

Floodplain Management 

Such a project would better fit within the "basin-wide approach" as described in the 1998 
Mediation Agreement. However, the tentatively preferred alternative drastically deviates 
from the Feasibility Study Planning Objectives and Constraints. 

Conclusion 

The DNR remains committed to flood protection efforts in the Red River Valley; however, 
the DNR is concerned that, if the locally preferred plan (ND 35) is selected, there will be 
significant impact to up to 58 miles of the Red River. In addition. fish passage and 
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biological connectivity will be degraded, and unacceptable stage increases extending 
more than 50 miles downstream would influence several communities. The final EIS 
must demonstrate how the ACOE and project sponsors will eliminate these significant 
environmental effects. 

This project is estimated in excess of $1.4 billion dollars and will be with us for a very 
long time. Accordingly, the Corps' and local sponsors must ensure on the front end, the 
best :design possible that protects the Fargo-Moorhead Area, downstream communities, 
and addresses the array of environm~ntal concerns; is the design selected. 

Thank you for considering our input. 

Cc: Commissioner's Office 
Red River Watershed Management Board 
Red River Basin Commission 
Kent Lokkesmoe, Director - Division of Waters 
Steve Hirsch, Director.:... Division of Ecological Resources 
City of Moorhead 
FEMA Region V 
FEMA Region VIII 

Denver Federal Center 
Building 710, Box 25267 
Denver, CO 80225-0267 

EPA Region V 
EPA Region VIII 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-35USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

January 14, 2010 

Col. Jon Christenson 

REGIONAL OPERATIONS 

2115 Birchmont Beach Road NE 

Bemidji MN 56601 

218.308.2629 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
Sibley Square at Mears Park 
190 5th Street East, Suite 401 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1638 

RE: Fargo Moorhead Flood Reduction - MNDNR Comments 

Dear Co l. Christenson, 

I'" 
DEPARTMENT OF 
NATURAL RESOURCES 

For approximate ly the last eight months the MN Department of Natural Resources has 
participated in the Corps' efforts to develop a Scop ing Document and Feasibility Study 
for a flood mitigation project encompassing the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan areas. In 
that time our agency has provided significant resource management expertise in an 
effort to develop options that maintain as much natural form and function of the 
impacted resources as is possible given the Corps' fund ing and project development 
constra ints. As a result, our agency feels it is necessary to ensure that we place in 
context that our involvement to date has been to provide design assistance and not an 
endorsement of anyone alternat ive or that all anticipated impacts have been mitigated 
through this process. In fact, it is anticipated that any preferred alternative w ill undergo 
significant add it ional review, design improvement and sti ll req uire mit igation. 

It is important to note that th e State of MN is comm itted to flood protection in the Red 
River Valley. Significant financial resources have been expended to protect and mitigate 
flood damages to almost every Minnesota community along the river from Browns 
Valley in the south to St. Vincent in the north. Mitigation efforts also ext end to 
agricu ltura l areas through collaboration w ith local sponsors that include the Red River 
Watershed Management Board and the numerous watershed districts in the Valley. 
Water storage and natural resource enhancement is a significant component of this 
co llaborative effort. Any project for the Fargo- Moorhead metropolitan area should 
remain consistent w ith these existing loca l efforts. It wou ld be unacceptable to 
promote a project that negates efforts to store water or a project that increases flood 
levels and risk to a downstream community. 

www.dnr.slote.mn.us 
• AN EQUAL OPPORTUNllY EMPLOYER f..: PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER CONTAINING A MINIMUM OF 10% POST-CONSUMER WASTE 
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Following are concerns that the Department view as the primary issues that will need to 
be better addressed through improved design or mitigation. 

DNR Comments: 
Many agree that changes or regulation of flow in a river system have great potential to 
initiate a succession of changes and impact s. Some of these impacts are direct and 
measurable, while many occur over time and too slowly to be observed directly. Due to 
the ecologica l connectivity in rivers, impacts can be far reaching, resu lt in loss of 

functions and values, and require mitigation. The environmenta l review document(s) 
and subsequent project design must give full consideration and ana lysis of the potential 
impacts associated with the following topics of concern : 

Lost habitat: 
The proposal to build the structure off cha nn el and reroute t he rive r through it whil e 
filling the existing channel will eliminate exist ing aquatic habitat. Changes in slope and 
geomorphologic issues may result. Mainta in ing the same channel length in a new 
armored channe l wil l not directly replace this habitat. Also, re-routing of tributaries 
(Rush and Lower Rush) w ill involve abandonment of existing stream habitat requiring 
mitigation. 

Accumulation of sed iment in a r iverbed can have a substa ntial impact on f ish. Fish are 
highly susceptible to the cha nges in their aquat ic environm ent and are uniquely 
connected to their environment. In respon se to accumulation of sediment, fish may 
begin to change their migratory patterns to avoid areas once used for habitat such as 
w intering grounds, nursery areas, or spawn ing areas. 

Effective mitigation depends on replacem ent of lost functions of the impacted habitat. 
The integrity of mitigation projects is requ ired to ensure effectiveness. In addition, it is 
imperative that mitigation project costs are included in the cost/benefit analys is and 
environmental review. 

Downstream hydraulic effects: Any increa se in downstream stage or discharge is 
unacceptable w ithout efforts to mitigate these increases. This will be a significant issue 
as it relates to perm its from our agency and w ill influence our agency's input concerning 
flood map revis ions by FEMA. This concern is greatest where the impacts extend to 
downstream communities with detailed flood stud ies. These increases are primarily due 
to the loss of floodpla in storage as a result of the operation of the diversion channel. 
Th is loss of floodplain storage needs to be effect ive ly replaced through upstream 
storage options. 

Debris and ice: Having larger and fewer open ings in a diversion structure wi ll decrease 
the potential for trees, ice, and other debris to create restr ictions in f low, however; even 
full span bridges on the Red River have major debris and ice problems. Restrictions can 
create a host of problems with fish passage, safety, and other issues that would not be 
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restricted to just operational flow. It is preferable to pass rather than remove natural 
debris, as it serves an important role in the ecology of a river system. A thorough 
analysis of future operation and maintenance activities and associated potential impacts 
is needed. 

Recreational analysis: A thorough analysis of the recreational uses of the Red River and 
its tributaries and how the various project proposal will impact those uses is needed. 
Project induced recreational opportunities should also be explored and pursued 
whenever possible. 

Channel stability effects: The current Red River diversion structure will send surface 
waters into the diversion while water from the bottom of the water column will be sent 
down the natural channel. Although suspended load dominates the Red Rivers 
sediment load, the distribut ion of suspended materials is typ ically highest near the bed. 
As a result, a disproportionate sediment supply would potentially be routed down the 
natural channel with reduced stream power to carry it through resu lting in sediment 
aggregation. 

M innesota currently has massive erosion and sedimentation problems resu lt ing from 
f lood contro l projects where sediment transport and channel stabi lity were either 
ignored or misunderstood . The sediment load is vari able across the tributaries of which 
a ND diversion alternat ive wou ld cross. It is imperat ive that the potential for channel 
stabi lity impacts associated with each alternative and associated project components 
(e.g. diversion structure, bypass structures and tributary crossings and bypasses) be fully 
ana lyzed. 

Safety Issues: During operat ion, divers ion structures provide a barrier to flow. Flood 
barriers have a risk of sudden and catastrophic fai lure present ing safety concerns for 
downstream habitants and recreationa l enthusiasts. M innesota Ru les, chapter 
4410.4400, subpart 18 requires preparation of a State Environmental Impact Statement 
(E IS) fo r construction of a Class I dam. Whether or not a diversion structure alte rn at ive 
qualifies as a Class I dam is determined by a breech analysis. The DNR understands t hat 
the CaE is conducting th is ana lys is and will provide the resu lts upon completion fo r our 
review. Short ly after review, we will provide a need determ in ation regard ing whether or 
not preparation of a EIS under M innesota Ru les, chapter 4410 is required. If required, 
the DNR (as the Responsib le Government Un it) w ill consu lt w ith the CaE to reduce 
duplication between Minnesota Statutes and the Nationa l Environmenta l Pol icy Act. 

Floodplain Impacts: The flora and fauna within a floodp lain depend on periodiC 
inundation to maintain its existing ecology. The potential for impacts to floodplain 
wetlands and species using those habitats increases as flows are diverted more 
frequently. Over time, ecological changes may ensue. Having baseline data and then 
mon itoring and measuring changes over t ime will provide a means to measure potential 
impacts and subsequent mitigation requirements. Our concern for potentia l impacts 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-38USACE-MVP-0000087960 



greatly increases when passing flows less than a 5-year event, such as those associated 
with some ofthe ND tributary crossings. A thorough analys is of existing floodplain 
resources and estimates of potentia l impacts is needed. 

Fish passage: Sin ce the current Red River has unimpeded passage from Hickson to 
Drayton, and since the river currently has total passage at flows above the 2 year event, 
any lost reduction in passage is an environmental loss. Dea ling with twelve feet of head 
loss at this site is no small task. It is our understanding that the current diversion 
structure design will allow for f ish passage for up to a 5-year event, at which time fish 
ladders w ill become operational and potent ially provide passage (for an unknown 
percentage the fish population ) for up to 50 year events. Ideally, fish passage wou ld be 
provided for all flood events, however; a loss in resilience would still be likely, as fish 
passage wou ld be restricted. 

An analysis of how accom modating fish passage at various flood events will potentially 
affect fish passage, resilience, project design, and the cost-to-benefit ratio is needed. 
The chosen alternative can then be based on the design wh ich both minimizes the 
potent ial impacts and is still practicable. Diversion channels have the potential to cause 
fish strand ing and increased predation. It is not likely t hat quality fish habitat can be 
provided in a diversion channe l and f ish usage of any divers ion channel should be 
excluded when possible by design. 

Land use and changes have and occurred progressively over time resulting in more rap id 
conveyance of water. Climate changes are occurring and basins response in not fully 
understood. Flood frequency est imation records encompass much of this period of 
change. Likewise, the records upon which flood frequency estim ations are based upon 
may underestimate future flood potential. 

Future flood frequ ency estimates based on a greater " look back" period may produce 
flood frequency estimates that are misleading. Using a shorter look back period, and 
actually accounting for anticipated future changes in land use and climate will result in 
the estimation of events that are not as rare as they wou ld appear to be using the entire 
historic record. Fish passage design accommodations based on these adjusted 
estimates would further minimize potential impacts. 

Co nclusion 

The DNR believes that the project alternatives under consideration have the potential to 
impact up to 58 miles of the Red River system. It is imperative that the Corps of 
Engin eers cont inu e to meet w ith DNR staff regularly to develop project designs that 
avoid and minimize id ent ified potential impacts to the extent possible, however; even 
after these efforts, a loss in eco logical function is still likely. These unavoidable losses 
wi ll require mitigation. Mitigation projects must replace all project induced lost 
functions and values. 
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Finding balance between important economic, environmental and social consideration 
has and continues to be challenging in developing flood reduction projects. The DNR is 
committed to continued collaboration with the Corps of Engineers and other 
stakeholders in developing meaningful wel l-ba lanced flood reduction projects. The DNR 
would like to meet with the Corps of Engineers in the near future to discuss specific 
mitigation projects that when completed, provide the greatest value. Please contact 
Regional Environmental Review Ecologist Nathan Kestner at 218-308-2672 to set up a 
meeting with DNR staff to discuss these projects. 

Thank you for considering our input. 

Michael R. Carroll 
Regiona l Director 
mike.carroll@state.mn.us 

cc: Aaron Snyder, COE 
Red River Water Management Board 
Red River Basin Commission 
Kent Lokkesmoe, Director Division of Waters 
City of Moorhead 
FEMA Region VIII 

Denver Federal Center 
Bu ild ing 710, Box 25267 
Denver, CO 80225-0267 
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 

REGIONAL OPERATIONS 
2115 Birchmont Beach Road NE 

Bemidji MN 56601 
218.308.2629 

March 16, 2010 

Col. Jon Christenson 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
Sibley Square at Mears Park 
190 5th Street East, Suite 401 
SI. Paul, MN 55101-1638 

RE: Fargo-Moorhead Flood Reduction - MN DNR Project Mitigation Comments 

Dear Col. Christenson, 

The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) remains committed to flood 
protection efforts in the Red River Valley. Through multiple design concept changes, 
efforts have been made to reduce potential fish passage impacts associated with a 
Fargo Diversion; however, we do not share the conclusion that remaining impacts will be 
insignificant or that project design elements alone can bring impacts to a level not 
warranting mitigation. Any such conclusion prior to a thorough impact analysis is 
premature. Furthermore, efforts to mitigate direct and indirect impacts to habitat must 
replace lost functions. Focusing mitigation efforts on areas identified as impaired and in 
need of restoration will likely provide the most value. Following are some considerations 
regarding connectivity and habitat impacts: 

Fish Passage Considerations in the Red River of the North System 

For a Minnesota Diversion, the current proposed measures to help alleviate fish passage 
problems above the 5-year discharge include both a fish passageway around the 
restriction structure and fish passage provided over the spillway for the Diversion 
channel. It is not known; however: 

• What extent the current proposed passage facilitation measures will alleviate fish 
passage impacts. It is widely know that fish bypass channels are not 100% 
effective. 

• What species will utilize the proposed design-based minimization efforts 
(documentation on lake sturgeon using fish bypasses is limited). 

• What extent multiple restriction structures and tributary crossings will compound 
passage impacts (e.g. a ND diversion alternative). 

The following is information about connectivity impacts, values of the River system as a 
fishery, and a description of past efforts and ongoing initiatives to increase connectivity 
and enhance those values: 

www.dnr.stole.mn.us 
.. AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 

(~ PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER CONTAINING A MINIMUM Of 10% POST-CONSUMER WASTE 
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• Impacts remaining after minimization efforts cannot be mitigated onsite; 
therefore, off-site mitigation is necessary. 

• Currently, Christine and Hickson dams are fish passage barriers up to 
approximately the 2-year recurrence discharge. The Fargo structure on 
mainstem Red River would be a fish passage barrier to some extent at the 5-
year recurrence discharge and greater. Therefore, the unimpeded fish passage 
upstream from Fargo-Moorhead that currently exists for all flows above the 2-
year discharge would become impaired to some degree above the 5-year 
discharge. For a Minnesota Diversion, the two proposed measures to permit fish 
passage above the 5 year discharge include both a by-pass fishway around the 
structure on the Red River and a rock arch rapids to provide a passable slope 
over the flood diversion channel weir. These fishways are considered essential 
with the existing project design. However, it is accepted among resource 
managers that fish by-pass channels are not 100% effective and it is not known 
to what extent the fish by-pass channel on the Red River structure will alleviate 
fish passage impacts. 

• Corps of Engineers data indicates that Drayton Dam washes out and becomes 
passable to most fish species, including lake sturgeon, at approximately the 80% 
event. However, during critical times when many fishes are migrating to 
spawning habitats, passage has historically been limited to approximately 13% 
of the time in March, 50% in April, 35% in May, and 20% in June. Removal or 
modification of existing barriers increases overall net passage and connectivity 
and removal of downstream barriers will increase passage potential at existing 
and future upstream barriers. 

• Connectivity of rivers and their associated tributaries is necessary to maintain 
ecological diversity and function. 

• During floods, fishes use the inundated floodplain for a variety of reasons 
including, refuge from higher velocities, making use of additional food sources, 
and migrating upstream and downstream in the slower waters found in the 
floodplain. Diverting floodwaters to the diversion channel. decreases existing 
higher quality floodplain habitat, diverts migrating fish into lower quality diversion 
channel habitat, and poses an impediment to the movement of fishes. 

• Most of the 57 species known to inhabit the mainstem of Red River migrate 
throughout the system to one extent or another. Channel catfish and lake 
sturgeon are two species of particular concern. With channel catfish being 
present in high numbers, the presence of fish exceeding 40 inches, fishing effort 
exceeding 110,000 hours/year and harvest exceeding 43,000 Ibs/ year, the Red 
River of the North arguably supports the best recreational channel catfish fishery 
in North America. The ability of channel catfish to migrate throughout the Red 
River basin is critical. Channel catfish have been shown to move long distances, 
both upstream and downstream, within and between the Red River and its 
tributaries as catfish seasonally migrate between summer, overwintering and 
spawning habitats (Hegrenes, 1992; Wendel, 1999; McDonald 1990). 
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The lake sturgeon is a member of the sturgeon family of fishes that are imperiled 
throughout the world. Overharvest and construction of dams are frequently cited 
as the causative factors of population declines. Construction of dams is widely 
believed to be one of the major factors that have led to the near extirpation of the 
lake sturgeon from the Red River Basin. 

Efforts by state, federal and tribal agencies to re-establish lake sturgeon (a State 
designated species of special concern) in the Red River basin have been 
ongoing since the mid-1990's. As part of this effort, juvenile lake sturgeon were 
tagged in 1997 and 1998 and released in Detroit Lake, Otter Tail Lake, and the 
Otter Tail River to begin the restoration and to gather information on lake 
sturgeon movement through the basin. Subsequent recapture information 
showed that juvenile lake sturgeon migrated long distances within a year, 
including some that migrated hundreds of miles down and miles up tributary 
streams, even though the stocked sturgeon were not sexually mature. Male lake 
sturgeon reach sexual maturity in approximately 10-15 years, and females reach 
maturity in 20-25 years. The first large-scale reintroduction of lake sturgeon fry 
and fingerlings (first year fish) occurred in 1999, which means there are likely 
mature male sturgeon in Red River that are beginning to make upstream 
migrations associated with spawning behavior. Female lake sturgeon spawn 
once every six to ten years. The fact that lake sturgeon exhibit long-distance 
seasonal migrations, take a relatively long time to reach sexual maturity and 
spawn infrequently, emphasizes the need to provide uninhibited connectivity 
throughout the Red River and its tributaries in order to re-establish and sustain 
lake sturgeon in the Red River Basin. The long-range goal for lake sturgeon 
restoration in the Red River basin is to establish a self-sustaining population 
over the next 20 to 30 years (MN DNR, 2002). 

In addition to catfish and sturgeon, Red River species such as walleye, sauger, 
goldeye, an others, also exhibit long-distance, season migration patterns. 
Spawning migrations by many species are initiated by an increase in discharge, 
most often associated with annual spring high discharges. This is the same 
relative time period when the Fargo structure would have the highest probability 
of being operated. 

• Significant energy has been put into restoring connectivity along the Red River 
and its tributaries with past project such as Riverside, Fargo North, Midtown, 
Fargo South, and Kidder on the Red River; and Point, Crookston, Heiberg, and at 
least 25 other fish passage projects on Red River Tributaries. 

Given the facts described above, the DNR believes that any additional impedance to 
seasonal fish migration patterns may result in significant impacts to catfish, lake 
sturgeon and other species populations over time. It is imperative that any unavoidable 
impacts be mitigated. It may be possible to offset some project-induced impacts by 
improving fish and system connectivity. 
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Efforts are currently underway to alleviate or provide passage through these dams: 

• Drayton Dam (Section 18, T 159 N, R 50 W) 

• Christine (Section 18, T 136 N, R 48 W) and Hickson Dams (Section 19, T 137 N, R 
48W) 

Ensuring that these projects are completed will go a long way to connecting the system 
and providing mitigation for passage impacts associated with a Fargo Diversion. 

Direct and Indirect Habitat Mitigation Considerations 
The DNR agrees that money targeted at pre-existing comprehensive ecosystem 
restoration initiatives will help ensure the most value for mitigation efforts. One such 
initiative that the DNR feel would go a long way in mitigating impacts associated with a 
Fargo diversion project is completion of an ecosystem restoration and flood damage 
reduction project on the lower Wild Rice River. Implementation of this project would 
restore wetland and aquatic habitat, restore form and function to the floodplain, and 
restore connectivity to segmented floodplain forest. 

The MNDNR will continue to provide resource management expertise in an effort to 
develop options that maintain as much natural form and function of the impacted 
resources as is possible. 

Thank you for considering our input. 

Michael R. Carroll 
Regional Director 
mike.carroll@state.mn.us 

Cc: Aaron Snyder, COE 
Elliot Stefanik, COE 
Craig Evans, COE 
Kent Lokkesmoe, Director Division of Waters 
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Sources: 

Hegrenes, S.G. 1992. Age, growth and reproduction of channel catfish in the Red River 
of the North. Master's thesis. University of North Dakota, Grand Forks, ND. 

McDonald, D. 1990. The channel catfish sport harvest of the lower Red River. Master's 
thesis. University of Manitoba, Winnipeg. 

MN DNR. 2002. Restoration of extirpated lake sturgeon (Acipenser fulvescens) in the 
Red .River of the North watershed. Minnesota Department of Natural Resources, 
Division of Fisheries, Bemidji, MN. 

Wendel, J.L. 1999. Habitat use and movements of channel catfish in the Red River of 
the North. Master's thesis. University of North Dakota, Grand Forks, ND. 
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Fargo/Moorhead Feasibility Study Scoping Comments 
Bob Bezek [Bob.Bezek@dnr.state.mn.us] 
 
Jon, 
 
In response to the initial meeting you had in Fargo and your request 
for some input based on that meeting, comments were solicited from 
Department staff.  While I did get some input back it was very general 
in nature.  I think it would have been helpful to have a formal request 
to respond to.  That being said, following is a summation of the 
comments we received.   
 
1.  Continue to consult Natural Heritage data. 
 
2.  It is anticipated that a channel diversion through agriculture land 
will not have significant impacts to wildlife resources for production 
or movement.  Depending on the type of vegetation and management 
practices employed some benefits may be realized in a diversion 
channel. 
 
3.  Levees and floodwalls along the river may effect the movement of 
some species of wildlife such as geese, but would not be significant in 
either a negative or positive way.  
 
4.  The employment of water retention should be included in the mix of 
alternatives.  Opportunities exist to increase and improve ecosystem 
and wetland restoration, wildlife habitat and provide recreational 
opportunities through the use of multipurpose water retention areas.   
 
5.  Attached for consideration is Technical Paper 12 (Wetland Hydrology 
& Biodiversity in the Red River Basin, Minnesota) developed by the Red 
River Flood Damage Reduction Work Group.   
 
6.  The potential for impacts to the Buffalo Aquifer need to be 
addressed in the consideration of alternatives. 
 
7.  Many regional flood mitigation efforts are either under way or 
planned by groups such as the Red River Water Management Board and the 
Red River Basin Commission.  Every effort should be made to identify 
all possible partners to leverage money and benefits where ever 
possible. 
 
8.  It is recommended that structural flood control measures not be 
utilized to promote development in currently undeveloped areas prone to 
flooding. 
 
Again, these are just some initial comments.  Once you compile the 
comments you have received from others it might help to route those to 
our staff as well.  Thanks for the opportunity to provide input Jon. 
 
Best Regards, Bob Bezek 
 
Robert J. Bezek 
NW Regional Hydrologist 
MN DNR Waters - Bemidji 
(o) 218-308-2621 
(c) 218-760-7096 
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From:  Nathan Kestner 
To: craig.o.evans@usace.army.mil 
CC: Bezek, Bob;  Buesseler, Peter;  Doneen, Randall;  Groshens, Tom 
Date:  8/27/2009 1:05 PM 
Subject:  Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility, Draft Scoping Document - DNR Comments 
Attachments: Wetland Hydrology and Bio.pdf; Wetland Restoration to.pdf; Nathan Kestner.v 
 cf 
 
Craig, 
 
It appears that all previous DNR comments and concerns have been included in either the Scope of 
Alternatives or Scope of Issues To Be Addressed in the EIS sections of the Draft Scoping Document.  
 
Based on staff comments, it was suggested that additional emphasis be placed on wetland restoration as 
a flood storage alternative: 
  
Wetland Restoration 
The employment of water retention through wetland restoration has been included in the Scoping 
Document in both the scope of alternatives and in the scope of issues to be addressed section.  
 
Wetland restorations have multi-purpose benefits (water quality, fish & wildlife habitat) that are not 
always captured in cost-benefit analysis. The restoration of wetland ecosystems can result in a change in 
one or more functions which include; water quality improvement, floodwater retention, fish and wildlife 
habitat, aesthetic and biological activity. The value (or estimate of the importance or worth) of one or 
more of these changes in function should be included in the cost benefit and impact analysis. 
Additionally, there will likely be many other agencies (MDNR, NDDNR, USFWS, MPCA, Watershed 
Districts) willing to partner on projects that would help distribute the cost this consideration should also 
be included in any cost benefit analysis. 
 
Attached for consideration are two papers that provide recommendations and/or acknowledge that 
further study of wetland restorations for flood benefits is needed. These papers may be of value in 
preparing the EIS. 
 
• Technical Paper 12 (Wetland Hydrology & Biodiversity in the Red River Basin, Minnesota) 
developed by the Red River Flood Damage Reduction Work Group).  
 
• Agribusiness & Applied Economics Report No. 432a (The Feasibility of Wetland Restoration to 
Reduce Flooding in the Red River Valley: A Case Study of the Maple River Watershed, North Dakota). 
 
It is our anticipation that the alternative of wetland restoration will be given thorough consideration and 
comprehensive review in the EIS. The DNR will be submitting more formal comments for the final 
document. Please call me with any questions.  
 
Thank you 
 
 
 
 Nathan Kestner   
  Environmental Assessment Biologist 
  MN DNR Division of Ecological Resources 
  2115 Birchmont Beach Rd NE, Bemidji, MN  56601 
  218-308-2672, 218-755-4066 (fax)   
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From:  Nathan Kestner 
To: Sobiech, Jonathan J MVP 
CC: Bezek, Bob;  Buesseler, Peter;  Carlson, Thomas;  Drewes, Henry;  Groshe... 
Date:  10/2/2009 3:18 PM 
Subject:  Re: Diversion Channel Alternatives 
Attachments: Nathan Kestner.vcf 
 
 
Jon- 
 
The DNR appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the diversion channel alternatives being 
considered as part of the Phase 2 Feasibility study for the Fargo-Moorhead Metro Flood Risk Management 
Project. DNR staff did not review North Dakota diversion alternatives, however; we have given the 
Minnesota alternatives a preliminary review and offer the following comments: 
 
Wildlife: 
As far as Wildlife is concerned, there doesn't appear to be any issues or concerns with either alignment 
as both alternatives are located on tillable land. The DNR encourages a management scheme of the 
channel which provides wildlife habitat value. 
 
Fisheries: 
1. The DNR recommends setting inlet diversion crest elevations at the 10 year event level, allowing flows 
associated with less frequent events to continue to flow down Red River of the North. 
2.Ensure all structures , including culverts and diversions,  are designed to allow fish passage. 
3.Design all structures and channels to ensure vertical and lateral stream channel stability, and maintain 
functionality. 
4.Design the low-flow pilot channel within the diversion channel as a Rosgen E channel type to mimic 
natural stream morphology and functionality. 
5.Establish project monitoring plan to identify stream, ditch and diversion channel adjustments over time, 
and design and implement  maintenance activities as necessary. 
 
Vegetation: 
Other than what has already been stated (regarding a management scheme which provides habitat 
value), the DNR does not have further specific comments pertaining to the selection of vegetation species 
within the diversions. We will provide further input in the future if a diversion alternative is further 
pursued. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments. The MnDNR looks forward to working with the 
Corps of Engineers in a collaborative manner. As the project moves forward the DNR will have more 
substantive and formalized comments. Please feel free to give me a call at 218-308-2672 with any 
questions.  
 
Thank you. 
 
 
 Nathan Kestner   
  Environmental Assessment Biologist 
  MN DNR Division of Ecological Resources 
  2115 Birchmont Beach Rd NE, Bemidji, MN  56601 
  218-308-2672, 218-755-4066 (fax) 
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>>> "Sobiech, Jonathan J MVP" <Jonathan.J.Sobiech@usace.army.mil
Hello, 

> 9/30/2009 4:20 PM >>> 

I am writing to follow up with the diversion channel alternatives I sent out. 
I am looking for comments by the end of this week Oct 2nd if possible.  I 
would also like to set up a meeting/workshop to discuss the comments and the 
impacts these alternatives will create.  I was hoping to have a meeting the 
week of October 12th, but realize that is too soon and instead am shooting 
for the week of October 26th.  Your input on this alternative is extremely 
important for this process, I look forward to hearing from all of you. 
Thanks for your hard work on this project I really appreciate it.   
Jon 
 
Jonathan Sobiech  
Forester 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
190 East 5th St, Suite 401 
St Paul, MN 55101 
Office phone 651-290-5428 
Cell 651-380-0979 
fax 651-290-5258 
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EXHIBIT A

City of Fargo Revenue Forecast
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EXHIBIT B

Fargo Forum Article
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Moorhead questions diversion sponsorship
MOORHEAD – Moorhead City Council members balked Monday at a limited joint powers agreement involving a proposed Red River diversion. They
should remain one of the project’s two official sponsors.

By: Dave Olson, INFORUM

MOORHEAD – Moorhead City Council members balked Monday at a limited joint powers agreement involving a proposed Red River

They also questioned whether the city should remain one of the project’s two official sponsors.

The council tabled action on a proposed Metro Flood Diversion Project Limited Joint Powers Agreement that would create
the planning and design of a diversion on the North Dakota side of the Red River.

Council members raised questions about the proposed makeup of the authority and whether Moorhead’s interests would be
power given to the one representative the city could appoint to the board.

Under the proposal, the nine-member board would have three members appointed by Fargo and four appointed from Cass County

One member would be appointed in accordance with a joint powers agreement between Clay County and the Buffalo-Red River Watershed

Moorhead officials also questioned the budget that would be created by the agreement.

Under the plan, Moorhead would be responsible for 10 percent of the diversion authority’s $16.5 million budget through September 2012, including $15
million for planning and design of a diversion and $1.5 million for hiring a project manager and a lobbyist.

Several council members said it was too early in the planning process for a lobbyist to be worthwhile, and they questioned whether Moorhead should remain
the proposed diversion’s main local sponsor along with the city of Fargo.

The local sponsors of a diversion would be responsible for covering planning costs that will amount to tens of millions of dollars.

Moorhead officials maintain that Minnesota’s share of the total cost should be no more than 10 percent, and they said the hope would be that the state will
step forward to cover that cost, not the city of Moorhead.

However, Moorhead City Attorney Brian Neugebauer told council members Monday that at this point the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Moorhead as being jointly responsible for covering planning costs.

Council member Nancy Otto suggested that perhaps Cass County should be the project’s co-sponsor with Fargo.

Readers can reach Forum reporter Dave Olson at (701) 241-5555

Tags: news, flood, moorhead

Page 1 of 1Moorhead questions diversion sponsorship | INFORUM | Fargo, ND

6/17/2011http://www.inforum.com/event/article/id/323354/group/flood/
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EXHIBIT C

Oxbow Extension Request
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EXHIBIT D

Corps Response Denying Extension
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EXHIBIT E

Rose Hoef Oxbow Buyout Project Cost Estimate
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        June 14, 2011  
 

 
 
 
Jim Nyhof, Mayor 
City of Oxbow 
708 Riverbend Road 
Oxbow, North Dakota 58047 
 
 
Kevin D. Johnson, Attorney at Law 
Stoel Rives, LLP 
33 South 6th Street, Suite 4200 
Minneapolis, Minnesota 55402 
 
 
 
Dear Mssrs;   
 
Pursuant to your request, please find attached a Project Procurement Estimate of the improved and vacant 
residential properties located in the City of Oxbow, Cass County, North Dakota. Please note that this estimate is 
not a mass appraisal, but rather a consultation service with the purpose of assisting the City of Oxbow, and its 
representatives, in preparation of an assessment of project costs associated with a prospective buyout of the 
entire community by the Corps of Engineers, as a part of a proposed diversion of the Red River of the North.  
Since federal funding is involved, The Uniform Appraisal Standards of Federal Land Acquisition served as a 
guide in the preparation of this Project Procurement Estimate.  
 
The estimate considers only residential dwellings and privately owned vacant lots.  Neither government (City or 
County /FEMA) owned vacant lots, nor Country Club owned buildings, site improvements or vacant lots were 
included in the analysis.  
 
The procurement multipliers used in the analysis were derived from comparison of sale prices of closed 
residential sales in the City and County; pre-flood 2009, as compared to the assessed true and full value of these 
properties at the time of sale.  This equation provided a range in multipliers from 1.02 to 1.65, with the strongest 
indicators falling between 1.30 and 1.40. The pre-flood sales were used as no detrimental factors (flood or 

 

 

 

RM HOEFS & ASSOCIATES, INC.  

 PO Box 3102 
1123 5th Avenue South, Unit B 
Fargo, North Dakota 58108-3102 
Phone  - 701-298-3066 
Fax      - 701-298-0810 
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project influence) were present.  The total procurement cost for residential lots and structures is estimated at 
$41,992,155 or 1.36 greater than the City’s True and Full estimate of $30,901,900.  
 
In addition to the preceding, a copy of the Oxbow City tax summary, and my qualifications are attached. 
 
It has been a privilege to be of service.  If you have any questions or comments, please inquire. 
 
 
 
 

RM Hoefs & Associates, Inc. 
      

      
 

Rose M. Hoefs 
Certified General Real Estate Appraiser 

   
 
     

 
North Dakota Certified General License #1063    
Minnesota Certified General License #4002095 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF ROSE M. HOEFS 
 

AFFILIATION 
 The Appraisal Institute, Chicago, Ill., 1986; Associate Member 
 The International Right of Way Association 

CCR; registered minority business *DUNS available on request  
 
MEMBER OF 
 Greater Minnesota Chapter of the Appraisal Institute 
 Greater North Dakota Chapter of the Appraisal Institute 
 Fargo-Moorhead Board of Realtors 
 
LICENSES AND DESIGNATIONS 
 North Dakota Certified General Appraiser, 1993; #1063 
 Minnesota Certified General Appraiser, 1993; #4002095 
 North Dakota Real Estate Broker, 1976; lapsed 2005 

GRI (Graduate Realtors Institute) 1976; CRS (Certified Residential Specialist) 1977   
  
EDUCATION – APPRAISAL INSTITUTE COURSES 
 Real Estate Principles 

1988 University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 
 

Basic Valuation Procedures 
1989 University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 

 
Capitalization Theory and Technique, Parts A and B 
1990 University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 

 
Report Writing and Valuation 
1991 Houston Chapter, Appraisal Institute; Houston, Texas 

 
Case Studies 
1992 University of St. Thomas, Minneapolis, Minnesota 

 
Advanced Sales Comparison and Cost Approaches 
1999 University of St. Thomas, Minneapolis, Minnesota 
 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice, Parts A, B & C 
1988  University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 
1994   University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 
1999  Houston Chapter, Appraisal Institute; Houston, Texas 
2005 North Dakota Chapter, Appraisal Institute; update 
2006 North Dakota Chapter, Appraisal Institute; update 
2008   North Dakota Chapter, Appraisal Institute; update 
2010   North Dakota Chapter, Appraisal Institute; update 
 
Condemnation Appraising / Basic Principles and Applications 
1999 University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 

 
Condemnation Appraising / Advanced Topics and Applications 
1999 University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 
 
Demonstration Report Writing 
2000 Appraisal Institute, Chicago, Illinois 
 
Advanced Applications 

 2000   University of St. Thomas, Minneapolis, Minnesota 
 
 Uniform Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions 

2001 Sheridan, Wyoming 
2007  St. Paul, Minnesota 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF ROSE M. HOEFS 
(Cont.) 

 
REAL ESTATE AND APPRAISAL EXPERIENCE 

1974-1975 Rueben Liechty & Company; Jamestown, North Dakota; Real Estate Sales 
1975-1981 Bagan Real Estate; Jamestown, North Dakota; Real Estate Sales 
1983-1984 Bagan Real Estate; Jamestown, North Dakota; Broker – Owner 
1984-1990 H.R. Arneson & Associates; Fargo, North Dakota; Fee Appraiser 
1989-1990 Fargo Planning Commission; Fargo, North Dakota; Board Member 
1990-1996 TW Sapa & Associates; Fargo, North Dakota; Fee Appraiser 
1995-1998 Parsons Brinkerhoff; Herndon, Virginia; FEMA Inspector 
1996-present RM Hoefs & Associates, Inc.; Fargo, North Dakota; Fee Appraiser 

 
Appraisal Experience includes over 3,000 self-contained, summary or restricted appraisals of vacant land, 
mixed residential properties and commercial, industrial and special purpose properties.  Primary focus is 
litigation and eminent domain issues. 
 
Purpose of the Appraisals includes purchase, sale, refinance, government acquisition, easements, 
contamination, insurance, litigation and damaged properties.  Appraisal Area includes Eastern and Central 
North Dakota, Western Minnesota, North Eastern South Dakota. 
 
Court Experience:  Qualified expert witness; appraisal and reviewer; decision North Dakota Supreme 
Court/review/{City of Grand Forks v. Hendon, No. 20050197}. 
 
PARTIAL LIST OF CLIENTS  
 Government 
  U.S. Department of the Army / Corps of Engineers – St. Paul, MN;   
  Homeland Security, North Dakota / Army Corps Engineers – Rock Island, Ill; 
  North Dakota Department of Transportation (NDDOT);   
  Minnesota Department of Transportation (MNDOT);   
  Federal Aviation Administration (FAA);   
  Wahpeton Airport Authority 
  Mayville Airport Authority 
  Grand Forks Airport Authority 
  Fargo Airport Authority 
  Bismarck Airport Authority  
  Federal Housing Administration (FHA);   
  General Services Administration (GSA) 
  Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation 
  Resolution Trust Corporation 
  City of Fargo, North Dakota 
  City of West Fargo, North Dakota 
  City of East Grand Forks, Minnesota 
  City of Grand Forks, North Dakota 
  City of Moorhead, Minnesota 
  City of Breckenridge, Minnesota 
  Cass County, North Dakota 
  Clay County, Minnesota 
     
Engineering Firms 
  Houston Engineering, Inc. 
  Interstate Engineering, Inc. 
  Kadrmas, Lee and Jackson 
  Moore Engineering, Inc.  
  Ultieg Engineers, Inc 
  SRF Consulting, Inc.  
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QUALIFICATIONS OF ROSE M. HOEFS 
(Cont.) 

 
PARTIAL LIST OF CLIENTS 
 
 Financial Institutions 
  Allied Mortgage 
  American State Bank 
  Community First Bank 
  Dakota Bank and Trust 
  Express Financial 
  First Interstate Bank of Fargo, ND 
  First Bank of North Dakota 
  Gate City Federal Savings Bank 
  Metropolitan Federal Savings Bank 
  Midwest Savings Bank 
  Moorhead State Bank 
  Norwest Bank Systems 
  State Bank of Hawley 
  State Bank of Fargo 
  Stutsman County State Bank 
  Viking Bank 
  US Appraisal 
 
 Entities 
  Burlington Northern and Santa Fe Railroad 
  American Society for Environmental Education 
  Concordia College 
  John Deere 
  Consolidated Beef 
  Cargill, Inc. 
  Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing 
  Roadway Express 
  Ramada Inns 
  Regency Inns 
  Great Plains Supply 
  Pepsi Cola 
  Coca Cola 
  General Motors 
  AT&T 
  Northwestern Bell 
  Cass County Electric 
  Super Valu Stores 
  Surplus Tractor, Inc. 
  Pamida, Inc. 
  Steiger Tractor 
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RM HOEFS & ASSOCIATES, INC.  (1996 – Present) Major Projects 
 
AIRPORT NEW CONSTRUCTION OR EXPANSION   
Kindred ND   
Wahpeton ND  
Lisbon ND  
Gwinner ND  
Grand Forks ND  
Jamestown ND   
Fargo ND  
Mapleton, ND -  *Contracted not complete  
 
AIRPORT REVIEW 
Kindred, ND 
Lakota, ND 
Gen Ulen, ND 
Oaks, ND 
Linton, ND 
Washburn, ND 
 Bismarck, ND 
Grand Forks, ND  
 
STREETS, HIGHWAYS AND UTILITIES 

 North Dakota Department of Transportation 
Reconstruction of Highway19 east and west, Devils Lake, ND; 
Reconstruction of Highway 20, Devils Lake, ND; 
Reconstruction of West Main Avenue, West Fargo, ND;  
Reconstruction Dakota Avenue, City limits to Red /Ottertail/Bois de Sioux River; Wahpeton, ND; 
Reconstruction 1-29 and 52nd Avenue Overpass; Fargo, North Dakota;   
Reconstruction of Main Ave & 25th Street Underpass/Shoofly, Fargo, ND;  
Reconstruction of Main Ave & University Drive Underpass/Shoofly, Fargo, ND;  
Reconstruction South University Drive, north of 52nd Avenue; Fargo, ND; 
Reconstruction Highway, Max, ND;  
Reconstruction, Highway 281 South, Mill Hill to City limits, Jamestown ND;  
Reconstruction, North Broadway, Minot, North Dakota, total takings;  
Reconstruction of 12th Avenue North and University Drive, Fargo, ND;  
Construction/ reconstruction I-29 & Main Avenue Railroad Shoofly, Fargo, ND;  
Construction of U. S. Highway 281 Bypass, (approximately 12 miles) Jamestown, ND;  
Construction, I-94 sound wall; Fargo, ND.  
 

 Cass County, North Dakota 
Reconstruction Cass County 17 from County Road 6 to Horace, ND;  
Construction County Road 14, Horace, ND to I-29;  
 

 Fargo, North Dakota  
Construction 64th Avenue South and 25th Street, Fargo, ND 
Reconstruction of Main Avenue - 45th Street to 25th Street, Fargo, ND  
Reconstruction of 13th Avenue South - 25th Street to I-29, Fargo, ND  
Reconstruction of 42nd Street - 9th Avenue S to 32nd Avenue S, Fargo, ND  
Reconstruction of 45th Street – 9th Avenue South to I-94;   
Construction/reconstruction of 32nd Avenue S - 45th Street to 38th Street, Fargo, ND  
Construction/reconstruction of 45th Street - I-94 to 52nd Avenue, Fargo, ND  
Construction 17th Avenue Underpass / I-29, Fargo, ND;  
Construction 42nd Avenue South Underpass / I-29, Fargo, ND;  
Various utility projects. 
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WATER PROJECTS  

 Total and Partial Takings  / Government Participation (2000 – 2010) 
Breckenridge, MN, flood wall and levee construction 
Grand Forks, ND;   flood wall and levee construction 
East Grand Forks, MN;   flood wall and levee construction 
Fargo, ND; levee construction 
Fargo and Cass County, ND; south side flood project; preliminary projection  
Valley City, ND;  5’ Pool Raise, Baldhill Dam / Lake Ashtabula 
Devils Lake Outlet; Property Owners versus State of North Dakota Water Commission 
Becker County, Mn;  Becker County Dam / South Branch of Wild Rice River 
Perley, Minnesota ring dike 
Hendrum, Minnesota, ring dike 
 

 Voluntary  Buyouts /  Government Participation (2000 – 2010) 
Wild Rice Water District, MN  
Cass County, ND  
City of Fargo, ND  
Breckenridge, MN 
Clay County, MN 
 

 Flood Damaged Properties (1997 - Present) 
Grand Forks, ND 
East Grand Forks, MN 
Fargo, ND  
Moorhead, MN,  
Cass County, ND 
Clay County, MN 
 
REFERENCES:  
Garyelle Stewart; Solberg, Stewart, Tjon, Miller; North Dakota 701-237-3166 
Mark Bittner; City Engineer, City of Fargo, North Dakota 701-241-1475 
Howard Swanson; City Attorney; City of Grand Forks, North Dakota 701-772-3407 
 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-197USACE-MVP-0000087960 



EXHIBIT F

Estimated Price Range for Oxbow Golf Course
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EXHIBIT G

Potential Waffle Storage
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POTENTIAL WAFFLE® WATER STORAGE SITES UPSTREAM OF THE FARGO-MOORHEAD AREA

Kyle Glazewski and Bethany Kurz
Energy & Environmental Research Center (EERC)

15 N 23rd Street, Stop 9018
Grand Forks, ND 58202

June 2011

According to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineer’s Supplemental Draft Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility

Report and Environmental Impact Statement (April 2011), approximately 200,000 acre-feet of staging

and storage are required immediately upstream of the proposed Fargo-Moorhead diversion channel

inlet to eliminate downstream impacts. Understandably, residents living in the proposed upstream

staging and storage areas are highly concerned about the potential adverse impacts of the plan on

their livelihoods, property values, and quality of living as a result of the increased flood risk.

Another potential method for upstream retention of water is the Energy & Environmental Research

Center’s (EERC’s) Waffle concept. The Waffle concept entails temporary, distributed storage of water

across the landscape, primarily located on agricultural lands. The Waffle concept, if implemented,

would be initiated on a voluntary basis where landowners are paid to offer their land for temporary

water storage during major spring flood events.

The EERC conducted a preliminary analysis of potential Waffle storage sites in the Red River Basin

using 1-meter resolution topographic data that has recently been collected using light detection and

ranging (lidar). This preliminary analysis provides a rough estimate of potential Waffle storage sites

based only on topography and the existing road network. Two different scenarios were evaluated

based on the amount of freeboard allowed between the stored water surface elevation and the

lowest elevation of the roads surrounding a particular storage section. The preliminary analysis of

potential Waffle storage sites indicated that there would be between 159,000 and 267,000 acre-feet

of storage upstream of the Fargo-Moorhead metro area, excluding storage sites that hold less than

50 acre-feet.

While the preliminary numbers indicate the Waffle concept could hold significant amounts of water,

the potential storage available upstream of Fargo-Moorhead needs to be more thoroughly evaluated.

It is important to note that this analysis was not a feasibility study. The Waffle storage sites were not

evaluated to determine if they would be suitable for holding water as a function of surrounding road

type and/or the location of cultural features. In addition, significantly greater storage volumes may

exist at a site if low points of elevation in roads were raised. The Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility

Report and Environmental Impact Statement indicated the 200,000 acre-feet of storage needs to be

immediately upstream of the diversion inlet. Because the Waffle concept is distributed across the

landscape, and the volume of storage required to mitigate the downstream impacts of the diversion

will change based on the location and volume of storage, a more in-depth evaluation of Waffle

storage potential and its downstream impacts is needed.
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EXHIBIT H

CWA Section 404(b)(1) Analysis
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EXHIBIT I
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February 18, 2010 

 
MEMORANDUM FOR HEADS OF FEDERAL DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES 
 
FROM:  NANCY H. SUTLEY, Chair, Council on Environmental Quality 
 
SUBJECT: DRAFT NEPA GUIDANCE ON CONSIDERATION OF THE EFFECTS OF 

CLIMATE CHANGE AND GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS 
 
I.   INTRODUCTION 

 
The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) provides this draft guidance memorandum for 

public consideration and comment on the ways in which Federal agencies can improve their consideration 
of the effects of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions1

NEPA demands informed, realistic governmental decision making.  CEQ proposes to advise 
Federal agencies to consider, in scoping their NEPA analyses, whether analysis of the direct and indirect 
GHG emissions from their proposed actions may provide meaningful information to decision makers and 
the public.  Specifically, if a proposed action would be reasonably anticipated to cause direct emissions of 
25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-equivalent GHG emissions on an annual basis, agencies should 
consider this an indicator that a quantitative and qualitative assessment may be meaningful to decision 
makers and the public.    For long-term actions that have annual direct emissions of less than 25,000 

 and climate change in their evaluation of proposals for 
Federal actions under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 U.S.C. §§ 4321 et seq.  This 
draft guidance is intended to help explain how agencies of the Federal government should analyze the 
environmental effects of GHG emissions and climate change when they describe the environmental 
effects of a proposed agency action in accordance with Section 102 of NEPA and the CEQ Regulations 
for Implementing the Procedural Provisions of NEPA, 40 C.F.R. parts 1500-1508.  This draft guidance 
affirms the requirements of the statute and regulations and their applicability to GHGs and climate change 
impacts.  CEQ proposes to advise Federal agencies that they should consider opportunities to reduce 
GHG emissions caused by proposed Federal actions and adapt their actions to climate change impacts 
throughout the NEPA process and to address these issues in their agency NEPA procedures. 

 
 The environmental analysis and documents produced in the NEPA process should provide the 

decision maker with relevant and timely information about the environmental effects of his or her 
decision and reasonable alternatives to mitigate those impacts.  In this context, climate change issues arise 
in relation to the consideration of: 

 
(1)  The GHG emissions effects of a proposed action and alternative actions; and 
(2)  The relationship of climate change effects to a proposed action or alternatives, including 
the relationship to proposal design, environmental impacts, mitigation and adaptation 
measures. 

 

1 For purposes of this guidance, CEQ defines “GHGs” in accordance with Section 19(i) of Executive Order 13514 
(carbon dioxide, methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride). 
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metric tons of CO2-equivalent, CEQ encourages Federal agencies to consider whether the action’s long-
term emissions should receive similar analysis.  CEQ does not propose this as an indicator of a threshold 
of significant effects, but rather as an indicator of a minimum level of GHG emissions that may warrant 
some description in the appropriate NEPA analysis for agency actions involving direct emissions of 
GHGs.   

 
CEQ does not propose to make this guidance applicable to Federal land and resource 

management actions, but seeks public comment on the appropriate means of assessing the GHG 
emissions and sequestration that are affected by Federal land and resource management decisions.   

 
Because climate change is a global problem that results from global GHG emissions, there are 

more sources and actions emitting GHGs (in terms of both absolute numbers and types) than are typically 
encountered when evaluating the emissions of other pollutants.  From a quantitative perspective, there are 
no dominating sources and fewer sources that would even be close to dominating total GHG emissions.  
The global climate change problem is much more the result of numerous and varied sources, each of 
which might seem to make a relatively small addition to global atmospheric GHG concentrations.  CEQ 
proposes to recommend that environmental documents reflect this global context and be realistic in 
focusing on ensuring that useful information is provided to decision makers for those actions that the 
agency finds are a significant source of GHGs. 

 
With regards to the effects of climate change on the design of a proposed action and alternatives, 

Federal agencies must ensure the scientific and professional integrity of their  assessment of the ways in 
which climate change is affecting or could affect environmental effects of the proposed action.  40 CFR 
1502.24.  Under this proposed guidance, agencies should use the scoping process to set reasonable spatial 
and temporal boundaries for this assessment and focus on aspects of climate change that may lead to 
changes in the impacts, sustainability, vulnerability and design of the proposed action and alternative 
courses of action.  At the same time, agencies should recognize the scientific limits of their ability to 
accurately predict climate change effects, especially of a short-term nature, and not devote effort to 
analyzing wholly speculative effects.  Agencies can use the NEPA process to reduce vulnerability to 
climate change impacts, adapt to changes in our environment, and mitigate the impacts of Federal agency 
actions that are exacerbated by climate change.   

 
Finally, CEQ seeks public comment on several issues not directly addressed by this draft 

guidance, including the assessment of climate change effects of land management activities, and means 
by which agencies can tailor the amount of the documentation prepared for NEPA analysis so that it is 
proportional to the importance of climate change to the decision-making process.   
 
II. CONSIDERATION OF THE EFFECTS OF A PROPOSED AGENCY ACTION ON GHG 

EMISSIONS: WHEN TO EVALUATE GHG EMISSIONS 
 

By statutes, Executive Orders, and agency policies, the Federal government is committed to the 
goals of energy conservation, reducing energy use, eliminating or reducing GHG emissions, and 
promoting the deployment of renewable energy technologies that are cleaner and more efficient.  Where a 
proposal for Federal agency action implicates these goals, information on GHG emissions (qualitative or 
quantitative) that is useful and relevant to the decision should be used when deciding among alternatives.   
 

Many projects and programs proposed by the Federal government have the potential to emit 
GHGs.  Accordingly, where a proposed Federal action that is analyzed in an EA or EIS would be 
anticipated to emit GHGs to the atmosphere in quantities that the agency finds may be meaningful, it is 
appropriate for the agency to quantify and disclose its estimate of the expected annual direct and indirect 
GHG emissions in the environmental documentation for the proposed action.  Where the proposed 
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activity is subject to GHG emissions accounting requirements, such as Clean Air Act reporting 
requirements that apply to stationary sources that directly emit 25,000 metric tons or more of CO2-
equivalent GHG on an annual basis,2

To describe the impact of an agency action on GHG emissions, once an agency has determined 
that this is appropriate, CEQ proposes that agencies should consider quantifying those emissions using the 

 the agency should include this information in the NEPA 
documentation for consideration by decision makers and the public.  CEQ does not propose this reference 
point for use as a measure of indirect effects, the analysis of which must be must be bounded by limits of 
feasibility in evaluating upstream and downstream effects of Federal agency actions.  In the agency’s 
analysis of direct effects, it would be appropriate to: (1) quantify cumulative emissions over the life of the 
project; (2) discuss measures to reduce GHG emissions, including consideration of reasonable 
alternatives; and (3) qualitatively discuss the link between such GHG emissions and climate change.   
However, it is not currently useful for the NEPA analysis to attempt to link specific climatological 
changes, or the environmental impacts thereof, to the particular project or emissions, as such direct 
linkage is difficult to isolate and to understand.  The estimated level of GHG emissions can serve as a 
reasonable proxy for assessing potential climate change impacts, and provide decision makers and the 
public with useful information for a reasoned choice among alternatives. 

 
The reference point of 25,000 metric tons of direct CO2-equivalent GHG emissions may provide 

agencies with a useful indicator – rather than an absolute standard of insignificant effects -- for agencies’ 
action-specific evaluation of GHG emissions and disclosure of that analysis in their NEPA documents.  
CEQ does not propose this reference point as an indicator of a level of GHG emissions that may 
significantly affect the quality of the human environment, as that term is used by NEPA, but notes that it 
serves as a minimum standard for reporting emissions under the Clean Air Act.  Evaluation of 
significance under NEPA is done by the action agency based on the categorization of actions in agency 
NEPA procedures and action-specific analysis of the context and intensity of the environmental impacts.  
40 CFR 1501.4, 1508.27.  Examples of proposals for Federal agency action that may warrant  a 
discussion of the GHG impacts of various alternatives, as well as possible measures to mitigate climate 
change impacts, include: approval of a large solid waste landfill; approval of energy facilities such as a 
coal-fired power plant; or authorization of a methane venting coal mine.  Other Federal policies, 
programs, or plans that cover multiple actions subject to NEPA – such as actions tiered from 
programmatic NEPA documents – may more appropriately address GHG emissions at the level of 
individual projects.  In many cases, the GHG emissions of the proposed action may be so small as to be a 
negligible consideration.  Agency NEPA procedures may identify actions for which GHG emissions and 
other environmental effects are neither individually or cumulatively significant.  40 CFR 1507.3.   

 
Many agency NEPA analyses to date have found that GHG emissions from an individual agency 

action have small potential effects.  Emissions from many proposed Federal actions would not typically 
be expected to produce an environmental effect that would trigger or otherwise require a detailed 
discussion in an EIS. Significant national policy decisions for which the action’s GHG impacts are 
expected to be substantial have, on the other hand, required analysis of their GHG effects.   
 
HOW TO EVALUATE GHG EMISSIONS 

 

2 25,000 metric tons may provide a useful, presumptive, threshold for discussion and disclosure of GHG emissions 
because it has been used and proposed in rule-makings under the Clean Air Act (e.g., EPA‘s Mandatory Reporting 
of Greenhouse Gases Final Rule, 74 FR 56260, October 30, 2009).  This threshold is used in Clean Air Act rule-
makings because it provides comprehensive coverage of emissions with a reasonable number of reporters, thereby 
creating an important data set useful in quantitative analyses of GHG policies, programs and regulations.  See 74 FR 
56272.  This rationale is pertinent to the presentation of NEPA analysis as well. 
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following technical documents, to the extent that this information is useful and appropriate for the 
proposed action under NEPA: 

 
• For quantification of emissions from large direct emitters:  40 CFR Parts 86, 87, 89, et al. 

Mandatory Reporting of Greenhouse Gases; Final Rule, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency (74 Fed. Reg. 56259-56308).  Note that “applicability tools” are available 
(http://www.epa.gov/climatechange/emissions/GHG-calculator/) for determining whether 
projects or actions exceed the 25,000 metric ton of CO2-equivalent greenhouse gas 
emissions. 

• For quantification of Scope 1 emissions at Federal facilities:  Greenhouse gas emissions  
accounting and reporting guidance that will be issued  under Executive Order 13514 
Sections 5(a) and 9(b) (http://www.ofee.gov) 

• For quantification of emissions and removals from terrestrial carbon sequestration and 
various other project types:   Technical Guidelines, Voluntary Reporting of Greenhouse 
Gases, (1605(b) Program, U.S. Department of Energy 
(http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/)) 

 
Land management techniques, including changes in land use or land management strategies, lack 

any established Federal protocol for assessing their effect on atmospheric carbon release and 
sequestration at a landscape scale.  Therefore, at this time, CEQ seeks public comment on this issue but 
has not identified any protocol that is useful and appropriate for NEPA analysis of a proposed land and 
resource management actions. 

 
CEQ notes that agencies may also find useful information in the following sources: 

 
• Renewable Energy Requirements Guidance for EPACT 2005 and EO 13423 

(http://www.ofee.gov/eo/epact05_fedrenewenergyguid_final_on_web.pdf) 
• EPA Climate Leaders GHG Inventory Protocols 

(http://www.epa.gov/climateleaders/resources/inventory-guidance.html) 
 

For proposed actions that are not adequately addressed in the GHG emission reporting protocols 
listed above, agencies should use NEPA’s provisions for inter-agency consultation with available 
expertise to identify and follow the best available procedures for evaluating comparable activities.  
Agencies should consider the emissions source categories, measurement methodologies and reporting 
criteria outlined in these documents, as applicable to the proposed action, and follow the relevant 
procedures for determining and reporting emissions.  The NEPA process does not require submitting a 
formal report or participation in the reporting programs.  Rather, under this proposed guidance, only the 
methodologies relevant to the emissions of the proposed project need to be considered and disclosed to 
decision makers and the public.   

 
WHAT DEPARTMENTS AND AGENCIES SHOULD CONSIDER AS PART OF THEIR GHG 
EVALUATION 

 
 Federal agencies should structure their NEPA processes “to help public officials make decisions 

that are based on understanding of environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, restore, and 
enhance the environment."  40 CFR 1502.1.  Inherent in NEPA and the CEQ implementing regulations is 
a "’rule of reason,’ which ensures that agencies determine whether and to what extent to prepare an EIS 
based on the usefulness of any new potential information to the decisionmaking process.”  DOT v. Public 
Citizen, 541 U.S. 752, 767 (2004).  Where a proposed action is evaluated in either an EA or an EIS, the 
agency may look to reporting thresholds in the technical documents cited above as a point of reference for 
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determining the extent of direct GHG emissions analysis that is appropriate to the proposed agency 
decision.  As proposed in draft guidance above, for Federal actions that require an EA or EIS the direct 
and indirect GHG emissions from the action should be considered in scoping and, to the extent that 
scoping indicates that GHG emissions warrant consideration by the decision maker, quantified and 
disclosed in the environmental document.  40 CFR 1508.25.  In assessing direct emissions, an agency 
should look at the consequences of actions over which it has control or authority.  Public Citizen, 541 
U.S. at 768.  When a proposed federal action meets an applicable threshold for quantification and 
reporting, as discussed above, CEQ proposes that the agency should also consider mitigation measures 
and reasonable alternatives to reduce action-related GHG emissions. Analysis of emissions sources 
should take account of all phases and elements of the proposed action over its expected life, subject to 
reasonable limits based on feasibility and practicality.  

 
For proposed actions evaluated in an EIS, Federal agencies typically describe their consideration 

of the energy requirements of a proposed action and the conservation potential of its alternatives.  40 CFR 
1502.16(e).  Within this description of energy requirements and conservation opportunities, agencies 
should evaluate GHG emissions associated with energy use and mitigation opportunities and use this as a 
point of comparison between reasonable alternatives.  For proposals normally evaluated in an EA, 
agencies may consider the GHG emissions as a factor in discussing alternative uses of available 
resources.  40 CFR 1508.9(b).  CEQ proposes that this analysis should also consider applicable Federal, 
State or local goals for energy conservation and alternatives for reducing energy demand or GHG 
emissions associated with energy production. 
  

Where an agency concludes that a discussion of cumulative effects of GHG emissions related to a 
proposed action is warranted to inform decision-making, CEQ recommends that the agency do so in a 
manner that meaningfully informs decision makers and the public regarding the potentially significant 
effects in the context of the proposal for agency action.  This would most appropriately focus on an 
assessment of annual and cumulative emissions of the proposed action and the difference in emissions 
associated with alternative actions.  Agencies may incorporate USGCRP studies and reports by reference 
in any discussion of GHG emissions and their effects. 40 CFR 1502.21.   

 
Agencies apply the rule of reason to ensure that their discussion pertains to the issues that deserve 

study and deemphasizes issues that are less useful to the decision regarding the proposal, its alternatives, 
and mitigation options.  40 CFR 1500.4(f), (g), 1501.7, 1508.25.  In addressing GHG emissions, 
consistent with this proposed guidance, CEQ expects agencies to ensure that such description is 
commensurate with the importance of the GHG emissions of the proposed action, avoiding useless bulk 
and boilerplate documentation, so that the NEPA document may concentrate attention on important 
issues.  40 CFR 1502.5, 1502.24.   

 
An agency may decide that it would be useful to describe GHG emissions in aggregate, as part of 

a programmatic analysis of agency activities that can be incorporated by reference into subsequent NEPA 
analyses for individual agency actions.  In addition, Federal programs that affect emissions or sinks and 
proposals regarding long range energy, transportation, and resource management programs lend 
themselves to a programmatic approach.  For example, if GHG emissions or climate change and related 
effects in general are included in a broad (i.e., programmatic) EIS for a program, subsequent NEPA 
analyses for actions implementing that program at the project level should, if useful in the NEPA analysis 
for that decision, tier from the programmatic statement and summarize the relevant issues discussed in the 
programmatic statement.  40 CFR 1502.20, 1508.28.  Such aggregated discussion may be useful under the 
consideration of agency compliance with requirements for Federal agencies to implement sustainable 
practices for energy efficiency, GHG emissions avoidance or reduction, petroleum products use 
reduction, and renewable energy, including bioenergy as well as other required sustainable practices.  See, 
Executive Order 13514 – Federal Leadership in Environmental, Energy, and Economic Performance (74 
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Fed. Reg. 52117-52127); Executive Order 13423 - Strengthening Federal Environmental, Energy, and 
Transportation Management (http://nepa.gov/nepa/regs/E.O._13423.pdf).   In particular, NEPA analyses 
for individual actions may incorporate by reference agency Strategic Sustainability Plans and account for 
GHG effects in accordance with Federal GHG reporting and accounting procedures to the extent that they 
are applicable to actions that carry out agency obligations under subsections 2(a), (b), (c) and (f) of 
Executive Order 13514.  Such reference to the programmatic accounting of Federal agency GHG 
emissions under EO 13514 should note where appropriate that the scope of this accounting (for Scope 1, 2 
and 3 emissions) may be much broader than the emissions that would be reasonable for assessment within 
the scope of an individual agency action under NEPA.  
 
 To the extent that a federal agency evaluates proposed mitigation of GHG emissions, the quality 
of that mitigation – including its permanence, verifiability, enforceability, and additionality3

III. CONSIDERATION OF CURRENT OR PROJECTED EFFECTS OF CLIMATE CHANGE ON 
PROPOSALS FOR AGENCY ACTION   

 – should also 
be carefully evaluated.  Among the alternatives that may be considered for their ability to reduce or 
mitigate GHG emissions are enhanced energy efficiency, lower GHG-emitting technology, renewable 
energy, planning for carbon capture and sequestration, and capturing or beneficially using fugitive 
methane emissions. In some cases, such activities are part of the purpose and need for the proposed action 
and the analysis will provide an assessment, in a comparative manner, of the alternatives and their relative 
ability to advance those objectives. 
 

 
CEQ proposes that agencies should determine which climate change impacts warrant 

consideration in their EAs and EISs because of their impact on the analysis of the environmental effects 
of a proposed agency action.  Through scoping of an environmental document, agencies determine 
whether climate change considerations warrant emphasis or de-emphasis.  40 CFR 1500.4(g), 1501.7; See 
Scoping Guidance (CEQ 1981) (http://www.nepa.gov/nepa/regs/scope/scoping.htm)  When scoping the 
impact of climate change on the proposal for agency action, the sensitivity, location, and timeframe of a 
proposed action will determine the degree to which consideration of these predictions or projections is 
warranted.  As with analysis of any other present or future environment or resource condition, the 
observed and projected effects of climate change that warrant consideration are most appropriately 
described as part of the current and future state of the proposed action’s “affected environment.” 40 CFR 
1502.15.  Based on that description of climate change effects that warrant consideration, the agency may 
assess the extent that the effects of the proposal for agency action or its alternatives will add to, modify, 
or mitigate those effects.  Such effects may include, but are not limited to, effects on the environment, on 
public health and safety, and on vulnerable populations who are more likely to be adversely affected by 
climate change.  The final analysis documents an agency assessment of the effects of the actions 
considered, including alternatives, on the affected environment. 

 
Climate change can affect the environment of a proposed action in a variety of ways.  For 

instance, climate change can affect the integrity of a development or structure by exposing it to a greater 
risk of floods, storm surges, or higher temperatures. Climate change can increase the vulnerability of a 
resource, ecosystem, or human community, causing a proposed action to result in consequences that are 
more damaging than prior experience with environmental impacts analysis might indicate.  For example, 
an industrial process may draw cumulatively significant amounts of water from a stream that is dwindling 
because of decreased snow pack in the mountains or add significant heat to a water body that is exposed 

3 Regulatory additionality requirements are designed to ensure that GHG reduction credit is limited to an entity with 
emission reductions that are above regulatory requirements.  See 
http://www.eia.doe.gov/oiaf/1605/FAQ_GenInfoA.htm#Additionality;  
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to increasing atmospheric temperatures.  Finally, climate change can magnify the damaging strength of 
certain effects of a proposed action.   

 
Using NEPA’s “rule of reason” governing the level of detail in any environmental effects 

analysis, agencies should ensure that they keep in proportion the extent to which they document their 
assessment of the effects of climate change.  The focus of this analysis should be on the aspects of the 
environment that are affected by the proposed action and the significance of climate change for those 
aspects of the affected environment.  Agencies should consider the specific effects of the proposed action 
(including the proposed action’s effect on the vulnerability of affected ecosystems), the nexus of those 
effects with projected climate change effects on the same aspects of our environment, and the 
implications for the environment to adapt to the projected effects of climate change.  The level of detail in 
the analysis and NEPA documentation of these effects will vary among affected resource values.  For 
example, if a proposed project requires the use of significant quantities of water, changes in water 
availability associated with climate change may need to be discussed in greater detail than other 
consequences of climate change.  In some cases, discussion of climate change effects in an EA or EIS 
may warrant a separate section, while in others such discussion may be integrated into the broader 
discussion of the affected environment. 

 
When assessing the effects of climate change on a proposed action, an agency typically start with 

an identification of the reasonably foreseeable future condition of the affected environment for the “no 
action” alternative based on available climate change measurements, statistics, observations, and other 
evidence.  See Considering Cumulative Effects (CEQ 1997) at www.nepa.gov.  The reasonably 
foreseeable affected environment should serve as the basis for evaluating and comparing the incremental 
effects of alternatives. 40 CFR 1502.15.  Agencies should be clear about the basis for projecting the 
changes from the existing environment to the reasonably foreseeable affected environment, including 
what would happen under this scenario and the probability or likelihood of this future condition.  The 
obligation of an agency to discuss particular effects turns on “a reasonably close causal relationship 
between the environmental effect and the alleged cause.”  Public Citizen, 541 U.S. at 767.  Where climate 
change effects are likely to be important but there is significant uncertainty about such effects, it may also 
be useful to consider the effects of any proposed action or its alternatives against a baseline of reasonably 
foreseeable future conditions that is drawn as distinctly as the science of climate change effects will 
support. 

 
Climate change effects should be considered in the analysis of projects that are designed for long-

term utility and located in areas that are considered vulnerable to specific effects of climate change (such 
as increasing sea level or ecological change) within the project’s timeframe.  For example, a proposal for 
long-term development of transportation infrastructure on a coastal barrier island will likely need to 
consider whether environmental effects or design parameters may be changed by the projected increase in 
the rate of sea level rise. See Impacts of Climate Change and Variability on Transportation Systems and 
Infrastructure: Gulf Coast Study, (http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-
assessments/saps/sap4-7), and Abrupt Climate Change 
((http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/saps/sap3-4 (discussing the 
likelihood of an abrupt change in sea level).  Given the length of time involved in present sea level 
projections, such considerations typically would not be relevant to an action with only short-term 
considerations.   

 
The process of adaptive planning requires constant learning to reduce uncertainties and improve 

adaptation outcomes.  The CEQ NEPA regulations recognize the value of monitoring to assure that 
decisions are carried out as provided in a Record of Decision.  40 CFR 1505.3.  In cases where adaptation 
to the effects of climate change is important, the significant aspects of these changes should be identified 
in the agency’s final decision and adoption of a monitoring program should be considered.  Monitoring 
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strategies should be modified as more information becomes available and best practices and other 
experiences are shared. 

 
For sources of the best scientific information available on the reasonably foreseeable climate 

change impacts, Federal agencies may summarize and incorporate by reference the Synthesis and 
Assessment Products of the U.S. Global Change Research Program (USGCRP, 
http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/saps), and other major peer-
reviewed assessments from USGCRP .  Particularly relevant is the report on climate change impacts on 
water resources, ecosystems, agriculture and forestry, health, coastlines and arctic regions in the United 
States.  Global Climate Change Impacts in the United States 
(http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/us-impacts).  Research on 
climate change impacts is an emerging and rapidly evolving area of science.  In accordance with NEPA’s 
rule of reason and standards for obtaining information regarding reasonably foreseeable significant 
adverse effects on the human environment, action agencies need not undertake exorbitant research or 
analysis of projected climate change impacts in the project area or on the project itself, but may instead 
summarize and incorporate by reference the relevant scientific literature.  See, e.g., 40 CFR 1502.21, 
1502.22.  Where agencies consider climate change modeling to be applicable to their NEPA analysis, 
agencies should consider the uncertainties associated with long-term projections from global and regional 
climate change models.  There are limitations and variability in the capacity of climate models to reliably 
project potential changes at the regional, local, or project level, so agencies should disclose these 
limitations in explaining the extent to which they rely on particular studies or projections. 40 CFR 
1502.21, 1502.22.   The outputs of coarse-resolution global climate models, commonly used to project 
climate change scenarios at a continental or regional scale, require downscaling and bias removal (i.e., the 
adjustment of future projections for known systematic model errors) before they can be used in regional 
or local impact studies.  See Climate Models: An Assessment of Strengths and Limitations.  
(http://www.globalchange.gov/publications/reports/scientific-assessments/saps/sap3-1).   

 
Agencies should also consider the particular impacts of climate change on vulnerable 

communities where this may affect the design of the action or the selection among alternatives.  Tribal 
and Alaska Native communities that maintain their close relationship with the cycles of nature have 
observed the changes that are already underway, including the melting of permafrost in Alaska, 
disappearance of important species of trees, shifting migration patterns of elk and fish, and the drying of 
lakes and rivers.  These effects affect the survival for both their livelihood and their culture.  Further, 
sovereign tribal governments with legal rights to reservations and trust resources are affected by 
ecological changes on the landscape in ways that many Americans are not.     

 
IV.  BACKGROUND 
 
 1.  NEPA and Cumulative Effects in General 
 
 NEPA was enacted to, inter alia, “promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the 
environment and biosphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man.”  NEPA Section 2, 42 U.S.C. § 
4321.  NEPA is best known for its action-forcing requirement that “all agencies of the federal government 
shall . . . include in every recommendation or report on . . . major federal actions significantly affecting 
the quality of the human environment, a detailed statement by the responsible official on – 

(i) the environmental impact of the proposed action, 
(ii) any adverse environmental effects which cannot be avoided should the proposal be 

implemented, 
(iii) alternatives to the proposed action,  
(iv) the relationship between local short-term uses of man’s environment and the maintenance 

and enhancement of long-term productivity, and 
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(v) any irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources which would be involved in 
the proposed action should it be implemented.” 
 

NEPA Section 102(2) (C), 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2) (C).  This information must be provided for review by 
agencies with jurisdiction or special expertise regarding the environmental effects described.  The 
agency’s “detailed statement,” known as an EIS, must be provided to the public, in accordance with 
NEPA Section 102(2)(C) and the Freedom of Information Act, and be incorporated into the agency 
decision-making process.  
 
 The EIS requirement thus has two purposes.  First, it is meant to promote transparency and to 
ensure public accountability of agency decisions with significant environmental effects.  In this sense, it 
promotes political checks and balances broader public interests against the motivations for agency action.  
Second, it is meant to ensure that agencies take account of those effects before decisions are made and as 
part of the agency’s own decision-making process.  In this sense, it attempts to ensure that agencies 
consider environmental consequences as they decide how to proceed and take steps, when appropriate, to 
eliminate or mitigate adverse effects.  The agency’s “responsibility is not simply to sit back, like an 
umpire, and resolve adversary contentions . . . Rather, it must itself take the initiative of considering 
environmental values at every distinctive and comprehensive stage of the process beyond the staff's 
evaluation and recommendation.” Calvert  Cliffs Coordinating Comm., Inc. v. US Atomic Energy 
Comm’n, 449 F.2d 1109, 1119 (D.C. Cir. 1971). 
 
 Alternatives analysis is an essential element of the NEPA process, both under section 102(2) (C) 
and in the EA of “conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources” under Section 102(2) (E).  
The requirement of consideration of alternatives is meant to ensure that the agency consider approaches 
whose adverse environmental effects will be insignificant or at least less significant than those of the 
proposal.  “This requirement, like the ‘detailed statement’ requirement, seeks to ensure that each agency 
decision maker has before him and takes into proper account all possible approaches to a particular 
project (including total abandonment of the project) which would alter the environmental impact and the 
cost-benefit balance.  Only in that fashion is it likely that the most intelligent, optimally beneficial 
decision will ultimately be made.” Calvert Cliffs, 449 F.2d at 1114.   
 
 NEPA analysis and documentation should be designed to both inform Federal agency decisions 
and provide for collaborative, coordinated decisions by making “advice and information useful in 
restoring, maintaining, and enhancing the quality of the environment” available to States, Tribes, 
counties, cities, institutions and individuals.  Section 102(2) (G), 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2) (G).  NEPA also 
requires Federal agencies to support international cooperation by recognizing “the global character of 
environmental problems and, where consistent with the foreign policy of the United States, lend 
appropriate support to initiatives, resolutions, and programs designed to maximize international 
cooperation in anticipating and preventing a decline in the quality of mankind’s world environment.”  
Section 102(2) (F), 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2) (F).   
 
 Federal actions may cause effects on the human environment that are not significant environment 
effects, in isolation, but that are significant in the aggregate or that will lead to significant effects.  Since 
1970, CEQ has construed the term “major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the human 
environment” as requiring the consideration of the “overall, cumulative impact of the action proposed 
(and of further actions contemplated)."  35 Fed. Reg. 7390, 7391 (1970).  “Cumulative impact” is defined 
in CEQ’s NEPA regulations as the “impact on the environment that results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions . . .” 40 C.F.R. § 
1508.7.  Cf. Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 413-414 (1976).  CEQ interprets this regulation as 
referring only to the cumulative impact of the direct and indirect effects of the proposed action or its 
alternatives when added to the aggregate effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
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actions.  See, CEQ Guidance on the Consideration of Past Actions in Cumulative Effects Analysis (June 
24, 2005) at 2, 3 (www.nepa.gov/nepa/regs/Guidance_on_CE.pdf).  
 
 As explained in prior CEQ guidance, and described in its handbook Considering Cumulative 
Effects, the analysis of cumulative effects begins with consideration of the direct and indirect effects on 
the environment that are expected or likely to result from a proposal for agency action or its reasonable 
alternatives.  See Considering Cumulative Effects (CEQ 1997) at www.nepa.gov.  Agencies then should 
consider the affected environment by looking for effects of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions that are, in the judgment of the agency, relevant because their effects would increase or 
change in combination with the direct and indirect effects of the proposal for agency action or its 
alternatives.  The relevant cumulative effects typically result from human activities with effects that 
accumulate within the temporal and geographic boundaries of the effects of the proposed action.  
 

The purpose of cumulative effects analysis is to document agency consideration of the context 
and intensity of the effects of a proposal for agency action, particularly whether the action is related to 
other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts.  40 CFR 1508.27(b) 
(7).  After such documentation, the dual purposes of NEPA will be satisfied.  The public can scrutinize 
the relevant effects, and the agency, having been made alert to them, can decide how to proceed.  The 
Supreme Court has emphasized that agencies may properly limit the scope of their cumulative effects 
analysis based on practical considerations. Kleppe, 427 U.S at 414 (“Even if environmental 
interrelationships could be shown conclusively to extend across basins and drainage areas, practical 
considerations of feasibility might well necessitate restricting the scope of comprehensive statements”).  
See also 40 CFR 1502.22 (regarding acquisition and disclosure of information that is “relevant to 
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts” and “essential to a reasoned choice among 
alternatives”).   
 
 2. Climate Change in General. 
 
 The science of climate change is rapidly developing, and is only briefly summarized in this 
guidance to illustrate the sources of scientific information that are presently available for consideration.  
CEQ’s first Annual Report in 1970 discussed climate change, concluding that "man may be changing his 
weather." Environmental Quality: The First Annual Report at 93.  At that time, human activities had 
increased the mean level of atmospheric carbon dioxide to 325 parts per million (ppm).  Since 1970, the 
concentration of atmospheric carbon dioxide has increased at a rate of about 1.6 ppm per year (1979-
2008) to the present level of approximately 385 ppm (2008 globally averaged value).  See U.S. 
Department of Commerce, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Earth Systems Research 
Laboratory (http://www.esrl.noaa.gov/gmd/ccgg/trends/).  The atmospheric concentrations of other, more 
potent GHGs have also increased to levels that far exceed their levels in 1750, at the beginning of the 
industrial era.  As of 2004, human activities annually produced more than 49 billion tons of GHG 
measured in carbon dioxide equivalency according to the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC).  IPCC Fourth Assessment Report:  Synthesis Report at 38 (http://www.ipcc.ch/pdf/assessment-
report/ar4/syr/ar4_syr.pdf).  Nearly every aspect of energy choices and use affect the development of 
fossil fuel and other energy resources, either adding to or reducing the cumulative total of GHG 
emissions. 
 
 It is now well established that rising global GHG emissions are significantly affecting the Earth’s 
climate.  These conclusions are built upon a scientific record that has been created with substantial 
contributions from the United States’ Global Change Research Program (formerly the Climate Change 
Science Program), which facilitates the creation and application of knowledge of the Earth’s global 
environment through research, observations, decision support, and communication.  
(http://www.globalchange.gov/) 
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 Based primarily on the scientific assessments of the USGCRP and NRC, EPA has issued a 
finding that the changes in our climate caused by GHG emissions endanger public health and welfare. 
(Endangerment and Cause or Contribute Findings for Greenhouse Gases Under Section 202(a) of the 
Clean Air Act, December 15, 2009, 74 Fed. Reg. 66496).  Ambient concentrations of GHGs do not cause 
direct adverse health effects (such as respiratory or toxic effects), but public health risks and impacts as a 
result of elevated atmospheric concentrations of GHGs occur via climate change. 74 Fed. Reg. at 66497-
98.  For example, EPA has estimated that climate change can exacerbate tropospheric ozone levels in 
some parts of the U.S.   Broadly, EPA states that the effects of climate change observed to date and 
projected to occur in the future include, but are not limited to, more frequent and intense heat waves, 
more severe wildfires, degraded air quality, more heavy downpours and flooding, increased drought, 
greater sea-level rise, more intense storms, harm to water resources, harm to agriculture, and harm to 
wildlife and ecosystems.  The Administrator has determined that these impacts are effects on public 
health and welfare within the meaning of the Clean Air Act.  However, the Administrator does not 
currently believe that it is possible to quantify with great specificity (i.e. geographic), the various health 
effects from climate change but, because the risks from unusually hot days and nights and from heat 
waves are very serious, has proposed to find that on balance that these risks support a finding that public 
health is endangered even if it is also possible that modest temperature increases will have some 
beneficial health effects.  The EPA findings cite IPCC reports that climate change impacts on human 
health in U.S. cities will be compounded by population growth and an aging population and GCRP 
reports that climate change has the potential to accentuate the disparities already evident in the American 
health care systems as many of the expected health effects are likely to fall disproportionately on the poor, 
the elderly, the disabled, and the uninsured.   
 
V.   CONCLUSION 

 
With the purpose of informing decision-making, CEQ proposes that the NEPA process should 

incorporate consideration of both the impact of an agency action on the environment through the 
mechanism of GHG emissions and the impact of changing climate on that agency action.  This is not 
intended as a “new” component of NEPA analysis, but rather as a potentially important factor to be 
considered within the existing NEPA framework.  Where an agency determines that an assessment of 
climate issues is appropriate, the agency should identity alternative actions that are both adapted to 
anticipated climate change impacts and mitigate the GHG emissions that cause climate change.  As noted 
above, NEPA analysis of climate change issues necessarily will evolve to reflect the scientific 
information available and the legal and policy context of decisions that the NEPA process is intended to 
inform.  Therefore, once this guidance is issued in final form, CEQ intends to revise it as warranted to 
reflect developments in the law, policy, and science regarding climate change.   

 
VI. SPECIFIC QUESTIONS FOR PUBLIC REVIEW  

 
In addition to comments on this draft guidance document, CEQ also requests comment on land 

and resource management issues, including: 
 
1.  How should NEPA documents regarding long-range energy and resource management 

programs assess GHG emissions and climate change impacts? 
2. What should be included in specific NEPA guidance for projects applicable to the federal 

land management agencies? 
3. What should be included in specific NEPA guidance for land management planning 

applicable to the federal land management agencies? 
4. Should CEQ recommend any particular protocols for assessing land management practices 

and their effect on carbon release and sequestration?  
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5. How should uncertainties associated with climate change projections and species and 
ecosystem responses be addressed in protocols for assessing land management practices? 

6. How should NEPA analyses be tailored to address the beneficial effects on GHG emissions 
of Federal land and resource management actions? 

7. Should CEQ provide guidance to agencies on determining whether GHG emissions are 
“significant” for NEPA purposes.  At what level should GHG emissions be considered to 
have significant cumulative effects.  In this context, commenters may wish to consider the 
Supreme Court decision in Massachusetts v. EPA, 549 U.S. 497, 524 (2007). 
 

After consideration of public comment, CEQ intends to expeditiously issue this guidance in final form.  
In the meantime, CEQ does not intend this guidance to become effective until its issuance in final form. 
 

#  #  #   
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Losing, Steven [mailto:Steven.Losing@kci1.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2011 11:58 PM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Cc: dandel@far.midco.net; Paul Kochmann; Jim Nyhof 
Subject: FW: Oxbow Park 
 
Dear Aaron, 
 
I had received an email pertaining to the “Nadia's Hope” Memorial 
Park from Jim Nyhof, mayor of Oxbow on Monday June 13, 2011. Per our 
telephone conversation of June 13th, 2011, I am forwarding on the 
letter pertaining to the Oxbow Park (a.k.a. Nadia's Hope Playground) 
from the current Recreation Grants Coordinator at the North Dakota 
Parks and Recreation Department.  Attached is a link to the 
requirements needed for possible conversion due to the matching 
grant funding related to the park that I had mentioned.  
 
The nature of the matching funding requires the Oxbow Park District  
to maintain the Oxbow Park “in perpuity” in the public domain or an 
approved replacement and maintenance through due process. Of course 
the previous actions of the LPP have not met the requirements and 
contrast heavily with the planning of the current LPP diversion 
project and its disregard for the aforementioned entity and its 
associated contracted structures.   
 
Due to the current dereliction and omission by the EIS of the 
required course of action needed regarding the park and the proposed 
dire effects on taxable base and the existence of the Oxbow Park 
District as well as the park, its physical plant, and ongoing 
maintenance in perpuity; the three members of the Oxbow Park 
District as an independent public entity rendered a unanimous vote 
in a meeting on May 25th, 2011 to formally oppose the current LPP 
diversion project as it is structured during the public comment 
period.    
 
I am pleased to hear that the Oxbow Park District's requests and 
concerns are gaining some consideration during the public comment 
period.  As the father of Nadia, the namesake of the Memorial Park; 
and a member of the Oxbow Park District, I have a vested interest in 
maintaining not only the physical activities of our community, but 
the legacy of my daughter.  As I shared on the call, I feel it would 
be very difficult to “replace” the essence of the park and what it 
means to us as a family and a community.  The community park was 
funded due to the fact not only as a memorial, but that it gave 
children and families a place to have physical play in an 
underserved area, thus the approval of the associated matching 
grants in 2004/05.    
 
Clearly, with the park only ½ of a city block from my current home 
in Oxbow, it is vitally important for the mental well being of my 
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family.  We feel that the park should be retained ideally where it 
currently resides given our residency in the community if at all 
possible.  We have never had any intention of ever leaving the Oxbow 
area, and would not be considering any voluntary move in the future.  
We do believe that the park, if need be, should be replaced close to 
our residency and maintained in perpuity through taxable levy, as it 
is currently.  With no clear path or timeline for the proposed LPP 
buyouts or funding; and the proposed dissolution of the Oxbow Park 
District and it's levied mills, I see the requirements set forth by 
the federal grant as being challenging at best for the LPP to meet.  
As we discussed on the phone, my family and I would have no current 
plans as to where we would relocate physically if this project were 
to be federally funded and if our home were to be acquired.  I would 
suggest, however, that if replacement of the park were to be 
imperative, a location inside the diversion project or associated 
diversion protected areas would be insensitive, incomprehensible, 
and unacceptable as our home will not reside within a reasonable 
distance of the proposed plan, nor within the city limits of Fargo.  
 
It is my expectation that you and I will have further conversations 
based off of our telephone conversation concerning future planning 
as it relates to the Oxbow Park and the maintenance of the “Nadia's 
Hope” Playground. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
  
 
Steve Losing 
 
Steven Losing 
 
752 RiverBend Rd, Oxbow, ND 58047 
 
Oxbow Park District Member 
 
(701) 371-8673 
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CITY OF PERLEY 
PO BOX 437 

PERLEY, MN 56574 
PHONE 218-861-6170 

 
May 24, 2011 
To Whom Will Listen  
 
My name is Ann Manley and I am the Mayor of a small town called Perley.  
We are located north of Moorhead on the Red River.  We are a struggling 
community and one who has faced three major floods in the last three years.  
I am totally against the FM Diversion.  I can not believe that a government 
entity like the Army Corps of Engineers can endorse or design a Billion dollar 
project that effects every community, farmstead, County, Township, School 
District, and another Country all the way up the Red River Valley.  This is 
not humane or right.  We are midwesteners and are known for being 
neighborly and friendly.  This Diversion saves only Fargo and part of 
Moorhead.  Just the threat of this eminent danger has caused our community 
to lose people. 
Some have left and quit paying taxes.  Why should they?  They will lose 
everything they have worked for anyway. 
 
The fact that we have to hire attornyes to fight this is irresponsible.  We have 
enough problems in our communities to deal with without having to fight the 
very entities that are suppose to help and protect us.  We can not grow, we 
will be levied in like a fortress.  We may be protected but what about 
everyone else up and down the Valley. 
 
We live in a small town because we want to know our neighbors and feel apart 
of a community.  We want to look out our windows and see deer, moose, 
geese, and fox.  We want to have flowers and gardens and have coffee with 
our neighbors.  We want our children to go to a small school and learn the 
value of the land and how to have good work ethics.  We want  our children 
to know that the whole community cheers for them at a sporting event.  That 
they don't have to tryout for a sport, because all kids are needed just to make 
a team.  We want to have a church where all are welcome.  That the kids 
take a roll in, even after they are confirmed.   
 
This year was the worst flood our town of Perley has experienced since 1997.  
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We will suffer the effects of this flood for a year or more.  We are patiently 
waiting to hear if FEMA will be helping us or not.  I can not bare to think of 
another plan that the Corps will come up with, one that will turn on the 
downstream again.  I am wearing down quickly.  This is suppose to be my 
golden years.  Retirement sounded so good to me and it would give me an 
opportunity to help my community with some my experience and wisdom.  
Truly I see no wisdom in this plan.   I feel so bad for the upstream 
communities now, having to face what we did a year ago.  This should not 
happen to any of us.  One community is not more important than another. 
 
Dear Lord help these people appointed or elected to see the effects that this 
Divirsion will have on so many people.  I pray this because nothing we do 
seems to help.  I think we need some higher intervention. 
 
In 2009 we counted every resident in town.  This was for the National Guard 
so they would know how many would have to be evacuated if our levee failed.  
We had 117 people.  In 2010 we did the same .  We had 99.  In 2011 we had 
to do the same.  This year we had 90.  Every year it is less and yet the costs 
of flood fighting go up along with everything else.   I can't believe that there 
isn't a plan somewhere that can help all of us.  Fargo may have to build a levy 
around their town like us.  Do we really need to get as big as Mpls. or St. 
Paul?  
 
Ann Manley 
Mayor of Perley  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Mike Thorstad [mailto:Mike.Thorstad@westfargond.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 31, 2011 8:57 AM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Cc: tmahoney@cityoffargo.com; vanyod@casscountynd.gov; 
kevin.campbell@co.clay.mn.us; bwimmer@cityoffargo.com; 
wagners@casscountynd.gov; richard.mattern@ndsu.edu 
Subject: Diversion Alignment 
 
Aaron, 
 
At last Thursday's meeting of the F-M Metro Flood Study Group at 
Fargo City Hall, a question regarding the alignment of the Red River 
Diversion was raised once again.  Vice Chairman Mahoney stated the 
alignment of the diversion channel would be looked at during the 
design phase of the project.  This is what I and others have 
understood would happen as well. 
 
In response to Dr. Mahoney's comments, Brett of your staff stated 
that "a formal request for alignment changes must be submitted and 
any revisions would be subject to the review process". 
 
Is a formal request required by the project sponsors to have the 
alignment reviewed? 
 
As you are aware, the West Fargo City Commission strongly favors a 
western alignment of the diversion channel. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Mike Thorstad 
West Fargo Commissioner 
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RINKE NOONAN
attorneys at law

June 20, 2011
Direct Dial: 320-656-3503

Email: jkolb@rinkenoonan.com

Mr. Aaron Snyder
Planner and Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Saint Paul District
180 E. Fifth Street
Suite 700
Saint Paul, Minnesota 55101-1687

Re: Comments of the MnDak Upstream Coalition to the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan
Area Flood Risk Management Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and
Environmental Impact Statement of April, 2011

By U.S. Mail, e-mail to aaron.m.snyder@usace.army.mil and digital submission at
www.internationalwaterinstitute.or/feasibility

Dear Mr. Snyder:

On behalf of the MnDak Upstream Coalition ("MnDak"), Rinke Noonan submits the following
comments to the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Supplemental
Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement of April, 2011 ("SDEIS") prepared
by St. Paul District, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers ("Corps"). These comments are furnished
pursuant to the Corps' "Notice of Availability" of EIS No. 20110138, Draft Supplement, Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management, published in the Federal Register

Volume 76, Number 88, at page 26286 on May 6, 2011, as required by regulations of the
President's Council on Environmental Quality ("CEQ") at 40 CFR 1503 et seq. and Corps
regulations at 33 CFR 230.19 et seq.

Since the Corps has failed to provide critical technical information in the SDEIS and failed to
adequately consider a reasonable range of alternatives to, and all environmental effects of, the
Locally Preferred and Tentatively Selected Plan described in the SDEIS, among other
inadequacies in the SDEIS, MnDak respectfully requests that the Corps further supplement its
analysis and prepare a second Supplemental Draft EIS that addresses the issues raised in these
comments.

Suite 300 US Bank Plaza
1015 W St. Germain St.
PO. Box 1497
St. Cloud, MN 56302
320.251.6700
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These comments address the inadequacies of the SDEIS under the National Environmental 

Policy Act (“NEPA”), including (i) an inconsistent articulation of the purpose and need for the 

Proposed Action; (ii) the inadequate consideration of storage alternatives to achieve a portion 

of the flood risk reduction objective; and (iii) an incomplete or absent analysis of the 

environmental and other impacts of the Tentatively Selected Plan. Additional comments focus 

on the failure of the Corps, during the re-scoping that occurred during the preparation of the 

SDEIS, to include participation of local government and citizens within the area to be impacted 

by the Tentatively Selected Plan. 

 

Introduction: 

 

It is futile to assume that Red River shall never again overflow its banks. Man is utterly 

powerless to prevent its occurring periodically, and whenever it occurs the disastrous 

consequences will be intensified in proportion to the increased number of inhabitants within the 

submerged district. 

 

Sir Sandford Fleming, 1880 

 

Sir Stanford Fleming’s observation regarding Red River flooding remains as true today as it did 

over a century ago. It is fortunate that residents of the basin, their political leaders and a 

multitude of state and federal agencies are currently seized by the flooding issue. However, this 

seizure peaks in times of high water. Were this a drought time, complacency would have 

already set in and the cities of Fargo and Moorhead would again be blindly encroaching on the 

floodplain – saving for the future a multi-billion dollar project to place on the backs of 

unsuspecting rural communities and citizens throughout the basin. 

 

Since the 1997 flood, governments at all levels have made changes in flood-related policies, 

funded new programs and changed existing ones, invested in research into many aspects of 

flooding, and supported the establishment of new institutions such as the Red River Basin 

Commission. Not only major floods such as that of 1997, but also smaller tributary floods have 

been the focus for attention. After 1997, the International Joint Commission (IJC) for the Red 

River basin studied methods to reduce or eliminate the impacts of future major floods. In 2000, 

the IJC released its report, Living with the Red. Living with the Red contained a series of policy 

and action recommendations directed at major flooding in the Red River basin. 
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In June 2001, the United States and Canada directed the IJC and the newly created 

International Red River Board to monitor progress by governments in implementing the 

recommendations contained in the publication Living with the Red, and to provide 

encouragement for continued cooperative, innovative, and integrated watershed management 

approaches. In January 2003 the IJC specifically requested the Board to provide a written report 

on progress. A report indicating substantial progress on many recommendations was prepared 

and made available to the public through the IJC website. 

 

More recently, in 2006, the Red River experienced a significant flood with relatively little urban 

damage, although costs were incurred for measures such as closing ring dikes. In 2009 a flood 

that, at Fargo-Moorhead, exceeded those of 1997 and 1897 occurred. In the lower basin the 

2009 flood was exceeded in the instrumental record only by that of 1997. The flood 

management measures implemented following the 1997 flood have led to a higher level of 

preparedness and improved mitigation measures. The basin has become more flood resilient, 

and this significantly reduced the effects of the 2009 flood on the people and communities of 

the Red River Valley. 

 

The IJC made 28 recommendations to government and endorsed another 30 recommendations 

of its International Red River Basin Task Force without change. The expenditures since 1997 

relating to the IJC recommendations have exceeded one billion dollars. No recommendations 

have been formally rejected although a few are unlikely to be implemented. 

 

In the United States, policy changes by the Army Corps of Engineers were aimed at a more 

integrated basin-wide consideration of projects. That is, until the current Fargo-Moorhead 

plans were initiated. Activities by the Minnesota Red River Watershed Management Board and 

its North Dakota counterpart, the Red River Joint Water Resource District, continue to seek 

more integrated approaches. 

 

The articulation of “Purpose and Need” within the SDEIS and associated documents has 

changed so drastically over the course of the feasibility analysis and EIS development that 

existing comparable alternatives are no longer feasible or practicable to achieve the overall 

project purpose: 

 

At least three articulations of project purpose can be found in the SDEIS. First, the main 

document describes the project purpose as follows: “The purpose of the proposed action is to 
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reduce flood risk, flood damages and flood protection costs related to the flooding in the Fargo-

Moorhead Metropolitan Area.” (SDEIS § 2.5)1.  

Second, in its Clean Water Act section 404(b)(1) evaluation, found at attachment 1 to the SDEIS, 

the Corps describes an overall project purpose as “reducing flood risk from both the Red River 

and the five North Dakota tributaries.” (SDEIS, Attachment 1, p. 17). Finally, the analysis leading 

to identification of the Tentatively Selected Plan, in phase 4 of the feasibility study, did not 

focus on the project purpose described in the SDEIS. Rather, it focused on a feasibility objective 

of eliminating “adverse impacts on floods [sic] levels downstream of the diversion channel 

outlet.” (Feasibility Study – Phase 4, Volume 1, General Report, p. 8) 

 

Analyses based on a drastic departure from the project purpose articulated in the SDEIS have 

led to the elimination of multiple feasible and practicable project alternatives. The eliminated 

alternatives would otherwise satisfy the project purpose articulated in the SDEIS. Exacerbating 

this summary elimination of feasible alternatives is the lack of policy analysis under NEPA and a 

hard look at the environmental merits of the alternatives. The Tentatively Selected Plan does 

not meet the project planning objectives and violates the planning constraints. 

 

The outcome is a Tentatively Selected Plan that protects downstream interests, already prone 

to flooding, at the expense of tens of thousands of acres of prime and unique farmland, several 

small communities, hundreds of farms and residences and an extensive network of rural 

infrastructure that is not presently prone to flooding. The shifting project purpose has allowed 

the Corps to ignore, without substantial analysis, the benefits of distributed storage alternatives 

                                                           
1 The project planning objectives include:  

 Reduce flood risk and flood damages in the Fargo‐Moorhead metropolitan area. 

 Restore or improve degraded riverine and riparian habitat in and along the Red River of the 
North, Wild Rice River (North Dakota), Sheyenne River (North Dakota), and Buffalo River 
(Minnesota) in conjunction with other flood risk management features. 

 Provide additional wetland habitat in conjunction with other flood risk management features. 

 Provide recreational opportunities in conjunction with other flood risk management features. 
Planning constraints include: 

 Avoid increasing peak Red River flood stages, either upstream or downstream. 

 Comply with the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 and other pertinent international agreements. 

 Avoid negatively impacting the Buffalo Aquifer in Minnesota. 

 Minimize loss of floodplain in accordance with Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management. 
(SDEIS §§ 2.6, 2.7). 
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that would not only benefit flood risk reduction for Fargo-Moorhead, but would also prevent 

the damage described above. 

 

Prior studies indicate that distributed upstream storage, as opposed to the consolidated 

storage proposed in the Tentatively Selected Plan, will significantly reduce flood risks across the 

Red River Basin, including Fargo-Moorhead. Implementation of the Corps’ Tentatively Selected 

Plan, will result in construction of a massive project that will essentially eliminate future 

opportunities to implement flood risk reduction alternatives, such as distributed upstream 

storage. After spending over $1.7 billion on the hastily prepared Tentatively Selected Plan, it is 

highly unlikely the Corps, federal government or any local sponsor, would consider studies or 

funding for such other alternatives. Though the DEIS expressly acknowledges the basin-wide 

nature of the solution by stating a SDEIS objective “[t]o develop a regional system to reduce 

flood risk” (SDEIS §1.2), the Corps proceeds toward a narrow-visioned alternative that provides 

the fewest regional benefits at the greatest expense. 

 

The Corps is now left with an untenable position under NEPA and its and the CEQ’s regulations. 

If, in fact, feasibility considerations under the project purpose require that an alternative 

“eliminate adverse impacts on floods [sic] levels downstream of the diversion channel outlet,” 

or if the overall project purpose is to “reduc[e] flood risk from both the Red River and the five 

North Dakota tributaries,” then neither the NED plan nor the FCP are feasible, practicable 

alternatives. The Corps must start over in its planning process in order to identify a valid NED 

plan or FCP. 

 

The SDEIS ignores prior investments in regional flood planning and current initiatives: 

 

The Corps’ existing policies and efforts in the Red River Basin reflect a preference for a basin-

wide approach to flood management. For example, the Corps is a signatory to a December, 

1998, agreement establishing the Red River Basin Flood Damage Reduction Work Group, a non-

binding agreement among Minnesota stakeholders in the Red River Basin, whose members 

acknowledge certain goals and principles for flood damage reduction. 

 

One principle of the Work Group is that “[water resource problems should not be passed along 

to others. A solution for a watershed should not create a problem upstream or downstream.]” 

Speaking to the concept of distributed storage as a regional contribution to a flood risk 

reduction solution, the principles include the concept that “[w]ater should be stored/managed 

as close to where it falls as is feasible and practical.” The Corps, as an active participant in Red 
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River Basin planning and study efforts, has endorsed distributed storage as part of an overall 

solution.  

 

In the US, policy changes by the COE are aimed at a more integrated basin-wide consideration 

of projects. Activity by the RRWMB and the ND RRJWRD also seeks more integrated 

approaches. (R.A. Haliday, R. Haliday & Associates, How Are We Living With the Red? A report to 

the International Red River Board, June 15, 2009 

http://www.ijc.org/php/publications/pdf/ID1633.pdf at p. 4 (Accessed June 11, 2011)) 

Somewhere in its haste to make a recommendation to congress, the Corps has lost sight of an 

integrated, basin-wide approach. The Corps has shown little determination to consider the 

basin wide benefits in relation to this project. The sole focus of the Corps has been Fargo-

Moorhead and no other interest. 

 

The Corps failed to analyze reasonable upstream storage alternatives and to evaluate the 

Tentatively Selected Plan in light of existing flood management policies and initiatives: 

 

Even if we assume the Corps was not distracted by the shifting articulation of Purpose and 

Need and competing and inconsistent planning objectives found throughout the SDEIS, the 

SDEIS fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the Tentatively Selected Plan. Under 

NEPA and CEQ regulations, this consideration must include (i) appropriate initial screening of 

such alternatives, (ii) in-depth analysis of the environmental impacts of alternatives that 

survive screening, and (iii) comparison of these impacts to anticipated impacts from the 

Tentatively Selected Plan. CEQ regulations also require the SDEIS to reconcile the Tentatively 

Selected Plan with existing local or regional flood management policies, as required by NEPA, 

CEQ regulations, and Corps NEPA regulations, including the Corps’ planning notebook, 

Regulation ER 11 05-2-1 00. 

 

The Corps’ Alternatives Screening Document (“Screening Document”), December, 2009, 

prepared as a foundation for its NEPA analysis, considered and then eliminated five alternatives 

as stand-alone plans – plans that would be completely effective by themselves. Among these 

stand-alone alternatives were two forms of upstream flood storage: distributed storage in flood 

retention ponds and the “waffle,” the use of the existing road network with additional water 

control structures. Both were eliminated because the Corps believed they would be less 

physically effective and less cost-effective than the various diversion channel plans, and thus 

did not meet the purpose and need of the study. (Attachment 4 to Appendix O, § 2.5). 
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Ultimately, in late 2010, a determination was made that diversions were not feasible or 

practicable stand-alone alternatives to meet flood risk reduction objectives. The Corps 

backtracked on its initial screening and determined its originally proposed Tentatively Selected 

Plan was not a practicable alternative.2  

 

In its preparation of the SDEIS, the Corps conducted a subsequent screening of alternatives. 

Accepting that none of the originally scoped measures were adequate as stand-alone 

alternatives, the Corps looked at combinations of measures in its subsequent screening process 

– ultimately settling on a combination of diversion channel and consolidated storage3 as the 

Tentatively Selected Plan. The subsequent screening, found in Section 8 of Appendix O to the 

SDEIS, summarily dismissed distributed storage and the “waffle” plan from evaluation. The 

SDEIS, in turn, failed to properly evaluate them, despite clear evidence of their effectiveness in 

reducing flood volumes and altering the timing of peak flows.4 There was no serious analysis 

and, for this reason, MnDak believes the Corps’ elimination of these alternatives is 

unreasonable, arbitrary and capricious and in violation of NEPA and CEQ requirements. 

 

The Corps relies heavily for its elimination of upstream storage alternatives on the Fargo-

Moorhead and Upstream Feasibility Study (FM Upstream). This study remains incomplete but 

has been refined and demonstrates greater flood reduction potential at lesser cost than 

previously anticipated. (R. Harnack, comments of Basin-wide Flow Reduction Strategy, June 

2011). The Corps’ analysis does not appear to have considered the most recent analysis of 

distributed storage options. Therefore, its alternatives analysis must be considered incomplete 

and inadequate under NEPA.  

 

                                                           
2
 Upon further study of the North Dakota 35,000 cfs channel alternative (ND35K) using current modeling, the Corps 

determined that it would have widespread impacts to infrastructure downstream. Given the unacceptability of 

logistical problems with trying to mitigate for widespread downstream impacts, the ND35K is not a practicable 

alternative based on current modeling. (April 2011 Supplemental Draft Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility Report, 

Attachment 1 (Section 404(b)(1) Evaluation), p. 3). The North Dakota alignment has greater downstream effects 

than the Minnesota alignments. (Appendix O, §7.5.3.4.2, p. O-55). North Dakota alternatives generally have more 

natural resource impacts than the Minnesota alternatives because they [ND alternatives] cross five tributary 

streams. (Appendix O, §7.5.3.4.4, p. O-55). 
3
 We note that the Corps introduced a new concept called “staging” during the subsequent screening. For all 

practical purposes the terms “staging” and “storage” are synonymous. (Compare Appendix O, Attachment 4, 

§2.5.1 to Appendix O, §8.4.2.1.1) 
4
 Improved modeling demonstrated that storage alternatives would provide more benefits than initially thought. 

(Appendix O, §7.4.4, p. O-39) 
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The Corps’ own screening analysis of distributed storage options contradicts its decision to 

eliminate them from consideration. Appendix O, Section 8.4.3.5 discusses a multitude of 

beneficial environmental, flood reduction and economic virtues of distributed storage. But in a 

logic defying turn, the options are summarily eliminated. What is curious is that the 

supplemental screening recommends retention of storage options for possible inclusion in a 

Locally Preferred Plan (LPP). In fact, the Tentatively Selected Plan is the LPP and does contain a 

consolidated storage component. However, no comparison was ever made between the 

consolidated storage component contained on the Tentatively Selected Plan and distributed 

storage alternatives. (Appendix O, § 8.4.3.5) 

 

Appendix O, Section 8.4.3.5, makes a series of what it calls “pivotal” conclusions in the 

evaluation of flood storage: 

 

1. There are opportunities to implement flood storage and wetland/grassland restoration 

basin-wide. These measures could have substantial cumulative benefits basin-wide; however 

they are relatively ineffective in reducing the significant problem of flooding in the Fargo-

Moorhead Metro area.  

 

This conclusion is based on an analysis of storage as a stand-alone alternative. No one has ever 

indicated that upstream storage is the solution to all the problems in Fargo and Moorhead. 

However, to suggest that upstream storage is not effective is inconsistent with the current data. 

200,000 to 400,000 acre feet of storage in the tributary watersheds that impact Fargo and 

Moorhead is not unrealistic. The benefit is three fold: One, the retention helps minimize or 

eliminate the downstream impacts of the diversion; second, the retention provides an 

additional degree of protection to the cities by reducing the peak flows; and third, the retention 

has significant benefit for the tributary watersheds by significantly reducing infrastructure 

damages for roads and bridges, agricultural damages, erosion & sedimentation, and benefits 

small communities in the area.  

 

The consolidated storage component of the Tentatively Selected Plan does nothing to address 

the broader basin flood damages. The Corps has already concluded that neither a diversion nor 

storage can stand alone to achieve the project purpose. The diversion channel is necessary and 

can only be achieved in combination with storage. It is an analysis to the type and location of 

storage that is lacking.  
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2. It would be difficult and time consuming to implement a 400,000 acre-foot storage 

system as a unique measure. The most cost effective and timely way to implement a storage 

system is in increments, creating small impoundments as opportunities arise. 

 

This conclusion states what is true of the entire effort to provide flood protection to Fargo and 

Moorhead – it is difficult and time consuming. These factors do not make implementation of 

storage impracticable or unworthy of analysis. 

 

3. A system of flood storage is likely unable to offset downstream impacts induced by 

diversion channels. However, it would be effective in changing the frequency of how often the 

diversion channel would operate, making it operate less often. 

 

The phrase “likely unable to offset downstream impacts” is speculative and unsupported by any 

analysis. Further, it confuses a planning objective with the project purpose and highlights the 

shifting focus of this project. It presumes that it is unacceptable to have downstream impacts 

but acceptable to have upstream impacts. 

 

4. Although flood storage and wetland/grassland restoration measures provide 

environmental quality benefits and additional wildlife habitat, they would not be justified as an 

increment to this project, nor would they have much ability to reduce flood damages in the 

project area. 

 

The conclusion flies in the face of the Corps’ Tentatively Selected Plan. This is primarily because 

there is no engineering distinction between “staging” and “storage” – both store water on the 

landscape for a period of time. (Again, compare Appendix O, Attachment 4, §2.5.1 to Appendix 

O, §8.4.2.1.1) The Corps’ conclusion is not support by the existing data. State, regional and local 

agencies with flood control responsibility in the Red River basin have determined, on the basis 

of both technical study and experience with existing facilities in the Red River basin, that 

upstream flood retention storage may be an effective means of flood flow reduction. The 

conclusion is unsupported by study data or rigorous analysis. 

 

NEPA does not require statistical certainty for an alternative to be studied in an ElS, rather only 

that it be a reasonable alternative in light of the Project Purpose and Need. Under NEPA, as an 

otherwise implementable alternative with potentially lower environmental effects, distributed 

storage qualifies as such an alternative, not to be discarded on the basis of benefit and cost 

comparisons alone. The Corps’ summary elimination of distributed storage alternatives is belied 
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by a considerable body of study data indicating their effectiveness, some of which is described 

below and none of which the SDElS cites or discusses. The Corps’ reference to cost is misplaced. 

The degree of economic benefits, as measured using federal or Corps methodology (e,g., 

measurement under National Economic Development (NED) criteria using the 1983 principles 

established by the Water Resources Council methodology, see SDElS, § 3.8.2.1), while 

furnishing a basis for selection among federally implementable alternatives themselves, is not a 

NEPA criterion for comparison of federal and otherwise feasible non-federal alternatives. 

 

Significantly, none of the reasons cited in the SDElS for elimination of distributed storage 

include adverse or beneficial environmental effects. The SDEIS contains no discussion of the 

environmental effects of these alternatives, either singly or in comparison to the Tentatively 

Selected Plan. NEPA requires that each reasonable alternative be “rigorously” explored and its 

environmental effects identified and evaluated. (CEQ Regulations, 40 CFR Sections 1502.14(a)) 

The environmental effects of the respective alternatives must then be compared, as between 

the particular alternatives. (40 CPR Section 1502.16) Several recent studies and reports show 

that distributed storage would be at least equally effective as the consolidated storage 

component of the Tentatively Selected Plan, and would have substantially greater regional 

benefit and positive environmental effects. The Corps ignored these studies, both in its overall 

alternatives screening process and in the SDElS discussion of alternatives. 

 

Among these studies is Technical Paper No. 11, dated May, 2004, by the Technical and Scientific 

Advisory Committee of the Flood Damage Reduction Work Group (“Technical Paper 11”) online 

at http://www.rrwmb.org/files/FDRW/TP11.pdf. Technical Paper 11 evaluates and 

recommends an array of alternatives, including upstream impoundments along with 

downstream urban measures, such as removal of channel and floodway obstructions, each 

contributing to flood prevention in its own way, in tandem with others. This paper is based on 

distributed storage. 

 

Similarly, the Red River Basin Commission, a basin-wide planning organization in which the 

Corps participates, published a “Progress Report to the Minnesota Legislature.” (“RRBC 

Progress Report”) The RRBC Progress Report sets out a detailed flood damage reduction and 

project identification strategy calling for reduction in Red River and tributary flood flows by a 

target percentage (currently set at 20 percent), through a mix of basin-wide approaches, 

including retention dams, wetland creation and restoration, impoundment, etc. Among the 

findings in the RRBC Progress Report is an estimate that a million acre-feet of storage would be 

sufficient to provide basin-wide protection from a flood similar to that of 1997. Using current 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-276USACE-MVP-0000087960 

http://www.rrwmb.org/files/FDRW/TP11.pdf


Mr. Aaron Snyder, Corps of Engineers Planner and Project Manager 
June 20, 2011 
Page 11 
 
 

F:\DATA\23316\001\SDEIS comment.doc 

 

costs of $1000 per acre-foot, a basin-wide project would cost over $800 million less than the 

Tentatively Selected Plan and provide substantially greater benefit to a greater area. (Red River 

Basin Commission, Progress Report to the Minnesota Legislature, 

http://www.redriverbasincommission.org/2-3-2010_MN_Leg_Rpt.pdf, Appendix 4 (Accessed 

June 11, 2011)). 

 

The Corps Planning Guidance Notebook, Regulation ER 1105-2-100, contains, in Appendix H, a 

“Project Study Issue Checklist” (“Corps Issue Checklist”) that includes the following planning 

checklist item (No. 26): “Was the planning effort conducted in a systems/watershed context 

and was this reflected in the presentation of the without-project conditions, problem and 

opportunity statements, and the plan formulation, evaluation and selection?” Failure of the 

SDEIS to consider - or even mention - Technical Paper 11, the RRBC Progress Report, or the 

substantial technical literature of which these important studies are a part, evidences the 

Corps’ intent to arbitrarily limit consideration of reasonable alternatives, to an extent that not 

only renders the SDEIS seriously inadequate under NEPA but also patently nonconforming with 

the Corps’ own regulations and guidance. 

 

CEQ Regulations require that an EIS “discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any 

approved State or local plan and laws (whether or not federally sanctioned). Where an 

inconsistency exists, the statement should describe the extent to which the agency would 

reconcile its proposed action with the plan or law.” (40 CFR Section 1506.2) The DEIS wholly 

fails to address local plans and policies, including the regional flood reduction policy of the Red 

River Watershed Management Board (RRWMB), a joint-powers agency comprised of Minnesota 

watershed districts within the Red River basin. This policy, called the “20% Reduction Policy,” 

developed for the entire basin by the RRBC, centers on the concept of flood flow reduction on 

the Red River main stem and its tributaries by altering the hydrology of the contributing 

watersheds on a basin-wide effort. (Red River Basin Commission, Progress Report to the 

Minnesota Legislature, http://www.redriverbasincommission.org/2-3-2010_MN_Leg_Rpt.pdf, 

Appendix 4 (Accessed June 11, 2011)) 

 

On June 14, 2010, the Board of Managers of the RRWMB formally adopted the 20% Reduction 

Policy. These minutes note, in their words, the Corps’ “disagreement” on the benefits of such 

policy. That the Corps might disagree with a local policy is not a sufficient reason to ignore the 

policy in the SDEIS or to fail to study the alternatives on which the policy is based. In this case, 

the 20% Reduction Policy has been developed by the RRBC and adopted by the RRWMB as a 

policy direction for itself and its constituent watershed districts. As noted throughout these 
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comments, the Corps’ planning approach to flood protection in the F-M Metro, as set forth in 

the SDEIS, materially conflicts with the 20% Reduction Policy. The SDEIS fails to squarely 

address and analyze the conflict of this policy with both the Proposed Action as well as with the 

Tentatively Selected Plan itself. (See also 40 CFR 1502.6(c) (need to discuss possible conflicts 

between the Tentatively Selected Plan and objectives of Federal, regional, State and local land 

use plans, policies and controls))  

 

Funding for development of the 20% Reduction Strategy has included $1 million in funding from 

the North Dakota and Minnesota legislatures ($500,000 from each); to the extent both states 

have encouraged, and funded this policy development and are receiving progress reports on it, 

including the RRBC Progress Report, the work of the RRBC and the 20% Reduction Policy may 

also be considered policies of the States of Minnesota and North Dakota. Moreover, the State 

of Minnesota, through its Flood Damage Reduction program administered by the Department 

of Natural Resources, has invested heavily in storage projects in the Red River Basin. These 

projects are consistent with the 20% Reduction Strategy. 

 

The Corps Issue Checklist requires response to the following checklist item (No. 28): “Did the 

planning effort collaborate with other Federal, state, Tribal, and local entities to develop 

solutions that integrate expertise, policies, programs, and projects across public entities?” 

Failure of the SDEIS to consider, and either integrate or explicitly justify non-integration of the 

20% Reduction Policy, or similar state or regional watershed policies, with the Proposed Action 

and with the Tentatively Selected Plan not only contravenes NEPA, as discussed above, but also 

the Corps’ own guidance. 

 

The SDEIS failed to utilize a sufficiently large study area in order to evaluate the impacts of 

wetland drainage on flood frequency and the opportunity to restore the natural flood 

attenuating effects of wetlands on flood frequency, flood timing and flood magnitude: 

 

The Corps, though evaluating flood impacts and alternatives measures to prevent flooding 

within the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area, did not look beyond its narrowly defined study 

area. The limited study area did not allow the Corps to accurately evaluate the causes of 

increased flooding in the Red River basin or the full range of alternative remedies, including 

wetland restoration and other watershed management possibilities. Ample evidence 

demonstrates that the loss of natural storage capacity, including wetland drainage, throughout 

the Red River basin has significantly contributed to increased flood frequencies and flood 

peaks. 
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The prairie pothole wetlands of the northern Great Plains are one of the world’s great natural 

resource treasures. Within this 300,000 square mile area, retreating glaciers left tens of 

thousands of small depressions that seasonally fill with water and provide habitat for millions of 

waterfowl, shore birds and other wildlife species. Almost since farming began in this region in 

the mid 1800’s, wetland drainage has been employed to increase tillable acreage and to 

facilitate other agricultural activities. The cumulative impacts of this wetland drainage have 

been staggering. Over the last 100 years, and especially since the end of the Second World War, 

over 50% of the region’s wetlands have been drained with over 90% in some watershed basins. 

 

In addition to the severe impacts to wildlife and water quality, wetland drainage has also 

impacted the timing, frequency and severity of floods throughout the region. Wetland drains 

and channels literally crisscross the entire region and dramatically accelerate spring run-off and 

reduce upstream, upland water storage capacity. For example, much of the damage caused by 

the extensive flooding along the Mississippi River in 1993 resulted from levee failure as the 

river reestablished historic connections to the floodplain as well as the loss of upstream 

wetland storage and the alteration of the landscape that encouraged water to quickly drain into 

the nearest river or stream. Indeed, a recent study by The Wetlands Initiative noted that the 

wetlands lost in the upper Mississippi River had the capacity to retain all of the water that 

caused the 1993 flooding. Thus, although elaborate storage dam, diversion and levee systems 

can “reclaim” the floodplain for agriculture and human settlement in most years, the 

increasingly frequent and inevitable large floods the Great Plains and Midwest are seeing 

impose high disaster costs to society. 

 

Evidence strongly suggests that wetland drainage has significantly impacted flooding in the Red 

River basin. In fact, the Red River basin has experienced 8 of the 10 all time record flood crests 

in the past 30 years. One study dealing with watershed contributions to the Red River was 

published 28 years ago by soil scientists at North Dakota State University. It found an average 

60% increase in stream flow rates and concluded that:  Significant increases in flow to the 

Maple, Wild Rice and Goose Rivers have occurred over the last 30 to 40 years. Flow rates were 

shown to be related to climate (precipitation), however, there appears to be no change in 

precipitation patterns to account for increase in flow rates. Predicted flow rates were shown to 

be closely related to basin size due to land drainage in the Maple River and Goose River basins. 

Since this study was published, wetland drainage has continued throughout the basin. Based on 

this information, the SDEIS should consider an enlarged study area to include all upstream river 

basins above Fargo-Moorhead. In taking this step, the SDEIS will necessarily have to evaluate 

the impacts on flood crests, flood frequencies and flood severity of wetland drainage. Through 
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this evaluation, the SDEIS can then take the next and most critical step – evaluating the benefits 

of wetland restoration in terms of reducing these flood impacts. 

 

The Corps should have considered a wetland restoration alternative: 

 

Restoring upstream storage capacity must be studied as an alternative to flood mitigation for 

the Red River. Several studies have demonstrated the effectiveness and feasibility of restoring 

wetlands or using upland depressions to temporarily store water during a flood event. One such 

study concluded that, “non-structural means as temporary storage of runoff on agricultural 

lands in the upland areas of the watershed during periods when flood risks are high, may 

provide ecological benefits . . . at the same time diminishing the threat of downstream 

flooding.” (A. Manale, Flood and Water Quality Management through Targeted, Temporary 

Restoration of Landscape Functions: Paying upland farmers to control runoff, Journal of Soil and 

Water Conservation, Summer 2000 55.3, 285) Another study concluded that, “floodwater 

attenuation is one of the most widely recognized ecosystem services provided by restored 

wetlands . . .” The potential storage capacity on USDA program lands in the Prairie Pothole 

Region (PPR) alone is, conservatively, 458,151 acre-feet of water, if filled to maximum capacity. 

(USGS, Robert A. Gleason & Brian A. Tangen, Ecosystem Services Derived from Wetland 

Conservation Practices in the United States Prairie Pothole Region with an Emphasis on the U.S. 

Department of Agriculture Conservation Reserve and Wetlands Reserve Programs, Chap. D: 

Floodwater Storage, http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1745/pdf/pp1745web.pdf  (accessed June 11, 

2011). Additionally, restoring drained and farmed wetlands could increase the water retention 

capacity of a watershed in the PPR of Minnesota, “by up to 63%.” (Id.)  

 

The restoration of wetlands can significantly reduce flood frequency and severity while also 

providing vital ecosystem benefits: 

 

The benefits of wetland restoration are numerous. Wetlands provide various ecosystem 

services to farmers and communities, recreational opportunities, global warming mitigation, 

and most importantly, flood control. One study concluded that, “wetlands on [USDA] program 

lands [in the PPR] have significant potential to intercept and store precipitation that otherwise 

might contribute to “downstream” flooding. (Id.) Additionally, the “conversion of cultivated 

cropland to grassland cover as part of conservation programs results in a reduction in surface 

runoff and, ultimately, reduces the rate at which a basin refills and overflows.” (Id.) 
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An Army Corps study on the Charles River in Massachusetts concluded that the floodplain 

wetlands were so effective for flood control the Corps purchased the wetlands rather than 

drain them to build a levee system. Maintaining the 3,400 hectares of wetlands in the Charles 

River basin rather than draining them saved Boston an additional $17 million in flood damages 

per year. (William J. Mitsch & James G. Gosseling, Wetlands, 347 (John Wiley & Sons, 2007)). 

Another study looking at the relationship between upstream wetland drainage and 

downstream flooding concluded that, the increase in peak stream flow was significant for all 

sizes of streams when wetlands were removed. (Id. at 349) 

 

Utilizing wetlands for flood protections provide a multitude of additional benefits. Increasing 

wetland habitat will provide stability to migrating and nesting bird habitats as well as numerous 

other species of wildlife. This in turn creates opportunities for hunting, fishing, bird watching, 

hiking and other types of recreation. Wetlands also serve as nature’s kidneys, filtering polluted 

water and releasing cleaner water into both nearby ground and surface waters. This improves 

water quality. Wetlands further serve to recharge ground and surface waters, meaning that 

while they prevent flooding in wet times, they serve to replenish and retain adequate water 

supplies and stream flow during drier times. As climate change increases the severity and 

frequency of both floods and droughts, these functions will become crucial to maintaining 

healthy aquatic systems and to protecting communities from the impacts of climate change. 

Wetlands play at least two critical roles in mitigating the effects of climate change, “one in the 

management of greenhouse gases (especially carbon dioxide) and the other in physically 

buffering climate change impacts.” (The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, Wetland Values and 

Function: Climate Change Mitigation, http://www.ramsar.org/pdf/cop8/cop8_doc_11_e.pdf 

(November 2002)) 

 

Studies show the great potential for wetlands to act as carbon sinks to sequester carbon, thus 

mitigating the impacts of global warming. USGS data suggests that terrestrial carbon capture 

may be greater in wetlands over smaller acreage than the potential capture on a larger area of 

cropland. (USGS, Prairie Wetlands are Important for Carbon Storage, 

http://biology.usgs.gov/cro/Fact%20Sheets/carbonnewban.pdf (last updated July 2002)) Given 

the multitude of benefits in addition to flood protection that wetland restoration provides, 

especially in light of the many challenges presented by climate change, it is the most effective, 

affordable, and ecologically sound solution for the Red River basin, and must be given the full 

consideration of the Army Corps of Engineers, when preparing the EIS for the proposed flood 

protection plan, found at 74 FR 20684. 
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Grassland areas upstream of Moorhead provides viable distributed storage opportunities not 

possible with the consolidated storage component of the Tentatively Selected Plan in the 

SDEIS: 

 

Grasslands or grazing lands span approximately 600 million acres of the United States. 

Grasslands have proven to be a major source of watershed filtration, ground water recharge, 

and carbon sequestration. Grasslands have excellent potential to markedly improve water and 

air quality. (Grazing Land Conservation Initiative Strategic Plan 2010-2015, 

http://www.glci.org/images/Current%20News/StrategicPlan_WebVersion3.pdf (accessed June 

11, 2011)) Proper management of existing grasslands can enhance the land’s ability to better 

reduce erosion and flooding by slowing and more evenly distributing surface waters. Grasslands 

also help the percolation of precipitation creating recharged groundwater aquifers. 

Conservation of grasslands can occur on private and public lands, and wildlife populations 

thrive with the availability of these habitats. Through cooperative efforts with agencies such as 

the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the Natural Resources Conservation Service 

(NRCS), private landowners can learn to maintain their property as grasslands in a manner that 

is most effective in preventing soil erosion and flooding in the Red River basin. Again, the Corps 

failed to explore this economically feasible and ecologically friendly alternative in its DEIS.  

 

Based on this information, the Corps should enlarge its study area to include all upstream river 

basins above Fargo-Moorhead. As a result, the Corps will necessarily have to evaluate the 

impacts of flood crests, flood frequencies and flood severity of wetland drainage. It is only then 

that the Corps can adequately evaluate the benefits of wetland and grassland restoration in 

terms of reducing these flood impacts. 

 

The Waffle Project, combined with wetland restoration is also a viable alternative: 

 

One effort currently being studied and potentially implemented in the Red River basin is called 

the Waffle Project. The Energy & Environmental Research Center (EERC) “recognized the need 

for alternative methods of flood protection to augment existing flood protection measures. This 

sentiment was mirrored by other major organizations and agencies in the Red River Basin, and 

it was determined that innovative concepts of nonstructural measures should be explored to 

augment the design capacities of structural measures planned to protect against future floods 

similar in scope to, or greater than, the 1997 flood.” (Bethany Bolles, Xixi Wang, Lynette de 

Silva, Heith Dokken, Gerald Groenewold, Wesley Peck & Edward Steadman, An Innovative, 

Basinwide Approach to Flood Mitigation: The Waffle Project, 
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http://www.undeerc.org/Waffle/info/pdfs/bb-floodmitigation.pdf (accessed June 11, 2011)) As 

Minnesota Public Radio reported in 2006, “the waffle plan is simple. Existing roads serve as 

levees to store water in farmers’ fields. The potential for storage is amazing. One square mile 

storing water a foot deep would hold more than 200 million gallons of water.” (Bob Reha, 

Waffle Plan researchers convinced they can lower flood levels, Minnesota NPR, 

http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2006/04/13/waffleredux/ (April 17, 2006)) 

Because this plan looks to slow the movement of water entering the system at any time, the 

chances of flooding are greatly minimized. The additional benefit of the plan would allow the 

retained water to recharge the aquifer and prevent droughts in the future.  

 

The Waffle Plan is also a more affordable solution to mitigating flood damage, with the price 

tag to implement the Plan across the Red River basin “estimated at $50 million. The protective 

dike system in Grand Forks cost $397 million.” (Id.) And, the estimated cost of levees or a 

diversion channel along the Red River far exceed Grand Forks at $625 million and $909 million, 

respectively. In this economy, haphazard spending for a levee or diversion project is not only 

unwarranted, but also irresponsible management of resources, both economically and 

ecologically. And the extraneous building costs are not a one-time expense. Levees will require 

continued spending for maintenance and upkeep, and they are uncertain to retain flood waters 

in our world of extreme weather patterns, so greater structures may have to be built in the 

future, at greater costs, in order to seize the swelling waters of the Red River. 

 

When the Waffle Project is implemented in conjunction with continued wetland restoration, a 

successful and long-term flood protection plan results. Programs such as the Waffle Project, 

Wetland Reserve Program, and other studies and programs through Ducks Unlimited, US Fish & 

Wildlife, and numerous other agencies and organizations, provide ample data and opportunity 

to implement wetland restoration as a significant option to prevent flooding downstream. 

 

Flood stages in Fargo-Moorhead during the 1997 flood (nearly a 1-percent chance flood event) 

could have been reduced by 3.3 to 4.4 feet if the Waffle Project had been in place. But this data 

is not considered in the SDEIS. The SDEIS omits mention entirely of a later EERC report 

estimating that had some form of “waffle” been in place upstream in 1997, it would have 

reduced the crest height at Fargo and Moorhead by between 3.91 feet to as much as 6.17 feet, 

depending on the scale on which it were deployed. The EERC Report concludes that “[i]n the 

case of Fargo/Moorhead, the anticipated crest height reductions appear to be substantial.” 

(D.A. Bangsund, F.A. DeVuyst & F.L. Leistritz, Benefit-cost Analysis of the Waffle®: Initial 

Assessment, July 2008, http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/42216/2/AAE603.pdf at page 
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40 (Accessed June 11, 2011))  Overall, the analysis concludes that “the Waffle appears to be 

capable of generating around $200 million to $600 million in net benefits over a 50-year 

period.” (Id. at p. 56) Failure to accurately characterize and soundly analyze research studies 

and data on the “waffle” renders the SDEIS’ lack of consideration of this alternative incomplete, 

misleading and in violation of NEPA.  

 

The SDEIS should evaluate an alternative combining diversion alignments and a mix of 

distributed storage options against the current diversion/consolidated storage configuration 

of the Tentatively Selected Plan: 

 

Alternatives incorporating distributed upstream storage as a component of the Proposed 

Action should have been considered in the SDEIS alongside the Tentatively Selected Plan. As it 

is, the Corps has only performed a detailed analysis of a single alternative in the SDEIS. The 

suggested, additional alternatives analysis is required by NEPA and, as noted above, is 

supported by considerable technical study and opinion. Because detailed analysis of distributed 

storage alternatives was omitted from feasibility screening and, thus, left out of the SDEIS, it is 

not possible to know whether distributed upstream storage will cause less economic, social and 

environmental damage than the Tentatively Selected Plan. 

 

Similar to the EERC’s Waffle, the Red River Basin Commission (RRBC) also created a strategy 

that would decrease flood levels in the Red River basin. They simulated 1997 flood conditions 

(9.25” of precipitation) and found that their storage areas could reduce flood levels in the Red 

River up to 20% in some areas. They found that the most significant reduction was a 20% peak 

flow reduction and 20% volume reduction at White Rock, South Dakota. The study 

demonstrates that storage areas built in river basins are 80% effective, and if all of the tributary 

basins upstream of the Red River do their share in flood storage, effects on Red River flood 

reduction can be substantial. (Red River Basin Commission and Bois de Sioux Watershed 

District, Application of the Flow Reduction Strategy in the Bois de Sioux Watershed, 7-18 (JOR 

Engineering 2010)) 

 

There was no formal cost-benefit analysis done for this study. However, preliminary estimates 

showed that upstream storage competes very favorably with the Corps’ diversion channel 

option because of the ratio based on the Fargo-Moorhead area damages alone. There would 

also be more widespread flood control benefits, in addition to a great potential for natural 

resource benefits under this program. 
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It is clear that the optimal strategy for minimizing flood risk, while also improving water quality 

and fish and wildlife habitat in the Red River basin, would involve a combination of wetland 

restoration and utilizing farm fields for temporary storage. The Corps, working with state fish 

and wildlife agencies and other federal agencies including the USFWS and the Natural 

Resources Conservation Service, should develop an alternative or alternatives that combine 

these approaches. The National Wildlife Federation urges the Corps to formulate an alternative 

that would include 500,000 acre-feet of storage through wetland and grassland restoration and 

an additional 500,000 acre-feet of storage through temporary storage utilizing farm fields.  

 

Wetland and grassland restoration, combined with flood storage, will have many positive 

impacts: 

 

A successful and long-term flood protection plan results when flood storage concepts, such as 

those developed by EERC and RRBC, are implemented in conjunction with grassland and 

wetland restoration. In evaluating such an alternative, the Corps should consider the following 

costs and benefits: flood control benefits; water quality benefits; fishery benefits; benefits to 

upland and migratory birds; and recreational benefits, including increased hunting and fishing 

opportunities. 

 

1. Protects more than just two cities: The Corps’ Tentatively Selected Plan will only provide 

significant flood protection for two major metropolitan areas, Fargo and Moorhead. Upstream 

communities will be damaged and remaining areas of the basin will not receive the benefited 

flood protection, and will likely see flooding similar to that they are now experiencing. Should 

wetland and grassland restoration strategies be implemented along with flood-water-storage 

projects, not only will Fargo-Moorhead see decreased flooding, but communities throughout 

the basin will also experience flood relief. Basin-wide flood reduction only adds to the overall 

benefit of wetland and grassland restoration and flood storage efforts. Programs such as EERC’s 

Waffle Project, RRBC’s Flow Reduction Strategy, and concepts created by numerous other 

agencies and organizations, including Wetland Reserve Program and USFWS, provide ample 

data and opportunity to implement wetland and grassland restoration and flood storage as 

viable alternatives to the consolidated upstream storage currently proposed. 

 

2. Creates and enhances wildlife habitat and recreation, while also mitigating affects of 

climate change: Increasing wetland habitat will provide stability to migrating and nesting bird 

habitats, as well as numerous other species of wildlife. This in turn creates opportunities for 

hunting, fishing, bird watching, hiking and other recreation. Wetlands also play an important 
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role in filtering polluted water and recharging the aquifer into both nearby ground and surface 

waters, greatly improving water quality. Grasslands further reduce the runoff of water and 

sediment, creating a more stable water level and providing an area to host a diverse community 

of native grasses, sedges, rushes and other submersed vegetation. (R. R. Johnson, F. T. Oslund 

& D. R. Hertel, The past, present and future of prairie potholes in the United States, Journal of 

Soil and Water Conservation, May/June 2008, 63(3), 85A. at p. 14) 

 

Wetlands play at least two critical roles in mitigating the effects of climate change, “one in the 

management of greenhouse gasses (especially carbon dioxide) and the other in physically 

buffering climate change impacts.”(The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, Wetland Values and 

Function: Climate Change Mitigation, http://www.ramsar.org/pdf/cop8/cop8_doc_11_e.pdf 

(November 2002)) Wetlands International, a global organization that works to sustain and 

restore wetlands, states that “inland wetlands in arid regions can play a very cost effective role 

in attenuating the impacts of extreme weather events such as the impacts of extremes in 

precipitation and increases in evaporation due to higher temperatures.” (Moreno J. Garcia, 

Cost-effectiveness of maintaining and restoring wetlands as an adaptation measure against 

climate change, Wetlands International, 

http://www.indiaenvironmentportal.org.in/files/wetlands%20and%20climate%20change.pdf, 

(last updated April 2010)) Wetlands serve to recharge ground and surface waters, meaning that 

while they prevent flooding in wet times, they serve to replenish and retain adequate water 

supplies and stream flow during drier periods. 

 

The benefits of wetland and grassland restoration are numerous. Wetlands and grasslands 

provide various ecosystem services to farmers and communities, recreational opportunities, 

global warming mitigation, and most importantly, flood control. One study concluded that, 

“wetlands on [USDA] program lands [in the PPR] have significant potential to intercept and 

store precipitation that otherwise might contribute to downstream flooding.” (Gleason & 

Tangen, supra ) Additionally, the conversion of cultivated cropland to grassland cover as part of 

conservation programs results in a reduction in surface runoff and, ultimately, reduces the rate 

at which a basin refills and overflows. 

 

3. Economic benefit to farmers: The Tentatively Selected Plan will eliminate tens of thousands 

of acres of prime and unique farmland from operation and place still more at risk of limite 

production. On the other hand, the Waffle or Flow Reduction Strategy would only “borrow” or 

“rent” land from willing landowners in the event of flooding and, in most cases, will use natural 

storage areas to store greater amounts of water. Even if cropland was used to store water, it 
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would be done early enough in the spring so that the landowner would still be able to farm 

their crop in most years. Therefore, the payment from these flood storage programs would be a 

bonus above and beyond the farmer’s “normal” agricultural income. 

 

4. Set precedence for other green flood control solutions: As human activity continues to 

escalate and their harmful affects become increasingly evident through climate change, 

environmentally friendly alternatives will only gain in popularity. The states of North Dakota 

and Minnesota have a unique opportunity to show the rest of the nation a more natural and 

cost effective method of flood control. The precedent could be set for more ecologically 

favorable flood mitigation efforts rather than more expensive, concrete and environmentally 

damaging solutions. There has already been an international trend to move toward 

nonstructural flood control methods, and it is in our nation’s best interest to closely follow in 

the same direction. 

 

The SDEIS omits analysis of connected actions and cumulative effects: 

 

An additional requirement for the Corps to consider in its SDEIS are the simultaneous actions of 

the Fargo-Moorhead Metro Project and the Southside Flood Control Project, which calls into 

question requirements under NEPA regarding connected actions. An assessment of cumulative 

impacts is required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations under NEPA. 

(Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (Jan. 1997)) Cumulative effects are defined as, “the impact on the 

environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 

past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 

non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.” (40 CFR § 1508.7) When considering 

whether there are cumulative effects or connected actions, an agency must look at the scope of 

the proposed project and must consider 3 types of actions: connected actions, cumulative 

actions and similar actions. (40 C.F.R. § 1508.25) A connected action means that there is a close 

relationship between actions which must be considered in a single EIS. Similarly, a single EIS 

must be prepared for cumulative actions, which when viewed with other actions “have 

cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discusses in the same impact 

statement.” (40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(2)) A similar action is one, when viewed with other 

proposed or reasonably foreseeable actions have similarities that would be reasonable to 

analyze together in a single impact statement. (40 C.F.R. § 1508.25(a)(3)) In the context of the 

Fargo-Moorhead and Southside Projects, given their timing, scope, relatedness, and proximity, 

the projects would be considered cumulative actions, and are required, by NEPA, to be 
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considered under a single EIS. (42 USC §§ 4321, et. seq. See also, Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 

390, 96 S.Ct. 2718 (1976)) 

 

Cumulative effects analysis is an additional, central, and critical component of NEPA. (See 

Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects, 

http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm, January, 1997 (Accessed June 11, 2011)) 

Incomplete modeling of flood impacts upstream of the diversion structure and tie-back levees 

for the Tentatively Selected Plan, and failure of the SDEIS to consider anything beyond possible 

“taking” of real property, make a meaningful evaluation of cumulative effects on upstream 

communities impossible. Based on the incomplete information in the SDEIS, there is no way for 

any of the communities in the upstream storage area, or any other commenter for that matter, 

to evaluate the effect, over time, of frequent and persistent innundation: 

 

 Impacts to agricultural land, including delayed planting, crop stress, prevented access to 

fields. 

 Damage to improvements, including rural infrastructure, residential and commercial 

properties and social, religious and educational institutions. 

 Additional economic and psychological burden to local residents from increased or new 

flood protection and risk mitigation efforts. 

 Economic damage to residents, including reduced farm or business income, reduced 

property values and increased mitigation costs. 

 Increased flood insurance expense, including rejection of crop insurance. 

 Increased risk to persons and property resulting from flood-delayed response by law 

enforcement and other emergency responders, such as fire and ambulance. 

 High fiscal burdens to residents for maintenance, repair or replacement of infrastructure 

or private improvments. 

 Accelerated migration of rural residents, particularly younger people, to the safety of 

non-flood prone or protected areas. Local communities, left with declining and aging 

populations, and vulnerable to flood, more than they are today, will suffer irreversible 

decay. NEPA requires analysis of this socioeconomic degeneration. (Id., Appendix A, 

Section 11) But the SDEIS is silent on it and on this basis alone is inadequate and must 

be supplemented before it is presented to the Corps’ final decision maker. 

 

Upstream communities and residents, including then members of MnDak, are being asked to 

bear new burdens for the sake of Fargo-Moorhead and for the sake of eliminating downstream 

impacts. The upstream communities and residents are owed a detailed analysis and explanation 
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of the impacts, including cumulative impacts listed above, under the Tentatively Selected Plan. 

Without such analysis, the SDEIS is inadequate and must be supplemented. 

 

The SDEIS fails to adequately address the negative consequences of the Red River diversion 

channel options: 

 

In the SDEIS, the Corps has evaluated only one alternative, the Tentatively Selected Plan against 

the NED pan and FCP developed prior to the SDEIS. Neither the NED plan nor the FCP were 

updated during development of the SDEIS.   

 

Under NEPA, it is “mandate[d] that federal agencies take a hard look at the environmental 

consequences of a major federal action before taking that action.” Mid States Coalition for 

Progress v. Surface Transp. Bd., 345 F.3d 520, 533 (8th Cir.2003). Discussed below are several 

potentially damaging effects of the Corps’ LPP, which seriously call into question the 

thoroughness of the Corps’ SDEIS. 

 

The Tentatively Selected Plan will result in greater ecological impacts than both the FCP and the 

NED plan. More tributaries and hundreds more acres of wetlands, forests, aquatic riverine, and 

fish tributaries and passages will be affected by the Tentatively Selected Plan than the FCP. The 

Tentatively Selected Plan will have a greater impact on wildlife and fisheries than the FCP and 

the NED. Under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) is authorized to provide recommendations to the Corps on federally 

funded water development projects. For the reasons listed above, it is likely that the USFWS 

will recommend the FCP alternative rather than the Tentatively Selected Plan. As discussed 

herein, such a recommendation will be problematic for the Corps since the FCP is no longer a 

practicable alternative to achieve the ever-changing project purpose. 

 

The Corps selected the Tentatively Selected Plan primarily because of political considerations. 

The primary impetus for the construction of the massive diversion channel and consolidated 

upstream storage area being proposed has come from the North Dakota congressional 

delegation and the City of Fargo. Because of lukewarm support for the project by Moorhead 

and other Minnesota political entities, North Dakota supporters pressured the Corps and the 

Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil Works to accept the Tentatively Selected Plan – mind 

you they previously pressured the ASA-CW to approve a LPP that later proved to cause massive 

downstream damage. The result is that the SDEIS has identified a Tentatively Selected Plan that 

is the most ecologically harmful and the most expensive, the 36-mile North Dakota LPP. The 
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comparable costs (in billions) of the Tentatively Selected Plan, FCP, and NED are $1.7, $1.2 , and 

$1.4, respectively. 

 

The DEIS states that upstream effects of the consolidated storage area on social resources 

could be significant, but it fails to adequately measure these impacts. The river’s northward 

flow creates an increased possibility of ice downstream further impeding the flow of water 

through the diversion structure increasing the magnitude of upstream flooding in an area not 

normally prone to flooding except in the largest run-off events. The Tentatively Selected Plan 

exacerbates this problem by removing thousands of acres of floodplain associated with the 

diversion.  

 

The SDEIS fails to give any concrete sedimentation data. The Corps’ diversion channel will 

substantially affect sedimentation in the Red River and other connected tributaries. 

Sedimentation is a major problem in many rivers and lakes, which can cause a reduction in 

storage capacity that can lead to flooding. A build up of sediment can also lead to many aquatic 

changes that could have negative impacts on aquatic life. As a result, fish may begin avoiding 

areas of heavy sedimentation, ultimately changing their migratory patterns, wintering grounds, 

nursery areas, or spawning habitat. Valuable fish spawning areas could be covered in silt, and 

the sediment increase could lead to adult and juvenile fish mortality if their gills become filled 

with sediment. Fish foraging success will decline, which could also lead to mortality, especially 

in younger fish, and adult fish could be kept from spawning due to malnutrition.  

 

Therefore, sedimentation impacts and sedimentation mitigation costs must be, but were not 

included in the SDEIS. The diversion channel will affect more than 200 acres of wetlands. The 

Corps has suggested that any wetland taken away or adversely affected by the diversion 

channel will be replaced with new wetlands within the diversion channel in a low flow channel. 

The SDEIS describes the low flow channel as “a channel that is typically in the center of a larger 

channel which is sized to handle small flows from drains, ditches or groundwater.” It will be 

approximately 10 feet wide and 3 feet deep. A strip of wetlands 10 feet wide does not provide 

the security and benefits that larger blocks of wetlands provide. The SDEIS does not address 

how these wetlands will be comparable to the previously existing wetlands that were affected 

by the diversion and does not describe the diversion channel wetlands’ functions for 

surrounding wildlife. In addition, many problems can arise with a low flow channel. The channel 

will need frequent maintenance and modifications to ensure that it is effective, and it can be 

very easily damaged in severe situations such as flooding or drought. Wetlands near the five 

North Dakota tributaries intercepted by the diversion channel will not receive the same 
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recharge from overland flooding that they have received in the past. The SDEIS does not 

address these impacts or their mitigation. The SDEIS must include projected mitigation costs for 

additional wetlands that will be impaired such as those near the five North Dakota tributaries. 

The Corps must also include in its SDEIS exactly what function the low flow channel will serve 

and how it is guaranteed to adequately compensate for existing wetlands adversely affected by 

the diversion channel. 

 

The diversion contemplated in the Tentatively Selected Plan will cross five tributaries: Wild Rice 

River, Sheyenne River, Maple River, Lower Rush River, and Rush River. In addition, the SDEIS 

states that “[t]he channels of the Lower Rush and Rush Rivers between the diversion channel 

and downstream to their confluences with the Sheyenne River will be abandoned . . . Nesting 

birds, mammals, and mussel species could be displaced or killed during the project’s 

construction, and nesting birds’ eggs could be abandoned or crushed. Construction and 

excavation within the riverine aquatic habitats could kill adult or juvenile fish,” and some fish 

mortality is unavoidable. The additional sediment load, deposition, and accumulation into the 

Red River could alter aquatic and riverine habitat. 

 

The SDEIS indicates that fish could use the diversion channel, but the diversion channel will not 

contain any meaningful fisheries. The SDEIS continues on to state that fish ending up in the 

diversion channel without their natural habitat will not be a significant issue during the 

operation of the diversion channel. Fish caught in the diversion channel during flooding, 

however, will be forced to use concrete fish ramps for passage. It is not known at this point 

whether certain sensitive fish species, such as the Lake Sturgeon, will be successful at using 

artificial passages. The DEIS also does not address how changing the velocity of water within 

the diversion might affect certain fish species. The velocity of the water within the diversion 

and downstream of the diversion could be too strong and prevent certain species and juvenile 

fish from traveling upstream. 

 

The diversion channel will create numerous problems for multiple tributaries and wildlife and 

aquatic species. The final EIS must address the negative impacts to all tributaries and the 

specific adversities facing wildlife and aquatic life. A plan to mitigate these adversities must be 

identified and mitigation costs must be included in the final EIS. 
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Failure to adequately consider impacts to prime and unique farmland:  

 

It is a requirement under the Farmland Policy Protection Act (FPPA) that projects with impacts 

to agricultural lands be reviewed to determine their impact on agricultural lands and that an 

assessment be completed related to those impacts. The assessment is documented by the 

USDA using a form AD 1006 “Farmland Conversion Impact Rating”. Instructions for the form 

indicate the inclusion of indirectly converted farmland. Indirect conversion includes “acres not 

directly converted but that would no longer be capable of being farmed after the conversion, 

because the conversion would restrict access to them.” For the Tentatively Selected Plan, the 

USDA did not include converted farmland in the staging area upstream of the diversion 

structure and tie-back levees. Rather, the USDA only included farmland directly converted by 

the diversion channel, levees and structures associated with the Tentatively Selected Plan. The 

modeling data in the SDEIS demonstrates that thousands of acres of prime and unique farmland 

will be inundated upstream of the diversion structure in relatively small storm-flow events. The 

duration or long term impact of inundation is not calculated but will, in all scenarios, prevent 

access to farmland for production, destroy growing crops and prevent harvest of mature crops. 

Additional analysis is necessary to determine and document actual indirect impacts to farmland 

as required by the FPPA. (see Appendix F to SDEIS, p. F-42-73) 

 

The Tentatively Selected Plan violates the directive of Executive Order 11988: 

 

As proposed, the Tentatively Selected Plan violates Executive Order 11988. Executive Order 
11988 requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long and short-term adverse 
impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of flood plains and to avoid direct and 
indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. In 
accomplishing this objective, "each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to 
reduce the risk of flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and 
welfare, and to restore and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by flood plains in 
carrying out its responsibilities" for the following actions: acquiring, managing, and disposing of 
federal lands and facilities; providing federally-undertaken, financed, or assisted construction 
and improvements; and conducting federal activities and programs affecting land use, including 
but not limited to water and related land resources planning, regulation, and licensing 
activities. 
 
The guidelines address an eight-step process that agencies should carry out as part of their 
decision-making on projects that have potential impacts to or within the floodplain. The eight 
steps, which are summarized below, reflect the decision-making process required in Section 
2(a) of the Order. 
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1. Determine if a proposed action is in the base floodplain (that area which has a 
one percent or greater chance of flooding in any given year). 

2. Conduct early public review, including public notice. 
3. Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating in the base floodplain, 

including alterative sites outside of the floodplain. 
4. Identify impacts of the proposed action. 
5. If impacts cannot be avoided, develop measures to minimize the impacts and 

restore and preserve the floodplain, as appropriate. 
6. Reevaluate alternatives. 
7. Present the findings and a public explanation. 
8. Implement the action. 

 
Among a number of things, the Interagency Task Force on Floodplain Management clarified the 
EO with respect to development in flood plains, emphasizing the requirement for agencies to 
select alternative sites for projects outside the flood plains, if practicable, and to develop 
measures to mitigate unavoidable impacts. 
 

With regarding to the Tentatively Selected Plan, the City of Fargo has made clear its desire and 

intent to open additional areas of the flood plain to development. This is one reason why 

management of flooding from the five North Dakota tributaries has become so important in 

rushing the Tentatively Selected Plan to decision. During re-scoping from November 2010 

through March 2011, Fargo specifically requested the diversion channel alignment be moved 

further west. The request was made with the expressed intent of providing additional 

protection to lands in the current flood plain for future development. While the request was 

rejected, the current design supports the same intent. The current design eliminates thousands 

of acres from the flood plain. The diversion channel includes 15 foot, elevated spoil banks 

designed to serve as flood levees. (See SDEIS figures 15 and 29 and §3.5.3.3) 

 

Several practicable alternatives to this design exist that would prevent federal support to future 

flood plain development. These same practicable alternatives would increase the efficacy of 

distributed storage and/or reduce the requirement for the currently proposed consolidated 

storage area. For example, if the diversion channel were designed to take advantage of the 

additional, nature flood attenuation provided by the flood plain, rather than closing it behind 

spoil levees, less new storage would be required and a smaller diversion channel could be 

planned. Alternatively, moving the diversion structure further north would allow storage in 

naturally flood prone areas of the flood plain – again reducing the requirement for new storage. 

If combined with the distributed storage alternatives discussed herein, the consolidated storage 

component of the Tentatively Selected Plan, upstream of the diversion structure and tie-back 
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levees, could be eliminated. Elimination of the consolidated storage area would preserve four 

small communities and tens of thousands of acres of prime and unique farmland. 

 

By all objective standards in the SDEIS, the Tentatively Selected Plan is the least effective, 

most expensive and most environmentally damaging alternative: 

 

The comparison of alternative begins in section 3.8 of the SDEIS. The three alternatives 

considered in comparison were the FCP (a Minnesota diversion without storage); the ND35K (a 

North Dakota diversion without storage) and the Tentatively Selected Plan, or LPP. As discussed 

herein, it is questionable, based on prior analysis, that the FCP or the ND35K are practicable 

alternatives. 

 

Under all evaluative criteria applied in the SDEIS, the Tentatively Selected Plan is less effective, 

more expensive and more environmentally damaging than the FCP or ND35K. For example, the 

LPP damages the most acres of aquatic habitat, directly impacts the most acres of wetland, 

takes the more area out of the flood plain than the FCP and impacts the most acres of prime 

and unique farmland. (SDEIS table 13). The Tentatively Selected Plan will cause significant social 

disruption to communities south of the diversion structure and tie-back levees – in the 

consolidated storage area. (SDEIS table 16.) In the 1% change flood, the Tentatively Selected 

Plan floods 54,721 acres of land south of the diversion structure and tie-back levees that is not 

otherwise subject to flooding in such an event (SDEIS figure 32). In the 1% chance flood, the 

Tentatively Selected Plan will require relocation of the communities of Oxbow, Hickson, 

Comstock and the Bakke Addition and the relocation or protection of 185 residences and 429 

other structures. (SDEIS table 16, figure 39). 

 

Though the Federal share of any project will be based either on the NED plan or FCP, the non-

Federal costs will be paid by the local sponsors. With regard to the Tentatively Selected Plan, 

residents of the Fargo and Moorhead as well as the States of North Dakota and Minnesota will 

pay over $931 million. (Compare SDEIS tables 25 and 26). The Tentatively Selected Plan is the 

most expensive of those considered in the SDEIS. While cost not the determining factor in any 

project, where the most expensive plan is also the most damaging and least effective, it should 

be rejected. 
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Conclusion: 

 

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is planning a 35,000 acre water storage area and a 36-mile-

long diversion channel around Fargo that will cost North Dakota and the Federal government 

$1.7 billion to construct, with the Federal government’s share limited to $782 million. The 

projected $1.7 billion cost does not include mitigation and long term maintenance expenses in 

the years after construction of the diversion channel has been completed. During this country’s 

time of economic uncertainty, the Corps’ project seems not only irrational and impractical, but 

also downright irresponsible when other, less expensive alternatives to restore wetlands and 

grasslands along with creating flood storage have proven to be effective and create more and 

further reaching benefits. The Corps’ colossal and esthetically displeasing diversion channel will 

be not only a massive state and federal expenditure, but also an ecological nightmare with 

resounding affects for centuries. If cities and communities within the Red River Basin do not 

want to face even bigger and more expensive problems combined with wildlife habitat 

destruction and decline a decade from now, the Corps must seriously reconsider their 

Tentatively Selected Plan. 

 

Much of the Red River Basin flooding and associated damage has been a direct result of 

encroachment into the floodplain and loss of natural storage. These losses of natural storage 

are best replicated and replaced through distributed storage measures. Poor and marginal 

farmland and drained areas not currently under production, along with some active and 

productive farmland can be used as temporary flood storage that would prevent dangerous 

flood levels. Grasslands and wetlands not only have remarkable abilities to store excess water 

runoff, but they are also attractive and provide much needed wildlife habitat in a region of the 

country that continues to have rapid human population increases. In its SDEIS, however, the 

Corps all but completely ignores these alternatives and certainly did no analysis to compare 

them to its Tentatively Selected Plan. 

 

The absence of substantial and significant information regarding the environmental and other 

impacts of the Tentatively Selected Plan likewise renders the SDEIS inadequate on its face and 

requires that the Corps prepare an additional Supplemental DEIS to fully compare alternatives 

and to include all information on which the Corps based its decision to adopt the Tentatively 

Selected Plan. The Corps’ failure to include critical impact information in the SDEIS violates 

NEPA and its own NEPA regulations, is arbitrary and capricious as well as unreasonable. 
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In recent case law, it is determined that “[w]hile the EIS need not be exhaustive, the existence 

of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an [EIS] inadequate.” Friends of the Boundary 

Waters Wilderness v. Dombeck, 164 F.3d 1115, 1128 (8th Cir. 1999). There is no doubt that the 

Corps’ SDEIS leaves many alternatives largely unexamined. We strongly urge the Corps to fully 

address and consider the use of distributed storage and non-structural techniques for flood 

control. It is irresponsible for the Corps not to consider more reasonable, but similarly effective 

solutions that do not have the long-term effects on the tributaries and streams of the Red 

River. 

 

Sincerely, 
 
 
/s/ John C. Kolb                       
John C. Kolb 
JCK/cmt 
 
cc: MnDak Upstream Coalition 
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National Wildlife Federation  Northern Rockies & Prairies Regional Center 

240 North Higgins, Suite 2  Missoula, MT 59802-4445 

406-721-6705 [phone]  406-721-6714 [fax]  www.nwf.org 

June 20, 2011 
 
VIA U.S. MAIL AND E-MAIL (aaron.m.snyder@usace.army.mil) 
 
Mr. Aaron Snyder 
Corps of Engineers Planner and Project Manager 
180 E. Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101–1638 
 

Re: Comments on Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement on the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
Project on the Red River of the North 

 

Dear Mr. Snyder: 

The National Wildlife Federation (NWF) has previously identified areas of the Draft 

Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) that required further attention 

and consideration of more environmentally and community friendly alternatives.1  In proceeding 

forward with additional comments, the NWF has identified problems with the Supplemental 

Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) and the need for 

appropriate alternatives to the proposed project.   

Controlling flooding in the Fargo-Moorhead area is important, but it should not be done 

without a basin-wide analysis of flood risk management and mitigating the harmful 

environmental impacts and increased threat of flooding to upstream and downstream 

communities.  Furthermore, other structural and non-structural alternatives that provide 

environmental and economic benefits beyond flood management must be included in the 

proposed plan.  Options for flood management must protect the local economies, air and water 

quality, the natural environment, and fish and wildlife resources.     

                                                           
1 Ltr. from Tom France, Regional Executive Director, National Wildlife Federation, to Aaron Snyder, U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers Planner and Project Manager, Comments on Draft Feasibility Report and 
Environmental Impact Statement on the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
Project on the Red River of the North (Aug. 9, 2009) (copy on file with Natl. Wildlife Fedn.). 
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NWF cannot support moving forward with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) 

preferred alternative in the SDEIS, a massive and unduly expensive diversion channel that will 

cause unacceptable environmental impacts and put upstream and downstream landscapes at 

additional flood risk.  On behalf of the NWF, we offer the following comments to the SDEIS. 

A. Introduction 

Human activities and alterations in, and around, the Red River Basin (RRB) have led to 

significant environmental changes throughout the watersheds, including the metropolitan areas 

of Fargo, North Dakota and Moorhead, Minnesota and their surrounding rural and agricultural 

communities.  Fargo-Moorhead has always been threatened by flooding from the Red River of 

the North.  In the last two decades, however, floods have become more frequent and more severe 

because thousands of wetlands throughout the RRB have been drained and converted into 

farmland.  Prairie wetlands that once soaked up thousands of acre feet of water have been 

ditched and drained, increasing both the amount of spring melt water and the rate at which it 

enters the Red River.  North Dakota and Minnesota have lost several hundred thousand acres of 

wetlands since the establishment of agricultural communities beginning in the 1800s, and North 

Dakota’s wetlands continue to be drained at a rate of 20,000 acres per year.2  Climate change has 

also led to earlier and more abundant springtime runoff into the RRB and will continue to do so 

for the unforeseeable future.  As both flood peaks and floods have increased, so too has the cost 

of fighting floods.  The communities of Fargo and Moorhead now spend more than $195 million 

annually for flood damages.  

In response to the threat of more severe and more frequent flooding, the Corps has 

evaluated a limited number of engineering alternatives to reduce the threat of flooding in the 

Fargo-Moorhead area.  Based on this evaluation, the Corps now proposes to build a 36-mile-long 

diversion channel around the Fargo-Moorhead area.  The preferred diversion channel alternative 

will cover 9,382 acres, and will impact 137 acres of forest habitat, 226 acres either directly or 

indirectly of wetlands, and 39 acres of riverine aquatic habitat.  The diversion channel will span 

between 100 and 300 feet in width. The projected cost of the diversion channel construction is 

$1.7 billion, although some believe this estimate understates the cost of the project.  The Corps’ 

                                                           
2 Gary L. Pearson, Draining the Great Marsh, USA Today, November 1985: 83-89. 
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SDEIS fails to factor into its cost estimations the expense of potential downstream mitigation 

that may also be needed, as well as maintenance and operation costs in the future. 

The National Wildlife Federation strongly opposes the Corps’ proposed diversion 

channel, and disagrees with many assessments made in the DEIS and subsequent SDEIS. Not 

only will the project be a massive federal and state expenditure, but also does not even guarantee 

to solve the RRB’s current catastrophic flooding problems. Furthermore, the diversion channel 

will offer no ecological benefits, and will almost certainly have large negative impacts on the 

region’s fish and wildlife and their habitats.  

 

B.  The SDEIS failed to adequately evaluate reasonable non-structural and flood 

storage alternatives.  

Without the Corps’ study of the entire RRB, it would be impossible to fully and 

accurately evaluate non-structural alternatives at scale because the study did not identify an 

analysis of an area that was properly scaled.  The study only included Fargo-Moorhead, and for 

that area only, the DEIS identifies several measures retained for possible inclusion as features of 

the alternative plans. Those measures include: non-structural measures, flood storage, and 

wetland and grassland restoration. The DEIS provides an extensive analysis of a non-structural 

measure contained in Appendix P, which illustrates a very invasive and tedious process of 

raising and flood-proofing individual homes at a significant cost.  However, all other measures, 

including wetland restoration, grassland restoration, and flood storage are dismissed as stand-

alone plans with less than a page of justification in the DEIS.  

In Section 3.4.6.2 of the SDEIS, the Corps asserts that diversion plans provide larger and 

more reliable flood management.  The Corps’ assertions about the costs of upstream flood 

storage do not take into account the ecological benefits.  The analysis the Corps made seems to 

be based on “financial investment” while completely ignoring other means of analyzing costs 

and benefits. 

1. The Corps must evaluate other flow reduction strategies. 

Similar to the EERC’s Waffle, the Red River Basin Commission (RRBC) also created a 

strategy that would decrease flood levels in the RRB.  They simulated 1997 flood conditions 

(9.25” of precipitation) and found that their storage areas could reduce flood levels in the Red 
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River up to 20% in some areas.  They found that the most significant reduction was a 20% peak 

flow reduction and 20% volume reduction at White Rock, South Dakota.  The study 

demonstrates that storage areas built in river basins are 80% effective, and if all of the tributary 

basins upstream of the Red River do their share in flood storage, effects on Red River flood 

reduction can be substantial.  

There was no formal cost-benefit analysis done for this study.  However, preliminary 

estimates showed that upstream storage competes very favorably with the Corps’ diversion 

channel option because of the ratio based on the Fargo-Moorhead area damages alone.  There 

would also be more widespread flood control benefits, in addition to a great potential for natural 

resource benefits under this program. 

2. The Corps must evaluate an alternative that combines wetland and 

grassland  restoration and other flow reduction strategies. 

It is clear that the optimal strategy for minimizing flood risk, while also improving water 

quality and fish and wildlife habitat in the RRB, would involve a combination of wetland 

restoration and utilizing farm fields for temporary storage.  The Corps, working with state fish 

and wildlife agencies and other federal agencies including the USFWS and the Natural 

Resources Conservation Service, should develop an alternative or alternatives that combine these 

approaches.  The National Wildlife Federation urges the Corps to formulate an alternative that 

would include 500,000 acre-feet of storage through wetland and grassland restoration and an 

additional 500,000 acre-feet of storage through temporary storage utilizing farm fields.  

In evaluating such an alternative, the Corps should consider the following costs and benefits: 

 Flood control benefits 

 Water quality benefits 

 Fishery benefits 

 Benefits to upland and migratory birds  

 Recreational benefits, including increased hunting and fishing opportunities. 

 

C. The SDEIS does not include basin-wide analysis for flood risk management 

The analysis area needs to be basin-wide for a holistic look at flooding in the Red River 

of the North.  A basin-wide analysis addresses the flood risk on a larger scale and has the 
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potential to alleviate flooding basin-wide rather than only eliminating flooding in the areas 

immediately around Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area.  A basin-wide analysis provides a full 

range for use of non-structural alternatives and increased environmental and economic benefits.  

For example, a basin-wide analysis may look at the impacts of wetland restoration, grassland 

restoration, and farm field storage which provides flood control, environmental benefits, and 

benefits for fish and wildlife resources, water quality, and local economies. Non-structural 

alternatives also protect upstream and downstream communities from the additional flooding 

caused by diversion channels and levees.   As stated in the Intent To Prepare a Supplemental 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement for a Proposed Flood Risk Management Project on the 

Red River of the North in Fargo, ND, and Moorhead, MN, the Corps previously declined to 

expand the scope of the project for the preparation of the SDEIS.3  For the flood management 

plan to be effective, the scope of the analysis area should be expanded to include the entire Red 

River of the North basin.   

As seen in the effects of flooding on the Mississippi River, levees and channelization 

approach to flood protection is in sufficient and leads to the loss of lives and property.  The 

breach of levees to save cities comes at the expense of ruining farms.  Where the levees have 

been breached along the Mississippi River, academics call for restoring the lands to wetlands and 

keeping the levees down.  The Red River of the North flood management plan must strategically 

identify areas where there is room for excess waters.  The Red River of the North requires more 

room during high water periods.  Diversion channels and levees can only handle a portion of the 

total water load and they have taught us that big structures to confine water are not the only 

solution for going forward.  

In a letter dated June 22, 2009, NWF urged the Corps to look for a flood mitigation plan 

that would alleviate flooding basin-wide rather than just the areas of Fargo and Moorhead.4  The 

limited study area of only Fargo-Moorhead does not allow the Corps to accurately evaluate the 

causes of increased flooding in the RRB or the full range of alternative remedies.  The entire 

                                                           
3 75 Fed. Reg. 81249, 81249 (Dec. 27, 2010).   
4 Ltr. from Tom France, Regional Executive Director, National Wildlife Federation, to Terry J. Birkenstock, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; Chief,  Environmental and GIS Branch, Scoping Comments on Proposed 
Flood Risk Management Project on the Red River of the North (June 22, 2009) (copy on file with Natl. 
Wildlife Fedn.). 
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Flood Risk Management study has been flawed from the beginning because the RRB was not 

analyzed in its totality.  

The Red River of the North has exceeded the National Weather Service flood stage of 18 

feet in 48 of the past 109 years, and every year from 1993 through 2011.5  The increased 

flooding over the past century has been a direct consequence of wetland loss in the interest of 

agricultural development.  Studies have demonstrated that wetland drainage in the RRB has 

significantly increased both the timing and size of Red River floods and also that wetland 

drainage continues to affect thousands of acres annually. Wetland restoration throughout the 

RRB would help offset these destructive land use practices that are so costly in terms of water 

quality, wildlife and flood costs. Several studies have demonstrated the effectiveness and 

feasibility of restoring wetlands or using upland depressions to temporarily store water during a 

flood event. The restoration of wetlands can significantly reduce flood frequency and severity 

while also providing vital ecosystem benefits.  

A possibility for wetland restoration lies in the Prairie Pothole Region’s wetlands of the 

northern Great Plains, which span more than a 300,000-square-mile area.  Almost since farming 

began in this region in the mid 1800’s, wetland drainage has been employed to facilitate 

agricultural activities.  According to the 1997 Minnesota Wetlands Conservation Plan, more than 

95% of the native wetlands in the Minnesota portion of the RRB and upstream sub-basin have 

been lost.  The cumulative impacts of this wetland drainage have been significant with more than 

50% of the region’s wetlands having been drained with more than 90% in some watershed 

basins.  Wetlands in the Devils Lake basin of North Dakota have the potential to store 

approximately 72% of the total runoff volume from a 2-year frequency runoff event and 41% of 

a 100-year frequency runoff event.6  Restoring drained and farmed wetlands could increase the 

water retention capacity in the Prairie Pothole Region of Minnesota “by up to 63%.”7  

Furthermore, potholes are natural filters for nutrients such as sediments containing nitrogen and 

                                                           
5 Corps of Engineers, supra n. 4 at 5. 
6 Robert A. Gleason & Brian A. Tangen, Ecosystem Services Derived from Wetland Conservation Practices 
in the United States Prairie Pothole Region with an Emphasis on the U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Conservation Reserve and Wetlands Reserve Programs ch. D: Floodwater Storage, 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1745/pdf/pp1745web.pdf (last accessed June 15, 2011). 
7 Id.  
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phosphorous, therefore, improving water quality.8  We recommended to the Corps in our June 

22, 2009 letter that they explore and analyze this reasonable and logical alternative, however, the 

Corps’ DEIS and SDEIS failed to do so.  

Grasslands or grazing lands span approximately 600 million acres of the United States. 

Grasslands have proven to be a major source of watershed filtration, ground water recharge, and 

carbon sequestration. Grasslands have excellent potential to markedly improve water and air 

quality.9  Proper management of existing grasslands can enhance the land’s ability to better 

reduce erosion and flooding by slowing and more evenly distributing surface waters.  Grasslands 

also help the percolation of precipitation creating recharged groundwater aquifers.  Conservation 

of grasslands can occur on private and public lands, and wildlife populations thrive with the 

availability of these habitats. Through cooperative efforts with agencies such as the Bureau of 

Land Management (BLM) and the Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS), private 

landowners can learn to maintain their property as grasslands in a manner that is most effective 

in preventing soil erosion and flooding in the Red River basin.  Again, the Corps did not explore 

this economically feasible and ecologically friendly alternative in its SDEIS.  

Based on this information, the Corps should enlarge its study area to include all upstream 

river basins above Fargo-Moorhead. As a result, the Corps will necessarily have to evaluate the 

impacts of flood crests, flood frequencies and flood severity of wetland drainage. It is only then 

that the Corps can adequately evaluate the benefits of wetland and grassland restoration in terms 

of reducing these flood impacts.  

 

D. Wetland and grassland restoration, combined with flood storage, will have many 

positive impacts. 

Wetlands and grasslands need to be further incorporated into the proposed flood storage 

concepts in order to have a successful and long-term flood protection plan.  Wetlands and 

grasslands may serve as alternatives for upstream and downstream staging and storage of flood 

waters and as important components of the ecosystem.  The loss of wetlands and grasslands has 
                                                           
8 Rex R. Johnson, Fred T. Oslund & Dan R. Hertel, The Past, Present and Future of Prairie Potholes in the 
United States, J. of Soil and Water Conserv. 63(3), 86A. (May/June 2008). 
9 Grazing Land Conservation Initiative, Strategic Plan 2010-2015 16, 
http://www.glci.org/assets/StrategicPlan_WebVersion3.pdf (last accessed June 15, 2011). 
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contributed to the effects of flooding in the region due to the loss of drainage of the natural 

hydrology and natural vegetation.10  Over ninety-five percent of wetlands have been drained in 

the region of the proposed diversion project.11  It is not enough to merely offset the loss of 

naturally occurring wetlands with wetlands that will be created or exist at the bottom of the 

diversion channel.12  Upland habitat that has been converted to cropland presents a loss as severe 

and impactful as the loss of the wetlands.  Like wetlands, upland habitats serve as riparian 

corridors and are important to wildlife.13  Permanent loss of upland habitat cannot be mitigated 

solely by the replanting of trees and native grasses.14  While replanting trees and native grasses 

in disturbed areas is a step in the right direction, it does not go far enough to restore the 

functionality of the habitat.15  The Army Corps of Engineers’ claim that the diversion channel 

project would have a beneficial impact16 to the upland habitat is unfounded.  

1. Protects more than just two cities 

The Corps’ diversion channel will only provide significant flood protection for two major 

metropolitan areas, Fargo and Moorhead.  All other downstream cities and communities will not 

receive the benefited flood protection, and will likely see more flooding due to increased water 

flow from the diversion channel.  Should wetland and grassland restoration strategies be 

implemented along with flood-water-storage projects, not only will the Fargo-Moorhead 

Metropolitan Area see decreased flooding, but downstream cities and communities will also 

experience flood relief. Flooding is also likely to be decreased upstream from Fargo and 

Moorhead, which only adds to the overall benefit of wetland and grassland restoration and flood 

storage efforts. Programs such as RRBC’s Flow Reduction Strategy and concepts created by 

numerous other agencies and organizations, including Wetland Reserve Program and USFWS, 

provide ample data and opportunity to implement wetland and grassland restoration and flood 

storage as viable alternatives for downstream flood prevention. 

                                                           
10 Corps of Engineers, supra n. 4 at 226. 
11 Id. at 338. 
12 Id. 
13 Id. at 339. 
14 Id. 
15 A complete discussion of habitat loss, mitigation needs, and adaptive management is discussed in 
Attachment 6.  Id. at Attachment 6.     
16 Id. at 339. 
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2. Creates and enhances wildlife habitat and recreation, while also 

mitigating affects of climate change 

Increasing wetland habitat will provide stability to migrating and nesting bird habitats, as 

well as numerous other species of wildlife.  This in turn creates opportunities for hunting, 

fishing, bird watching, hiking and other recreation.  Wetlands also play an important role in 

filtering polluted water and recharging the aquifer into both nearby ground and surface waters, 

greatly improving water quality.  Grasslands further reduce the runoff of water and sediment, 

creating a more stable water level and providing an area to host a diverse community of native 

grasses, sedges, rushes and other submersed vegetation.17 

Wetlands play at least two critical roles in mitigating the effects of climate change, “one 

in the management of greenhouse gasses (especially carbon dioxide) and the other in physically 

buffering climate change impacts.”18  Wetlands International, a global organization that works to 

sustain and restore wetlands, states that “inland wetlands in arid regions can play a very cost-

effective role in attenuating the impacts of extreme weather events such as the impacts of 

extremes in precipitation and increases in evaporation due to higher temperatures.”19 Wetlands 

serve to recharge ground and surface waters, meaning that while they prevent flooding in wet 

times, they serve to replenish and retain adequate water supplies and stream flow during drier 

periods.  

The benefits of wetland and grassland restoration are numerous.  Wetlands and 

grasslands provide various ecosystem services to farmers and communities, recreational 

opportunities, global warming mitigation, and most importantly, flood control.  One study 

concluded that, “wetlands on [USDA] program lands [in the PPR] have significant potential to 

intercept and store precipitation that otherwise might contribute to downstream flooding.”20 

Additionally, the conversion of cultivated cropland to grassland cover as part of conservation 

                                                           
17 Johnson, Oslund &Hertel, supra n. 50 at 85A. 
18 The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, Wetlands and Climate Change § 2.4, (1999). 
19 Moreno J. Garcia, Cost-effectiveness of maintaining and restoring wetlands as an adaptation measure 
against climate change, Wetlands International, 
http://www.indiaenvironmentportal.org.in/files/wetlands%20and%20climate%20change.pdf (last 
updated Apr. 14, 2010). 
20 Gleason & Tangen, supra n. 48.  
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programs results in a reduction in surface runoff and, ultimately, reduces the rate at which a 

basin refills and overflows. 

3. Set precedence for other green flood control solutions 

As human activity continues to escalate and their harmful affects become increasingly 

evident through climate change, environmentally friendly alternatives will only gain in 

popularity.  The states of North Dakota and Minnesota have a unique opportunity to show the 

rest of the nation a more natural and cost effective method of flood control.  The precedent could 

be set for more ecologically favorable flood mitigation efforts rather than more expensive, 

concrete and environmentally damaging solutions.  There has already been an international trend 

to move toward nonstructural flood control methods, and it is in our nation’s best interest to 

closely follow in the same direction.  

 

E. The SDEIS fails to adequately address the negative consequences of the Red 

River diversion channel options. 

Finally, the massive expense of the project, over $1.7 billion dollars,21 cannot be justified 

without consideration of the ecosystem values being lost in “brick and mortar” proposals.  There 

has been little analysis of the costs and impacts of the new reservoirs and storage facilities.  Most 

importantly, wetland and grassland natural system restoration and maintenance needs to be a top 

priority for project officials.  Without the presence of comprehensive restoration and 

maintenance provisions in the plan, the benefits of the wetland and grassland landscape will be 

lost. 

1. Most damaging and expensive plan 

The proposed Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) will result in greater negative impacts to 

environmental quality than the other options.  For example, the LPP impacts more tributaries and 

roughly 180 more acres of wetlands than other options.22  More grasslands, forests, aquatic 

riverine, fish tributaries and passages, and farmland will be affected by the LPP than the 

Federally Comparable Plan (FCP).23  The LPP will also have a greater impact on wildlife and 

                                                           
21 Corps of Engineers, supra n. 4 at 366. 
22 Id. at 88, Table 13. 
23 Id.  
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fisheries than the FCP.24  Under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,25 the U.S. Fish and 

Wildlife Service (USFWS) is authorized to provide recommendations to the Corps on federally 

funded water development projects. For the reasons listed above, the USFWS has recommended 

the FCP alternative rather than the LPP.   

The LPP is the most expensive of the three alternatives.26  The Corps selected the LPP 

primarily because of political considerations.  The primary impetus for the construction of the 

massive diversion channel being proposed has come from the North Dakota congressional 

delegation and the City of Fargo.  Because of lukewarm support for the project by Moorhead and 

other Minnesota political entities, North Dakota supporters pressured the Corps and the Assistant 

Secretary for Civil Works to accept the LPP alternative. The result is that the SDEIS has 

identified a preferred alternative that is the most ecologically harmful and the most expensive, 

the 36-mile North Dakota LPP.  

2. Changes in sediment distribution 

The Corps’ diversion channel will substantially affect sedimentation in the Red River and 

other connected tributaries. The SDEIS reported on sedimentation data and the results of the 

geomorphic study the Corps conducted after the release of the DEIS.  Section 5.2.1.1 of the 

SDEIS discusses the geomorphology and the impacts of the proposed plan on the Red River of 

the North.  With the proposed LPP, sixty miles of Red River habitat will be affected by the 

diversion structure as well as miles along the adjoining rivers and creeks.27  Upstream 

geomorphic conditions, downstream sediment flow, and existing river routes will all be affected 

by the LPP.28  Detrimental changes in channel length, slope, shape, stability, and bank stability 

are all expected as a result of the project.29  

Sedimentation is a major problem in many rivers and lakes, which can cause a reduction 

in storage capacity which can lead to flooding.  A build up of sediment can also lead to many 

aquatic changes that could have negative impacts on aquatic life.  As a result, fish may begin 

                                                           
24 Id. 
25 16 U.S.C. 661 et seq. 
26 Corps of Engineers, supra n. 4 at 84, Table 11. 
27 Id. at 192. 
28 Id.  
29 Id. at 192-194. 
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avoiding areas of heavy sedimentation, ultimately changing their migratory patterns, wintering 

grounds, nursery areas, or spawning habitat.  Valuable fish spawning areas could be covered in 

silt, and the sediment increase could lead to adult and juvenile fish mortality if their gills become 

filled with sediment.30  Fish foraging success will decline, which could also lead to mortality, 

especially in younger fish, and adult fish could be kept from spawning due to malnutrition. 

Therefore, sedimentation impacts and sedimentation mitigation costs must be included in the 

final EIS. 

3. Destruction of wetlands 

The diversion channel will affect nearly 1,000 acres of wetlands throughout the 

construction process.31  The Corps has suggested that any wetland taken away or adversely 

affected by the diversion channel will be replaced with new wetlands within the diversion 

channel in a low flow channel.32  The SDEIS describes the low flow channel as “a channel that is 

typically in the center of a larger channel which is sized to handle small flows from drains, 

ditches or groundwater.”33  It will be approximately 10 feet wide and 3 feet deep.34 

The National Wildlife Federation challenges the feasibility of the Corps’ solution of 

simply “replacing” wetlands by simulating wetland conditions on the bottom of the diversion 

channel in a low flow channel and a “prairie swale buffer up the side of the channel.”35  A strip 

of wetlands 10 feet wide does not provide the security and benefits that larger blocks of wetlands 

provide.  The SDEIS does not address how these “mitigated” wetlands will be comparable to the 

previously existing wetlands that were affected by the diversion and does not describe the 

diversion channel wetlands’ functions for surrounding wildlife.  In addition, many problems can 

arise with a low flow channel.  The channel will need frequent maintenance and modifications to 

ensure that it is effective, and it can be very easily damaged in severe situations such as flooding 

or drought.  

                                                           
30 Gleason & Tangen, supra n. 48. 
31 Corps of Engineers, supra n. 4 at 229, Table 45. 
32 Id. at 228. 
33 Id.  
34 Id.  
35 Id. 
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Section 5.2.1.5.3 of the SDEIS discusses the direct and indirect causes of wetland loss 

and change in wetland function.36  However, there is nothing further discussing how those 

negative impacts will be mitigated and what mitigation efforts will cost. The final EIS must 

include projected mitigation costs for additional wetlands that might be impaired such as those 

near the Lower Rush and Rush rivers. The Corps must also include in its final EIS exactly what 

function the low flow channel will serve and how it is guaranteed to adequately compensate for 

existing wetlands adversely affected by the diversion channel. 

4. Diversion will affect multiple tributaries and harm fisheries resources, 

aquatic habitats, and wildlife 

The LPP would cross five tributaries: Wild Rice River, Sheyenne River, Maple River, 

Lower Rush River, and Rush River resulting in channel abandonment, loss of habitat, and 

changes to habitat.37  Additionally, the proposed project plan creates a problem with aquatic 

habitat connectivity and fish stranding in the diversion channel and the floodplain.38  

Construction and excavation within the riverine aquatic habitats could kill adult or juvenile fish 

and some fish mortality is unavoidable, but the extreme conditions and rapidly fluctuating water 

levels created by the LPP would be frequent and drastic enough to impact fish populations.39  

The USFWS also states that the additional sediment load, deposition, and accumulation into the 

Red River could alter aquatic and riverine habitat. 

The SDEIS indicates that fish could use the diversion channel, but the diversion channel 

will not contain any meaningful fisheries.40 The SDEIS continues on to state that fish ending up 

in the diversion channel without their natural habitat will not be a significant issue during the 

operation of the diversion channel.41  Fish caught in the diversion channel during flooding, 

however, will be forced to use concrete fish ramps for passage.42  It is not known at this point 

whether certain sensitive fish species, such as the Lake Sturgeon, will be successful at using 

artificial passages. The SDEIS does not address how changing the velocity of water within the 
                                                           
36 Id. at 233-234. 
37 Id. at 245-246. 
38 Id. at 254-259. 
39 Id. at 256. 
40 Id. at 254. 
41 Id. at 255. 
42 Id. at 256. 
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diversion might affect certain fish species. The velocity of the water within the diversion and 

downstream of the diversion could be too strong and prevent certain species and juvenile fish 

from traveling upstream.  

The diversion channel will create numerous problems for multiple tributaries and wildlife 

and aquatic species. The final EIS must address the negative impacts to all tributaries and the 

specific adversities facing wildlife and aquatic life. A plan to mitigate these adversities must be 

identified and mitigation costs must be included in the final EIS. 

 

Conclusion 

The SDEIS suggests that the Locally Preferred Plan, the North Dakota Diversion with 

storage and staging, be authorized for implementation as the federal project.43  As the project 

currently stands, it should not be implemented as a federal project due to its shortcomings in 

addressing the actual impacts of creating the thirty-six mile diversion channel.  The projected 

$1.7 billion cost does not even include mitigation and maintenance expenses in the years after 

construction of the diversion channel has been completed.  The Corps’s proposed plan fails to 

develop a basin-wide approach to flood control.  The magnitude of this project emphasizes the 

need for wetland and grassland restoration.   

The currently proposed project does not include sufficient non-structural alternatives and 

natural solutions to flooding.  Wetlands and grasslands must be identified as primary alternatives 

to the proposed project.  Furthermore, the importance of these habitats and benefits to the 

ecosystem must be recognized and featured in the proposed plan.   

During this country’s time of economic uncertainty, the Corps’ project seems not only 

irrational and impractical, but also downright irresponsible when other green options to restore 

wetlands and grasslands along with creating flood storage have proven to be just as effective and 

a far less expensive means of flood mitigation.  The Corps’ colossal and esthetically displeasing 

diversion channel will be not only a massive state and federal expenditure, but also an ecological 

nightmare with resounding affects for centuries.  If cities and communities within the Red River 

Basin do not want to face even bigger and more expensive problems combined with wildlife 

                                                           
43 Id. at 366. 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-310USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Mr. Aaron Snyder 
June 20, 2011 
Page 15  
 

 

 

habitat destruction and decline a decade from now, the Corps must seriously reconsider their 

chosen diversion channel alternative.  

Much of the Red River Basin flooding has been a direct result of wetland and grassland 

elimination during the past century for the sake of agricultural development.  However, even 

though agricultural land is largely to blame for the present-day flooding predicament, it can now 

be used as temporary flood storage that would prevent dangerous flood levels.  Grasslands and 

wetlands not only have remarkable abilities to store excess water runoff, but they are also 

attractive and provide much needed wildlife habitat in a region of the country that continues to 

have rapid human population increases.  In its SDEIS, however, the Corps all but completely 

ignores these environmentally friendly alternatives. 

In recent case law, it is determined that “[w]hile the EIS need not be exhaustive, the 

existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an [EIS] inadequate.”44  There is no 

doubt that the Corps’ SDEIS leaves many alternatives largely unexamined.  We strongly urge the 

Corps to fully address and consider the use of non-structural techniques for flood control. It is 

irresponsible for the Corps not to consider more reasonable, but similarly effective solutions that 

do not have the long-term effects on the tributaries and streams of the Red River.  

The National Wildlife Federation sincerely thanks you for considering these comments 

on the Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement on the Fargo-

Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Project on the Red River of the North. 

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you have questions or would like additional information. 

 

 

 

Thomas France, Regional Executive Director 
National Wildlife Federation 
 

 

                                                           
44 Friends of the Boundary Waters Wilderness v. Dombeck, 164 F.3d 1115, 1128 (8th Cir. 1999). 
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National Wildlife Federation  Northern Rockies & Prairies Regional Center 

240 North Higgins, Suite 2  Missoula, MT 59802 

406-721-6705 [phone]  406-721-6714 [fax]  www.nwf.org 

 

May 31, 2011 
 
  
 Mr. Aaron Snyder  
Corps of Engineers Planner and Project Manager  
180 E. Fifth Street East, Ste. 700  
St. Paul, MN 55101–1638 
 
 
Dear Mr. Snyder: 
 
On behalf of the National Wildlife Federation (NWF), I would like to officially request an 
extension of the 45-day public review and comment period for the Supplemental Draft 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS) of the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Project.  NWF has been intensely involved with this 
issue since the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) started their scoping process.  NWF is 
deeply committed to ensuring a positive outcome for fish and wildlife species in the Red River 
basin.  
 
The SDEIS warrants an extension of the public review and comment period due to the length and 
complexity of the document and proposed project.  An extension is necessary in order to 
formulate meaningful and scientific comments from stakeholders, farmers, citizens, and 
conservationists.  NWF requests 30 additional days for the public review and comment period.  
 
With costs estimated at over $1.7 billion, all alternatives and publics comments should be fully 
researched and exhausted before the USACE reaches a final decision.  In this economy, 
haphazard spending for a diversion project is unwarranted and irresponsible management of 
economic and ecological resources.  
 
Thank you for considering our request. 
 
Best regards, 
 
 
 
Tom France, Regional Executive Director  
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Delana Aziz [mailto:marydelana@msn.com]  
Sent: Thursday, June 09, 2011 9:54 PM 
To: Davidson, Mark D MVP 
Subject:  
 
 
 
I am commenting on the proposed Fargo/Moorhead Diversion Project.  I 
live in Comstock, Mn, one of the small communities impacted by this 
project.  The current plan calls for a dam just north of Comstock 
which will facilitate storing water.  I have grave concerns about 
this alternative.  My husband and I live in an old home built in 
1890.  It has historical significance because It was a bonanza farm.  
We have spent the past 17 years restoring our home, investing a lot 
of time and money.  Comstock has never flooded.  We are on the high 
side of the river and it seems unfair to me that we will pay the 
price for protecting Fargo.  Everyone wants to see a solution for 
Fargo but it seems evident that rural communities do not matter to 
the decision makers in this process because you are willing to 
thrust the entire burden on us.  I hope that before this is resolved 
you come up with a solution that is more equitable.  The feeling out 
here is that only Fargo counts and this is the most extreme plan 
that could be devised to protect Fargo at all costs. 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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From: Joleen Backlund [mailto:joleenbacklund@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 3:35 PM 
To: Coleman, Brett R MVP 
Subject: F-M Diversion Project 
 
May 24, 2011 
 
 
Dear Mr. Coleman: 
 
RE:  Fargo-Moorhead Diversion Project 
 
I am certain that you are receiving lots of correspondence opposed 
to the Fargo-Moorhead Diversion Project.  We just received a letter 
from Pleasant Township asking us to write you to oppose the project.  
I decided to write, but this is not a letter of opposition.   It 
always seems that those opposing something have a louder voice than 
those who agree with the proposed solution.    
 
My husband and I live in Pleasant Township, Cass County, North 
Dakota along the Wild Rice River.  In the past few years, we have 
had to move out of our home four times to wait for the Wild Rice 
River to crest and the water to subside so we could move back home.  
We can't stay in our home because the bridge on County Road 18 (East 
of our driveway) goes under and getting to our home from the West is 
impossible because County Road 18 washes out.   Each time for 2 to 4 
weeks, we move into hotels or with family to wait for the water to 
reside.   
  
We consider ourselves fortunate because the house is built high 
enough so that no damage is done to the house.  Each time after the 
water has subsided and we can get back in, we have mounds of black 
dirt washed up in our driveway and yard with lots of tree stumps, 
branches and garbage to clean up.   
 
We're tired of having to move out to let the Spring flood run its 
course.  We support the F-M Diversion Project and look forward to 
getting bought out so we don't have to deal with this anymore. 
 
I know the majority of our neighbors are against the diversion 
project but the water has to go somewhere.  If everybody keeps 
opposing every proposed plan, there never will be a solution.  It 
makes me very sad that we may lose our beautiful home, but if 
sacrificing our home prevents other areas from being flooded, it is 
worth it. 
Thank you.  Take care. 
 
Paul & Joleen Backlund 
17226 52nd Street SE 
Horace, ND   58047 
(701) 588-4353
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June 19th, 2011 

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul District 

Attn:  Aaron Synder 

180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 

St. Paul, MN  55101‐1678 

 

RE:  Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Study 

Fargo‐Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Maanagement 

 

Dear Project Manager: 

 

I am the owner of the Knickerbocker in Hickson, ND.  I am also a resident of  the 
Bakke Development and have two children in the Kindred School District.  I am 
writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota 
Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley.  I 
have many concerns on the impact the project will have on my business, home, 
family, school, and community.  I am requesting you complete further studies on 
the following: 

1. Relocation of Business 
2. Loss of Community   
3. Purpose and Scope 
4. Upstream Studies 
5. Executive Order 11988 
6. Funding of Project 

Relocation of Business 

The study does little if any to discuss businesses in the staging and storage area.  
Table 16, Other Social Effects (OSE) Account in Economic Vitality under the LPP 
states “Significant impacts upstream in staging area and Storage Area 1—
businesses would be relocated; agricultural use of land impacted; reduction of 
local tax base”.  As I have stated above I own the Knickerbocker in Hickson, ND.  
The study claims to relocate businesses.  I ask where would you relocate the 
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Knickerbocker?  The Knickerbocker was built in 1972 and not only serves as the 
community bar but as place of socialization for the communities of Hickson, 
Bakke Development, Oxbow, Pleasant Township, and Comstock, MN.  When this 
plan essentially destroys the Knickerbocker’s entire customer base, how could it 
be relocated?  The plan cannot assume that all of the displaced residents will 
relocate close to the Knickerbocker thus making it impossible to relocate.  If 
relocation is not possible then how does mitigation take place for a business?  
There is no section of the study that explains this.  How can you possibly make a 
business “whole” when infinite years of income are lost?  We have put well over 
$50,000 in improvements in the business since 2003.  These improvements were 
to benefit the business well into my retirement years.   

Loss of Community 

Based on your study, anything with over 3 feet of water is a buyout “No habitable 
structures allowed”.  The communities of Hickson, Oxbow, Bakke Development, 
Pleasant Township, and Comstock, MN will all be destroyed by this plan.  This will 
destroy the relationships my family has made with so many people from this area.  
These communities are unique in how blue collar workers can associate with 
others in a position of wealth as one person to the other without status in the 
way.  It is a shame that there are hundreds of pages in the study related to fish 
and wildlife but not one page related to these communities.  I believe the culture 
of this area was not studied.  I would hate having to tell my children they have to 
find a new school, home, church, and worst of all new friends if this plan goes 
through.  They would ask why?  How would I answer that?  That is an answer the 
Corp of Engineers and City of Fargo shouldn’t put me in the position to answer. 

Purpose and Scope 

Page ES‐1, PURPOSE AND SCOPE “The purpose of the feasibility was to investigate 
flood issues in the Fargo‐Moorhead Metropolitan Area, identify flood risk 
management measures that could be implemented, document findings and, if 
appropriate, recommend implementation of a federal project”.  Page ES‐2, 
LOCATION OF STUDY AREA states “The Fargo‐Moorhead metropolitan area is 
located within the area from approximately 12 miles west to 5 miles east of the 
Red River and from 20 miles north to 20 miles south of Interstate Highway 94”.  As 
I have stated above I live in Bakke Development and own a business in Hickson 
which are approximately 13 miles south of Intrastate 94 (both within the 
boundaries of the area you were instructed to protect).  It appears based on the 
results of the LPP, it is your recommendation to destroy Hickson, Bakke, Oxbow, 
Pleasant Township, Comstock and surrounding communities by flooding them.  I 
hope it isn’t the intention of the federal government to destroy these 
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communities that have never flooded.  The study fails to take into consideration 
the social and economic interests of the southern part of the Metropolitan area.  
There are no members of our communities that were included in the decision 
making process.  How can the federal government deem our homes, businesses, 
land, and communities expendable without giving us a seat at the decision making 
table? 

Upstream Studies 

There are plans out there that discuss upstream retention.  It appears these plans 
have not been properly studied by the Corp of Engineers.  You have been rushed 
on time to study viable alternative plans by the City of Fargo.  I don’t see how 
destroying communities should take precedence taking the time to study 
alternative solutions.  Was there a study done to build a Wild Rice River 
Diversion?  I have lived here for 11 years and witnessed the highest flood on 
record of 2009.  Each year the Wild Rice River carries a significant volume of 
water to the Red River.  Has the Wild Rice River even been studied on how the 
water will back up with the LPP?  There was a new map out less than a month ago 
with new water levels south of Highway 46.  This leads me to believe that it hasn’t 
been studied.  I believe there is a plan that would include Representative Collin 
Peterson of MN plan (of storage upstream on the Wild Rice and Bois De Sioux 
rivers of 500,000 acre feet) and a much smaller Wild Rice River Diversion.  The 
Corp is directed to provide protection in the most cost effective manner.  I believe 
the Corp needs to recalculate the cost benefit ratio to assure it was done 
correctly.  There are other plans that will protect Fargo and not destroy other 
communities who have had no say in the decision making process of this study. 

Executive Order 11988 

This order is to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development.  The 
diversion is protecting land that historically floods with 5 plus feet of water during 
flood events.  The land just outside of the diversion (that has never flooded) will 
be flooded with 8 plus feet of water.  This land outside of the diversion I’m 
referring to is already developed into the communities of Hickson, Bakke 
Development, and Oxbow.  These communities are not in the floodplain.  The 
children from these communities attend the Kindred School District.  They make 
up approximately 23% of the students.  The taxable value to the school in this 
area is a similar percentage.  The diversion while protecting mostly undeveloped 
(floodplain) land is built right on the Kindred/Fargo school district lines.  The 
diversion will destroy the developed (non‐floodplain) land that is in the Kindred 
School District.  There are roughly 5 miles of undeveloped (floodplain) land inside 
the diversion.  Why couldn’t the diversion be moved closer to Fargo?  The answer 
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seems simple to me.  Fargo appears to have found a way around Executive Order 
11988.  The diversion channel placement should be reevaluated giving our 
communities and the Kindred School District a say in the matter. 

Funding of Project 

We have asked the Corp, Cass County Representatives, and Fargo Representatives 
whether funding of this project has been determined.  In a reply at a meeting in 
Kindred we were told that Moorhead had committed to 10%.  The State of North 
Dakota had committed $300,000,000.  Both of these numbers have been 
questioned recently.  The City of Moorhead refused to sign a Joint Powers 
Agreement on June 13th with the City of Fargo.  Moorhead has also suggested that 
maybe Cass County would be a more appropriate co‐sponsor.  State 
Representatives from North Dakota have also not appreciated not being 
completely informed on the possible upstream impacts.  The funding for this 
project is clearly not in place.  Does it make sense for the Corp of Engineers or the 
Federal Government to approve a project that has no funding in place?  I also 
believe the 1.7 billion for the project has not been estimated properly.  There 
needs to be better evaluations in the storage area. 

Thank you for reviewing my comments and I hope the proper studies will be 
completed.  A project with this price tag should not be rushed without 
considering all possibilities. 

Sincerely, 

 

Michael R. Bice 

305 7th St. 

Hickson, ND  58047 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Biewer, Dennis 
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 8:55 AM 
To: 'Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil' 
Cc: 'leah.rogne@mnsu.edu'; 'Jim Nyhof' 
Subject: FW: Cemetery Questions (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Good Morning Aaron. 
 
Thank you for promptly responding.  Per your request Leah is 
providing a list of cemeteries with legal descriptions.  Will you 
let us know the expected costs for each cemetery as I don't believe 
they are included in the project. 
 
  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Rogne, Leah [mailto:leah.rogne@mnsu.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2011 8:40 AM 
To: Biewer, Dennis; Trana Rogne; 'nathan@auroragroupcorp.com' 
Cc: Wayne Ulven 
Subject: Re: Cemetery Questions (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Hi, Dennis: 
 
Here's a list of the ND registered cemeteries in Cass and Richland 
Counties. 
The legal description should be enough for the Corps to identify 
which ones are in the impact area. 
 
There are also other cemeteries not on this list and I will bring 
this up at the MnDak meeting on Monday to get others the group knows 
about on the list. 
 
Thanks, 
Leah 
 
 
On 5/26/11 6:52 AM, "Biewer, Dennis" <dbiewer@gaic.com> wrote: 
 
> Do you know anyone that could identify all the cemeteries and 
respond? 
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CemeteryNameNo. City Section/Township/Range
Date

ND Dept of Health - Cemetery Listing
May 23,  2011

Page 1 of 8

Cass
Norman Congregation85 E1/2 of 24-137-50

10/10/1931 Normanna twp.
Norman Lutheran Congregation c/o Henry Transrud, Kindred

Erie86 Erie, ND 16-142-53

10/10/1931 Erie twp.
7-1-1968 Cledith Dows, pres.; Marjorie E. Conrad, secretary & sexton -- both Erie

Salem Evangelical87 13-137-55

10/10/1931 Pontiac twp.
Evangelical Church
7-1-1968 Don Schroeder, pres.; W.F. Westphal, secretary; E.E. Utke, sexton -- all Enderlin

Arthur88 Arthur, ND 23-142-52

9/25/1931 Evangelical Lutheran St. John's congregation
7-1-1968 Frank Kuehn, pres.; Gale E. Hill, secretary; Robert E. Wiebusch, sexton -- all Arthur

Tabor89 SW corner SE1/4 of 11-138-54

10/2/1931 Eldred twp.
Moravian Church of Embden, ND
7-1-1968 R.A. Gust, pres.; Mrs. Clarence Kresse, secretary; Clarence Kresse, sexton -- all Embden

Alice Community Cemetery90 Alice, ND 24-138-55

10/8/1931 The property is vested in the Diocese of Fargo but managed and supervised by St. Henry's Church, Alice, ND.
3-6-2006  formerly known as St. Henry's.  Letter from Scott Hoselton, Diocese of Fargo, stated:  "This property has been transferred to the 
Alice Community Cemetery Association, Inc., 13641 - 45th St. SE, Fingal, ND 58031-9561.  It is no longer known as St. Henry's, but as the
Alice Community Cemetery."

Grandin91 Grandin, ND 36-144-51

9/30/1931 application states the plat was filed with the register of deeds in Traill County.

St. Leo's Church92 Casselton, ND 35-140-52

9/30/1931 Organization is questioned to be '40 or 50 years ago' from the date registered.
Property is vested in the Diocese of Fargo but managed and supervised by St. Leo's Church of Casselton.
7-1-1968 Clayton N. Runck pres.; Rev. Anthony R. Peschel, secretary; John C. Olwell, sexton -- all Casselton

Addison Evangelical93 SE corner of SE1/4 of 10-138-51

9/23/1931 7-1-1968 contact: Rev. Ralph F. Dunn, Box 119, Casselton (pastor of United Methodist Church of Casselton.  "From all surface appearance
the cemetery appears to be basically abandoned."

Christiania94 Davenport, ND NW corner NE1/4 of 26-137-51

9/25/1931 16 rods E & W, 10 rods N & S
Davenport twp.
Christiania Evangelical Lutheran Church
7-1-1968 contact: M.L. Vangerud,  Kindred

Lower Wild Rice and Red River95 Wild Rice, ND 6-137-48

9/16/1931 Pleasant twp.
Lower Wild Rice and Red River Congregation, Inc.
7-1-1968 Elvin Egge, Horace, pres.; Ernest Olson, Wild Rice, secretary; Harold M. Anderson, Wild Rice, sexton

St. John's Evangelical Lutheran96 SE corner of SE1/4 of 10-138-54

9/16/1931 Eldred twp.
7-1-1968 Albert Erdman, Wheatland, pres.; Lloyd Waldahl, Embden, secretary; Edwin Grabou/Fred. L. Luther, Alice, sexton

Kindred Cemetery Assn.97 28-137-50

9/21/1931 Normanna twp.
Directors of Kindred Cemetery Association, Kindred
7-1-1968 Edwin Overboe, pres.; Ralph L. Trom, secretary -- both Kindred
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CemeteryNameNo. City Section/Township/Range
Date

ND Dept of Health - Cemetery Listing
May 23,  2011

Page 2 of 8

Cass
Davenport Village98 Davenport, ND 35-138-51

9/15/1931 Davenport Village Board
7-1-1968 contact:  Council of city of Davenport

Holy Cross Ceme. Improvement Assn.99 Fargo, ND 25-140-49

9/3/1931 formerly St. Mary's Cemetery Improvement Association
7-1-1968 Leo O'Day, Fargo, pres.; James V. Boulger, Fargo, sec-treas.; Rudolph Thompson, Wild Rice, superintendent
Holy Cross Cemetery Improvement Assn., Box 1750, Fargo

Casselton100 Casselton, ND 35-140-52

8/12/1931 Organized:  "about 1884 I think"

Watson Cemetery Assn.101 34-138-53

8/6/1931 Walburg twp.
7-1-1968 August Zaeske, pres.; John C. Jackson, secretary; Arthur T. Zaeske, sexton -- all Leonard

Page102 Page, ND 31-143-54

8/6/1931 Page twp.
3-6-2006  Letter from Scott Hoselton, Diocese of Fargo, states:  "Also in Cass County and listed as #102 is St. James' Cemetery.  Cemetery 
listing #102 simply indicates Page.  The location indicator of 31-143-54 is the same location for both St. James' and Page Cemetery as they 
were adjacent to one another.  St. James' Cemetery has been transferred to The Page Cemetery Association, 14205 - 18th St. SE, Page, ND 
58064-9781.  As such, it should all be listed as Page Cemetery."

Elmwood655 Wheatland, ND 26-140-53

10/29/1931 Wheatland Cemetery Association
7-1-1968 E.W. Rand, Ayr, pres.; Paul F. Sheldon, Wheatland, secretary & sexton

St. Benedict656 Wild Rice, ND 34-138-49

10/26/1931 St. Benedict's Church
7-1-1968 Ernest DuBord, Horace, pres.; Anton Rutten, Wild Rice, secretary

Buffalo Cemetery Assn.657 SE1/4 of 19-140-54

10/26/1931 7-1-1968 Cordon W. Coon, pres.; Charles C. Titus, secretary -- both Buffalo

Pontiac Trinity Luth. Ceme. Assn.751 SE corner SE1/4 of 24-137-55

11/4/1931 Pontiac twp.
7-1-1968 Elmer Utke, pres.; Robert Geske, secretary; Clinton Liebenow, sexton -- all Enderlin

North Pleasant Ceme. of the Norwegian Evang. Lutheran Church821 Hickson, ND 27-137-49

12/7/1931 7-1-1968 George Ramstad, pres.; Kenneth Sundet, secretary; Oliver Mathison, sexton -- all Hickson

Goshen Moravian850 NW1/4 of 5-138-52

12/22/1931 Maple River twp.
2 miles north of Lynchburgh
Goshen Moravian Congregation
7-1-1968 Ben Bautz, Durbin, sexton

Springvale961 NE1/4 NW1/4 NE1/4 of 25-140-49

2/3/1932 Oliva Cooper and Verna Cooper, Fargo, ND
Cemetery for sale--see Fargo Forum 11-30-1975

Good Samaritan Home965 Arthur, ND 13-142-52

9/21/1931 Arthur twp.
Evangelical Lutheran Good Samaritan Society
7-1-1968 contact: Dorothy Fowler, Arthur, administrator
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Leonard983 SW1/4 of 21-137-52

2/29/1932 situated at center of south line of SW 1/4
Leonard twp.
7-1-1968 Mrs. Ed Powers, pres.; Ima Phipps, secretary; Earl Nesemeier, sexton -- all Leonard

Cass County Central1026 Ayr, ND NE corner of 23-141-54

6/24/1932 7-1-1968 contact: Elbert Rand, Ayr

West Prairie1055 32-137-51

8/2/1933 Davenport twp.
West Prairie Congregation
7-1-1968 Edwin Lunder, pres.; Lloyd Andvik, sexton -- both Kindred

Cass County Central  (same as 1026)1090 Lot 1 of NE1/4 of 23-141-54

7/9/1941 Ayr twp.
In October 1940, Maude Leaver Bradford was the sexton and owner of this cemetery.

Fargo Hebrew Congregation1098 Fargo, ND 25-140-49

3/30/1942 1-9-2001  Received "return to sender" letter sent to this congregation on January 2 asking them to clarify if this cemetery and Beth El 
Memorial Park are the same cemetery.
1-10-2001  Jerome Feder, from the Beth El Memorial Park (our #1180), called to say the two cemeteries are next to each other and the Fargo
Hebrew Congregation cemetery is cared for by Steve Paper and Mike Geller.

Sunset Memorial Gardens, Inc.1111 Fargo, ND 36-139-49

6/6/1952 PERPETUAL CARE

Mapleton1173 Mapleton, ND 6-139-50

3/21/1960 7-1-1968 contact: city of Mapleton; James Farrell, Mapleton, sexton

Maple Sheyenne1174 Prosper, ND SE1/4 SW1/4 of 13-140-50

3/21/1960 Raymond twp.
Organized:  Pentecost Sunday 1881
Maple Sheyenne Lutheran Church
7-1-1968 Clyde Landblom, pres.; Charles Bowman, Harwood, secretary

Cass County1178 Fargo, ND 19-140-48

3/28/1960 7-1-1968 Edward Piper, pres.; county auditor, secretary; C.J. Myers, superintendent at County Hospital, sexton

Beth El Memorial Park1180 Fargo, ND 25-140-49

3/29/1960 1-10-2001  Jerome Feder called in response to the letters sent 1-2-01 to Temple Beth El and the Fargo Hebrew Congregation (our #1089) 
cemeteries asking if they were the same.  He said they are next to each other but two separate cemeteries.  He and Judge Myron Bright are th
caretakers of this cemetery.

Riverside1188 Fargo, ND 19-139-43

4/1/1960 PERPETUAL CARE
Barnes twp.
Riverside Cemetery Association

Nora Lutheran1189 Gardner, ND 3-142-49

4/5/1960 Wiser twp.
Nora Evangelical Lutheran Congregation
7-1-1968 Norman Tollefsrud, Gardner, secretary

Hunter1212 Hunter, ND 23-143-52

4/11/1960
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Argusville Union1229 Argusville, ND 2-141-50

5/13/1960 Berlin twp.
2 1/2 west 1/2 mile  north
organized about 1880

Brink1240 Horace, ND 18-138-49

6/15/1960 Stanley twp.
Organized about 1880
Mrs. Louisa Marie Adsero, landowner
7-1-1968 Mrs. Adsero, pres.; Robert Brink, Horace, contact

Herby Evangelical Luth. Church1309 Prosper, ND 18-141-50

1/12/1961 Berlin twp.
7-1-1968 Roy Blixt, Gardner, pres.; Wilmar Olson, Harwood, secretary; Keith Blixt, Gardner, sexton

Lower Maple River1371 Harwood, ND 1-140-50

9/2/1965 Raymond twp.
7-1-1968 E.R. Borg, Harwood, pres.; Edwin Waa, Harwood, secretary & sexton

Hector Memorial1447 SW1/4 of 6-138-48

1/24/1977 part of Government Lot 3
Fred abd Earlyne Hector, owners, R.R. 1, Fargo

Unnamed burial site (Jungnitsch)1448 Ayr, ND SE1/4 of 22-142-55

4/27/1977 Decendants of W.H. Jungnitsch, Ayr, ND
Four bodies buried on this site between 1880 and 1892.

Bethel Moravian Church1456 Leonard, ND 3-137-52

10/5/1978 Oct. 1978 Earl Roesler, Leonard, sexton

Oakwood1494 Harwood, ND 33-141-49

11/16/1987

Historical1512 Fargo, ND 13-138-49

7/11/1991 contact:  George Lacher, Diocese of Fargo

Clemenson1577 Horace 30-138-49

9/27/2004 J. Marie Smith Living Trust (private family)
J. Marie Smith, 9 - 4th Avenue NW, Towner, 58788

Islamic Society of Fargo-Moorhead1588 Fargo 14-138-49

8/1/2007 mosque
sexton: Abdelfatah M Bashir, 1207 Elm Street South, Moorhead, MN 56560

Richland
Wendt Mission Cemetery Association435 Abercrombie, ND 8-135-48

10/17/1931

Freeman436 McLeod, ND NE corner SE1/4 of 17-134-52

10/17/1931 Freeman twp.
Freeman Cemetery Association

Emanuel437 Abercrombie, ND 4-134-48

10/17/1931 Emanuel Church of Abercrombie
10-26-90  Sexton:  Norman Ihland, Rt. 1, Box 16, Kent, MN 56552
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Richland
Zion Church of the Evang. Assn. of North America438 Great Bend, ND 23-131-49

10/19/1931

Gol439 Kindred, ND SW corner NW1/4 of 7-136-50

10/19/1931 Gol Norwegian Lutheran Church

St. John's440 32-134-48

10/8/1931 Abercrombie twp.
St. John's Congregation

The Barrie441 28-136-51

10/8/1931 Barrie twp.
Barrie Cemetery Association

Hillside442 Hankinson, ND 23-130-50

8/12/1931 Brightwood twp.
6-16-2009  The man who has mowed this cemetery for years is no longer able to do so.  A Wahpeton law firm plans to establish a trust fund
assist in the upkeep.

Greenview443 NW corner NE1/4 of 26-133-50

8/8/1931 Greenview Cemetery Association

Fairmount444 6-129-47

9/9/1931 Fairmount twp.

Moore's (private)445 SE corner of 9-132-48

9/28/1931 PRIVATE
Center twp.

Richland446 11-135-49

9/28/1931 Eagle twp.
Richland Lutheran Church

Peace Evangelical Lutheran447 Barney, ND 7-132-50

9/28/1931

Eagle448 Christine, ND NW corner SW1/4 NW1/4 of 18-136-48

9/28/1931 Eagle twp.
Eagle Cemetery Association

St. John's Catholic Church449 Wyndmere, ND part of SW1/4 of 8-132-51

9/24/1931 The property is vested in the Diocese of Fargo but managed and supervised by St. John's Catholic Church.

Catholic450 Lidgerwood, ND part of NW1/4 of 14-130-52

9/24/1931 Grant twp.
The property is vested in the Diocese of Fargo but managed and supervised by St. John's Catholic Church.

St. Anthony's Catholic451 Mooreton, ND 12-132-50

9/24/1931 St. Anthony's Cemetery Association

Sts. Peter & Paul (aka Calvary)452 Mantador, ND 8-131-50

9/24/1931 The property is vested in the Diocese of Fargo but managed and supervised by Sts. Peter & Paul Church.

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-490USACE-MVP-0000087960 



CemeteryNameNo. City Section/Township/Range
Date

ND Dept of Health - Cemetery Listing
May 23,  2011

Page 6 of 8

Richland
South Pleasant453 22-136-49

9/23/1931 Walcott twp.
South Pleasant Church

Zion454 Walcott, ND 27-135-50

10/1/1931 Colfax twp.
The Zion Congregation of the Dakota Conference of the Evangelical Association.

Homestead Lutheran455 11-133-51

9/30/1931 7 miles NE of Wyndmere
10-16-1975  All graves removed from 2 acres (SE 2 acres of NE 1/4) of cemetery and was returned to farmland--remainder of cemetery still 
exists.

Riverside456 Wahpeton, ND 17-132-47

9/26/1931 Center twp.
Riverside Cemetery Association

Fairview457 Wahpeton, ND 6-132-47

10/1/1931 PERPETUAL CARE in June 2000 (says organized 5-10-1939)

Anderson's458 NE1/4 of 30-133-52

10/3/1931 Norwegian Lutheran Church

Evangelical Christian Church459 19-136-48

10/1/1931 Eagle twp.
Evangelical Christian Church Cemetery Association

Immanuel Evangelical Lutheran460 Hankinson, ND 12-130-50

10/6/1931

Viking Evangelical Lutheran461 NW corner NE1/4 of 34-135-51

10/5/1931 Viking twp.

Trinity Evangelical Lutheran462 Gread Bend, ND 22-131-49

10/5/1931 Brandenburg twp.

Walcott Lutheran463 2-135-50

10/5/1931 Colfax twp.

Elk Creek464 SW corner SE1/4 of 13-132-52

10/5/1931 PERPETUAL CARE
Wyndmere twp.
Originally called Wyndmere Cemetery

Calvary465 Wahpeton, ND 7-132-47

9/10/1931 Center twp.
Calvary Cemetery Improvement Association

St. John's Evangelical Lutheran466 15-131-48

9/10/1931 Summit twp.

Calvary467 Fairmount, ND NE corner of 17-130-47

8/3/1931 St. Anthony's Church of Fairmount

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-491USACE-MVP-0000087960 



CemeteryNameNo. City Section/Township/Range
Date

ND Dept of Health - Cemetery Listing
May 23,  2011

Page 7 of 8

Richland
Gol-Aal468 Wyndmere, ND 21-134-51

9/1/1931 Garborg twp.
10-1/2 miles NE of Wyndmere
Gol-Aal Lutheran Congregation

Christine Lutheran Church469 26-136-49

8/31/1931 Eagle twp.

Bohemian National470 17-132-47

8/25/1931 Center twp.
Bohemian National Cemetery Association

Helendale714 21-136-52

10/28/1931 Helendale twp.
Helendale congregation

Perhus Cemetery Association715 Kindred, ND 4-136-50

10/31/1931 PERPETUAL CARE
Plot was recorded 1-29-1892

Emmanuel Evangelical716 Hankinson, ND 23-130-50

10/26/1931 Brightwood twp.

Bethany735 NW corner NE1/4 of 24-134-49

11/4/1931 Bethany Norwegian Lutheran Church

Immanuel Evangelical Lutheran777 6-129-51

11/20/1931 Duerr twp.

Evangelical Lutheran Holy Cross778 Lidgerwood, ND NE1/4 of 13-130-52

11/20/1931

Dexter Congregational779 NW1/4 of 22-131-52

11/10/1931 Dexter twp.

St. Paul's825 Mooreton, ND 8-132-49

12/3/1931 Mooreton twp.
St. Paul's Lutheran Church

Calvary832 Hankinson, ND 23-130-50

12/1/1931 Brightwood twp.
(same land description as #716)
St. Philip's Church of Hankinson

Richland County Poor Farm Cemetery Assn.857 17-132-47

12/21/1931 Center twp.
Officers of the Richland County Commissioners

Storns Evangelical Lutheran Church915 NW corner SW1/4 of 22-134-50

12/28/1931 Nansen twp.
10-26-1990:  Sexton:  Darrell Overby, Box 61, Colfax, ND  58018

St. John's Evangelical920 Lidgerwood, ND 23-130-52

12/28/1931 8-5-87  letter from Fred Stege indicates the real estate is held in the name of "St. John's Evangelical and Reformed Church of Lidgerwood", 
ND corporation.
10/26/90  Sexton:  Palmer Tverdahl, Rt. 1, Box 72, Wahpeton  58075.
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Vaar Frelsers (aka Our Savior's Lutheran)954 32-135-49

1/22/1932 Colfax twp.

Normanna966 McLeod, ND NW1/4 SE1/4 of 31-135-51

2/1/1932 Normanna Evangelical Lutheran Congregation

Faith Lutheran971 Dwight, ND SW1/4 NW1/4 of 28-133-48

2/23/1932 formerly Evangelic Lutheran Church of the Wild Rice Cemetery.

Zion Lutheran Church981 Leonard, ND SW corner NW1/4 of 3-135-52

3/1/1932 Sheyenne twp.

St. John's Evangelical Lutheran1005 Hankinson, ND 23-131-50

5/5/1932 Belford twp.

Porta Coeli (Gate of Heaven )1125 Wahpeton, ND 34-133-48

12/27/1957 Carmelite Nuns of the Diocese of Fargo, Wahpeton, ND
? Date ? Name changed to Janus Coeli (Door of Heaven)

St. Francis1131 Hankinson, ND 24-130-50

2/25/1938 Brightwood twp.
(same land description as #1453)

Hemnes1177 Christine, ND 1-136-49

3/28/1960 Eagle twp.
Organized:  "might be 1871"
Congregation dissolved.

Janus Coeli (Door of Heaven)1355 Wahpeton, ND 34-133-48

9/24/1963 same as #1125, they just changed their name

Sisters of St. Francis1453 Hankinson, ND 24-130-50

8/4/1978 (same land description as #1131)
Wipperman's Addition, Lots 5 and 6--the old cemetery is located on lot 2
Sisters of St. Francis of the Immaculate Heart of Mary

Smith Cemetery5055 20-135-48

pre-1992:  According to Duane Kragness, attorney, Wahpeton, two bodies are buried on the farmstead with room for three more (10x10 plot
It is called the Smith Cemetery; however, the landowner does not want to register it as a cemetery at this time.

*If the cemetery number is 5000 or greater it is not a registered cemetery but is considered a "known" cemetery 
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From: Mark W. Borud [mailto:mborud@mdf.coop]  
Sent: Wednesday, June 15, 2011 3:47 PM 
To: Coleman, Brett R MVP 
Subject: RE: FMM Project - (UNCLASSIFIED) 
 
Mr. Coleman, 
 
I was wondering if you ever did any more investigation in regards to 
whether or not my home would be on a buyout list or not? Any 
information if any that you could offer would be greatly 
appreciated. We are on the verge of beginning a major remodel 
project and would definitely hold off on project if we knew that it 
may be all for not! Thanks so much for any help, 
 
Kind Regards, 
 
Mark 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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From: Arden Breimeier [mailto:abreimeier@kwh.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2011 11:03 AM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: Comments 
 
Aaron Snyder 
 
USACE 
 
 
Mr. Snyder,  
 
As we discussed last week, please formally submit the following 
questions as part of the current SDEIS comment process: 
 
 
Question 1: Let's assume for a moment that there is a cost overrun 
on the project, say $500mm. This isn't due to inflation but instead 
to unexpected complications building the river structures, raising 
I29, etc. How does the cost share work in an event like this? Does 
the project-cost split between sponsor and Corps apply throughout or 
is there a different formula used to divide the added cost? Is this 
a local obligation or a shared obligation between Federal and local? 
 
 
Question 2: With regard to the higher flood plain numbers that the 
Corps is using as part of the cost/benefit justification, do these 
higher numbers apply only to Fargo proper and areas south or to the 
whole valley region? If the Corps is successful in convincing FEMA 
that these numbers are accurate for Fargo, won't the resulting 
effect be to raise the flood elevation for the valley at large? 
 
 
Question 3: By starting the project on the north end and working 
south, is the Corps foregoing incremental benefit for the entire 
duration of construction? If the project started from the south and 
worked north, couldn't Fargo benefit from whatever control the early 
stages of the dam diversion's construction can provide 
  
 
Question 4: With the imposition of upstream staging and the Corps' 
subsequent ability to reduce the size of the proposed channel from 
35K to 20K, what is the project's projected avoided cost?  
 
 
Question 5: The current diversion alignment/path was developed with 
the purpose of moving excess water around Fargo and sending it 
downstream: no upstream staging as part of the plan. Had it 
originally been designed with upstream staging in mind, how would 
the alignment/path of the diversion differ from the proposed LPP?  
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Question 6: How many approved Corps projects are pending and at what 
outstanding appropriation (funding) requirement? Assuming that this 
project is authorized and that Federal funding will be forthcoming, 
when could we realistically expect the project to begin construction 
in light of any Corps backlog?  
 
  
 
Thank you, Aaron. 
 
  
 
Arden Breimeier 
 
City of Oxbow 
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U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 
 
RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan 
Area Flood Risk Management. 
 
Dear Project Manager: 
 
We are opposed to the Fargo Dam/Diversion. It is such a narrow minded plan that if it 
wasn’t so serious most people would shrug it off with a laugh. This project will TAKE 
people’s homes and livelihoods without the blink of an eye. Sure, we are promised 
compensation (and some people are wearing rose colored glasses if they think it will be a 
fair compensation). But my issue is that our house, property and livelihoods are not for 
sale. When we looked for property on which to build our new house eight years ago, we 
took the topography and history of the land into consideration. We built high… on land 
that has historically been dry.  We know that the river rises in the spring. When we 
wanted to build our new house, we knew where the flood prone areas were; where to stay 
away from. So our reward for picking a high and dry location is to have Fargo take it to 
put water on it.  And we are supposed to just give it up.  Fargo is not rescuing us from a 
property that floods. They are creating a property that will certainly flood.  Fargo is 
TAKING our home so that they can push water uphill. That doesn’t make much sense at 
all. We are at an elevation of 925 feet. Fargo is 905 in several places we checked into and 
maybe even lower in some places. If this Dam fails or breaches for any reason, where do 
you think that water is going to flow? Hint…it is not south.  
 

While there has been much development in our neck of the woods (Northern 
Richland County) and new folks moving in, there are many families that have been here 
for generations. Why do these people have to toss aside their history? To you it may only 
be a plot of land and some dirt, a house, and some out buildings. But to the people who 
have lived here, it is roots. It is a stable environment. A home. A way of life. Why on 
earth would the project people think that the homes in Fargo are so much more 
important? Is Fargo prepared to compensate the people fairly for taking away their 
careers, their livelihoods, their retirement? It’s pretty tough to relocate farmland. You 
may be able to “trade” acre for acre, but can you guarantee the quality?  Are the local 
sponsors prepared to compensate what would be a normal income each year for every 
farmer displaced? 

 
I have heard people say that the needs of many outweigh the few. Let’s run with 

that theory. There are many, many more people involved here than Fargo, The flooding 
reaches out to the entire Red River Basin. Why aren’t these people’s needs being 
considered? Instead of protecting Fargo only, protect the Basin from South Dakota to 
Canada. Wouldn’t that be more responsible? It was said at one of the meetings, that if 
people to the west of the dam/diversion want to stay dry, they will have to build their own 
diversion. So now we are just creating a catacomb of diversions, pushing the problem 
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further upstream of every river that enters the Red River Basin. That seems extremely 
irresponsible. 

 
Many of our family and friends are buried in a cemetery that will be affected. I 

don’t know about you and your relationships, but the thought of moving mine from their 
FINAL resting place to somewhere else is extremely upsetting.  This also not addressed 
in the LPP. Many of these graves are very old. Are the local sponsors prepared to find the 
families of those affected? Are they going to pay for cemetery re-location? 
 

We also own a business out here. Foss Johnson Oil, maybe you heard of it. But 
then I bet not. The study hasn’t actually gone out here to see who will, in reality not just 
on paper, be damaged or destroyed.  We are simply a dot on a computer generated map. 
We are on the Wild Rice River. But the Wild Rice hasn’t really been taken into 
consideration in the project. Not one person on the Metro Flood Study Group has 
approached us as to how much we are going to be affected. Plain and simple…. We are 
community driven. When the community is gone, so is a large portion of our business. Is 
Fargo going to compensate us for that? Are we expected to move into Fargo? Will we be 
made whole by automatically be given a customer base? I think not. We have put 20+ 
years into expanding and maintaining this business. Again, not one cent from Fargo. It is 
not theirs to take.  

 
This Project has so many costs that haven’t even been considered.  The residents 

of Fargo have no idea how much they are going to have to pay for this Dam. They 
deserve a right to know. This has been withheld from them.  The rest of North Dakota has 
the right to know that their money will protect only Fargo. And when the water does 
come and flood northern Richland County, Fargo has said that they will not be 
responsible for the damage costs. It will then become a “local issue”. Neither Richland 
County nor Eagle Township has the extra money lying around to fix roads and bridges.  
Taxes will have to go up. That is not exactly a drawing card for new residents. If the 
roads and bridges are in disrepair, how do people commute? What if there are emergency 
services needed? Will Fargo be there to console the family that just lost a building, home, 
or God forbid a family member simply because the road to their ring-diked home was 
under water?   
 

  All alternatives need to be seriously looked into. Fargo has been successful in 
each and every flood to date. Improvements are being made each year. We realize that it 
is getting to be a tiring fight. But it is a fight the entire valley is involved in. Once this 
dam is built, there is no going back. If this turns into a failure, where is the money going 
to come from to fix it?  This project is too big to rush into.  
 
Tom and Penny Cirks 
5515 174 Ave SE 
Christine, ND  
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June 17, 2011 
 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Synder 
180 Fifth Street  East. Ste 700 
St. Paul, MN  55101‐1678 
 
RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
 Fargo‐Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
 
Dear Project Manager: 
 
I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with 
storage and Staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. 
 
I am a resident of the city of Christine, business owner in the city of Christine, residential 
developer in the city of Christine, volunteer fire Dept. member, gaming board member, and was 
recently appointed as mayor of Christine. 
 
I feel that the current LLP plan will have a negative impact on the city of Christine from the 
standpoint of future growth. The city in the last few years has been planning for future growth 
by adding rural water and also in 1997 the city upgraded its lagoon system to be able to have 
future growth of 20 to 30 new homes in the city of Christine. We recently also built a brand new 
community center in the city.  
 
Within the last 6 months I have been approached by a number of people wanting to move to 
Christine but they have put a hold on it due to the Diversion and what impact it is going to have 
on the city of Christine. 
 
A number of residents in Christine have made it clear to me, as mayor, that the long term effect 
of being in the staging area would greatly destroy their property values and our city. 
 
Your decision to move ahead with the current diversion plans will destroy our community, 
greatly impact school districts and the lives and livelihoods of many of our local neighbors. They 
are “human beings” not just numbers as they so frequently seem to be referenced. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jim and Theresa DesRoches 
309 4th St.  
Christine, ND  58015 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Hall, Richard P. [mailto:rph@rdotc.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2011 3:31 PM 
To: Coleman, Brett R MVP 
Subject:  
 
Mr. Coleman, 
My name is Rick Hall and I live at 566 Sunset Drive Oxbow, ND 58047 
I am writing this to let you know that I oppose the proposed 
diversion project in the Fargo ND / Moorhead MN area as it will 
affect my living conditions in the City of Oxbow which to my 
understanding would be indundated with water as a result of the 
proposed diversion. 
This will cause my wife and I to have to relocate after 35 years of 
the lifestyle that we loved and the neighborhood that we enjoyed. 
We would be offered a buy out of some sort that in my estimation 
wouldn't come close to the value of our property, golf course 
membership and lifestyle. 
We believe that there is an alternative route that could be looked 
at if the timetable wasn't so rigid and there are large acres of 
undeveloped land that could contain this project and not ruin the 
lives of our residents. 
I would like to have something in writing to explain what our 
options are as home owners and what to expect from the time table of 
this diversion which has left our residents in Limbo as far as being 
able to sell or relocate as a result of people not interested in our 
location and membership to our Private Club which in my estimation 
could go bankrupt over the information flying around about our 
demise! 
  
Rick Hall 
RDO Truck Center 
3401 38th St S 
Fargo, ND 58104 
1-800-342-4643 
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June 16, 2011 
 
Aaron Snyder 
USACE – St. Paul District 
180 5th St. East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN  55101-1678 
 
Comments to the Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental 
Impact Statement.  Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk 
Management. 
 
Dear Mr. Snyder, 
 
IMPACT STUDIES COMPLETED TO THE SOUTH DAKOTA BORDER AND TO 
LAKE TRAVERSE IN MINNESOTA: 
 
It is with such disappointment that the USACE has presented another draft 
EIS statement with no impact studies of all the area that will be impacted 
such as all of Richland County and a large portion of Wilkin County. 
 
My understanding was that the Undersecretary of the Army stated to you 
and others working on this project, that she wanted to be assured that all 
impact studies were completed to not have a situation like the one that 
involved downstream impacts.  Oops, impacts all the way to the Canadian 
Border.  Can I be assured that you have done an impact study to the South 
Dakota Border in North Dakota and to Lake Traverse in Minnesota?  I have 
not seen the result of these impacts yet and hoped the USACE would be 
transparent and release this information since it affects so many lives. 
 
USACE COMMITED TO NO DISCRIMINATION BUT DOES NOT ALLOW THOSE 
AFFECTED BY THE PROPOSED PROJECT TO PARTICIPATE: 
 
I expected the USACE to be all inclusive and include the public and especially 
the ones affected negatively from the project in a transparent decision 
making process.  When I attend the USACE public meetings and questions 
are asked, it seems the answers about the issues are not in this document, 
such as the question concerning when the diversion would become 
operational.  At one public meeting the answer to that question was the 
diversion will be built starting at the north end and the diversion will be 
operational as the segments are finished.  At the latest USACE public 
meeting it was stated that the only water in the diversion channel will be 
from what naturally drains in or rainfall until the entire diversion is 
completed. Also very recently I read in The Forum that the diversion channel 
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will be reduced to 20,000 cfs and the USACE would like more flood water to 
flow through Fargo. 
 
I would like to have all the notes or recordings of these public meetings 
published for the public to read.  The comments from the USACE at public 
meetings are not the same as in this draft EIS. 
 
At a meeting with the Richland County Commissioners in April or May, the 
USACE representatives and some from the FM Metro group met with the 
commissioners as the Richland County Commissioners were surprised that 
the USACE or the FM Metro group would not have met with them before to 
inform them of the impacts to Richland County from the plan changes in the 
diversion project. The commissioners stated they were opposed to this plan.  
When those from the USACE and the FM Metro reported to the entire FM 
Metro group on May 12th, they stated that all Richland County wanted was 
information and the commissioners said they felt they had enough 
information.  When those from the USACE and Metro group were asked if 
there was any opposition they stated no. That was totally incorrect 
information. 
 
WHAT EVER HAPPENED TO THE GOLDEN RULE?? DO UNTO OTHERS AS THEY 
WOULD DO UNTO YOU? 
 
I cannot perceive anything like this happening in our country must less to 
the Red River Basin of the North.  To wipe out a city and other communities, 
flood farmland, reduce through the destruction of these cities and 
communities the enrollment and funding for the Kindred School District and 
the Richland 44 School District as well as other school districts in MN.  The 
Kindred School District just passed a $14 million bond and Richland 44 
passed a $1.5 million bond.  There can be no impacts to the downstream or 
upstream from this diversion.  There are alternatives that will protect Fargo 
and not have impacts up or downstream.  They seem to almost smack the 
USACE and the FM Metro in the face, but they will not consider them and 
they are using their opinion not FACTS! Retention is not the entire solution 
but even if the retention reduces the flooding by 50%, and in my opinion, 
which is just as accurate as yours, this will happen.  Why are the USACE and 
the FM Metro afraid to get the retention facts first??  Start using the Golden 
Rule. 
 
RETENTION, PART OF THE SOLUTION-BUILD FIRST: 
 
Those who put down building dams, big or small, are not very aware of the 
history of this country. These dams from the Hoover Dam to the smallest 
dam were built because local communities saw the importance of water 
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supply, hydro-electric power, flood control, irrigation, etc to help their 
communities survive.  Criticism of those dams, some built over 100 years 
ago, seems unwarranted as they have proven their worth.  When the 
pioneers settled in our country they did their best to feed the people and 
build communities with schools, businesses and other needed amenities for 
their community. They utilized the river for the benefit for what was best for 
their communities.  Mistakes were made by building homes and other 
structures where the river space was intruded on.  These mistakes were 
made 100 years ago, what is our excuse now for building in flood plains and 
intruding on the river’s space again?  It also seemed the fish, animals and 
the environment did well even with the dams.   
 
Today with the advanced engineering available, safer dams can be built with 
fish passage, improve the landscape of the rivers that now look like the 
grand canyon to a beautiful environment again.  If we could just have the 
USACE and the MN DNR assist us to achieve safe dams and environmental 
friendly atmosphere for fish, animals, vegetation and trees rather than just 
waving the red flag and saying no.  Would you note that we cannot store 
water for over a week or ten days by USACE and DNR environmental rules or 
we will kill the vegetation and trees and destroy the habitat.  Have you 
noticed that with 2 months of flood waters in the Red River Basin of the 
North that the trees, vegetation, animals all seem to survive and do well?  
Only the human being suffers. Just think how much better an environment 
we could create with safe and environmental improvements with flood 
control structures that had fish passage and creating a better habitat with all 
of the knowledge we have now. Let’s get rid of the out of date rules and 

move forward to enhance our environment and also protect the human 
being. 
 
In a news release the Mayor of Jamestown, ND stated that without the 
reservoir above Jamestown their city would have been wiped out.  In 
another news release it is stated that without the Maple River Dam in ND, 
Casselton and Mapleton, ND would have had far more damages.  I wonder if 
some of the many cities protected by dams and reservoirs would still be 
there if those dams had not been built to protect the cities. 
 
FUNDING FOR OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF DAMS AND LEVEES: 
 
Most of the dams and levees that fail are from lack of funding for repairs and 
maintenance.  The focus is to get the structure built whether dams or levees  
and no funding is mandated to secure the safety of the structure.  
The USACE is horribly underfunded by the U.S. Congress.  It is a battle 
every step of the way to get the funding for the project.  They will secure 
funding for the study then the political battle is on for congress to 
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appropriate the funds needed in a timely manner to complete the next 
phase. The USACE seems to get the criticism but they are hired to complete 
a project within the boundaries of the defined plan. Changes are made as 
the study goes along.  Has the tragic stress caused to those who are told 
they will have impacts and their communities could be bought out or 
sentenced to live inside of a dike with no outside transportation for a month 
or six weeks been considered?  Those affected by the impacts do not want 
money thrown at them, they want the USACE and the local sponsor to have 
the concern for their neighbors to make every effort to not impact their lives 
with the diversion.  The stress to the public caused  by the impacts is 
beyond comprehension and not necessary.  Before a project is underway the 
design should have been completed with no impacts before the plan was 
even released to the sponsors or public.  If this could not be done, go back 
to the drawing board.   A division of the United States Army in our country 
should not ever cause such stress and fear to our country’s residents. 
 
ALTERNATIVES TO DIVERSIONS: 
 
When you look at the pictures of how the landscape will change with all the 
huge structures on each of the 5 rivers plus aqueducts, huge ditch, raising 
roads and interstates, bridges, etc. this huge monster does not belong or fit 
in the landscape of our rural areas. The public outside Fargo, and many who 
reside in Fargo do not support this project. My understanding for any project 
that the public support is crucial .  This diversion project is not supported by 
the general public.  Please stop this diversion project, begin retention and 
take this nightmare away from the Red River Basin of the North. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Diane Ista 
412 Daisy Lane 
Ada, MN  56510 
218-784-7542 
djista@loretel.net 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Janie Johnson [mailto:janie1961@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2011 2:52 PM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: Richland county farmer 
 
Hello Aaron, 
 I just received your latest report. 
 I am wondering what the chances of a 500 year flood are. I am 
wondering why we need to study more than a 100 year flood event. Do 
we really have to worry about a 500 year event to the extent that 
you are wiping out the whole area south of Fargo/Moorhead to do so? 
Have you even considered the impact of losing all the prime 
agricultural land and homes and businesses, churches, cemetaries 
schools and communities, or are you only concerned with Fargo/ 
Moorhead? Do you even care at all? I would like to feel that my US 
Army Corp of Engineers has my best interests at heart. I do not feel 
that at all. Somehow I don't matter because I don't live in the city 
limits of Fargo. We are all US citizens. I am feeling like a 
unwanted unnecessary bother, unequal to a Fargo citizen. This is not 
my ND at work and not my country either. I feel like the native 
Americans must have felt when the government decided to "settle" the 
west; pushed out with no consideration or compensation. Where is my 
reservation, Aaron, where are you placing me? How am I supposed to 
make a living? My retirement is in my land and my home which will be 
worthless. I am so disappointed in your short sightedness and lack 
of fairness.  
 By the way,I was here in the "non flood event" of 1997 you 
mentioned. Trust me, it was an event and we all prevailed. We can 
fix this without eliminating a whole community. My husband and I are 
4th generation farmers in Richland county. We want to remain as 
such. 
Sincerely 
 Janie Johnson 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: jakopp@aol.com [mailto:jakopp@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 25, 2011 2:40 PM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: APPRAISALS 
 
Good Afternoon Mr. Snyder: 
  
I have an appraisal question:  appraisals would be prior to the 
start of the project date - how is that date determined? 
  
Also, could you please send me the figures that show what the Corps 
would be responsible for - what the city of Fargo would be 
responsible for etc?  (Fargo Diversion/Dam project). 
  
Or tell me where I can find these figures in writing. 
  
Thank You. 
  
June Kopp 
jakopp@aol.com 
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U.S.Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn:  Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, MN  55101-1678 
 
RE:  SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
         FARGO-MOORHEAD METROPOLITAN AREA FLOOD RISK 
         MANAGEMENT 
 
Dear Project Manager: 
 
I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota 
Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. 
 
I am not going to get technical sighting statistics – instead I am just going to write the 
obvious.  This Fargo Diversion/Dam will take the richest producing soil in Richland 
County out of production.  Local elevators will have to be closed down, due to less or no 
grains coming in – can we afford to lose anymore elevators?  What about farmers that 
hold sugarbeet, corn, sunflower,wheat, soybean and barley contracts with railroads to 
move their grain out? 
 
The Richland School district will lose students that are presently here, let alone new 
families with children who were considering moving here until they find out about the 
diversion/dam. 
 
Richland County will lose their tax base – how will they be able to maintain roads, 
bridges, etc., the economy is tight now and they are struggling. 
 
I feel Fargo residents should be made aware they will be living inside a diversion and a 
dam – which I consider this to be a “fish” bowl.  When a catastrophe happens where will 
residents go – you took all the high ground? 
 
We do not reside on a generation to generation farmstead, however, thirty-eight years ago 
we purchased this place doing our history – depending on retiring here – it has never 
flooded.  In fact this farmstead never flooded in the late 1800’s – farmers took boats and 
scouted out the high ground. 
 
At the Kindred meeting, May 2011, the Corp of Engineers presented a “new” addition to 
the Fargo Diversion/Dam – Recreation which will average annual benefits of 
$5,130,000.00.  This only added salt to an open wound.  It would include 44 miles of 
trails – Fargo already has over 90 miles of scenic paths, “trees and shrubs”, and places to 
fish.  Once again, the dollar amount means more to Fargo than the upstream people who 
by the way contribute to Fargo’s economic growth – shopping, employment, 
entertainment and dining. 
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Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
Comments 
Page Two 
 
We are NOT structures – we are people that live in houses which for many of us have 
become our homes.  Please reconsider this plan – I am not against Fargo having flood 
protection, but their must be other solutions. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
June Kopp 
Northern Richland County Resident 
 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-554USACE-MVP-0000087960 



-----Original Message----- 
From: jakopp@aol.com [mailto:jakopp@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 9:08 PM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: TECHNICAL QUESTION - FARGO DIVERSION 
 
Hi Aaron: 
  
Well you and your partners did so well yesterday, here comes another 
one - what is the elevation of the dike from the beginning to the 
end? 
  
Appreciate your help. 
  
Thanks. 
  
June 
jakopp@aol.com 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-555USACE-MVP-0000087960 



-----Original Message----- 
From: jakopp@aol.com [mailto:jakopp@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 04, 2011 10:02 AM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: DIVERSION QUESTION 
 
Good Morning Aaron: 
  
I have a technical question for you:  where the channel enters the 
Red River on the North end (the exit) at ground level what is the 
width of the channel  and what is the width at the bottom of the 
channel?   
  
Also, what is the depth of the channel from ground level to bottom 
of channel? 
  
Thank you. 
  
June 
  
jakopp@aol.com 
701-588-4600 
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June 20
th

, 2011  

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678  

RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Study 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management  

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED  

Caveats: UNCALCULATED LOSS OF LIFE; 
VIOLATION OF EO-11988; 
UNCALCULATED IMPACTS; 
UNCALCULATED OUTCOMES; 
INCORRECT SDEIS DATA  

Dear Project Manager:  

Regarding the April 2011 SDEIS: 

The USACE has been negligent in pursuing “duty of care” for United 
States citizens.  

The USACE has been negligent in providing “equal protection” for United 
States citizens in the proposed current and future undisclosed project 
area(s).  

United States citizens all possess a fundamental and constitutional 
guarantee that we are afforded “substantive due process” in a fair legal 
proceeding before the government takes away life, liberty or property, 
which specifically fails regarding the Fargo Dam and Diversion relating 
to this SDEIS due to the design phase commencing prior to Congressional 
approval.  

The USACE has failed in its “due diligence” in pursuing the 
aforementioned and has publicly conveyed that Fargo is the project 
sponsor and are the primary beneficiary of the project.  

  
Regarding Uncalculated Loss of Life: 
  

The April 2011 SDEIS refers to potential “loss of life” if temporary 
emergency measures fail. The USACE is aware of the “plasticity” of the 
materials that will be used in the project’s construction;  however, there 
is negligence in providing a corollary for “loss of life” if a USACE 
designed permanent structure fails. Specifically, what would the “loss of 
life probability” be, based on the failure of the Fargo Dam and Diversion 
at full capacity? Wherein, the majority of Fargo would be in a basin 
surrounded by water, with severely impeded evacuation options. (REFER TO: 
Lower 9th Ward in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina and recent levee 
failures in Hamburg, Iowa and Vicksburg, Mississippi).  
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Regarding Violation of EO-11988;  
 

Fargo (project’s sponsor) has enjoyed decades of negligent city planning 
and irresponsible water displacement and will both directly and indirectly 
benefit by the assistance of the USACE in violating EO-11988. 100 percent 
of the lowest land that falls inside the currently proposed project has 
historically flooded during every flood event. The April 2011 USACE SDEIS 
will foster significant adverse effects and incompatible development in 
the flood plains. Fargo’s expansion will be artificially induced into 
areas of the flood plain which were previously too dangerous to build 
upon, which could also lead to exponential loss of life and property 
during future flood events if Fargo Dam and Diversion were to experience a 
breach.  

Surrounding communities upstream, to the west, and downstream of the 
proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion will bear an undue burden of social and 
economic losses including, but not limited to, substantial losses relating 
to the Kindred and Richland Colfax school systems, destruction of numerous 
generational “base farm” operations, churches, and the communities of 
Hickson, Oxbow, Bakke subdivision, Davenport, Mapleton and Prosper, North 
Dakota and potentially Christine, North Dakota and Comstock, Minnesota.  

 
Regarding Uncalculated Impacts:  

The April 2011 SDEIS does not contain a Bird Strike Assessment for 
Hector International Airport.  

 The probability for “bird strikes” along Hector International 
Airport’s southern approach flight path could be increased due to an 
increase of migratory birds being drawn to the proposed manmade lake 
south of Fargo, North Dakota. This places a high concentration of 
Fargo’s population, 8 schools, hospitals and clinics and several 
businesses in a “risk zone” of “bird strikes”; and aircraft impact 
crash sites and debris.  

 
Other uncalculated risks and costs that have been brought to the attention 
of the USACE during public meetings but are not included in the April 2011 
SDEIS include but are not limited to: 

  

 meteorological changes induced by the proposed staging area;  

 increased flood risks to communities east of the project area (the 
potential for water to be reintroduced into the Ottertail Water Shed 
that feeds the staging area at the proposed Fargo Dam and 
Diversion);  

 effects of a catastrophic release from Bald Hill Dam, Tolna Coulee 
or Devils Lake on the currently proposed project;  

 relocation of displaced population;  

 loss of community cohesion and short/long term social impacts;  

 non-accurate property valuation and cost differential to be “made 
whole” for takings under eminent domain and increased market prices 
due to mass induced relocation;  

 loss of agricultural production both inside and outside the proposed 
staging area; 

 increased agricultural production costs relating to longer transport 
distances from farm headquarters;  

 carbon footprint impact study relating to longer farm transport 
distances;  
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 carbon footprint impact study relating to the destruction of trees 
in the staging area;  

 failure to delineate damage assessments for late planting, non-
planting or loss of crops in the staging area where all peril 
insurance would not cover losses;  

 damages to infrastructure: roads, bridges, electrical distribution, 
wired communications;  

 safety and stability hazards relating to the raising of I-29;  

 location of compatible detour route alternatives to I-29;  

 probability risk of levee, dam and diversion failure and related 
losses to life and property;  

 relocation of cemeteries;  

 alternatives that preserve communities, school districts, tax base 
and land values;  

 effects of the Cass 17 tie back dike on the Sheyenne River and 
community of Davenport, North Dakota;  

 effects of the Minnesota side tie back dikes on the community of 
Comstock, Minnesota;  

 access to Kindred, North Dakota during a major flood event.  
 

 
Regarding Uncalculated Outcomes and Incorrect Data: 
  
The April 2011 SDEIS does not accurately represent the necessary and 
escalating cost estimates associated to the Fargo Dam and Diversion (Fargo - 
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management).  

Incorrect and/or Incomplete Data:  

 Land and Damages 
 Compensation for Tax Base Loss to impacted School Districts 
 Relocations  
 Construction  
 Volatility of Fuel Costs 
 Annual Maintenance Costs  
 Per Household Tax Impacts  

 
This places taxpayers in an unnecessary and precarious financial position 
of liability for a project that has not been fully assessed or disclosed.  
Accurate Annual Maintenance Costs are imperative because the entire 
project’s security relies on proper maintenance.  

The SDEIS does not indicate who will have oversight of Fargo to ensure that 
Fargo assigns individuals qualified to perform inspections and maintenance 
for a project of this significance and 36mile length.  

The SDEIS does not indicate who will have oversight of Fargo to ensure 
that Fargo only operates the Fargo Dam and Diversion during events 
exceeding 1 percent (100 year) events.  

 
Summary and Proposal:  
 

The scope of the April 2011 SDEIS is inadequate.  

Further study is necessary of all tributaries upstream of Fargo, 
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Moorhead and West Fargo area.  

A basin wide comprehensive solution is necessary to protect the 
population that resides within the Red River Valley.  

The USACE must provide a comprehensive three diversion alternative in 
conjunction with the Red River Basin Commissions’ 20 percent reduction plan 
and EERC Waffle Plan to adequately address water issues and threats in the 
Red River Valley.  

Diversion 1: Divert water from the Sheyenne River west of Kindred, 
Davenport, Mapleton, Prosper and Argusville, North Dakota 
and introduce that diversion into the Red River north of 
Georgetown, Minnesota.  

Diversion 2: Divert water from the Wild Rice into the current West Fargo 
Diversion.  

Diversion 3: Divert water into the originally proposed Minnesota 
diversion.  

Respectfully submitted,  

Marcus E. Larson 513 
7th St Hickson, ND 
58047 
701-588-4412  
218-790-2025  
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June 20
th
, 2011  

U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678  

RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Study 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management  

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED  

Caveats: Mosquito-Borne Diseases; 
         Disturbance of Bald Eagles; 
         Impacts to Water Cranes; 
 
 
Dear Project Manager: 
 
The April 2011 SDEIS has additional deficiencies relating to the environment 
and subsequent impacts relating the proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion and water 
staging areas. 
 
As follows: 
 
The April 2011 SDEIS does not contain a cost and risk assessment report for 
Mosquito-Borne Diseases.  Mosquito-Borne Diseases pose a sufficient threat to 
communities in the Red River Valley.  The proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion 
would create and massive unnatural breeding site and induce unprecedented egg 
to larval to pupa to adult life cycles (4-7 days) that include, but are not 
limited to: 
 
     Equine Encephalitis 
     West Nile Virus 
     La Crosse Encephalitis 
     St. Louis Encephalitis Virus 
 
The April 2011 SDEIS does not contain an assessment report reflecting the 
nesting and feeding habitat of Bald Eagles located in the Hickson, ND and 
Comstock, MN area.  The April 2011 SDEIS eludes to National Bald Eagle 
Management Guidelines, however, neglects to address affects caused by the 
proposed staging area. 
 
The April 2011 SDEIS does not contain an assessment report reflecting the 
migratory habitat and feeding habitat of of Water Crane's located in the 
Richland Country, Hickson, ND and Comstock, MN area(s).  The SDEIS eludes to 
the diversion channel, however, neglects to address affects caused by the 
proposed staging area. 

 
Respectfully submitted,  
 
 
 
Marcus Larson 
513 7th St 
Hickson, ND 58047 
701-588-4412 
218-790-2025 
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USACE & Metro Flood Committee - Masters of Ambiguity 
 
The USACE (United States Army Corps of Engineers) utilizes one of  the largest arsenals of 
policy rhetoric, single word sound bites and propaganda that are deployed whenever public 
sentiment turns against the Fargo Dam and Diversion, which is destined to become one of the 
most ill-conceived proposed projects of the USACE’s history. 
 
It didn’t take long for the Metro Flood Committee to pick up on the USACE’s lead in saying one 
thing and meaning another.   In all reality, the Metro Flood Committee stands for the Fargo Flood 
Committee and has included neighboring cities to share Fargo’s cost and blame when the Fargo 
Dam and Diversion fails either economically or physically. 
 
From the outset, Fargo has tried to place positive spin on its willful and aggressive expansion by 
utilizing the motto “we’re all in this together.”  However, the truth behind that motto is that  Fargo 
has enjoyed decades of negligent city planning and irresponsible water displacement and will 
benefit at the social and economic expense of residents in surrounding communities upstream , to 
the west, and downstream of the proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion.     
 
If the basis of Executive Order 11988 is to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain 
development, why is Fargo being allowed to develop low land that historically floods and displace 
that water with a Dam and Diversion onto higher land that has not historically flooded since North  
Dakota became a state?   The USACE would like people to believe it is for “technical reasons.”  
In reality, it is to directly and indirectly support Fargo’s growth while denying West Fargo the 
same civic opportunity because Fargo is the project’s sponsor. 
 
Tim Mahoney has been pressed several times on what Fargo, as the primary beneficiary,  has 
sacrificed for the Fargo Dam and Diversion.   Mahoney is quick to point out that Fargo has done 
buyouts on over 400 homes, but has neglected to add where the core of those buyout victims 
actually relocated.    During the May 24th public input meeting in Kindred, Tim Mahoney tried to 
sell his part of a “legacy” in saving Fargo’s future in front of the very people that are viewed as 
expendable for the greater good of the Fargo Dam and Diversion.  Yet in reality, Mahoney and the 
Fargo Metro Flood Committee will not go down in history as heroes.  Their legacy will be that of 
defining Fargo’s borders and ending Fargo’s growth and expansion in an attempt to develop land 
that has naturally flooded during every significant flood in Fargo’s history. 
 
Which is worse, mandatory flood insurance or being financially oppressed by a project that has a 
99 percent chance of “not being utilized,” in any given year, for its intended purpose?   Of course, 
that’s based on a moving target.   The 2009 flood levels were downgraded to a 50 year flood 
event.   So what happened to the 1997 or 1969 floods?   If historical events can so easily be 
changed to fit the current agendas, will the Fargo Dam and Diversion be utilized for smaller 
events that become sensationalized by fears in the moment?  Or...was this done in order to 
exaggerate the impact of a 100 year flood by comparison and increase unrealistic fears of a 500 
year flood in order to rally support for a project that could not offer any protection until 2021? 
 
This all comes down to Fargo not wanting to lose its tax base according to Tim Mahoney during 
the Moorhead public input meeting May 25th, 2011.  Could this be another example of Fargo’s 
desire to continue its irresponsible expansion and water displacement at the expense of others?  
 
Take the egregious ambiguity of “public input meetings,” the false sense of security that a 
person’s input really matters.  While the meetings do provide a sense of empowerment through 
the opportunity of allowing input from residents, it’s terribly appalling to think that a filled 
Kindred arena of concerns falls on deaf ears because no “official” notes were being taken for 
input and consideration. 
 
The USACE employs  the terms models, modeling or sophisticated models and technical aspects 
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along with probability to foster fear and a willingness to set rational thought aside to pursue 
irrational impacts.  As self proclaimed experts, the USACE has too many failures to earn the 
public’s trust or be viewed as experts.   The USACE failed in New Orleans,  failed to anticipate 
the downstream impact of the Wahpeton - Breckenridge diversion and failed to look at the overall 
Red River Valley to accommodate future water flows via Grand Forks and subsequent impacts to 
Canada.   They also failed to adequately lower water levels at Lake Traverse, Bald Hill, Fort Peck 
and Sacajawea in anticipation of spring flooding 2011.   It makes it difficult to believe the 
USACE can successfully predict or control the largest project they’ve ever undertaken, given the 
recent levee failures in Hamburg, Iowa and Vicksburg, Mississippi.   The current Fargo Dam and 
Diversion is being designed with imperfect computer models.  What genuine assurances can the 
USACE offer that they aren’t spread too thin, when they can’t adequately handle the current 
projects under their direction due to vitally overlooked details and likely impacts that are absent 
within their designs and river modeling? 
 
It is particularly unsettling that the USACE includes a 200 to 594 person “loss of life” probability 
on Page 89 of the April 2011 Main Report if temporary flood measures fail, yet is negligent in 
providing a probability corollary on the loss of life if the proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion fails.  
All flood control techniques are based on assumptions, but the term probability is utilized instead, 
which somehow makes the assumption seem more factual.  The assumption that a flood event can 
be controlled is precarious.  This assumption can induce growth in areas of the flood plain which 
were previously too dangerous to build that could lead to exponential loss of life and property, 
especially given the purported 200,000 lives that would be at risk behind the single largest 
unproven project the USACE has ever undertaken.   To put it into perspective: if the Fargo Dam 
and Diversion were to fail at full capacity, the majority of Fargo would be in a basin and could 
experience flooding similar to the lower 9th Ward in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina. 
 
There is one ambiguity that rises to the top of all others and is one of the most integral 
components in the Fargo Dam and Diversion project, that of  being “made whole” under the 
takings power of eminent domain.  If a private individual attempted to use the process of eminent 
domain to acquire the property of another it would be deemed illegal.  However, the entire Fargo 
Dam and Diversion relies on the act of coerced confiscation for the benefit of Fargo.  Fargo has 
this absurd notion that property owners have some sort of civic duty to surrender their land to the 
Fargo Dam and Diversion project, and any contrary position is viewed as shameful.  Aside from 
the ethical issues of violating the foundation of all rights we possess,  property rights and our right 
to freedom is what defines us as Americans.   Thomas Jefferson stated the issue very simply when 
he drafted the Declaration of Independence: “Lives, Liberties, and Estates, which I call by the 
general Name, Property.’’   
 
To the average person, being “made whole” doesn’t sound unreasonable.   It would appear that a 
person’s financial situation won’t change; however, there would be the inconveniences of 
relocating.   According to the USACE’s real estate acquisitions representatives, the ambiguity of 
being “made whole” means that property owners, especially farmers, will not be fairly 
compensated because their buildings will be depreciated.  Displaced property owners will have to 
shoulder undue financial burdens to replace what they currently possess.    
 
How can one be “made whole” when a property owner is offered a devalued amount for the 
property being taken and expected to pay an inflated market price when everyone is trying to 
relocate at the same time?  How can one be “made whole” when they are forced to increase their 
commute time and out of pocket costs while simultaneously losing time for family and 
community? 
 
Being “made whole” makes a nice headline, but in reality it is merely an attempt to distract people 
who are unaware of the impacts and rally support against the victims of the Fargo Dam and 
Diversion. 
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Obviously, as a victim of the proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion, my heart goes out to every 
property owner that will be displaced or affected by unnatural flooding.   However,  my heart also 
goes out to all the taxpayers inside the Fargo Dam and Diversion who don’t realize the coming 
substantial  tax assessments on top of current property taxes and assessments that will be 
necessary to fund the project.  There are undetermined buyout costs. The already outdated 
estimate of 273 million could easily triple adding additional costs to the mounting 1.7 billion 
dollar project.  That does not include the economic impact of raising the flood plain requiring 
uncalculated properties outside the study area to obtain flood insurance.   Add to that, the annual 
impacts to farmers for losses and annual escalating operational costs to ensure vigilant inspection 
and proper maintenance  - all costs that are to be shouldered by those who benefit directly from 
the project.   Isn’t it ironic that North Dakota’s self proclaimed “10+ billion economic engine” is 
fast becoming a long term major financial liability to the region and state of North Dakota and 
Minnesota? Why should North Dakota taxpayers outside the Fargo area fund nearly 300 million 
of Fargo’s Dam and Diversion when record flooding impacts are being felt throughout the entire 
state?  Why should Minnesota taxpayers be burdened with an undetermined and escalating 
amount when they are experiencing major budget issues? 
 
The USACE and Fargo - Metro Flood Committee don’t want the real long term cost and impacts 
to be known.   This is why the current Locally Preferred Plan, which would be months in the 
making,  was not rolled out until after the ambiguous November tax vote.  It is unfortunate that we 
did not take the lead of Fargo City Commissioner Dave Piepkorn (Oct 14, 2010 INFORUM) when 
he stated that he wouldn’t vote for the sales tax because of what he called “really vague ballot 
language.  It’s got a lot of wording in there that gives them a lot of latitude, and I’m not 
comfortable with that.” 
 
The USACE has a duty to explore viable upstream alternatives to avoid adverse effect caused by 
the proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion.   Yet, during the May 25th, 2011 public input meeting in 
Moorhead,  Aaron Snyder (USACE project manager) stuck his head in the sand and conveyed that 
the USACE would not be considering any other alternatives.  Why not?  It appears that the 
USACE is less concerned with the source of the water and more interested in creating a band-aid 
remedy at the source of impact.  Ironically, the Red River Basin Commission and White Rock 
Dam upstream alternatives would be significantly cheaper and could be implemented more 
quickly.  The upside would be the saving of several communities, schools and farms along with 
relief from excessive taxation that will be associated with the Fargo Dam and Diversion. 
 
It would be interesting to see what Fargo’s response would be if downstream residents banded 
together as a sponsor and requested that the USACE design a Dam and Diversion that would place 
8-12ft of water onto the city of Fargo, forcing Fargo residents and businesses into takings under 
eminent domain for the greater good of downstream communities all the way to the Canadian 
border.  
 
Marcus Larson 
Bakke Resident 
 
 
513 7th St 
Hickson, ND 58047 
701-588-4412 
218-790-2025 
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Aaron Snyder 
Saint Paul District 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
180 East Fifth Street – Suite 700 
Saint Paul, MN  55101 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Snyder, 
 
My name is Glen Libbrecht and I’m writing this letter to voice my opposition to the 
proposed North Dakota Red River diversion project. 
 
As a rural Cass County resident, landowner and farmer, I will be directly affected by the 
ND flood diversion project.  My farmland lies directly outside the Sheyenne River 
diversion channel, which acts like a dam when full and turns my land into a holding pond 
until the channel water recedes.  This same problem will also happen with the Red River 
diversion on a much larger scale and has not been addressed at all.  Thousands of acres of 
prime Red River Valley farmland will not only be taken to build this project, but will be 
flooded as a result of this diking effect.  There is little or any mention of the loss of the 
thousands of acres of valuable farmland and the lost economic crop production from 
these acres.  Instead we hear about the recreational benefits this project will create with 
trails, trees, benches and fishing structures.  I would like to know how there can be an 
average annual benefit of $5.1 million from recreation. 
 
I feel that Fargo has brought this flooding problem on itself by allowing development to 
occur too close to the Red River.  Therefore Fargo should solve their flood problem by 
continuing the process of building levees through the city and they are now doing.  That 
work, along with upstream retention as studied by the Red River Basin Commission, will 
help mitigate flooding for Fargo without affecting so many rural residents and the loss of 
valuable farmland.  Fargo needs protection from floodwaters and we all do, but this 
diversion project is definitely not the answer. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Glen Libbrecht 
3302 Main Ave W 
West Fargo, ND  58078 
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From: Luecke, John <John.Luecke@ndsu.edu>  
To: Coleman, Brett R MVP  
Cc: pleasanttownship@aol.com <pleasanttownship@aol.com>  
Sent: Mon May 30 15:22:49 2011 
Subject: FM Diversion Project  
 
 
Dear Sir, 
  
I am writing this because I and my family are at a lose as to what 
else to do.  I will try to be brief.  I and my wife have worked our 
whole lives to build up an Agricultural Research business.  We did 
extensive research and paid a premium price for land out of the 
flood plain to build our home and continue our research business.  
We moved out of Fargo to our research farm on the Cass Richland 
County line about 2 years ago.  We were confident flood waters would 
not affect our land or home so we were able to assure our customers 
that we would be able to complete their research projects regardless 
of the flood conditions.  Our research has paid off and our business 
has not been affected by the recent flooding of the Red or Wild Rice 
Rivers.  Our entire life savings is invested in this business.  We 
did our homework to protect that investment.  It is inconceivable to 
us that there is a diversion project being planned that will ruin 
that business.  My whole business in run on that 80 acres that will 
be under water in a bad flood year.  I am not like a farmer who may 
lose a portion of his land to flood water but have other land that 
is not flooded.  This is the only land I have and thus my entire 
business.  My customers are not going to be willing to chance losing 
a years research in the event a flood puts my land and farm 1-3 feet 
under water in the spring.  I feel like I did what I could to 
protect myself against this areas flood waters.  I wonder how many 
homes or businesses in Fargo  that built within a half mile of the 
river put any thought into that.  Sure, I could sell out and start 
over somewhere else.  Who do you think will be willing to buy my 
land, home and business at a price anywhere close to the premium 
price I had to pay for it?  Furthermore, I just don't get the 
financial logic behind the diversion project.  Even if it cost 20 
million dollars to fight the flood each year, how many years would 
you have to have a flood like last year to get to 1 billion dollars.  
Fifty straight years of floods just to get to 1 billion and we all 
know that the project will be at least 2 billion dollars before it 
is finished.  That would be 100 years of flood fighting to reach 2 
billion dollars.  This makes sense to people??  Fargo has done a 
great job of keeping the water out of the city and will continue to 
make improvements in their flood fighting without having to spend a 
couple billion dollars on a project the may help Fargo but is going 
to cause huge problems for another huge group of people.  I just 
don't get it. 
 
Thanks for reading.  I know I am a small voice and can't do a thing 
about what is going to happen but at least I can say I tried to tell 
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someone how this will ruin our business and investment. 
  
John and Kathy Jo Luecke 
KayJay Ag Services, Inc. 
5351 South County Road 81 
Horace, ND  58047 
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Attention Aaron Snyder: 
RE:  Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
Flood Risk Management 
  
I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with 
storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. 
  
I am located in the Richland County.  My great-grandfather staked this area after the year of 1897 
flood.  My family built many homes in this area due to high ground and would never have to worry 
about flooding in this area.  WE HAVE NEVER FLOODED HERE. My son is the 5th 
generation. Now because of Fargo having problems with water, Fargo wants to put a diversion 
(DAM) here to prevent flooding in Fargo. The Red River is the only river that flows north and now 
you’re trying to prevent the natural flow of the river.  That is not how Mother Nature works. How 
many times do you people have to see incidents in the nation?  Look what the Garrison Dam did 
to Devils Lake and now Bismarck, Minot, the Mississippi in Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio and other 
states.  Open your eyes, this plan will not work.  Look what the West Fargo diversion did to 
Harwood this year, but we heard nothing. There are people in Fargo that have other ideas and 
you are REFUSING to listen to them.  A large percentage of people in Fargo, West Fargo, and 
other towns in the area are not for this project and have NO IDEA on what's involved here.  If they 
did they would not want this project either.  It’s not right for you to keep this from people.  I can’t 
imagine what’s not being said, but I do know there is plenty.  What happens if the project isn’t 
finished?  Are we going to be another Devils Lake? The cost to the Fargo people alone will drive 
people out of Fargo.  Do you realize the cost of this project and it's only going to continue to go 
up.  Where is this money going to come from?  The economy is in very short supply of money 
right now and people CANNOT continue to pay this. Families are struggling now, so let’s raise 
their taxes to pay for this diversion (DAM).  Would the grounds even hold this structure?  The soil 
is known for being unstable.  The grounds shift here all the time. I believe it will cost more than 
3.5 million dollars to maintain simply because of the clay in this area. Once it’s completed, if 
completed.  I would say 10 years from now it would probably be at least a 1/3 higher. There are a 
lot more states in far worst shape than we are. If someone would have told me a few years ago 
that we could flood, I would never have believed them.  I feel I'm in a nightmare.  I find it very 
hard to believe that people can be moved so easily. 
  
How are you going to pay for all these homes, cemeteries, churches that we have belonged to for 
many  years, many were baptized in these churches. No matter what you say you are going to 
pay us, it does not justify the means.  How do you compensate for the land, people, animals, 
trees, nature and etc?  There is NO money to compensate that. MONEY CAN'T buy everything 
like you people feel. In fact I would say it would be quite a bit less. How do you sleep at night?  
Do you justify it by saying you’re saving FARGO.  There are no more people in Fargo that you 
are saving than there is out here. I believe it is less populated in Fargo. You say your saving 
200,000 thousand people.  That is a false statement.  I have yet to see 200,000 thousand people 
go under water in Fargo. If that was the case you would not have had the population that you 
have now in Fargo. Only a small portion of people have flooding problems and instead of telling 
them to go else where you continue to let them stay there.  They should have never been allowed 
to build by the river in the first place, especially since 1997, yet you continue to let them be there.  
They love living by the river until the flood waters come up and then they expect everyone’s help 
including the government.  People have to start taking responsibilities for their actions. Help them 
once then they should be on their own if they still want to remain there.  You should not continue 
to help them.  Its funny how you can help people over and over again in these areas, but 
you can't let the people stay in their homes that are high and dry, have never had flooding issues, 
and paid attention to where they were building.  I feel we are being punished for making the right 
choices and the people who choose to remain where they are, flood after flood, and are being 
rewarded for it. When we had the 1997 flood south of Fargo, the building south of Fargo should 
have been stopped. Instead south of Fargo has probably tripled.  I was born and raised in Fargo.  
Oxbow was a slew.  Even when I was a young girl I couldn’t believe they were allowed to build 
there; yet they were and did. 
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Have you taken into account the power lines that power a large portion of Minneapolis?  Are 
those power lines able to go under water and if so what is the cost for making sure they will 
continue to supply electricity to other states.  What about the ice jams that could and will occur?  
Are you going to be here to prevent that?  Do you have that in your budget of $1.8 billion?  I 
doubt it.  You project managers have eliminated so much from the proposal. The buying homes, 
raising of bridges, highways, cemeteries being moved, churches being moved, schools moved 
and above ALL THE LAND.  How do you move a school to another location? There is no price for 
the land, This area is the Red River Valley with the rich black soil, found no where else in the 
world.  We should be proud of living in this area, but yet you’re ready to put it under water and all 
the nature that goes with it. You said you would have a park, fishing and all these great additions 
around the diversion, DAM, but that will be man-made. We still have the wild prairie rose out here 
in the ditches, which is the State Flower of North Dakota.  Some of the trees out here are over 
100 years old. How are you going to save the prairie rose and trees?   Are you going to dig 
everyone of them up and move them elsewhere?  I sure would like to see you move the soil to 
another area. I know that’s what the farmers would want.  On the edge of Richland County, we 
have a cemetery that has some Civil War Soldiers; babies and young children who were buried 
there due to the hardships of the times.  The cemetery has bodies there that date back to the 
middle of the 1800’s.  There’s also the Wolverton Cemetery, North and South Pleasant Cemetery, 
Christine Cemetery just to name a few. These people that are buried in these cemeteries chose 
to be buried there.  Have you thought about the money and all the people you are going to have 
to contact to get approval to move them and the cost of moving them?  Not to mention the fact, 
their will be people opposed and probably a percent ready to sue. 
  
I know there is a better way to solve the problem we have here in Eastern North Dakota.  I would 
like you to give other people a chance to come forward and give you a plan. We have a lot of 
smart people right here in the eastern part of North Dakota. Open your eyes.  You’re the ones 
that are to be doing what’s best for all the area, not just Fargo.  We need to work together in this.  
I feel there is only a hand full of people involved in this project.  The majority of Fargo people 
have no idea what’s going on, because of that I KNOW this is not a good thing, or you would be 
more open about this in Fargo.  They have a right to know. You better be open to all ideas that 
come to you and not so closed minded thinking your ideas are the best ideas. This is too 
expensive of a project to have only the one idea.  I KNOW we can figure something out that will 
help all of us here in Eastern North Dakota and for a lot less money. You’re not being fair to the 
majority of the people in Fargo or to us.  The main reason I feel you want this, is so you can 
continue to develop south because there is no where else you can go.   
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Wanda Patrick , Northern Richland County 
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1US Army Corps of Engineers. Appendix A:  Final Panel Comments on the Fargo-Moorhead DFR/EIS, pages 12, 20. May 2010.  
http://www.usace.army.mil/CECW/PlanningCOP/Documents/peer/fargo-moorhead.pdf 

Thursday, June 16, 2011 
 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 

US Army Corps of Engineers 
St. Paul District 
190 Fifth Street East 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1638 

Subject: Discussion points regarding my opposition to the proposed SUPPLEMENTAL DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, Fargo-Moorhead Metro Area Flood Risk Management.  
 

Dear US Army Corps of Engineers Representative: 

This letter outlines several points I would like you to consider when evaluating the feasibility and 
proposed success of the SDEIS Fargo-Moorhead Metro Area Flood Risk Management Project. I strongly 
oppose this Project and outline my reasons in the following paragraphs. 

First Point 
The projected cost of the Project is greatly understated. 

At the meeting in May 2011 in Kindred, ND, there was no projected number around the amount of 
revenue lost in the agricultural industry and the metropolitan area of Fargo and surrounding communities. 
This Project will hurt Fargo economically as further outlined below. Additionally, officials that have 
spoken with us have spent little time talking about why continued flood fighting efforts are no longer a 
viable option when they have had great success in the past. I do not understand how continued flood 
fighting efforts could cost more than this Project over time. I also wonder how much research has been 
done on the ebb and flow of weather patterns in our region as regards the flooding. For example, during 
my entire childhood growing up at the very address listed in this letter, Fargo never flooded in the 1980’s. 
Could it be we are just going through a particularly wet phase in the region and it will level out again? 
Fargo/Moorhead has not had to fight flooding EVERY year in a long-term way.  

The lack of attention to the cost of continued flood fighting efforts when needed versus the cost of the 
proposed Project is further supported with Comments 7 and 15 in Appendix A of the “Final Panel 
Comments on the Fargo-Moorhead DFR/EIS” paper, pages 12 and 22, respectively1. 

Second Point 
Standing water on property equals flooded property, no matter how you spin it. 

The regional representative of the Corps stated at the same meeting in Kindred in May 2011 that one foot 
and under of water on property is not considered flooding. This is a ridiculous statement. A person with 
12 inches or less of water in his/her basement is not going to consider the home “not flooded” and 
continually liveable in this state. Nor can you drive a vehicle in that much standing water. Additionally, 
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Chad’s street address here, Christine, ND 58015 Chad E Patrick 2 

the majority of the land they purpose to flood is farm land. You cannot drive a 500 HP tractor on a field 
with even a 1/8 inch of water on it.  

Third Point 
Flooded land cannot contribute to the US food supply. 

If you count the land with 12 or less inches of water on it, the estimated amount of land that will be under 
water now grows to closer to 8 to 10 times more acres than the Corps has predicted on the ND side alone. 
When you consider that amount of land now under water you are affecting more people than just Fargo. If 
you determine that one individual can live off of only .75 acres (to produce vegetables, small grains, and 
so on) of land for a year, you compromise the USA food supply. With food prices climbing each year and 
predictions of serious food shortages in the next 20 to 30 years, I don’t understand how this Project can be 
good for the nation as whole (as the Corps presumes is its main goal). Urban development and works 
surrounding urban development is destroying about one million acres of farmland a year in the USA. This 
is good farmland. Urban areas are developed close to the harvest area for access to the produce for 
transportation purposes. Now Fargo is not only trying to develop it, but they are trying to flood it out. I 
have heard several comments that Fargo is not an agriculturally-based city. This statement gives me pause 
when you consider that Fargo would not be here if it was not for the agriculture community that 
surrounds the entire city. 

Fourth Point 
Fargo is an agriculturally-based community.  

 You can drive in any direction from downtown Fargo and in 10 miles be in prime farm land.  

 The total amount of agriculture based shops in town alone is more abundant then people think. If 
you take that many shops out of business, what would be the impact on Fargo’s economy? Fargo 
may not notice a $2 to $6 million dollar company closing do to the lack of agriculture business 
for that company; however, if you take 30 to 70 companies and close them down or reduce their 
gross product by 50 to 70 percent you are starting to take a sizable amount of revenue out of the 
Fargo community—and out of the state.      

Fifth Point 
Cost of modifying roadways is not adequately addressed in terms of true projected costs.  

If you consider the miles of roads that would have to be raised to accommodate north, south, east, and 
west interstates, state highways, and railroads. The projected cost grows substantially. It is not clear how 
Fargo is going to get supplies in and out of the metropolitan area when all roads in and out of Fargo are 
under water. Fargo is the lowest area in the region. Completing this Project will flood the majority of the 
high ground, giving Fargo no access out except by boat, and because Fargo wants to continue developing 
south, the fact they want to divert the water south—in the opposite direction it is supposed to flow and to 
the higher ground—makes little sense.  

The predictions of projected flood levels of the Red River are just that, predictions. Consider what is 
currently going on with the Missouri River in Bismarck, ND area. No one individual or government entity 
can predict what will happen in 5 years, let alone 75 to 100 years. The current water works issues in 
Bismarck are manmade problems. The south region of Bismarck was developed in large part because of 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-603USACE-MVP-0000087960 
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the Garrison Dam trying to control a large body of water (that area flooded for years); however, unlike 
Fargo, Bismarck is out of the flood plain and can continue developing out of the flood plain to higher 
ground—the very option Fargo is eliminating with the proposed Project.  

The Interstates would need to be raised before the Project could begin, so they are still available at all 
times for emergency purposes, their original purpose. Why has this cost not been figured properly into the 
projected cost of the Project? We have been told that State Highway 81 would not be raised along with 
most other roads in the region south of Fargo. If this is true and there was a national emergency and 
military restricted access to the interstate, what would be Fargo’s access?  

Sixth Point 
The panel officials are unequipped to give answers about who is financially responsible to land/home 
owners in the affected region that will flood (including the area that would be 12 or less inches under 
water—as I have established above that that area is actually flooded land as well). 

These cost estimates also need to be included in the feasibility report. The Project would change the 
natural flow of water through the area I live in, so who is responsible for rezoning, creating new flood 
projections for this area, and classifying what is in the new flood plain. And WHERE is the water 
anticipated to stop, that is, where is the land dry (and not under 12 inches to 1 inch of water)? And how 
will values of properties be assessed when we have already lost so much value due to the announcement 
of this purposed Project. Should this Project be approved despite mine and others strong opposition, I 
would expect fair market value for my property prior to knowledge of the proposed Project hitting the 
media, and therefore, housing market. 

Seventh Point 
From what I have gleaned, the cost of changes to power lines has not been considered in the cost 
projections for the Project. 

Power lines in the affected area upstream of the Project area in Richland County are not local power lines. 
The lines feed the Minneapolis area. These lines were not designed to sit in standing water for long 
periods of time, as I have been informed. Who is financially responsible for those lines if they topple 
over? Who will reimburse the power company for fixing them? And the city of Minneapolis for loss of 
power (Wages paid for repair, house outages, commercial outages, and other loss of revenue)?  

Eighth Point 
The Fargo Deputy Mayor has said that Fargo has been working toward improvements concerning 
problems in the Fargo area that contribute to the negative financial impact of flooding to government 
agencies, citizens, and so on in the region. 

This statement seems untruthful when you consider that they continue to develop land in known flood 
zones along the Red River. In the flood of 1997, the area between Mills Fleet Farm and the town of 
Hickson, ND was either under water, surrounded by water, or fighting water. The region then determined 
to allow building on it soon after. The Deputy Mayor stated that Fargo has bought out 400 homes already 
as regards the still unapproved Project.  
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What I want to know is how many homes and business have been allowed to build in only the last 14 
years on the very land they now may need to buy out? And WHY was that land zoned for building in the 
first place? Fargo needs to start taking responsibility for where they develop and addressing those issues 
before pawning the problem off on people that live out of the city.  

Final Point 
Are Fargo residents aware of the amount they may need to pay in specials (property tax assessments) if 
the Project is approved?  

How many residents will actually be able to afford such specials (I’ve heard as much as $20K - 30K per 
property)? How many may move because they were not informed of this hidden cost? How many may not 
move to Fargo because they can’t afford that sort of an assessment, especially in a market where many 
may have already lost a lot of value in an existing home? 

 

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. I appreciate your attention to this matter. I urge the Corps 
to consider all aspects of this project and ensure that each aspect has been given a thorough analysis 
before moving forward. I believe that once a complete environmental, economic, and engineering analysis 
is completed, you will agree that this project does not serve the best interests of either the region or the 
country and that more economical solutions are possible and preferred. I highly recommend the Corps 
recommend continued flood fighting and that Fargo/Moorhead be urged to find creative solutions to 
easing the burden and strain it places on them annually (which could be temporary due to shifting weather 
patterns).  

 

Kind Regards, 

 

Chad E. Patrick 
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund [mailto:info@nwa.org] 
On Behalf Of James Roberts 
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 11:45 AM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: Restore wetlands for flood control in the Red River basin 
 
 
Jun 19, 2011 
 
Aaron Snyder 
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401 
St. Paul, MN 551011638 
 
Dear Snyder, 
 
I am an avid birdwatcher and waterfowl are among many of my 
favorites. 
There has been an alarming loss of seasonal wetlands that these 
waterfowl depend on.  I urge you to develop an alternative to the 
proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo 
and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions 
that would provide far more benefit to wildlife. 
 
Please develop an alternate plan that evaluates the use of wetland 
and grassland restoration as the primary tool for flood management. 
Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and 
would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from 
flooding. 
 
I believe the Corps has been guilty in the past of developing huge 
and expensive projects that damage the environment, and I know the 
Corps has been trying to do better.  Before investing huge amounts 
of money in an environmentally destructive project, I urge you to 
fully explore the potential for flood damage reduction in the whole 
basin, using wetland restoration and other non-structural water 
retention systems. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. James Roberts 
215 S Ellis St 
Palouse, WA 99161-8700 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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From: Trana Rogne [mailto:tranarogne@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, May 11, 2011 5:38 PM 
To: bwimmer@cityoffargo.com 
Subject: Flood control 
 
  
 
 
I appreciate  this opportunity to submit this letter to the Fargo 
Moorhead Metro Study Group. 
 
As a citizen of North Dakota, a Richland county resident  and member 
of the MnDak Upstream Coalition, I would like to  comment on the  
process used  to  develop the   Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement April 2011.   
 
We all know Fargo/Moorhead and the Red River Basin is in need of 
flood protection. The SDEIS in its current form does not provide the 
needed protection.    It only  protects the smaller Fargo/Moorhead 
Metro area.  It  negatively impacts  the larger  valley community. 
 
This current plan has been crafted by the main beneficiaries of the 
plan without  the involvement of  the other local communities who 
will be impacted.   This may not have been the initial intention, 
but the plan has become much more than a diversion to divert flood 
water around the metro area.   It has become   more of a dam in its 
function.   With the  realization of  the negative downstream and 
negative  upstream impacts, the plan has become  extremely 
problematic  for the impacted citizens and the general public. 
 
 
At some point the involvement of all parties should have been 
implemented,  and not by just informing them of impacts. 
 
We the members of  the communities that will have our homes and  
livelihoods destroyed  will continue to work with parties who will 
cooperate to achieve a  long term solution to all our problems with 
excessive water in the valley.  We will continue to oppose this 
currently crafted SDEIS until it is reconfigured with input from and 
consideration of all local groups impacted.  We believe a long term 
solution for the entire Red River Basin should be the goal. 
 
  
 
Sincerely 
Trana Rogne 
5477 Co Rd #1 
 
Kindred ND 
 
701-367-8911
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From: brenda sauvageau <bren.sauvag@hotmail.com>  
To: Coleman, Brett R MVP  
Sent: Wed Jun 01 22:07:01 2011 
Subject: fargo diversion  
 
 
 
Fargo Dam and Diversion 
 
  
 
            The idea of losing our home is implausibly distressing 
to all of our family. Our immediate family has lived here for nearly 
a quarter of a century. When our ancestors came to America from 
France they settled in on the land that we subsist on today. 
 
            We reside in a home which we moved onto our land eight 
years ago. Our daughter has lived with us here her whole life. If 
this diversion is passed it will affect her opportunities for 
schooling and education. 
 
My daughter's great grandfather and grandfather have lived and 
retired on this land his whole life. It is extremely possible that 
we will not be able to do the same. 
 
            For years the value of our farmstead has increased, but 
because of plans to make our home the bottom of a lake, our home has 
become virtually worthless. Because of the diversion we can not sell 
now, nor want to move, and can not make improvements. 
 
             This will change retirement opportunities and at a 
higher cost. We can't make any further home improvements because we 
don't know what our future holds. We have already made numerous home 
and land improvements to increase our home value.  
 
            This will ruin our family and our livelihood. It will 
only divide our family and cause more stress. Please don't let this 
happen. 
 
  
 
  
 
            Sincerely, 
 
            Brenda Sauvageau 
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From: gene sauvageau [mailto:gene.sauvag@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2011 10:25 AM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: Dam & Diversion comments 
Importance: High 
 
The Fargo Dam & Diversion Project is bad for hundreds of people and 
many surrounding communities' on the Red River Basin. Water 
detention is a much better system for every body and the land and 
“Fargo” 
 
  
 
 My farmstead value is worthless right now, No improvements from now 
on would pay off. My life is on hold until whenever, nobody knows. 
The future was looking very good for us but Fargo will take it for 
there future and leave us with so called current value (witch is 
very low right now).A Very Very nice home by Oxbow had a buyer with 
the money and refused to buy it because of what Fargo wants to with 
the area. 
 
  
 
 This prime rural development now will be Fargo future Parks and 
Golf course development because of the holding ponds plans. 
 
  
 
 I bought this Farmstead 23 years ago this far out of Fargo knowing 
that by the time I would need to go to a retirement home the value 
of this place would take care of me and my family, now I have 
nothing and some Fargo planned investor will be sitting good,  
 
  
 
 Where can I move to now, all farmsteads in a 30 mile radius will be 
untouchable for us now because all other farmstead south of Fargo 
will have to move also. I would not be able to afford extra cost of 
fuel, cars, time, to move that far out now. 
 
  
 
The family heritage will be lost also. Because the family has lived 
within a few miles radius for many generation's, back to 18th 
century. 
 
  
 
 Moving in a new home, converting a barn into a modern shop, 
planting hundreds of trees and some of them for hardwood harvesting 
can not just be replaced.
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-----Original Message----- 
From: June Skarie [mailto:cntryflwrs@live.com]  
Sent: Sunday, June 19, 2011 6:14 PM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: Fargo Flood Diversion Project 
 
June 19, 2011 
 
 
US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
 
Attn:  Aaron Snyder  PM-B 
 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
 
St. Paul, MN 55101-167 
  
 
Dear Project Manager. 
 
I am writing to say, I am against this Fargo Flood diversion plan. 
 
My husband and I have lived on this farm for 41 years, it is 
completely paid for. 
 
We took early retirement so that we could enjoy the next 30 years in 
the peace 
 
and quiet of country life. 
 
If this Dam is put in place, we would be under 10ft. of water. 
 
Obviously we would have to move. How are we supposed to start all 
over again? 
 
Some have been living on the same land for 3 - 4 or more 
generations. 
 
They were born, lived, died and are buried here. Now they would have 
to be 
 
 dug up and moved, to where? The areas country Churches will be 
removed. 
 
The Kindred school will lose a sizable tax base and a lot of 
students. 
 
All the little towns, south, southwest and southeast of Fargo, will 
be flooded out. 
 
And not just on the North Dakota Side, the areas south and southeast 
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of Moorhead  
 
Minnesota will also be flooded out. 
 
Cass and Clay county are not the only counties that will be affected 
 
Richland County in North Dakota and Wilkin County in Minnesota will 
also  
 
suffer from flooding, in places that have not been flooded before. 
 
How can you justify destroying our way of life, and the lives of 
over 400 families with 
 
this Fargo Flood diversion plan. 
 
Please consider the impact on the residents, land, and the wetlands. 
 
June Skarie  - rural Cass county resident. 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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June 18th, 2011 

U.S.  Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101‐1678 
 
RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Study 
Fargo‐Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
 
 
Dear Project Manager: 
 
My great grandparents homesteaded near Christine, ND in 1871 and I live on that homestead today.  
There has never been flooding on this land during that 140 years.  That is the reason that I write to you 
today.  While I agree that the Fargo‐Moorhead metro area needs flood protection, I am opposed to the 
present plan which clearly violates E.O.11988.  The plan effectively takes higher upstream land that has 
never been flooded and floods it, ensuring that there would be zero development there indefinitely.  
Why is Fargo allowed to violate this executive order?  Do they hold a higher status than those 
communities upstream from them?  The project manager said that no other alternatives will be 
considered.  Surely there must be other options that work for the greater good of all. 
   
It seems that downstream impacts have been studied, but why have there been no impact studies 
conducted for the upstream areas?  No one knows the impact of water that will be coming from Devil’s 
Lake.  Most probably, the Sheyenne River will always be full as a result.  In addition, any heavy rain will 
create overland flooding, overflowing the Wild Rice and Red Rivers.  The water will back up further 
upstream than the staging areas.  Have there been impact studies done regarding the Wild Rice or Otter 
Tail Rivers?  The lakes that drain into the Otter Tail River are all full. Several lakes are sandbagging under 
current situations because of high water table levels.  What happens when some of the land locked 
lakes get drained out to end up in the Otter Tail River, which drains into the Red River? 
 
At the Richland County Meeting, Terry Williams said “The red staging line is an arbitrary line and that 
we’re not totally sure where the water will go during a flood event, but this is our best guess.”  
Comments like that are not reassuring.    
 
Why did the Corp know of the upstream plan but didn’t announce it until after the vote for the extra 
sales tax to help with flood protection?  I am of the belief that it is because the tax would not have been 
passed.  When I asked a Corp person at the Marriot Hotel meeting in Moorhead about why the diversion 
was right on the Fargo‐Kindred School District line, he thought there were politics involved regarding 
planning for Fargo’s 60 years of development.  Without that line being where the diversion is planned, 
Fargo could not develop to the South because the land is lower and has always held water in every 
major flood we have had.  So Fargo wants to build a diversion so they can develop on land that has 
always flooded in flood years.  What happens if the diversion would fail?  Fargo would be flooded out.  
 
Why weren’t Richland County, Wilkin County and other communities involved with decision making 
when it came to flood control for Fargo‐Moorhead when it was going to affect them?   The proposed 
area of 60 year’s development will come at other’s expense.  Areas outside of the diversion will have 
their economic development come to an end forever.  Much of Wilken and Richland County’s tax base 
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comes from the Northern portion of the county.   The present plan will negatively impact the Kindred 
School District in Cass County and the Richland 44 School District in Richland County.   
 
This plan will also flood thousands of acres of the most valuable farmland in the world.  Who would 
want to take a chance on farming that land when there is no crop insurance offered to cover man made 
flooding?  Farmer’s are rightfully concerned about being paid depreciation value for buildings that will 
be flooded.  There would be compensation offered to build ring dikes around farmsteads affected by 
three feet or less of flooding, but after heavy rains or snow melts, this water will need to be pumped out 
of the ring dikes. 
 
Additional concerns are many:  What will be done with cemeteries?  How will emergency vehicles get to 
people’s homes during flooding?  How will people that receive their prescriptions by mail get them?  
Who will pay for washed out roads and bridges?  If homes and other buildings need to be relocated, 
who pays for that?  Who pays for river bank erosions that threaten buildings?  What will happen to 
people once their property values plummet?  Is the cost of damage to the control structure included in 
project costs, such as ice jams, logs, etc (Fort Peck is reporting stabbility dangers to their project 
structures)?  Why did the Corp ask Fargo to see if the control gate could be opened a little more to let 
more fish through, lessening impacts on Fish (this seems to put fish above humans located upstream)?  
How will the Corp rebuild it’s credibility related to information given to the public (Moorhead is already 
having second thoughts)?  Why are so many upstream cost items not included in the project costs (cost 
will be well over 1.7billion dollars before it is done)?  Why were the concerns voiced at the two Kindred 
meetings not recorded if the Corp was looking for community input and concerns?  For those people 
who live in the upstream areas and who have never needed to purchase flood insurance for their 
homes, will they now need to buy it and who will pay for those costs?  Why was the 2009 flood down 
graded to a 50 year flood event after the diversion plan was being drawn up, other than to exaggerate 
the impact and build support for the diversion?  With the record the Corp has of managing the release 
of water from the Fort Peck, Garrison and Bald Hill Dams, why would unprecedented amounts of money 
be spent on a project like this that has never been done anywhere in the world?   
 
I don’t think it is unreasonable for everyone involved in this project to slow down and consider other 
alternatives that will work and help the whole length of the Red River Basin from Northern South Dakota 
to Canada.  A plan that would not impact communities, schools, churches, farmland, infrastructures, 
businesses, homes and families.  I realize that Fargo‐Moorhead needs flood protection, but so does the 
whole Red River Basin.  Let’s all work together to find a solution that will not impact so many people.  
The costs on this project are only going to keep increasing with all the unknown factors that the Corp 
has not addressed or studied.  Representative Collin Peterson is working on getting funding for 
retention, starting in South Dakota and continuing all the way to Canada.  It would result in retention 
combined with diversion with no upstream storage or dams.   
   
Thank you for your time.  A reply to my questions would be greatly appreciated.    
 
Sincerely, 
 
Allan Swenson 
17450  56th Street SE 
Christine, ND 58015 
alma3846@gmail.com 
(701) 998‐2369           
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund [mailto:info@nwa.org] 
On Behalf Of Charles Toll 
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:14 AM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: A cheaper and easier flood control option in the Red River 
basin 
 
 
Jun 17, 2011 
 
Aaron Snyder 
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401 
St. Paul, MN 551011638 
 
Dear Snyder, 
 
I urge you to consider Florida before moving ahead with the proposed 
channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead. 
 
Here in Florida, we are now restoring wetlands and savannahs as a 
major flood management tool--in the process retaining critically 
needed fresh water supplies. Restoring wetlands benefits wildlife 
while protecting communities from flooding. It is not only a less 
expensive solution but one that benefits all who love to hunt--or 
even just observe nature recreationally. 
 
Before investing time, money and effort in an environmentally 
destructive project, explore the potential for wetland restoration 
and other non-structural water retention systems to solve your 
problems. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Mr. Charles Toll 
665 Wall St 
Vero Beach, FL 32960-5144 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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International Water Institute 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement  
 
The following are comments received through the International Water Institute Website 
(http://www.internationalwaterinstitute.org/feasibility/index.htm). Please note that in many 
instances the online commenting system changed quotation marks to question marks. 
 
2011-02-24_Joseph Tomlinson - Subject: Urgent! Flood mitigation in North Dakota -----
Original Message----- From: drjoetomlinson To: nddes ; rmorrell Sent: Thu, Feb 24, 2011 5:46 
am To all it may concern! Water shortage issues and water surplus issues should work hand-in-
hand for mutual solutions. I have some ideas for redistributing water from places like Fargo, 
North Dakota that have too much snow right now to deal with - to places like eastern Colorado 
and Wyoming where it is being bought and sold at high prices. Read on for my ideas..... I sent 
the following message to the North Dakota Governor's office earlier this week and copied it to 
governors in Colorado, Wyoming, Montana and New Mexico. Dear Governor, As you are 
already well aware, major flooding will occur this spring along the Red River of the North 
(including into Manitoba, Canada) and along the Missouri river in North Dakota, beginning in 
mid-March and continuing well into April. As pointed out in a USA Today article last Friday, 
this is the third year in a row and fourth out of the last six that flooding has occurred along the 
Red River resulting in huge concerns for people in places like Fargo and Grand Forks, North 
Dakota and probably for farm family operators in Manitoba, Canada, as well. I have a plan that 
might seem rather challenging to implement, but I believe it provides an opportunity to mitigate 
flooding along the Red and Missouri and Mississippi rivers while redistributing those surplus 
waters to areas in need, especially to Wyoming and Colorado. My plan for mitigating as much 
flood damage as possible along the Red River, the Missouri River, and downstream into the 
Mississippi River is to use thousands of industrial strength pumps mounted on trucks, such as 
those on fire trucks or military trucks, or commercial flatbed trucks, and large diameter hoses, 
such as fire hoses, as a sort of temporary pipeline to pump as much water as possible in a 
westward direction to Wyoming, Colorado and Montana, or at least far enough to remove it from 
the flood zones. If enough trucks, pumps and hoses can be brought into place to be strung 
together in multiple lines heading westward, I believe enough water can be siphoned off the top 
of the flooding streams to prevent them from overtopping flood walls currently in place. In 
addition to fire trucks I would hope that the US Army Corps of Engineers has trucks and pumps 
that could be put to use for this purpose. I believe communities in Wyoming and Colorado would 
willingly provide fire trucks and any other type of high volume pumps to support this cause over 
a period of 4-6 weeks. Their motivation would be to gain the use of the extra water to fill 
reservoirs in Wyoming and Colorado. Other states such as Montana and New Mexico might also 
consider helping if they also need water for agricultural use. States such as South Dakota, 
Nebraska and Kansas might also offer to help to mimize flooding damage in their states, as well. 
Carpet cleaning trucks have pumps that might have enough volume capacity to help in this cause, 
as well. If each truck can pump water westward through hoses strung together a half-mile or 
more in length, and if trucks are stationed about that distance apart in a westward direction, with 
each truck connected to the westward end of each hose, supplemental pumping from truck to 
truck to truck to truck can move a significant amount of floodwater westward to pour it into 
empty reservoirs in Montana, Wyoming and Colorado. States and cities in Wyoming and 
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Colorado might happily pay a good portion of the cost of this project to receive this water, as it 
will offset issues of water shortages in at least two of these states. Insurance companies 
anticipating huge financial losses in flood zones might also contribute substantial amounts of 
money to help mitigate the flooding. I would hope the US Army Corps of engineers would also 
help implement this plan, along with the office of emergency Preparedness. If the water can't be 
pumped beyond the western border of North Dakota or Manitoba, at least it could be pumped far 
enough west to reduce flooding along the river drainage basins. If the reservoirs west of North 
and South Dakota become filled and ongoing flooding requires more pumping then the excess 
can be poured into streams in Wyoming and Colorado or onto farm fields or grazing land where 
it can seep into the aquifers that have become depleted. Another option is to fill all empty train 
cars, especially coal cars, heading westward to Montana and Wyoming with snow from areas of 
North Dakota where excess snow is the big concern. If that is started this week before it starts to 
melt it could begin to reduce the amount of snowmelt and reduce flooding. Please let me know if 
you have any suggestions of people to contact to help me lobby to get this plan moving urgently 
to mitigate the flooding that is already expected to be very serious. Thank you. Sincerely Joseph 
C. Tomlinson Fort Collins, Colorado 970- 443-1425 Here's another idea: most people bag lawn 
clippings in summer, they bag leaves in the fall, and now thousands of volunteers in Fargo and 
Moorhead are busy bagging sand to make 3 million sandbags to hold back the floodwaters from 
their homes. Why not bag the snow? Bagged snow could be tossed onto trains and trucks and 
dropped off near reservoirs in Wyoming and Colorado and New Mexico where they could be 
piled until the snow melts. If they use non water tight bags, like sand bags, as the snow melts it 
could just seep out onto the ground and drain into the reservoirs. Someone could gather up the 
empty bags around mid-summer and ship them back to North Dakota. Or, bags of snow could be 
collected and stored in vacant warehouses around farm towns and cities in North Dakota. They 
might not melt until mid summer, but once they have melted the water could be released onto the 
ground to flow into the streams and lakes, or onto lawns to minimize summer lawn watering. 
Would it be difficult to bag snow? It shouldn't be any harder than bagging lawn clippings, leaves 
or sand. A lot of people use snow blowers to clear their sidewalks and driveways. The snow 
could be blown right into bags attached to the machines. After the sidewalks are cleared, if the 
snow is deep they could use the blower on their lawns and remove most of the snow from their 
property to be reapplied in mid summer to perk up their lawns. Next option: Highway snow 
plows could be modified to work like combines - shooting snow into dump trucks the way corn 
and wheat is poured into trucks in the fields. The trucks could travel behind the plows until they 
are full, then haul the snow to a center where it could be placed into a bagging machine much 
like new machines designed to fill sand bags already in use in Fargo and Moorhead. Getting rid 
of the surplus snow would be a great step in mitigating/reducing flooding. To help prevent 
similar flooding issues in the future, and to help route more water from those areas into Colorado 
and Wyoming, and possibly to New Mexico, I propose a pipeline system be built from strategic 
places along the Red and Missouri Rivers, along with pumping stations to move that water 
westward. Water shortages and water surplus issues should work hand-in-hand for mutual 
solutions. I have read about Royal Bank of Canada's Blue Water project and have keen interest in 
the bank's efforts to better manage water resources, not only in Canada but in the US as well. I 
believe they could provide help in this effort as Winnipeg is also at risk of flooding. The contact 
info for RBC is ww.rbc.com.   

2011-03-23_E John Carlson - NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-04-30 20:10:35: Much 
basis for the proposed Red River Diversion staging area stems from the anticipated higher river 
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flows north of Fargo extending to the Canadian border, which would be offensive to our 
Canadian neighbors. The higher water levels discussed were in INCHES, whereas the proposed 
water staging area of water upstream places FEET of water on Oxbow, Hickson, et al. It seems 
logical to me that a few inches of water could be dealt with much more cost effectively by 
raising dikes for the communities and farms involved rather than buying our entire communities 
and destroying a way of life - permanently. Furthermore, no discussion has been given to the 
offensive "road" the Canadians have at the border, which they recently raised some more. That 
"road" conveniently acts as a dike/dam and only allows a finite amount of Red River water into 
Canada. Therefore, we need not be concerned about an increased level of water into Canada 
because they have already solved the problem for us by limiting the flows.  

NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-05-25 06:48:22: At the EIS Feasibility Study public 
meeting at kindred High School on May 24th, Mr. Hertsgaard outlined a plan for a downstream 
400,000-500,000 acre feet storage cell north of Fargo in MN being sought by MN Rep Collin 
Peterson in the Farm Bill. That plan has merit and could preclude the need for a upstream storage 
scheme south of Fargo that destroys over 400 homes and communities and a way of life. I was 
greatly distressed when Aaron Snyder discounted the plan Mr. Hertsgaard elequently described 
as if the plan had no place in the present Corps plan and only interfered with the present Corps 
planned objectives. I think this plan should be looked at seriously and examined along with a 
more determined look at environmental impacts of running rivers over the diversion channel, 
farm buyout procedures that leave farmers "whole" and impacts on people who need to sell their 
homes NOW and are being prevented from doing so by a US Army Corps imposed property 
value devaluation and freeze by recent EIS Study impacts. 

2011-04-01_Aaron Carlson - I am concerned about the accuracy of the structure number in the 
affected staging area. I live at 5361 County Road 81 South. When I zoom in on my area of the 
staging area map, you are not including a "structure" icon on my house. My in-laws live 75 yards 
north of us. You have included their two sheds, but not their house. Both houses were built in 
2008 with the understanding that we were not in the 100 yr flood plain, nor were we in the 500 
year flood plain. I am concerned that if our houses are not included on your map, did you count 
us in the number of affected structures? Also, we built our ground level up around our house by 
about 2.5 feet. This does not show up on the map as a change in water depth. The sheds were 
built up about 1 - 2 feet and they show up as having shallower water depths. To summarize: I am 
concerned about the accuracy of your staging area map. Did you include all structures in your 
latest cost increases, or were we (and presumably others) left out. Thank you for your work on 
such a controversial but important study.   

2011-04-29_Ralf Mehnert-Meland - I fully support the findings of the feasibility study except 
that the Western alginment for the ND diversion option needs to be considered.   

2011-05-03_Anonymous - As a resident of West Fargo, I feel we are already protected from a 
major flood event from the Sheyenne River and we have already PAID for that protection. I have 
concerns about diverting water from another river into our neighborhood. I have concerns with 
paying for something that we as West Fargo residents have no need for.   

2011-05-09_David Strand, Amenia, ND - The diversion plan being proposed for flood 
protection for Fargo is a horrible idea that should not have advanced to the current stage. This 
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plan simply shifts the problems created by excess water to other people in the area instead of 
creating a comprehensive plan good for the entire area. The success that Fargo has had in flood 
fights by using temporary levees and sandbags shows that an environmental and ecological 
horror such as the proposed diversion is not necessary. If the city of Fargo were to install 
permanent levees and floodwalls to 42 feet along with some new retention dams and holding 
areas the flooding problems would be addressed at a much lower cost. There are too many 
construction and maintenance problems with the proposed diversion. Let common sense prevail.  

2011-05-13_JoAnn Jameson - I believe the cost of the current "possible" diversion is too high 
for the adverse effects that it will have on areas outside of the diversion. The cost will surely 
become closer to 2 billion as time goes on. Where will the money come from? Our federal 
government has no extra and the state of North Dakota doesn't really have a history of high 
spending/funding. The Sheyenne diversion was paid for by tax assessments to the people who 
benefit from the project. Ask the people of Fargo if they are willing to pay for the 
Fargo/Moorhead diversion since they are the ones who benefit. I would guess that they would 
agree to the plan if the rest of us pay for it but wouldn't want to pay for it on their own. The city 
of Fargo needs to continue to buy out property along the river, dike where they can and certainly 
STOP giving building permits in flood prone areas. It is also of interest that the areas protected 
by the diversion, follow the Fargo school districts borders exactly. Fargo has shown that they are 
not willing to give up anything for the project (they have to leave room south of town for 
development) but anyone living outside of those lines, should sacrifice whatever needs to be 
sacrificed for the city of Fargo. The cost is simply too high for the number of people that it 
protects. I want to see WHERE all of the money will come from and I believe that the current 
numbers are low   

2011-05-23_Dean Rust - I have been steamed by the various attempts to divert Red River flows 
through my Farmland that lies eight miles west of that river. The Corps of Engineers plays the 
game of hide and seek. If ever there was a project that has failure written all over it, this project 
is a winner. Promises have been made for funding that should not be fulfilled. Yet the search 
goes on for solutions such as a huge FLATLAND reservoir and dam south of Fargo. In the 
drought years of 1988 and 1989 Two Red River Bridges were built between Fargo and 
Moorhead. The Toll Bridge at 12th Ave No. and the North Broadway Bridge. As I monitored 
these two low level bridges become submerged by rising water this spring, I took picture 
evidence of how ice and debris piled up against these two bridges which delayed the early flow 
of rising water out of the Metro area. I will not give up my land to a Red River Diversion while 
these two bridges and other flow restrictions remain in place on the Red River. Dean A. Rust   

2011-05-24_Judy Willem - My husband and I live less than one mile south of Oxbow on the 
Minnesota side of the Red River on my husband's family farm. Our home is only about 7 years 
old. The house and that of my father-in-law are high, overlooking the river. This farm, that has 
been in the family for 4 generations has never flooded. When we chose the location of our home, 
we purposely checked to make sure we were high and not on a flood plane. This is our retirement 
home. We have 2 sources of heat; a ground source heat pump and an outdoor wood stove that 
heats our basement floor. We just finished the siding and added a deck. We have brought in fruit 
trees. Now our home and farm that have never flooded are going to be sacrificed for homes that 
do flood? This makes no sense. We did it right. 1. Why is our home and property not as 
important as the homes in Fargo and Moorhead? We planned to finish our basement this 
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summer. I am retirement age. I do not want to live the rest of my life with my home in limbo. If 
it takes 12 years before we are bought out, I don't want to be moving at that time of my life. I 
designed our home. I do not want to give it up. 2. Do we finish our basement? 3. Will the 
government pay to have our house moved? 4. Will they replace our heating systems and move 
our fruit trees? 5. We have sheds full of stuff. What happens to all that? I am not afraid of a 
natural flood. I am not afraid of a diversion because that is basically a big ditch. I am afraid of 
the holding pond. 6. Why can't the diversion be built with many smaller holding ponds that use 
up only farmland? 7. Why can't the diversion also have a series of locks that can control the 
flow?   

2011-05-24_Landis Hjelle - I live 3 miles sounth of Grand Forks and my home is located on the 
Red River. It presently is high enough to withstand recent flooding. My home would not be able 
to withstand any additional water without suffereing significant damage. Please. Do NOT 
approve any flood protection that will add water to the downstream residents.   

2011-05-25_Sue Knutson - My grandfather owned the land that Oxbow was built on (selling it 
to them in 1973) and created the Bakke subdivision. My parents, grandparents, and two sets of 
aunts & uncles built their homes in the Bakke subdivision from 1973 to 1976. This is my home. 
My parents home. And my late grandparents home. To flood this entire area is completely 
ignorant of the history and the effect that it will have on families, businesses and schools 
(Kindred). It is not appropriate to take out several little towns to save a bigger town. Fargo & 
Moorhead need to take their own issues and fix them themselves. Just as Oxbow did. This year 
Oxbow had no flooding issues because they did what they needed to ensure that they wouldn't 
have the devastation like before. There needs to be other alternatives studied and explored that 
won't take out complete communities. 

2011-05-25_Patrick Pfaff - This diversion process has continued to get out of hand. The goal is 
to protect Fargo from the flooding Red River there are ways of doing this without flooding other 
families from their homes. This has been proven over the last three to four years, make these 
changes permanent. Why reinvent the wheel and risk other persons properties? I live in West 
Fargo and have paid for and continue to pay for our flood protection, so why do I need to pay for 
Fargo's. It is easy to spend others money. I also work south of Fargo along I29, and the new plan 
appears to flood my place of business this is a negative situation for Myself and the other 65 plus 
persons that work there. We need to fix what is broken. Make permanent the diking that worked 
in 2009 and 2011, make farmers stop draining their fields and put retention ponds back where 
they were twenty or thirty years ago....in the low spots in fields, known as sloughs. The ducks 
will love it!   

2011-05-25_Mike Bindas - I built my home in Oxbow 1996 moving in April 15th after the flood 
of 97'. I've never had any water from any of the floods. I now have a 4 1/2 ft high "burm" in the 
middle of my back yard (eliminating my back yard which backs up to the Oxbow CC ) to "help" 
the rest of the city of oxbow in the case of overland flooding above 40'. The market value of my 
home is ZERO.. If the diversion is passed why do we have to wait 10-12+ yrs to get a buy out? If 
the diversion ends up not happening I have little to none chance.. of the value of my home 
returning to its pre-diversion values anytime soon. I'm struggling to seem how this is even close 
to "fair". WHY DO WE HAVE TO WAIT IF THE PLAN IS TO GO AHEAD WITH THE 
DIVERSION...   
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2011-05-25_Chris Holland - If the project is approved please dont make the people of Oxbow, 
Baake, Hickson & Comstock wait for their buyouts until 2021 or longer. They should not have to 
wait until the completion of the Dam to move out of their homes. If you leave these people in 
limbo until the completion of the project they will not be able to sell their homes or move on 
with their lives for 10+ years. That is just not fair to people that are not asking for this project to 
happen in the first place. We are hurting them enough by taking their family homes and 
uprooting their lives. Make the project purchase the homes of the people that have to move, or 
wish to move, once the project is approved. The people that want to stay until the end when the 
project in complete also have the oppertunity to do so. The project can then rent the homes out 
until project completion. This will assure that these communities stay as they are today until the 
very end. This is still not a fair trade for ALL that they have to give up but at least it gives them 
something to look forward to. It doesnt leave them land locked to their homes for years with no 
one willing to buy their homes. It would give them some flexablitly to move on with their lives 
after the project starts. AT THE VERY LEAST GIVE THEM THIS!!!! Thank you   

2011-05-25_Teri Lingen - I am a resident of the Bakke Addition which will be directly affected 
by the LPP Diversion Proposal. I have two children enrolled in the Kindred school district. This 
proposal will directly affect them by having to uproot and move to another area unknown? We 
have NEVER had problems with flooding in the 10 years that I have lived in the Bakke Addition, 
but we are being forced to become a holding area for the water? One of the reasons we moved to 
this location was because we wanted to get out of Fargo to raise a family in a smaller school 
district and also to have a bigger lot and more room for our family. This area has never flooded 
and this is one of the reasons we also chose this area to live...knowing we would not have to deal 
with flood issues? It seems to me there HAS TO BE other solutions and I feel the time given for 
this project approval is unacceptable. There needs to be more research and other options need to 
be presented. There is more to this state than Fargo and we need to look at a solution for rural 
areas as well as Fargo.   

2011-05-26_Charles Townsend - It's simple, As a resident of Oxbow, ND. I will do everything 
in my power to stop the diversion. You guys have little consideration for anyone that lives at 
Oxbow. Chuck T. 

2011-05-26_Amanda McDowell - My husband and I are opposed to the proposed diversion that 
would affect Pleasant Township. We live on a 12 acre farm 7 miles south of Horace, North 
Dakota. This is the first home my husband and I have ever owned. We worked hard for this 
home and it means a lot to us. This home and farm is our entire life. If we were forced to move 
because of this diversion, we would be devasted. It makes me sick to think someone can make us 
move without giving us the choice. Imagine someone forcing you out of your home and how you 
would feel. When my husband and I bought this farm, we never thought this would happen. This 
is so upsetting and awful to us. Please, please, PLEASE do not force people out of their homes 
and make them move. There are people who have lived on these farms and homes for years and 
years. People have grown up in these homes. It not only holds financial value, but sentimental 
value as well. Thank you, Amanda McDowell 17094 52nd St Se Horace, ND 58047  

 2011-05-26_Neal A Folstad - As a resident of Wilkin Countyand A Cnty Comm. backing up 
the water on the Red River will Impde the efficancy of judicial ditches hencefort hbacking the 
water up land that is benefited by these dithes, actually making them useless, How will those 
benefited growers be compemsated now that the ditches are useless? How will taxing 
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authoritiesbe be made whole when evaluations drop? Will the benifited properties(Fgo-Mhd)be 
assessed and who determines fairness?     

2011-05-27_Doug Lingen  - To: Project Manager I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 
Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the 
Red River Valley. I understand that Fargo needs help in protecting its city, but to the extent that 
the U.S Army Corps of Engineers and its sponsoring commissions are asking other towns and its 
people to take on Fargo?s water problem is beyond comprehension. The staging area is stated to 
be 33,390 acres, and the Corp acknowledges that there will be impacts outside of this area. If the 
Corp has not determined this cost or possible impacts how can you proceed with a project not 
knowing the possible outcomes and still say this is the best plan when not all is know. I also have 
a problem with this many acres being affected since my job is directly tied to agriculture and 
these acres since I work at the local elevator in Kindred. Will I have a job if the elevator doesn?t 
have any grain to handle due to persistent flooding of these acres? How do account for and pay 
for this? Is this project more about flood protection for Fargo or for expansion of the city? Dr. 
Mahoney talks about how Fargo has given up 400 or so houses that were built by the river at 36 
or 37 feet. How high is the level around Davies high school? They are still issuing building 
permits at these same levels banking on the diversion aren?t they? What about the rural water 
systems? Have the systems been accounted for in how to protect them and account for the cost? 
Fargo is a vital part of North Dakota?s economy but that does not give it the right to destroy 
other communities and school districts just to promote its own new school (Davies) and 
expansions areas. Kindred and Richland should not have to lose out, and its remaining citizens 
should not have to pay the higher taxes it will require to maintain itself without due 
compensation. In my mind that does not mean that just because a tax statement says a piece of 
property is worth $200,000 that is all a person should get. Where can you replace your home and 
friendships for the same money that has been established based on what a tax statement says? It 
can?t be done!! If Fargo wants the land that bad, bring a BIG checkbook. I ask that the Corp take 
a step back and look for other alternatives to Fargo?s water problems. We all know there are 
other things that can be done to minimize the problems. Please listen to others and well. We all 
have to live in and around Fargo, not in it. Thanks for your time Doug Lingen 

2011-05-27_Mike Strei - To The Army Corp of Engineers concerning the LPP or proposed F/M 
diversion project. I consider it an absolute travesty and miss use of funds when these flood 
waters could be dealt with in a manor much less costly simply by aligning with the basin 
authority and their study of holding areas such as low spots (sloughs) and drainages holding off 
these waters during peak melting periods. Farmers are continually finding more effective ways to 
drain their land all the while you are trying to develope flood control. I contend to go back to 
natures way of dealing with flooding and its by filling the low areas and holding it until the river 
has had its time to empty. 

2011-05-27_Kathi&Dan Trottier - Our address is 5067 171 AV SE Horace ND. We have lived 
here since '75 and have other buildings on our place. We dont farm but we also dont want to 
leave.This diversion would be such a waste of prime farmland.I wish another way to do it could 
happen....maybe there's somewhere else where less farms would be impacted....and you never 
know if we will begin a dry cycle this year or next. There is not one person in the impacted area 
that wants this. Thankyou....Kathi   
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2011-05-27_Barb Rheault - I feel the diversion plan is overkill for Fargo and more so for the 
surrounding area. Yes we need protection--but it has to be affordable--this is too costly!!!   

2011-05-27_Shanda Gustafson - I disagree with the current plan for a diversion around Fargo 
and with the buyout south of Fargo. I am not willing to spend that much on flood protection. I 
would rather see flood walls and permanent levees similar to Grand Forks. 

2011-05-27_Ben Mauch  -  Hello Thanks for considering my comment. I feel that something 
must be done to protect the Fargo-Moorhead area but more study must be done on the 
surrounding areas. We need to find out what the affects are on the Tieback Levee that is 
proposed on highway 17. My concerns are the overland flooding that has occurred in the Kindred 
and Davenport rural areas the past couple years, currently the overland flooding flows north and 
east across highway 17 until it gets to the Wild Rice River. I have not heard anyone address what 
the affects are when the levee is built and no water can flow under highway 17. I would suspect 
that there would be more flooding on normal wet years like 10' and 11' that could put the towns 
of Kindred and Davenport at more risk of flooding. I also feel that not enough consideration has 
been done on alternatives to the staging areas and where the logical place to store or if storing 
water is the best solution. I believe that we should consider the FCP plan over the LPP plan for a 
couple reasons, 1. Initial Cost. Cost of the FCP is currently over $550,000,000 less than the LPP 
plan that Cass and Clay counties along with Cities of Fargo, West Fargo, Moorhead and possibly 
the State of ND will have to use tax dollars to fund. 2. Annual Cost. average annual cost is 
almost $30MM less and the net benefit is about $27MM per year better with the FCP plan. 3. 
Chance of getting Congressional approval. With the benefit to cost ratio at a 2.44 vs a 1.75 it is 
more likely to get approved through Congress, especially with the current political landscape and 
everyone trying to get elected under the talk of reducing the deficit. Granted with all I have said 
in approval of the FP plan I also think this proposal needs to be looked at closer to see the 
impacts that it will have down and upstream of Fargo. Thank you for taking my comments Ben 
Mauch   

2011-05-28_Steve Dockter - It is absolutely ridiculous how many times you have changed this 
project and yet still haven't addressed everyone's problems. You are only looking at Fargo and 
basically have said to forget everyone else. You have not looked at how to help everyone and not 
just Fargo. Until that is the case this project (not diversion anymore) needs to be re-examined 
regardless of any time line that Washington has set. As you know there is very little chance that 
Congress is going to approve this project, so it is your responsibility to have the best plan to 
move forward with. You are putting too many people at risk and honestly only have Fargo's best 
interest in mind. It's time to re-assess the feasibility of the project and hopefully then you will see 
that it is not worth going forward with.   

2011-05-31_Norman E. Mark - I am writing as a resident of the city of Oxbow, ND, and 
interested and affected party to the proposed Fargo diversion which would also affect the cities 
of Hickson, Kindred, Bakke addition, Pleasant Township, residents of the MnDak Upstream 
Coalition area, and all eastern North Dakota residents outside the proposed diversion. Much time 
and money have been spent and continue to be spent on engineering studies focusing on the 
affects on fish and wildlife and basically ignoring the affects to residents; decimated values of 
properties, interrupted, irreplacable life styles, making future planning impossible, to say nothing 
of the economic impact on the Kindred School District as well as individual residents. Even if 
the Corps happens to receive approval of the above project there is not adequate federal or local 
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funding to complete the project. I will join any group in requiring buyouts before one shovel of 
dirt is moved to commence the project. And let me be specific - I will not be purchasing a 
residence in the cities of Fargo, Moorhead or the counties of Cass or Clay. The Corps' ineptness 
seems to have already been adequately demonstrated by the incompletion of the McClusky 
Canal, the present flooding of south Bismarck by inadequate control of Lake Sakakawea, and 
ignoring of the near emergy situation of Devils Lake. The present plan does not guarantee flood 
protection inside the diversion and the Corps and involved bodies refuse to study a series of 
holding reservoirs or the waffle system - which we see being used by nature during current 
floods. Sections of land that have been previously inundated the city of Fargo or someone has 
miracuously found a way to control the water at some unknown point, because this year sections 
of land were void of water. The Corps at public hearings insists levees are not efficient, but yet 
two such levees are designed into the present plan. This year other than part of our golfcourse 
there were no flooding problems in the city of Oxbow. Give us a Permit to raise our dike around 
the east part of our city like Fargo is rampantly diking all over the city, do not force additional 
water on us, and we'll be fine. I could continue ad infinitum, but I'm sure this communication 
will be stored in the bowels of your archives. Do not bother to respond with a Form Letter. I've 
listened to and read your comments ad nauseam. Norman E. Mark   

2011-05-31_Diane Samuelson - I live in West Fargo and understand the need for flood control, 
having experienced high waters before our diversion was built. However, the current plan to 
create holding ponds that destroy acre upon acre of farmland, tear down homes and minimize 
school districts is unacceptable. There are not enough people in Fargo who are affected by recent 
floods to offset the devastation to home and property you will cause to those outside Fargo city 
limits, both to the south and north. Your current plan is morally distasteful. You can do better.     

2011-06-08_James A. Sauvageau - The affect of the diversion to the area I grew up in, Totally 
taking it off the map. The farm I grew up on will be eliminated. Not only our family, but the 
neighbors that I grew up with. My Parents, brother and brother inlaw all have home in the area 
that will be the holding / storage pond. What are they to do? Not so much for me now, but the 
families and relatives that are still in that area. They have young sons that want to keep the farm 
going. this diversion is saying no, not here anyway. I personally do not disagree with putting in a 
diversion, but this plan cuts through a neighborhood that a lot of people call home. 

2011-06-10_Anonymous - The soil where the diversion path is designed is not stable. One can 
look at many examples where soil stability in this region has failed. The most recent graphic 
example is the I 94 interchange at Veterans Boulevard. This project had to be completely rebuilt 
on a foam base. Another current example is the interchange that allows I94 west and east bound 
traffic into the west end of West Fargo. The West Fargo diversion is another example of soil 
instability. If a 500 year event were to actually occur. I doubt the soil of this proposed diversion 
would stand up and a breach would almost be certain to occur. 

2011-06-10_BRUCE CHRISTMANN - I AM FILLED WITH MORE QUESTIONS THAN 
WHAT ONE SHOULD CALL A COMMENT. I HAVE ATTENDED SEVERAL OF THE 
MEETINGS ON THE PROJECT AND EVERY TIME I COME AWAY MORE ANGRY AND 
FRUSTRATED THAN BEFORE. I LIVE IN DAVENPORT TOWNSHIP OF CASS COUNTY 
AND SERVE ON THE TOWNSHIP BOARD OF DAVENPORT TOWNSHIP. I WILL 
SUBMIT MY COMMENTS IN FORM OF A SERIES OF QUESTIONS AND I EXPECT A 
CLEAR AND CONCISE ANSWER TO EVERY QUESTION, NOT JUST A JUMBLE OF 
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TECHNICAL JARGON THAT YOU PUT OUT AT THE MEETINGS. QUESTION #1 IN 
READING THE OPERATING GUIDELINES OF THE CORE OF ENGINEERS IT STATES 
THAT THE CORE CANNOT CONSTRUCT AND OPERATE A PROJECT THAT BENEFITS 
ANY UNDEVELOPED PROPERTY. THE PLAN THAT IS PRESENTED THE LPP 
CLEARLY CONTAINS WITHIN IT FARMLAND THAT IS UNDEVELOPED. HOW CAN 
YOU TAKE THE PROJECT ALL THE WAY TO HICKSON TO PROTECT THE LAND 
WITHIN THAT AREA THAT IS UNDEVELOPED AND YET LEAVE HICKSON, BAKKE 
EDITIN AND AXBOW OUT OF THE PROTECTED AREA AND STILL BE IN YOUR 
GUIDELINES. QUESTION #2 FROM THE MEETINGS I HAVE ATTENDED IT IS MADE 
CRYSTAL CLEAR THAT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT, STATE GOVERNMENT AND 
COUNTY GOVERNMENT WILL NOT GIVE FUNDING FOR BUYOUTS OR 
MITIGATION. THEREFORE WITH THE COST OF PROPERTY AT PRESENT AND THEN 
IF YOU TAKEOUT OF THE EQUATION THE LAND THAT WILL FALL INSIDE THE 
PROJECT TO BE BOUGHT OUT THE REMAINING LAND IN THE AREA WILL RAISE IN 
COST TO VALUES THAT NO REASONABLE RICE COULD BE ESTIMATED. 
THEREFORE IF THE PROJECT CANNOT OPERATE OR BE COMPLETED UNTIL THE 
BUYOUTS OR MITIGATION IS SATISFIED ARE YOU AWARE THAT YOU ARE 
PROPOSING THE NEXT GARRISON DIVERSION PROJECT. A PROJECT THAT HAS 
NEVER FUNCTIONED IN ITS LIFETIME AND IS NOW IN NEED OF MORE REPAIR 
AND MAINTENANCE THAT IT COST TO BUILD IT AND HAS NEVER OPERATED A 
MINUTE IN ITS LIFE. AS FARGO AND MOORHEAD WILL NEVER COME UP WITH 
THE FUNDING TO GIVE FAIR AND REASONABLE REPLACEMENT VALUE TO WHAT 
IT WILL TAKE AWAY. QUESTION #3 FROM LOOKING AT THE MODELS YOU SHOW 
FOR THE PROJECT IT APPEARS THAT THE CITY OF COMSTOCK MN WILL 
POSSIBLY BE FLOODED. BUT WHY HAVE NOT ANY OF THE MEETINGS ON THE 
NORTH DAKOTA SIDE ADDRESSED BUYING OUT THAT AREA. THERE HAS NEVER 
BEEN A A ANSWER TO THE QUESTION OF THE WATER COMING OUT OF THE 
SHEYENNE RIVER AS TO HOW OR WHERE IT SILL HAVE TO BE DIRECTED TO GET 
BACK INTO A CHANNEL TO GET IT OUT OF THE AREA. I ALSO QUESTION 
SOMETHING THE FEASIBILTY STUDY PAGE 7 ABOUT THE 400,000 ACRE FEET OF 
BENEFIT.IF THE COST OF 1.6 FEET OF BENEFITS IS 1.6 EQUALS 400,000,000- 6,000-
000-000 DOOARS THEN FOR A GOAL OF 12.4 FEET WOULD COST 
4'960'000'007'440'000'000 CORRECT. THIS IS NO WHERE NEAR THE COST THAT ARE 
ACTUALLY BEING DISCLOSED AS 400'000ACRE FEET @1.6 FEET OF BENEFIT 
WOULD REQUIRE 19.84 FEET OF BENEFIT. THUS 40.000ACRES COVERED WITH 10 
FEET OF WATER X 19.84 = 198.40 FEET OF WATER ON 40,000 ACRES. LONG BEFORE 
YOU COULD HOLD THAT AMOUNT OF WATER IN THE WHOLE RED RIVER BASIN 
OR LAKE AGASSIZ REGION LAKE AGASSIZ WOULD RETURN AND FARGO WOULD 
GO UNDER ALONG WITH YOUR DIVERSION , CORRECT. HAS ANYBODY ASKED 
THE FARGO CITY COMMISION AND THE POOWERS THAT BE THAT WANT TO SO 
DEARLY PRTECT THE SUPPOSED GREAT ECONOMIC ENGINE WHAT GOOD ANY OF 
THERE INDUSTRY WILL BE WITHOUT A WORK FORCE. BECAUSE IF YOU TAKE 
INTO ACCOUNT ALL THE JOBS THAT FARGO TOUGHTS IF IT WERE NOT FOR ALL 
THE PEOPLE THAT COMMUTE FROM THE A 90 MILE RADIUS OR MORE OF FARGO 
THEY WOULD NOT HAVE THE WORKFORCE IT REQUIRES TO FILL THESE JOBS. 
WITHOUT A STEADY WORKFORCE COMPANIES WILL LEAVE FARGO WITHOUT 
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PAYING THERE TAXES AND WORKERS WITHOUT JOBS TO BUY GOODS, PAY 
SALES TAXES AND OTHER INCOMES THAT FARGO INTENDS TO USE TO PAY FOR 
THERE ALREADY UNSUSTAINABLE PORTION OF THE RESPONSIBILTY FOR THE 
PROJECT. ALSO ACCORDING TO THE FIGURES IN THE STUDY THE SALES TAX 
THAT IS IN PLACE TO SUPPORT THE PROJECT WILL NOT EVEN PAY FOR THE COST 
OF UPKEEP AND MAINTENANCE OF THE PROJECT MUCH LESS LEAVE ANYTHING 
LEFT FOR DAMAGES OR MITIGATION.     

2011-06-11_Marie Talley -.Please provide a detailed reason as to why the diversion is placed 
where Fargo can continue to develop and grow in the 100 Flood plain rather than placing it 
directly south of their new high school? NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-11 08:39:55: I 
would like to receive a 500 yr map of Eastern ND showing how the state and red river basin will 
flood with the diversion and without the diversion. I would like to see both options. This type of 
analysis should be required and completed before a decision as I don't see how the diversion will 
accommodate a 500 yr flood for anyone once Devils lake breaks out, the Sheyenne continues to 
overflow and the Wild Rice. We need to complete a due diligence of all the rivers at a 500 yr 
flood stage. Since economincs is the key factor to keep Fargo alive in a 500 yr flood, we need to 
see what other communities are alive - you might find that Fargo will have no commerce from 
anyone once you run that map.   

2011-06-11_Anonymous - The proposed diversion will still have a major impact on downstream 
areas. Diverting water into a engineered path will speed the flow of water that is naturally 
restricted by the red river's natural flow path. The redesigned diversion will impact all areas to 
the west of diversion and cause flooding backup where it has never been seen before. These 
areas include the lower branch of the Rush River, The Rush River, the Maple River and the 
Sheyenne river and multiple legal drains, county and township ditches.   

2011-06-12_Karen J Kruse - Dear Mr. Synder, I live 25 miles from Fargo along the Sheyenne. 
We have experienced water all around us with all roads washed out to make it difficult to exit 
our farm during the spring floods. When I heard the dam and tieback(on hwy 17)was going to 
come one mile east where we have farm land, I felt like I had received a blow to the chest. What 
is Fargo doing with their water in my back yard at Kindred?? This is not only stupid, it is 
criminal!! The Army Corps has had many distasterous projects over the years. What does the 
Army Corps do? I feel they go to war with water and take out people and property!   

2011-06-12_Pamela Hall - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. Dear Project 
Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota 
Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. After attending the 
March 30, 2011 public informational meeting in Kindred, I came away with several questions 
and concerns that do not appear to have answers. ? I live north and east of Kindred. My property 
has not had any flooding issues and is not currently in the map of areas impacted by the 
diversion. I do question, however, if consideration has been given to properties in this area. If 
Cass County Road 17 is raised to be a tie back levy, will the water that naturally flows out of the 
Sheyenne River to the north and east be able to do that? ? County Road 17 will be a spillway for 
water to overflow out of the retention area. When water flows over the tie back levy on County 
Road 17, will I become a victim of this water? In addition, the water from the Sheyenne will mix 
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with the overflow. How far west and north of Kindred will water from the Sheyenne back up 
when it is not able to take its natural course of flow? What will be the impact of this water? Will 
the LPP protect me as a home and property owner in this impacted area? ? I believe I heard you 
state there is an inflation amount allowed for this project. What is that amount? I am not certain 
if that inflationary amount would be cost shared between the government and us as residents, or 
if that amount would become additional cost to local residents? Sincerely, Pamela Hall     

2011-06-12_Terry Guttormson - NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-12 07:43:16: It is 
obvious, to anyone who has been following this diversion debacle, that there are more things at 
play than common sense flood mitigation issues. At times this project seems to be planned more 
around career building for USACOE principal planners than about what would be good for the 
basin. To spend literally billions and billions (carl sagen) of tax payer dollars on a project that 
will cause litterally millions and millions of dollars of annual damage up stream and down 
stream is much more than foolish. It is irresponsible waist of tax payer money, even at a time 
when the country is fiscally emabarassed. The constant rejection to spend the same of less money 
on a plan that could improve and in many cases nearly totally mitigate flood issues tells volumes 
of what is going on behind the scenes here. Unfortunatly, through closed doors meetings and 
other such sculdugery, this train has been sent on the wrong track and will be hard to stop. I fear 
that this diversion will be built at the cost of the livelyhood, heritage, and history of both up and 
downstream. It should not be built until all other flood mitigation measures that have positive 
impacts are implemented. But, once again, we get to witness how government works. Against 
wise dollar managment and common sence. Terry Guttormson Hendrum, MN. 
 
2011-06-13_Keith Monson - Our names are Keith and Jann Monson. We live one mile west of 
Harwood, well within the proposed Fargo Diversion. There are many reasons that we believe this 
diversion is a bad idea. The word diversion means to divert and not to fix the problem. 1. Fargo 
needs to understand that protecting themselves for a 500 (or .2 percent chance event) is not 
realistic. Be satisfied with something less ..ie.. Grand Forks. 2. The intersept structures for the 
rivers crossing the diversion are unproven and no where in the world is there such a structure as 
told to us by the Corp of Engineers. 3. THE COST...in dollars and in the sacrifice that the people 
in its path..upstream...downstream and outside,is not in our opinion worth the cost. Fargo needs 
to stop being arrogant and be willing to sacrifice something themselves for their own protection. 
We also feel that there is no way to monetarily compensate the owners of the 6500 acres of farm 
land that will be taken out of production. There is no way that their income stream can be 
replaced...that land is gone forever. And there is no land nearby it to replace it at a resonable 
price. Not to mention the farmers that are loosing rental property that will not be compensated or 
able to replace this land. 4. WILL IT WORK AT ALL..this project is so massive and so many 
things can go wrong, we don't believe the numbers we are hearing. We are told that the project is 
now 10 ft shallower and the berm will be higher on the inside than the outside like the West 
Fargo Diversion. We feel that the Harwood area and north will flood anyway because of back 
water issues. Living downstream of the West Fargo Diversion we really don't trust much of what 
we are told will happen. We say these things even though we live inside the project and should 
be very happy about it because if it did work as advertised, we would be flood free, but we feel 
that the whole project and the effects that it has on the people upstream, downstream and outside 
the project, make the entire project not only wrong but immoral. Keith and Jann Monsono Whom 
it may concern, My name is Keith Monson. My wife Jann and I live three quarters of a mile west 
of Harwood, ND along the Sheyenne river on Cass County 17. WE LIVE INSIDE THE 
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PROPOSED NEW DIVERSION and we are against this diversion project. The reason we are 
against it is because of the many unanswered questions. 1. How can you possibly mitigate the 
amount of water that the new corp numbers say will be put on the downstream residents all the 
way to Grand Forks, and maybe beyond , who knows? 2. How can 6500 hundred acres of farm 
land be replaced to the farmers and at what cost and where will this land be found. 3. How can 
you justify taking 6500 hundred acres out of the tax base. 4. Who is and at what cost is going to 
maintain the project forever including the 800-1000 foot bridges (only on county roads). In our 
opinion this entire project is being rammed thru at a much too fast pace mainly for political 
reasons. We do not feel that this area can ever be flood proof. Face it, we live in the bottom of a 
big lake. We think that protecting the city to a safe level can be done with a retaining structures 
and much less expensive retention projects. I don?t think the people of Fargo understand the 
horrible scar that this project will put on the landscape forever. Keith and Jann Monson 2995 
170th Ave Se Harwood, ND 58042 <P>NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-13 20:58:33: 
Our names are Keith and Jann Monson. We live one mile west of Harwood, well within the 
proposed Fargo Diversion. There are many reasons that we believe this diversion is a bad idea. 
The word diversion means to divert and not to fix the problem. 1. Fargo needs to understand that 
protecting themselves for a 500 (or .2 percent chance event) is not realistic. Be satisfied with 
something less ..ie.. Grand Forks. 2. The intersept structures for the rivers crossing the diversion 
are unproven and no where in the world is there such a structure as told to us by the Corp of 
Engineers. 3. THE COST...in dollars and in the sacrifice that the people in its 
path..upstream...downstream and outside,is not in our opinion worth the cost. Fargo needs to stop 
being arrogant and be willing to sacrifice something themselves for their own protection. We 
also feel that there is no way to monetarily compensate the owners of the 6500 acres of farm land 
that will be taken out of production. There is no way that their income stream can be 
replaced...that land is gone forever. And there is no land nearby it to replace it at a resonable 
price. Not to mention the farmers that are loosing rental property that will not be compensated or 
able to replace this land. 4. WILL IT WORK AT ALL..this project is so massive and so many 
things can go wrong, we don't believe the numbers we are hearing. We are told that the project is 
now 10 ft shallower and the berm will be higher on the inside than the outside like the West 
Fargo Diversion. We feel that the Harwood area and north will flood anyway because of back 
water issues. Living downstream of the West Fargo Diversion we really don't trust much of what 
we are told will happen. We say these things even though we live inside the project and should 
be very happy about it because if it did work as advertised, we would be flood free, but we feel 
that the whole project and the effects that it has on the people upstream, downstream and outside 
the project, make the entire project not only wrong but immoral. Keith and Jann Monson 
 
2011-06-13_Rhoda K. Ueland - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan 
(North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. 
This Diversion is the Peak of Arrogance on the part of the city of Fargo, ND, ESPECIALLY 
when alternative and far less costly plans exist that would address flooding basin wide (not just 
for the protection of Fargo alone). I oppose this preposterous project as it will be catastrophic for 
homeowners, landowners, farmers, businesses, school districts, cities upstream from the 
Diversion. Over 33,000 acres PRIME agricultural land will be affected. Costs to local sponsors 
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for this Diversion will be astronomical, considering adjusting for inflation, compensation for loss 
of property & damages and purchasing land & relocating buildings to owners satisfaction, to 
name just a few. Also the estimated annual cost for maintenance/ongoing operation of the 
Diversion is $3.6 million. As owner of farmland & properties at 689 160th Ave SE, Moorhead, 
MN (2 m. w. of Comstock, MN along the Red River), the Diversion will not only affect me 
personally, but will result in the destruction of local, township, county and state history. My 
great-grandfather, Civil War Veteran Narve G. Roen, Homesteaded this acreage in 1871 which 
has remained in the family for 140 years. Preservation of this heritage has been a priority. The 
historic Roen family cemetery, First frame house in Clay County built by Narve Roen in 1881, 
historic School House, Narve Roen Family Log House Site Marker (Dedication of this marker 
was held at the 2006 Roen Reunion @ site of original log home- built 1871) would all be 
inundated with at least 5' water. We have never flooded and no amount of money can adequately 
compensate for the destruction of history/community. Sincerely, Rhoda K. Ueland 
 

2011-06-13_Ken Knudsen - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North 
Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. I think the 
plan borders on insane. Let?s start with the question of jurisdiction. By what authority does the 
Metro Flood Group have to inflict such unimaginable pain and suffering on folks that they have 
nothing to do with, do not represent, and the folks impacted do not get to vote on their position. 
Those impacted have no representation. I live in northern Richland County and none of the MFG 
are elected by us. We do elect our township board and our County Commisioners. They are all 
opposed to the project. I think the jurisdiction and lack of representation must be illegal and 
certainly not ethical or moral. Let?s start this over with proper representation. This has been a 
comedy of errors, only it is not funny. For several months, the Corp said there would be NO 
IMPACT SOUTH OF HIGHWAY 46. When I contacted our local officials with my concern, 
they replied with the same quote they were given?no impact on Richland County. Then late in 
the game, we see maps with significant and unacceptable impact on Richland County. Was this 
intentional deception to get this off the ground so the opposition wouldn?t have adequate time to 
react? If so, that should kill this project right there or make them start over. If not, then it proves 
the Corp has very little idea on the accuracy of the impacts. We cannot and should not have to 
incur whatever comes at us and have little idea of what the impact will be. If the Corp is that far 
off on their impact maps, it is much too uncertain to move forward. Deception or inaccuracy? 
Shouldn?t matter. Either should kill this project or at the very least, start over and do it better so 
folks have some degree of confidence in those maps, impacts, costs, and concrete plans for those 
costs. This is not a subtle issue. Involuntarily forcing hundreds of people out of their homes 
forever, or destroying the homes and environment where they still live often behind new ring 
dikes previously unnecessary, and taking millions of dollars of prime farmland and future 
development land out of use forever should not be taken so callously. We have not looked hard 
enough at all the options. This is too huge of an issue personally and financially to barge ahead 
recklessly as is being proposed. New impacts spring up regularly. Unanswered questions keep 
surfacing. New costs keep emerging without answers to how they are to be handled or worse, 
that they were simply not considered. Often answers are ?that?s a local issue? (problem). But we 
have no local solution! You are destroying our tax base and telling us to increase taxes to pay for 
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the damages you are inflicting on us! Doesn?t this sound almost too strange to be real?! The true 
costs are not discussed or disclosed. Some of these include replacement costs of buildings, 
damage to roads, costs to raise roads, moving cemeteries and churches, and more. And if the 
Corp is off a foot or more, as they have been, there are millions more dollars and hundreds more 
people impacted than current studies show. Anyone worried about the increased flow of water 
into the Ottertail River that drains into the Red? With a diversion (that was quietly put in and no 
studies or mitigation done) on the south end and a dam on the north end and the Red flowing 
north, isn?t is possible or likely we will flood even more than the continuously updated maps 
show today? And who pays for that? The answer is --that is YOUR local problem. Why is it our 
problem when this project is the cause? Come on. How do you look in the mirror and repeat 
that? The risks of costs being much higher than disclosed are high and no discussions on what 
happens if they are wrong on their measurements/maps (which keep getting revised so there is 
little confidence in them) or who will pay for unplanned costs or problems. The Corp says they 
will pay a flat amount. Where will all the extra dollars needed come from and what if there is not 
enough money to handle that? I get eminent domain. I have always hated it but thought I 
understood its purpose. The involuntary taking of land for a greater good kind of sucks, but 
sometimes makes sense. But I have never agreed with that involuntary taking unless there are no 
other better choices and the pain and suffering that is inflicted on the innocent is justly 
compensated. How can we wreck people?s lives and then not justly compensate them? How can 
we as a country justify that? In civil courts when dire damage is done to someone personally, 
they pay millions to try to offset their pain and suffering. Here we have the Corp or MFG 
admitting we will not even get what we have coming. Buildings will be at depreciated values. To 
replace will cost hundreds of thousands for some and thousands for all. And in most cases you 
can?t replace. What is the value of a home in the country surrounded by woods and river (which 
doesn?t flood you out) and yet have short access to Interstate highways and Fargo Moorhead? 
Surely it is not valued by square feet. It is different than a home in town. I have owned both. I 
know the difference. There is not enough money to pay people for what they deserve so the plan 
is to just pay them less. A double scourging. And no shame in not trying to make it right. 
Absurd. Worse than absurd. Immoral. Shame on you. If this dam goes through, what are our 
options? Where do you move to? How can you replace your farmstead? Where are such places 
today? They are all taken. I spent 10 years from 1980-1990 looking for a place out of town, on 
the river, high and out of flood danger with some woods and acreage. I finally found my dream 
home and bought it. I have never had a flood problem. My farmstead was one of the first homes 
settled in the area in the 1860?s, likely because of it being on higher ground and the beauty of the 
woods and topography along the river. It is a beautiful place but also close enough to Fargo for a 
quick commute. We enjoy the quiet of the country with the proximity of the bigger city close by. 
Our kids attend a small school. If this diversion goes through, the trees along the river for several 
miles will all be dead and look like Devils Lake or around Pelican Rapids in those low areas. 
Thousands of dead trees instead of the beautiful woods we enjoy today. Even if you can ring dike 
your property, what do you have left? If all the woods are dead and most of your neighbors are 
bought out and gone, you have lost your home anyway. Where do you relocate? I don?t want to 
take my kids out of the school they go to. There are no vacanies in our area. You would have to 
start devolopments on bare farm ground. The commute to Fargo would be longer and you would 
not have anything like the home you were forced out of. I can?t believe the audacity of the folks 
proposing this carnage. Just how ?impossible? is it to build levies in Fargo like GF did. We are 
told it can?t be done. If this current insane plan is killed, won?t some of those impossible plans 
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become reality? Won?t Moorhead and Fargo do the smart thing and protect their cities by 
building levies and other such protections? Just how protected can we get? Are we sure it can 
only be about 43 feet? How do we know that? What would it take to get higher protection? 
Don?t just say it can?t happen. Tell us why and what it would take to go higher. Maybe that IS 
an option after all. That is the most popular option so let?s make sure we study that to the fullest. 
I have not seen the science or the options that make that ?impossible? but we deserve to see that 
and study that as our first choice. We need that and ask for that before we move further. If a dam 
is needed, how did the location get chosen? It appears to be against regs or the law to build this 
for future economic development. That is why they won?t move it west as West Fargo wants. 
But they are moving it further south of Fargo to create economic development for Fargo?.how 
does that work? TheCorp says the dam should be as close to town as possible for maximum 
effectiveness, yet they move it way south of town? This needs to be explained and hasn?t been. 
Why isn?t the dam better placed further north if it is to be placed at all? Just what are the options 
for ?no impact to Canada?? What choices do we have there? Have those been explored? The 
original plan without a dam was killed because some small amount of water apparently goes to 
Canada. Are we sure there are no options there? Can we build a dam right at the border to hold 
back the amounts above what is acceptable? What would that impact look like? Would it be a 
better solution than the current plan? Have we met with Canada to determine what they might 
agree to? We have the issue of that road up there that is more of a dam. That seems unjust. 
Maybe we have to negotiate with our dependent neighbor and see what other choices we might 
have. We need to do this before we take such drastic measures as currently proposed. Basin wide 
retention plans have been discussed a lot. Let?s try to solve the bigger problem, not just the 
metro problem. The Corp does not like these plans, but most others do. This needs to be explored 
before we would move forth with any plan. This could be a plan that almost all agree with as 
opposed to the current one that is universally hated by all south of the dam. Tiling might be an 
option as well. A little here and a little there might be the better solution. If we can get Fargo 
protected up to 43 feet or higher and then do some upstream retention plus other options like 
tiling etc, and maybe some options downstream to reduce or otherwise deal with the Canada 
issue, we can solve this without the carnage and likely with less dollar cost and much less human 
cost. The dam will cause the Kindred and the Richland School districts tremendous harm and it 
is forever. For obviousl reasons, this is our most valuable tax area now, and our plans are for that 
to continue. Our future tax base projections are for the area being inundated to be where our 
population and tax base will mostly come from. It is our most densely populated rural area today 
and it will only continue unless this project goes through. Once the dam is built and those many 
miles prime land rendered uninhabitable and the taxable values devastated, it is not a temporary 
issue. It is forever. No ?do over?. Way to big of a risk to ?give this plan a try?. We have seen the 
unintended impacts of the existing diversion in West Fargo on those outside the diversion. 
?Water as far as the eye can see? by Harwood this year. That will be what we have in much more 
of the area with this plan. Why is that acceptable to people? And is it? Where I work in Fargo we 
have over 100 people working in the building. Most did not know there was a DAM proposed 
until recently when the local groups started their opposition. They couldn?t believe a dam was 
part of the plan because it had never been called a dam, just a diversion. Why was this fact 
hidden? If this is a good plan, why try to sneak it through? Why hide the impacts to Richland 
County? When you can?t look us straight in the eye and tell the truth, that tells you something is 
wrong. Come on you guys. The vote on the sales tax did not disclose the change in plans to a 
dam south of town. There seems to be proof that those in power knew of this likelihood or 
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certainty but kept that quiet until after the vote. Isn?t that a crime? Did someone break the law? 
What?s with that? Other than it is consistent with the rest of the behavior on this project. And 
what kind of leadership is this to not involve those impacted by the plan? Who would ever set up 
an authority group and not include those most impacted? Where is the representation from 
Richland and Wilkin counties? Are we still in the United States? Unbelievable. The MFG says 
Fargo has paid dearly so far with millions of dollars of buyouts. Those buyouts are all voluntary. 
And you paid them up front and well over their value. Do not be condescending and make that 
comparison to us who are not threatened by flooding and have no interest in being removed from 
our properties. Shame on you for making that comparison. Those who state that are not 
unintelligent, which means instead they are deceiptful. Then they should not be one of the Metro 
Flood Group. We need honest folks that take all things into consideration?not just what is good 
for Fargo. We need a change in representation. So what should we do? Whatever we do, it is of 
such magnitude that we have to do it right. We need to be very accurate in our impacts on water 
levels and on costs. There is zero confidence that we have that today. Proof is in the ever-
changing numbers. And time after time we bring up other costs that were not considered and are 
therefore not planned for. We need to study what we can do in the metro and get answers as to 
why we can?t do more. We need to be able to challenge those studies as that is the most likely 
choice. What engineering firms are available for second opinions? Where is our Mayo Clinic of 
engineering firms to get the critical second opinion when you have so much at stake? We cannot 
accept the one, ever changing ever moving opinion by the Corp which seems to be in bed with 
the MFG when they are supposed to be neutral and represent US equally with the MFG. They 
should not be taking sides here. We need a change of leadership on this project as the current 
leadership has taken sides. And we need to do adequate studies to really know the impacts and 
costs, disclose them, and have plans for them. We do not today. Not even close. Slow down and 
do this right. We need to get better numbers on the costs. The current plan doesn?t come close to 
doing that. We keep adding to the territory impacted but do not update the costs. Once we know 
the true costs, we need to know how they are paid for and what are the contingencies? We do not 
have this today. A remodeling of your kitchen goes from $10,000 to $20,000 like nothing. How 
many millions might this be off? And no money in escrow for those contingencies? Who does 
business like that? We need to study other alternatives. When the only plan on the table causes 
such carnage, you should not roar forward recklessly to meet foolish deadlines. We all know 
what we learned as children about things done in a hurry. We need to do this right. There must 
be other better alternatives. Several ideas have been surfaced, but not studied. Don?t we owe it to 
ourselves to look into those? We have not. Again, we need a new leader at the Corp on this 
project and a new group to replace the Metro Flood Group that has proper representation. 
Unfortunately since this has been handled so poorly, we need to kind of start over. Yes we need 
to do something. We get that. But we need proper representation, we need an unbiased group in 
leadership of the authority group and the Corp. We need all realistic options studied. When we 
find the best solutions we need to fully disclose those with full transparency and honesty 
including solid costs and ranges of costs, and impacts on folks including ranges of impacts. And 
we have to have plans for those impacts, and plans that are fair to those damaged. That sounds so 
simple because it is. It is the way we usually do things in this country. For some reason we are 
not doing that on this project. We need to change that. 
 
2011-06-13_Ken Knudsen - Shorter version of my long comments just sent: Change the 
leadership group to include folks impacted to get better representation. Do more studies to ensure 
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we choose the best plan. Do a much better job of explaining the choices and costs and impacts, 
and then have a concrete plan to manage those costs and impacts properly and transparently. 
There are several options not explored or explained. If the leadership includes the right 
representation and the plans show all the options clearly, it will be much more acceptable to 
folks impacted and there will be more buy in. And then we have to treat those impacted more 
fairly, whoever they end up being. We are all in this together. You have torn us apart. Time for a 
do over.  
 
2011-06-13_Pat Askegaard - Re:Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. Dear Project Manager: I am writing in 
opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diviersion with storage and 
staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. I live on a farmstead that has not flooded 
during the 30 years I have lived on it. I am concerned that 34,000 acres of prime farmland is 
going to be affected. Communites are going to be destroyed, hurting school districts and 
damaging roads, costs of which are not currently in the project. This project is affecting 
townships and counties that were not included in the decision making process. You are affecting 
hundreds, probably thousands of lives. Had these families been living in a swamp and on poor 
land there might be some merit to your project, but that is not the case. You really need to look at 
alternatives and work with all the people involved. Project costs do not include the moving of 
cemetaries, rebuilding of roads, moving farmsteads and making them whole again. This project 
has got to be halted. More study needs to be done. Sincerely, Pat Askegaard 
 

2011-06-13_Candace E Loken - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan 
(North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. 
This Diversion is not well thought out on the part of the city of Fargo, ND, ESPECIALLY when 
alternative and far less costly plans exist that would address flooding basin wide (not just for the 
protection of Fargo alone). I oppose this project as it will be catastrophic for homeowners, 
landowners, farmers, businesses, school districts, cities upstream from the Diversion. Over 
33,000 acres PRIME agricultural land will be affected. Costs to local sponsors for this Diversion 
will be innordinate, considering adjusting for inflation, compensation for loss of property & 
damages and purchasing land & relocating buildings to owners satisfaction, to name just a few. 
Also the estimated annual cost for maintenance/ongoing operation of the Diversion is $3.6 
million. the proposal will result in the destruction of local, township, county and state history. 
My great-grandfather, Civil War Veteran Narve G. Roen, homesteaded this acreage in 1871 
which has remained in the family for 140 years. Preservation of this heritage has been a priority. 
The historic Roen family cemetery, first frame house in Clay County built by Narve Roen in 
1881, historic School House, Narve Roen Family Log House Site Marker (Dedication of this 
marker was held at the 2006 Roen Reunion @ site of original log home- built 1871), the Gilbert 
Roen home and the Stennom Roen home would all be inundated with at least 5' water. None of 
these have ever flooded. These are markers of our shared history and no amount of money can 
adequately compensate for the destruction of Historic Buildings which have been treasured and 
cherished. In those buildings and in that land, I have been able to connect to my "roots" on this 
Continent and to the United States of America. Certainly there are other options which would 
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preserve History, farmland and Fargo: all of three of which are worthy of protection. With 
deepest regards, Candace E Loken B.A. LL.B Member of the Law Society of Alberta ( Retired)    
 
2011-06-14_Joe Talley - The Fargo dam project will destroy thousands of acres of farmland and 
hundreds of homes, if it is built. In the interim period, the value of property in the affected area 
has been destroyed. If the city of Fargo can pay for a lobbyist, citizens who have had their 
property values destroyed should be immediately comnpensated.    
 
2011-06-14_Joe Talley - The dam created by this project will flood numerous areas including 
areas that have values that can not be calculated. For example, flooding the city of Oxbow, ND 
will flood the memorial created in memory of Michael Champ. This memorial can't be moved 
without severely damaging its value, since it was created on the location where Michael Champ 
spent so much of his brief time here on earth. The Oxbow golf course was the site of great joy 
for him, and memories of him are inextricably entwined with Oxbow Country Club. Destroying 
the location by flooding it would be a travesty. How will you save the monument that has been 
built to honor Michael Champ, and preserve the ability of people to visit the site? 
 
2011-06-14_Anonymous - The dam created by this project will flood numerous areas including 
areas that have values that can not be calculated. For example, flooding the city of Oxbow, ND 
will flood the memorial created in memory of Nadia Losing. This memorial can't be moved 
without severely damaging its value, since it was created and placed specifically to honor Nadia. 
Destroying the location by flooding it would be a travesty. How will you save the monument that 
has been built to honor Nadia Losing, and preserve the ability of people to visit the site? 
 
2011-06-14_Anonymous - The Fargo dam project is not adequately funded. There is a high risk 
that the local sponsors of the project will not be able to raise the fundsd necessary to complete 
the project. If this happens, who will compensate property owners who have had the value of 
their property detroyed by this project?   
 
2011-06-14_Anonymous - The USACE regulations require that people impacted by projects like 
the Fargo Dam be appropropriately compensated. The city of Oxbow is unique in that it has a 
combination of a golf course, it is within 15 miles of the Fargo-Moorhead area, and children that 
live in the town can attend school in Kindred, ND (thereby avoiding the large, over-crowded 
schools in Fargo, West Fargo, etc. Since the living arrangements in Oxbow are unique, how will 
the residents of Oxbow by compensated? 
 
2011-06-14_Anonymous – With so many other projects requiring funding, such as the Devils 
Lake outlet, Missouri River flooding, etc. - how can the USACE guarantee that the Fargo Dam 
project won't be started but not completed? In that scenario residents of Oxbow will have had 
their home values destroyed (which has currently happened) but will likely not be compensated. 
 
2011-06-14_Anonymous - How will the Fargo Dam / Red River Diversion project protect the 
city of Fargo from flooding on the Sheyenne River caused by excessive flows from Devils Lake? 
That event is more likely than the 500 year flood that is being used to plan for this project. 
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2011-06-14_Lori Propp-Anderson - It has become very clear after reviewing the maps and 
hearing the truth come out begrudgingly little by little that this LPP is a political move, pure and 
simple. Fargo wants to grab land that currently is in the 100 year flood plain and destroy the 
communities and farms of others who live above the 100-year flood plain. Why are we pursuing 
a plan that will create a New New Orleans just north of a New Lake Agassiz when other 
solutions exist which will not create so much destruction? The Minnesota diversion costs a 
fraction of the North Dakota diversion, and according to the maps has negligible upstream and 
downstream impact. Fargo is protected, and the surrounding communities are not destroyed. 
Why is this option not top on the list? I'll tell you why. Fargo is getting hemmed in on the west 
by West Fargo and on the east by Minnesota. It doesn't want to grow north because of the airport 
and settling ponds, so that leaves south. The trouble is the land south is in the flood plain, so let's 
build on that flood plain and destroy the Kindred school district and the Richland 44 school 
district instead. We are growing communities as well. Not everyone wants to live in Fargo. We 
need to pursue other options that are affordable and do not create such a wake of destruction. 
 
2011-06-14_Greg Hanson - This week the City of Moorhead has made known concerns over the 
proposed diversion/dam to be constructed in Cass County. When speaking of these concerns on a 
local call-in radio program, this Moorhead councilman made a comment over how he was 
informed over the change in the size of the proposed diversion, it came at a public setting from a 
city resident. If Fargo in its arrogance believes they need not inform a co-sponsor of sizeable 
changes to this project, how can those of us on the outside, trust information being sold to us 
now and in the future? Our lives depend on the information given to us, so we make the right 
decisions, Fargo has shown now and in the past to be less than honest in its dealings with those 
who would be affected by their actions. Due to where our farm/home is, we have had dealings 
with Fargo and their plans to protect their future growth area since 1997 and personally I do not 
know if I have met a more dishonest group in my life. It is also interesting that the property they 
want to protect was under water this spring, while I who live along the Red River, never placed a 
sandbag. Lastly, I would want to point out, I now live in limbo, there are things to be done, 
improvements to make, do I or don't I? Will I be compensated completely? The meetings I have 
attended suggest that Fargo may not have the funds to cover costs both present and future to 
compensate us for property taken and damage to roads and crops. Thanks for your time Greg 
Hanson P.S. In the yard sits a log home that has survived since the 1880's, if Fargo has their way, 
it won't last much longer.   
 
2011-06-15_James Hanson - James Hanson 17263 50th R St. SE Hickson, ND 58103 June 14, 
2011 US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, 
Ste, 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: FM Dam/Diversion Project This letter is being written in 
objection to the proposed FM Dam/Diversion. My farm is located in Pleasant Township, just 
south of the proposed dam/diversion in section 10 along the Wild Rice River. This farm has been 
in my family for over 100 years and I have spent most of my 80 years living on this land. I have 
fought floods off and on over the years and have been able to keep the water at bay, no thanks to 
any efforts of the Corps, the City of Fargo, nor Cass County. Your proposed dam/diversion will 
completely wipe out the farm that my great-aunt homesteaded including the original log home 
that still stands today. Hundreds of years of history will be gone at the swipe of a plan dreamt up 
at a desk of engineers hundreds of miles away in St. Paul. It is unfortunate that this is the best 
that you can come up with as your plan completely ignores each and every individual being 
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negatively impacted by the creation of the proposed dam/diversion. According to one of the 
Corps of Engineers maps that has been shared with me, if this dam/diversion goes through as 
planned, there will be an additional 10 feet of water over my farmstead and farmland. Simply 
stated, this is not acceptable. I have personally spent tens of thousands of dollars building 
infrastructures that protect my farmstead. This latest plan by the Corps lacks merit and only 
benefits the City of Fargo. It is beyond comprehension that the Corps was able to develop a plan 
that will completely wipe out farms, churches, cemeteries, roads --entire communities including 
most of Pleasant Township. The southeast corner of Cass County will be wiped out. I believe 
that the Corps of Engineers has acted irresponsibly and has been dishonest and short-sighted in 
not revealing details of this latest plan until after the Cass County Vote. Your efforts are creating 
ill-will between neighbors who in the past have come together to work and solve problems as a 
community. You should be ashamed and embarrassed of the efforts put forth thus far. As a 
taxpayer, I cannot support a plan that does so much harm to so many people. Everyone agrees 
that Fargo needs additional protection, but the physical and financial costs of your latest plan are 
too great. Sincerely, James Hanson  
 
2011-06-15_Joel Hanson - Joel Hanson 3418 Parkview Ln S Fargo, ND 58103 June 15, 2011 
US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste, 
700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: FM Dam/Diversion Project I am a resident of Fargo and am 
strongly opposed to the lasted proposal that the Corps of Engineers has recommended. As a 
taxpayer of the United States, North Dakota, Cass County, and the City of Fargo, I am shocked 
at the cost of this ridiculous project and the debt that you be putting on the shoulders of each of 
us and future generations. I guess that is how the government works... which is why our country 
is in such terrible financial condition. In my opinion, there isn?t one bit of this proposed project 
that makes any sense to me. For some reason the Corps has climbed in the hind pocket of the 
City of Fargo and are ignoring the people in the areas most affected by the dam/diversion. The 
community meetings are near pointless as you don?t listen to anyone anyways. I am disappointed 
that the City of Fargo, Cass County, and the Corps in their willingness to throw so many under 
the bus. I strongly believe that the Corps withheld information prior to the Cass County vote 
which has led to my belief that the Corps, Cass County, and the City of Fargo cannot be trusted. 
That?s a sad state of affairs when someone says that about their own community. Thanks to your 
deception, every time I make a purchase in Cass County I am paying for my family?s farm to be 
destroyed. I shop outside the area as much as possible. How do you all sleep at night knowing 
that a way of life is being destroyed for so many? Farms, families, communities and businesses 
all wiped out. Terrible. Have you ever sat down and processed just how much money $3 billion 
is? Oh yah, I forgot, the Corps is a government agency and in your eyes, money grows on trees. 
We?ll just pay for it later. Please, please, please stop this madness before you waste any more 
money on this plan. It lacks feasibility and credibility. Fargo resident, Joel Hanson  
 
2011-06-15_Matt Ness - I, Matt Ness, farm along the Red River just two miles south of Oxbow, 
with much of the land I farm, directly affected by this diversion plan. I am strongly opposed to 
the fargo diversion/dam proposal that is being pushed through at a rapid pace, as it would put me 
out of farming and the way of life I have come to know. I think there are way too many holes in 
this project with too many questions that the ACOE, or city of fargo officals cannot answer. I 
believe the projected cost of this project is estimated way to low as many buyouts and changes to 
infrastructure are not figured correctly. I also question the accuracy of the ACOE, as the maps 
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and plans have changed numerous times in just a couple months. Without getting into specifics, 
many of the questions we have regarding proper farmstead buyouts, the lack of insurance for 
manmade flooding on farmland, wiping out communities, cemetaries, and rich traditions that 
generations before have created, have not been answered. The answer we get is "Lets just get this 
diversion through and we'll take care of the other stuff later". It doesn't work that way. Our farm, 
along with many other farms and communities that are to be flooded with this diversion plan, 
have NEVER flooded in the 130+ years and have never had to throw a sandbag for protection. 
This plan only saves Fargo and its desire for growth to its south for development and its tax base. 
The Locally Preferred Plan (more like the Fargo Preferred Plan has got to go back to the drawing 
board, or at least slow down, get more concrete answers to these questions, and look at 
alternative protection for the whole Red river basin. This starts with plans like Congressman 
Peterson has in the Farm Bill for retention, the 20/20 plan, and other retention areas that have 
been identified in the tributaries leading into the Red River. I believe a combination of these 
plans would protect more, cost less, and less mitigation of homes. And lastly, the citizens of the 
Fargo/Moorhead community should have all the numbers and facts laid out in front of them to 
see exactly what this will cost each individual in taxes and assessments. As the people of Cass 
County were voting on an protection plan that was skewed from the beginning with deception to 
the voters.   
 
2011-06-15_Paul West - Wednesday, June 15, 2011 I am writing in reference to the 
Supplemental Draft EIS for the proposed Red River diversion in the Fargo-Moorhead area. I live 
west of Wahpeton, North Dakota in the watershed of the Wild Rice River. In the current maps 
illustrating the impacts of the proposed diversion, increases in water elevation are shown as far 
south as Abercrombie. Overland flooding has been an issue along the Wild Rice River and the 
Bois de Sioux River in recent years. What impact will the staged [stored] water for the proposed 
diversion have on the levels and rate of flow of waters draining northward in these rivers? These 
rivers affect the drainage of a large portion of southern Richland County. Also, if the proposed 
diversion is constructed, how will the operation be coordinated with discharges from White Rock 
dam? Thank you.  
 
2011-06-15_vern Johnson - In Fargo, you have the affected farmers completely scared. In 
reality one should assume that they will get wet in a 500 year rain.Relative to the plan for Fargo 
ND, it is apparent that you have not yet come to the common sense place. The idea of not letting 
rivers mix that do meet a few miles down stream is unbelievable.  NEW COMMENT ADDED 
on 2011-06-15 21:57:14: In Fargo, you have the affected farmers completely scared. In reality 
one should assume that they will get wet in a 500 year rain.   

2011-06-15_Rachel A Morgan -  U.S. Army Corps of Engineers St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan 
(North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. I 
own prime agricultural land 1 1/2 to 2 miles west of Comstock, Minnesota which was appraised 
at $3,000/acre in 2008. It is hard to imagine what the value of this property and that of our 
neighbors is now that this diversion has been proposed. My great grandfather, Narve Roen, 
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homesteaded this land in 1871 after returning from the Civil War. He carefully chose property 
that didn't flood. With the Diversion, our family farm would be in "ground zero" of the retention 
area. It is my understanding that over 33,000 acres PRIME agricultural land will be affected. I 
oppose this project as it will be catastrophic for homeowners, landowners, farmers, businesses, 
school districts, historical cemeteries and cities upstream from the Diversion. Furthermore, costs 
to local sponsors for this Diversion will be astronomical, considering adjusting for inflation, 
compensation for loss of property and damages, purchasing land and relocating buildings to 
owners satisfaction, to name just a few. Also, I understand the estimated annual cost for 
maintenance/ongoing operation of the Diversion is $3.6 million. . . not a wise use of people's tax 
money. Fargo seems to have created their problem by permitting building in the flood plain - 
those upstream should not be asked to pay for Fargo's mistakes. Sincerely, Rachel A Morgan   

2011-06-15_Erin Kub - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. Dear Project 
Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota 
Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. The project does 
not affect my home, but it affects my parents, community and neighbors. I live in Kindred, ND 
and have a 1 year old son who will attend school there. I can see the construction of our new 
school right outside my window and couldn?t be more proud of our district! Both my husband 
and I graduated from Kindred and are looking forward to the day when our son and future 
children do the same. The diversion would take away a large part of our district?s income and 
could cause terrible problems. Isn?t it convenient that the line for the diversion is the 
Fargo/Kindred district line?! Our neighbors in Oxbow have nowhere to go. They cannot sell their 
house because it has no value until a decision is made. What happens to the elderly people who 
live in Oxbow and are ready to enter a retirement home? They will have to continue to pay their 
mortgage while paying a similar amount for an apartment at a retirement center. People who 
have job offers in other states have to decide if they can afford to pay two mortgages to advance 
in their career. Where are all these families going to relocate to? I can guarantee many of them 
will not move to Fargo. How can a group that is supposed to be working for Cass County do this 
to a community that is in the county and brings an important source of income to the Kindred 
School District? My parents live just on the outside line of the buyouts and live on a family farm 
that my grandpa built. It makes me sick that they are considering rebuilding so they can stay on 
the farm. They will get no reimbursement for their current home, but if they choose to stay, they 
will battle flood waters every year with this ridiculous diversion project that benefits ONLY 
FARGO. The Corps needs to take a closer look as to who this diversion affects and compensate 
ALL who are affected including my parents and our school district. Please understand that this 
diversion does not only affect the people in the ?lines?, it affects people in Richland, Wilkin, and 
Cass County. Sincerely, Erin Kub    
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2011-06-16_Scott J. Hendrickson - Project Manager I am writing in opposition to the April 
2011 (locally prefered plan) for flood control in the Red river valley. I have many issues with 
said plan. It seems to me that Fargo is much more concerned with the growth of city. Moving 
south directly into flood plain than trying to protect for a .2% chance of a 500 year flood event. 
By allowing this plan to continue it will eliminate all future growth of impacted area and also all 
current residents will be relocated. The loss of tax dollars and residents will disable Richland and 
Wilkin counties. The Kindred school district and Richland #44 school district will also be 
negatively impacted. The local economy will be short about 20 million dollars year after year. As 
I write this letter the properties within impact area are already loosing value just from the talk of 
this plan. Just a few short months ago people were actively looking to purchase or build within 
the impact area because it is close to FM area and has not had a history of flood issues. My farm 
was established in the 1870's. I have a homestead certificate #1099 this is signed by then 
President Chester A. Arthur on July 10 1883. This plan is dividing are region we must work 
together to work on flood protetion for the entire Red River Basin. Their are other alternatives 
that will help all residents within basin and also spread out cost. Do the right thing. TEAR 
DOWN THIS WALL. Thank you Scott H.   

 2011-06-16_ Joseph H. Wallevand - I reside in Christine (Richland County), ND, and am 
writing regarding the Corps of Engineers' diversion project aimed at protecting the cities of 
Fargo-Moorhead. While I realize we need to fix the flooding situation in the Fargo-Moorhead 
area, the Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) will create a dam which will allow artificial flooding of a 
large amount of high-value farmland and at least four cities (from both MN and ND), possibly 
including Christine. At risk are at least eleven congregations and their churches? accompanying 
cemeteries, plus several other maintained cemeteries. As president of Christine Lutheran Church 
council, one of four churches making up the Shepherd of the Prairie Lutheran Parish, I can tell 
you point-blank this project will destroy our parish. The impact in the area under consideration 
will permanently affect our parish both directly and indirectly: the Hickson church will have to 
be moved?where? Who will the membership be when it is moved? Who will deal with the 
history of that congregation in regards to the families who have been displaced? They make up 
the second largest of the four groups of parishioners and will remove a significant portion of the 
membership and revenue base for which the remainder of the parish is dependent. The remaining 
three congregations will not be able to sustain the pastor, part-time administrator, parish nurse, 
and programs which are now supported. Though not as much at risk, Christine Lutheran Church 
still lies within the staging area. To make matters worse, nearby churches such as Comstock 
Lutheran (lying within the now-proposed 100-year flood area) will be severely impacted as will 
Richland Lutheran (lying on the Wild Rice) and Faith in Wolverton, MN, (near the Red), so the 
possibility of those churches taking on impacted members or joining to make a single parish is 
out of the question. While our numbers may be relatively small, we have ties with members of 
families throughout the area to include Fargo-Moorhead itself; some of us, myself included, 
work in the larger metropolitan area. As I have previously alluded to, there is history within this 
parish?more than 125 years of history. Because we are small in number does not mean we are 
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without value or significance. The CULTURAL IMPACT of this project has been understated by 
the Corps; it should not be minimized. During Corps-sanctioned meetings which I have attended, 
Congressman Peterson?s name has been mentioned regarding money in the Farm Bill ($500 
million) for a Red River retention project. Mr.Snyder, the diversion project manager, did not 
seem to understand that upstream retention project(s) in conjunction with a diversion but without 
an upstream staging area or dam could mitigate most Fargo-Moorhead flooding problems. 
Instead, he chose to ignore it. In light of this, I urge Mr. Snyder and the Corps of Engineers along 
with local leaders to re-evaluate the LPP. Thank you; I am yours truly, Joseph Wallevand 
Council President Christine Lutheran Church (ELCA) Christine, North Dakota 58015    

2011-06-16_ Mary Osborn for Karen Kromar - HARD COPY WILL FOLLOW BY US 
MAIL June 16, 2011 Mr. Aaron Snyder Chief, Project Management and Development Branch 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 180 East 5th Street, Suite 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Re: 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Supplemental Draft Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement Dear Mr. Snyder: Thank you for the opportunity to 
review and comment on the Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact 
Statement (Supplemental EIS) for the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk 
Management project (Project) located in Fargo, North Dakota and Moorhead, Minnesota. The 
Project consists of the construction of a diversion channel around the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area to reduce flood risk. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) staff has 
reviewed the Supplemental EIS and have no comments at this time. Please be aware that this 
letter does not constitute approval by the MPCA of any or all elements of the Project for the 
purpose of pending or future permit action(s) by the MPCA. Ultimately, it is the responsibility of 
the Project proposer to secure any required permits and to comply with any requisite permit 
conditions. If you have any questions concerning our review of this Supplemental EIS, please 
contact me at 651-757-2508. Sincerely, Karen Kromar Planner Principal Environmental Review 
and Feedlot Section Regional Division KK:mbo cc: Craig Affeldt, MPCA, St. Paul Will 
Haapala, MPCA, Detroit Lakes   
 
2011-06-16_ Linda J. Wallevand - To the Army Corps of Engineers: This is in regards to the 
LPP you have put out for the Fargo area. I live in Christine, ND, which will be affected by this 
plan. I am not in agreement that you have thoroughly studied the outcome for our area. It appears 
all impact studies have been for Fargo and the downstream communities. Our Richland County 
commissioners were taken unawares last February when all this started to break loose. I would 
have thought you would have approached them as well as the other areas. Our farming 
community would be greatly affected by this plan. You seem to be of the opinion that money in 
the form of compensation is sufficient for their needs. I think besides uprooting their livelihoods, 
including out buildings, equipment, animals, you should be responsible enough to tell them 
exactly where they are to suppose to relocate and start over. The compensation figures are 
somewhat insulting. Farming is just one of the considerations you didn?t think through. The tax 
base for possibly three school districts will be greatly affected if this goes through. To expect the 
counties to take care of their own future problems caused by this plan in regards to the 
infrastructure of roads and ditches for something you designed, is nothing short of irresponsible. 
The cost of this project is unwieldy. The state legislature of North Dakota simply cannot ignore 
the needs of other areas such as Devils Lake, Minot, Williston, Bismarck, and Mandan to take 
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care of Fargo. They were at fault to begin with to allow developers to build on what they knew 
was a flood plain. We have dealt with the overland flooding in this area many years. The city of 
Oxbow took the initiative to ?dig in? and take care of their own, knowing their city was indeed 
built around the oxbow and would continue to have problems. It is hard to believe a city of 
approximately 250 has more on the ball than a city of 200,000. (and excuse me, but not all 
200,000 are in danger of flooding. In the future that number should be reduced to the numbers of 
property owners who continue to believe they will be taken care for their choice of building spot) 
A tremendous amount of taxpayers money could be saved if Fargo just bit the bullet and built 
dikes around these few select areas. I?m sorry, but if they?re upset about their view being ruined, 
maybe someone can inform them about how this plan of yours will impact the livelihoods of 
those upstream. It appears that Moorhead has figured out the plan is moving too fast as well and 
they really can?t afford to be part of a deal this expensive without much more study on it. I urge 
you, on behalf of our towns, churches, schools, rural farmers and neighbors to put the brakes on 
this project and do more studies of the upstream areas. A plan of this magnitude is not going to 
happen without some pitfalls, but this current plan is nothing short of crater size. Thank you for 
your attention, Linda Wallevand 36 year Christine, ND resident   
 
2011-06-16_ Normanna Township Officers - June 15, 2011 Normanna Township Officers 
Supervisors Mark Ottis Darrin Schreiner Tyler Odegaard Treas. Lynn Overboe Clerk Curt Leslie 
16504 ? Cross Rd. Kindred, ND 58051 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: 
Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: We are writing to you in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred 
Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River 
Valley. We believe the project as proposed will have many negative impacts on the landowners 
and residents of our township, and should be delayed for further study and revision. Normanna 
Township is located from one mile west of Cass County 17, to two miles west of Kindred, and 
including the city of Kindred. There are three major issues of the design of this project that will 
cause harm to Normanna Township. The first is the loss of tax base for the Kindred School 
District, the second is loss of property valuation and impact on economic development, and the 
third is questions about the spillway on Cass County 17. The dam and reservoir will cause the 
destruction of the communities of Hickson, Oxbow and Bakke and many farmsteads in Pleasant 
Township. This will result in the loss of approximately a quarter of the valuation and students in 
the Kindred School District. The school is physically located within Normanna township, in the 
city of Kindred. The loss of taxable valuation by the district, will result in increased taxes for the 
rest of the residents of the district. As the school taxes increase, the valuation of our property will 
decrease. Army Corps representatives have stated it will be the responsibility of the local 
sponsors to mitigate those types of economic damages. The likely result will be that our residents 
will have to take legal action to recover any damages, and the outcome of that would be in 
question. The Corps has a responsibility to include these damages in the cost of the project. The 
SDEIS does not consider those costs to our township, or the loss in economic activity to our area 
a cost of the project. Many of the businesses are located in the rural area as well as in Kindred?s 
city limits. We are particularly concerned about the loss of agricultural production in the water 
storage areas. Late planting will mean reduced inputs and reduced production. The storage area 
is in the heart of the marketing area of local agricultural suppliers. Construction of the project 
will mean a loss of revenue for our local businesses. We have no way to recover those losses. We 
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also have no benefit from the project. These costs need to be included in the Corps cost estimates 
for the project. It is unfair to force us to try and recover these losses from the project?s sponsors. 
Finally, we are concerned about the planned operation of the spillway along Cass County 17, and 
how that would interact with overflows from the Sheyenne River. The report appears to indicate 
that excess water would pass over the spillway instead of topping the dam and entering the 
protected area. The assumption is also that this would only occur in a 500 year flood. Our 
concern is that if the dam and pool are operated according to plan in smaller floods, unexpected 
rainfall events while the pool is full, could push water west to the Sheyenne River. If the 
overflows from the Sheyenne are already filling the area west of County 17 as they currently do, 
the water from the pool would cause serious damage to homes and farmsteads between County 
17 and the Sheyenne river. The Corps also seems to equate shallow water on the fields with more 
serious overflows from the spillway in a large flood event. The additional water from a pool 
overflow could seriously affect transportation west of the spillway and limit access to residences 
and farms in that area. This is an issue for safety and emergency response. This area should be 
included in the area mitigated by the Corps because of the potential serious consequences. We 
are an elected governmental entity, and we must act in the best interest of our residents. We 
believe the negative impact on Normanna Township has not been adequately addressed. As a 
Federal Agency, the Army Corps of Engineers has a responsibility to Normanna township as 
well as the project sponsors. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 
Normanna Township Officers     
 
2011-06-17_Jana Reinke - We need accountability to the financial numbers provided. Your cost 
estimates for are simply, horribly understated. Who is held accountable when the true costs for 
the project and the mitigation are revealed? And when you find within the project, massive 
failures due to soil instability - who covers those costs? Additionally, you cannot simply take the 
word of the project sponsors that they will cover the remaining costs of the project - not covered 
by Federal/the Corps. They have not been able to demonstrate how they will cover those costs. 
Now Moorhead is waffling.. and it is entirely feasible that Minnesota and/or Moorhead will not 
pay one penny of the costs. Fargo is counting on Minnesota to cover half of the mitigation costs. 
The cost coverage plan needs to be revealed and detailed - in terms of how exactly the project 
financial needs will be met. It is beyond me how you can proceed on a simple statement of "yes 
we will cover it". You indicate you will not put the diversion in play until the costs are paid? 
What happens when there is an emergency - like Mississippi - when Levees were blown to save 
the larger city. You are telling me you would not enact the same steps to save Fargo - even if the 
bills have not been paid? How can it be acceptable that the cost to buy out all that Fargo is trying 
to destroy can be based on depreciated costs... when Fargo is currently buying out their own 
citizens at sometimes 30-40% above tax valuation. The Corps must have a role in ensuring that 
any mitigation results in giving all those impacted a fair chance to rebuild their lives...      
 
2011-06-17_Michael R. Brown, Mayor City of Grand Forks - June 16, 2011 US Army Corps 
of Engineers St. Paul District Attn: Aaron M. Snyder 180 East 5th St, Suite 700 St. Paul, MN 
55101-1678 RE: City of Grand Forks comments on Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report for 
Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management To Whom It May Concern: Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment on the Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report for Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Management (?FM Flood Report?). The City of Grand 
Forks recognizes the need for flood protection all along the Red River and its tributaries. The 
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Valley has seen too many years of major flooding to make ?no action? a realistic alternative. Our 
community has been a strong supporter of the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area?s flood 
fighting efforts through equipment and community volunteers. Grand Forks will continue to 
support these efforts to move forward with a Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan area flood protection 
project (?Project?) to provide long-term protection. We also believe at the same time the Project 
can protect the flood management investments made by the Federal Government, States of 
Minnesota and North Dakota and local communities of Grand Forks and East Grand Forks, as 
well as ensure a consistent level of flood protection throughout the Red River Valley basin. The 
studies cited in the FM Flood Report show that any alternative being considered will have 
significant impacts outside the project footprint and will actually affect the entire basin. Grand 
Forks requests that the FM Flood Report recommend funding be provided as part of the Project 
to individually affected communities in order to determine mitigative efforts, implement 
mitigative techniques, and to study the possibility of 500-year frequency protection levels. As 
such, Grand Forks supports a 500-year frequency level of protection as a reasonable standard 
that should be adopted and available to all communities within the basin. Basin wide retention 
should be encouraged and pursued as a long-term solution. However, until that storage can be 
fully implemented, structural and mitigative efforts must be implemented in the interim. The 
analysis provided in the FM Flood Report introduces both a new hydraulic software model 
(HECRAS unsteady state model) and new flood frequency analysis methodology (shorter 
duration ?wet years? statistical analysis). This model and downstream analysis methodology 
were useful in providing a consistent level of comparative analysis but they also cause 
difficulties to correlate the flows and frequencies with what downstream communities are 
currently using for regulatory and engineering purposes. For example, Grand Forks? current 
DFIRM was based on a 2001 hydrology study and the 2003 Regional Red River Flood 
Assessment Report that was not a HECRAS unsteady state model. Likewise, when the Grand 
Forks/East Grand Forks flood control project was designed and implemented, the detailed 
hydraulics were not based on the HECRAS unsteady state model. The Grand Forks/East Grand 
Forks project represents a 400 million dollar public investment in flood protection. In order to 
reconcile any variations, the Project must include a detailed study of our local hydrology and 
hydraulics with the new software to precisely identify impacts at the local level. The same 
software should help develop and analyze alternatives for mitigation and improvement. The 
shorter wet period of record creates some anomalies, particularly with the 500-year flood. The 
study shows significant decreases in flows compared to those developed in previous studies. 
Given the uncertainties, Grand Forks is not comfortable with using the shorter period of record 
analysis for regulatory or engineering purposes at this time that was identified in the FM Flood 
Report. We would request that this data not be used by FEMA or other agencies as part of their 
?best available information? criteria. The FM Flood Report analysis provided shows minimal 
impacts in the Grand Forks area for 100-year frequency events. However, the FM Flood Report 
shows that for floods of lower frequencies there are significant increases in flows. These flows 
translate into higher water surface elevations. The majority of our local floods fighting efforts 
occur at elevations at or below the 50-year frequency event. This will mean earlier, more 
frequent, and more extensive flood fight efforts and resulting local impacts. Of particular 
concern are the impacts on the bridges between Grand Forks and East Grand Forks. There are 3 
bridges connecting our communities. The highest of these bridges is located on Highway 2 and is 
very near the 50-year event when it needs to be closed. A closure of that final link would have 
major impact to our communities and our region. In conclusion, Grand Forks continues to 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-751USACE-MVP-0000087960 



support the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan flood protection project and submit that by addressing 
the above concerns within the FM Flood Report, the project will help provide the necessary 
consistent level of protection for communities throughout the basin. Sincerely, Michael R. 
Brown, Mayor City of Grand Forks, ND  
 
2011-06-17_Joan Braaten-Grabanski - Ray Grabanski 16749 49th ST SE Kindred ND 58051 
June 17, 2011 Comments for F-M Diversion Project Dear Metro Flood Study members and 
Corps of Engineers: My name is Joan Braaten-Grabanski and I am writing to you regarding my 
concerns with the Fargo-Moorhead Diversion project (?The Diversion?). As you are well aware 
from news reports and correspondence from residents, the recent decision to use upstream 
retention to mitigate the impacts of the Diversion downstream is a very different set of outcomes 
than was originally pitched by the Corps of Engineers. These impacts will negatively affect the 
school district and the school tax base where I live, which is Kindred. In addition, I feel the 
Diversion will also negatively impact the Sheyenne River which directly affects my property 
during flooding. I believe there is an option that needs to be reconsidered or studied to the extent 
that it should be. I feel that the beneficiaries of a Diversion should also bear the pain of the 
Diversion. First, the option of widening the current Red River through the F-M area needs to be 
explored fully. By deepening the river, purchasing structures along the river, and building a 
greenway/floodway, you can achieve the results that the F-M area is looking for. If this strategy 
was effective for Grand Forks, there is no reason why it can?t be effective for the F-M area. If 
Fargo is benefiting from the Diversion, they should also bear the pain of the Diversion. It is not 
ethical to purposely flood other communities while Fargo feels no effect. It is also against Corp 
policy to protect undeveloped land. There are 8 miles of undeveloped land from Fargo?s city 
property line and the diversion location. I object to the Diversion protecting undeveloped land. 
Furthermore, the county sales tax is collected from all residents and I know the county residents 
didn?t vote for a Diversion that would flood the Oxbow, Hickson, Bakke Addition and 
surrounding areas. They also didn?t vote for Kindred School District to lose 23% of its tax base 
and the student aid for 125 students that totals just shy of $850,000 per year currently. This cost 
has not been accounted for in the buyout proposals. If the Fargo Diversion was to ?buyout? the 
Kindred School District for its loss, that would amount to $85 Million over the next hundred 
years. I have also been made aware that the impact on the Richland School District would be 
similar as it will lose tax base equal to that of Kindred School District. Therefore the school 
district ?buyouts? could be nearly $170 Million and are not currently accounted for in the 
Diversion cost estimates. Second, the widening and deepening of the Red River through Fargo 
needs to be coupled with drain tiling from Wahpeton to north of Fargo. Dr. Hans Kandel, NDSU 
Extension Agronomist, has documented the benefits of drain tiling for agricultural land and Rep. 
Collin Peterson has suggested that it could be very effective in flood mitigation. If drain tile was 
used along the agricultural property adjacent to the Red River, the saturation of the land would 
be lowered in the fall. The use of drain tile takes excess water out of the land during non flooding 
periods and removes it from the soil. During flooding periods the drain tile pumps are turned off 
so as to not add to the flooding. The soil has the ability to absorb more water because it isn?t at 
saturation levels. Just think if all the farmland along the Red River could absorb an additional 3 
inches of water that it currently doesn?t. Many of our flooding issues would be greatly reduced. 
If we compare the effect of drain tile to what we would call a dry period, we can better 
understand the positive impacts. Currently we are in a wet cycle. Before this wet cycle, we were 
in a dry cycle. The land wasn?t saturated with water so we had much less flooding. During the 
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wet cycle, the land is super charged with excess water and there by can?t take any more and thus 
the water runs off and creates the flooding issues. I presented this proposal of drain tile and 
making a greenway through Fargo to project author Craig Evans and he dismissed the idea 
without even studying it. This had been a common thread in the entire Diversion project. Project 
supporters only want one plan and are unwilling to consider the negative impacts of the plan and 
are unwilling to redesign and study further better options. I can?t imagine that it isn?t wise to 
explore all options when we are looking at a $2 Billion project. I feel the Corps and the Metro 
Study Group have been misleading in their numbers and haven?t given the project enough study 
for the upstream impacts. As the Corps of Engineers Diversion proposal stands currently, I 
encourage you to vote ?NO? to the Diversion project. The Corps isn?t considering the economic 
impact of the current proposal on those communities to the south of Fargo and on the Kindred 
and Richland School districts and its patrons. The cost is too expensive when it will truly only 
benefit approximately 10,000 people. Most of the others included in the 200,000 person estimate 
won?t ever be affected by a flood or they will get flooded by this diversion project and currently 
they aren?t affected by flooding. I encourage you to push the Corps to study a Diversion that 
goes through the current Red River coupled with drain tiling along the agricultural land adjacent 
to the Red. I think you will find this is a much less expensive option, it affects the people who it 
also benefits, and you would maintain the communities that are south of Fargo. You would also 
have a permanent solution for flood control that has more positive impacts than negative. Fargo 
may be the biggest city but it is not the only community in Cass County. Fargo needs to take the 
responsibility of the negative impacts of a diversion. If that means that 1000 structures need to be 
moved or relocated or bought out within its city proper, then that is what needs to be done. They 
would fix their problem instead of purposely putting their problem on another community, 
landowners and school districts. I would appreciate your thoughts about the above proposal. 
Sincerely Joan Braaten-Grabanski Ray Grabanski 16749 49th ST SE Kindred ND 58051 
joangrabanski@ideaone.net rlg@progressiveag.com       
 
 
2011-06-17_Carman Lynnes - Comment: June 20, 2011 US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul 
District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Subject: 
Comments on Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS), Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management From Carman Lynnes, PE I am submitting 
comments as a negatively affected individual who has farm land and a farming operation that is 
part of the Kindred School District: THE VIABILITY OF THE KINDRED SCHOOL 
DISTRICT WILL BE DESTROYED WITH THE PROJECT AS PROPOSED The impact on the 
district will be devastating with the reduction of tax base associated with the permanent lose of a 
considerable area of prime farm land. The homes in Oxbow and their associated value could 
theoretically be reestablished within the district, but the farm land that would be acquired within 
the project is lost forever. The city of Fargo would have to compensate the Kindred School 
District with the Present Value of the stream of lost tax payments for the next 100-250 years, for 
a degree of fairness to be achieved. By law, I don't believe this is going to happen so the project 
rings hollow with a lack of fairness to those negatively affected. It is also not plausible that the 
home equities and other properties within the district would recover to the pre-project level 
within a short time frame. It is reasonable to expect this process to play out over several decades. 
My opinion is that the this project as currently envisioned, will destroy the Kindred School 
District which is currently building a 15 million facility in Kindred ND. DAMS DON'T 
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ALWAYS WORK AS PLANNED Unfortunately, dams, particularly in ND, have encouraged 
development in the floodplain and they do not in my opinion result in a reduction of average 
annual damages. They work affectively most of the time but when Mother Nature delivers its 
significant rain &/or snowmelt events there is an increased potential for major damage. These 
events all too often occur when the project is at with maximum storage capacity. Baldhill Dam at 
Valley city was hailed as the project that would end all flooding along the lower reaches of the 
Sheyenne River. We know differently today. The Garrison Dam on the Missouri river has 
resulted in extensive development in the floodplain in Bismarck. Now the resivoir is full and the 
Corps knows the potential for a major disaster exists. This condition exists all the way to the 
mouth at the Mississippi. Staging is verbiage for storage behind a dam. It sounds pretty good, but 
unfortunately, is subject to the same disastrous shortcomings as any other dam on a river. It 
should be anticipated that maximum in-flow events will occur simultaneous with the storage at 
capacity. The probability of this occurring is inversely proportional to the size of the storage 
project. In this regard I believe that the proposal to provide storage or staging as an element of 
design of the SDEIS is not well conceived. I do not believe that the incremental costs associated 
with this element of the plan have been adequately evaluated nor are they justifiable relative to 
the potential benefits of the added feature. NEGATIVE IMPACTS OF TRIBUTARIES TO THE 
WEST OF THE PROJECT HAVE NOT BEEN EVALUATED IN THE SDEIS Historically the 
Sheyenne River at Kindred tops its normal banks and runs overland to the east and into coulees 
that are tributary to the Wild Rice and the other tributaries west of the project. The overland 
flows mitigate potential damages to the West of the proposed project. The South to North Levee 
at Cass County RD 17 will eliminate this passage and will result in additional flood damage to 
agricultural land and residents between the project and west to Kindred, Horace, and other 
communities further North.. The Corps has not evaluated the impacts of flooding in these areas 
and has not considered the costs associated with the negative impact. This reality cannot be 
ignored. It is not acceptable to design a project on the Red River and then ignore incremental 
negative impacts on agricultural, residential and commercial property associated with tributaries 
that are impacted. I know that this is complicated, but it is essential that all project impacts be 
identified and reflected in the cost. The areas negatively affected will make certain that the 
incremental damages will be the responsibility of the Fargo, Moorehead & local sponsoring 
organization. The Corps needs to inform them of these additional liabilities associated with the 
project. STABILITY OF LARGE CONCRETE BRIDGES AND AQUEDUCTS The Corps has 
acknowledged that the diversion is being built on relatively unstable soils in many locations and 
made reference to design changes in the elevation to assure stability of the profile of the channel. 
They also make note of the fact that the Fargo-Moorehead Diversion will be the first such 
structure to cross significant tributaries where the tributary flow must be accommodated through 
the use of aqueducts. I don?t have the data to say that this will or will not be a problem, but as an 
engineer I can recognize a potential problem associated with heavy concrete structures in 
slippery unstable soil. A heavy bridge structure on South university drive in Fargo which crosses 
Rose coulee was recently found to be sinking and will have to be repaired and supported to the 
tune of $500,000. This needs to be addressed by the Corps. If the structures have to be anchored 
to bed rock to prevent them from sinking or slipping, there will be significant costs associated 
with that design feature. These added costs that would increase the funds required from the local 
sponsors. . THE LOCALLY PREFERRED PLAN (LLP) IS ASSOCIATED WITH LOCALLY 
NON-PREFERRED COSTS. The local sponsors in the Fargo Moorhead area who were 
responsible for picking the LLP over the Nationally Preferred Economic Plan have been caught 
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in a typical ?want? and ?need? conundrum. They desperately need relief from the cost and 
disruption of the reoccurring flood threat. However, they have chosen a potentially non viable 
alternative because they wanted to enhance future development in areas contiguous to what they 
envision as the preferred area for future development. It is the typical vision that drives 
development of the floodplain. This is in it self a problem, but the more pressing issue is the 
social and economic costs associated with that decision. Carman Lynnes President, Lynnes 
Farms Inc 15480 59th Street SE Leonard, ND 58052 . 
 
2011-06-18_Colleen Israelson - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 To the Attention of Project 
Manager: Corps of Engineers -- Comments 6/18/2011 I am writing in opposition to the April 
2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control 
in the Red River Valley. 1. Corps employees were in Richland County taking soil samples 
without permission by land owners in November of 2010. End of March, 2011 Mr. Mahoney was 
asked on camera if the diversion would have any effect in Richland County at the Bennett School 
meeting Mr. Mahoney stated that it would be 0 effect in Richland County. 2 weeks later there 
was staging past Christine entered in the plans for the diversion. Corps employees have not gone 
to land owners in Richland County, not bothering to introduce themselves or attempt to sit down 
and discuss what they are planning to do. They have no idea who we are as individuals yet have 
every intention of flooding all that we own, driving us out of our homes and evicting us from our 
community. How could a complete study possibly have been done in Richland County without 
meeting any property owners on the Red River or any affected in the staging area without 
permission from the landowners? 2. We are expected to farm this land with insurance that will 
not cover a flood created by the diversion. This will be an occupation that is not only controlled 
by Mother Nature, Government's regulation of the dollar and now Diverted flooding, all without 
insurance. Our government will allow our prime land to be taken out of production? We all know 
there are limited prime acres available in the US along with a limited number of Farmers. This 
plan reduces both, once gone it is a commodity you will not get back. 3. Farm buildings and bins 
along with any other out buildings are going to be evaluated at depreciated values. Farmers are 
expected to start over -- that is what this is -- starting over -- imagine moving an entire lifetime 
possibly 4 lifetimes -- to another unknown, unwanted, location then offered depreciated values. 
Where is "fair" in this? We have paid our taxes, stayed inside the law, complied with our 
neighbors, and supported our community only to be exiled from our inherent right to be here. 
Our family has been in this area since 1869 --- Fargo was established in 1871. We were here 
first! 4. In 1870 some members of our family settled temporarily at the Wild Rice and Red River 
intersection, discovering the water situation they moved south to high ground ?.taking 
responsibility to protect themselves. No government funding necessary. 5. Fargo is planning to 
save undeveloped low ground by the taking of high ground that does not flood to protect Fargo's 
right to grow.......where is our right to exist and pass our property on to the next generation as we 
had planned. No one has asked, but we have plans for our families and our way of life. We have 
not asked for assistance, we have not whined for flood protection. It has taken 5 generations to 
get to where we are now and suddenly we have property value that is dropping due this diversion 
knowing without it we would have to hold back the buyers. We built on high ground, shouldn't 
there be responsibility in where you choose to build ? government should hold those who choose 
to build in low areas responsible for their decision. 6. Fargo overall is incurring very little 
expense on this diversion and is destroying the livelihood of many around it. Fargo plan pays 
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25% of the sales tax when the surrounding area pays the remaining 75%. The citizens within the 
diversion will foot the remainder of the bill, are they aware of those costs? The true use of the ? 
cent sales tax didn?t come out until after it was voted on. The premise was that it was for flood 
control not to wipe out entire communities and businesses. 7. We will no longer have a 
community or friends here so there is no reason to stay if the diversion passes. The community 
and people are our home ? that is why we live here and that really is the reason we stay. Bakke, 
Oxbow, Hickson, Comstock, Christine, Abercrombie and Wolverton are all communities 
affected along with the 8 churches and many more cemeteries that keep our loved ones safe. 
Fargo has not flooded and has proven it is capable of protecting itself. 8. Ice flow on the Red 
River in this area in the spring has been difficult in the past knocking down bridges from their 
pilings -- let's imagine spring with the diversion, the banks of the river have softened even more 
then usual as the river is many feet higher, more trees pulled into the river along with their roots 
and earth the ice is thick and moving fast. Can you picture the mud the trees and thick ice 
stacking up against the outside of this clamshell hydraulic system. Now the flood water has 
resided and we are ready to drain the fields ......will the clamshell open? Or must we wait until 
the ice has melted? What month will it be operational? We have limited short season for crops as 
it is in this region and are geared for particular crops, this diversion will control what crops are 
planted and what profits are made; if planted late there will be none. It will control our 
livelihood, is there funding in place to pay for those losses? 9. Roads are going to be built up to 
ridiculous heights of 10? to 15? ? this spring in Fargo you could not rent a car because of the 
accidents due to all of the ice. What will be the death toll from a year such as that with a 10?-15? 
drop off the highways. Studies will need to be done for the safety of our citizens and visitors. 10. 
Costs have not been factored in for roads other then Highway 29 and Highway 46. There have 
been no other roads considered. Highway 81 is a major throughway and so is Highway 2 in 
Richland County. A study is lacking for infrastructure in Richland County and in Southern Cass 
County. 11. We live at a historical site; I have included information about Mr. Montgomery. Are 
historical sites considered along with historical grave sites and early settlements/Indian burial 
grounds on the river, are they considered? These should be government protected areas. 12. 
There are businesses that have no other choice for location other then the one they are in. Once 
bought out they have no ability to resume with that same business serving their clientele. That is 
a catastrophic effect equal to a horrific act of Mother Nature. With Mother Nature one could 
rebuild, with this diversion there is nowhere to rebuild. 13. Our local school districts depend on 
the tax dollars generated by the number of students living in this rural area along with the tax 
dollars paid by property owners. I find it interesting that the areas outlined in Cass County 
specifically follow the boundary between the Kindred School District and Fargo School district 
line with the diversion in the Kindred School District only. That is not a coincidence. 14. There 
is considerable undeveloped land South of Davies School that is very low and undeveloped ? too 
low for housing ? that should be water a storage area. Fargo should be able to house water 
storage for this diversion ? own some of what you ask others to own. Allowance for growth 
should not be a factor with a project of this size if you expect cooperation from others. 15. It will 
be necessary to tile fields if they are ever expected to dry out to plant for any hope of a profitable 
crop. We did not invite this flooding; have the costs of tiling been factored in to this project for 
all of the acres involved? 16. Unstable soils-inadequate analysis of soils and the cost of assuring 
that structures (bridges, overpasses, aqueducts, and control structures) will not fail; full costs 
need to be in project ?hydraulic dams have been banned in California because of unstable soils. 
What studies have been done to prove we do not have those same issues here? As no studies 
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have been done in Richland County how is it that you know the stability of the river banks and 
that this is the best option for our area? 17. Have the costs of lost crop production been factored 
in year after year after year? Who pays those costs? Will litigation be necessary every year to 
collect that loss in production? Assuming yes, who will pay for litigation? 18. We have 2 major 
grain elevators ? grain, fertilizer and equipment at those sites cannot get wet with ?? of water, 
losses would be catastrophic. No insurance coverage for them either. Relocation of grain 
elevators to follow their clientele? 19. We are in a wet cycle now, has it been considered by the 
time this is built, that it has not only tied up the lives of our people and these rural communities 
but that it will no longer be necessary? 20. The plan states you are putting in 15? high gates ? if 
you do not intend to flood us 15? they you do not need 15? high gates. My engineering degree 
may be lacking but you do not put in what you do not plan to use. If there is anyone reading this 
letter that is not self-serving to the Preferred Plan Diversion Project. I ask you to consider an 
alternate plan that will benefit more then this one town when all of North Dakota is flooding. 
There are other options to consider, that being the Red River Basin 20/20 Retention Plan for 
overall statewide protection. I have no opposition to Fargo being saved it is the mass destruction 
to achieve that I have issues with. The 20/20 plan protects the entire Basin including Fargo. It is 
far less expensive then the proposed diversion. Please consider it; there is another option 
available with protection for everyone. Colleen Israelson Member MnDak Upstream Coalition 
Christine, ND   
 
2011-06-18_Dallas Israelson - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
6/18/2011 Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred 
Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River 
Valley. The Retention for the Fargo Diversion should not be in Hickson and Christine as the 
flood comes about 4 to 5 days after Christine?s water has drained off. It only makes sense that 
the Retention area for this diversion should be out a minimum of 100 miles to incorporate the 
water upstream. This diversion is going to help only the city of Fargo?s 100,000 people. When 
this money is spent we will still have half of the population in North Dakota and much of 
Minnesota still flooding in the Red River Basin. The Red River Basin 20/20 Plan will still need 
to be built. Fargo will continue to deal with giving out permits to build below the well 
established 1897 flood levels. In Fargo there are very few people that have died from flooding. 
With this diversion in place some people will die due to icy roads because they are raised 10-15? 
high on highways I-29 and 46. Allowing engineers that cannot tell that the Wild Rice River will 
raise South of highway 46 when the road that has to be raised 10? to accommodate the water on 
the North side of 46 gives me zero confidence in them. Allowing them to divert the Wild Rice 
River over the Fargo Dam would seem scary to me. The informational meetings that were held 
may as well as have been presented by an English Teacher instead of your various Engineers as 
no specific numbers were given for any of the questions asked. The maps that were given out 
have no elevations listed above sea level. I am opposed to this diversion because there are other 
options at a far better price with the 20/20 Red River Basin plan and because I do not want to see 
needless deaths. Dallas Israelson Member MnDak Coalition Christine, ND   
 
2011-06-18_Allan Swenson - June 18th, 2011 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-757USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Draft Environmental Impact Study Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
Dear Project Manager: My great grandparents homesteaded near Christine, ND in 1871 and I 
live on that homestead today. There has never been flooding on this land during that 140 years. 
That is the reason that I write to you today. While I agree that the Fargo-Moorhead metro area 
needs flood protection, I am opposed to the present plan which clearly violates E.O.11988. The 
plan effectively takes higher upstream land that has never been flooded and floods it, ensuring 
that there would be zero development there indefinitely. Why is Fargo allowed to violate this 
executive order? Do they hold a higher status than those communities upstream from them? The 
project manager said that no other alternatives will be considered. Surely there must be other 
options that work for the greater good of all. It seems that downstream impacts have been 
studied, but why have there been no impact studies conducted for the upstream areas? No one 
knows the impact of water that will be coming from Devil?s Lake. Most probably, the Sheyenne 
River will always be full as a result. In addition, any heavy rain will create overland flooding, 
overflowing the Wild Rice and Red Rivers. The water will back up further upstream than the 
staging areas. Have there been impact studies done regarding the Wild Rice or Otter Tail Rivers? 
The lakes that drain into the Otter Tail River are all full. Several lakes are sandbagging under 
current situations because of high water table levels. What happens when some of the land 
locked lakes get drained out to end up in the Otter Tail River, which drains into the Red River? 
At the Richland County Meeting, Terry Williams said ?The red staging line is an arbitrary line 
and that we?re not totally sure where the water will go during a flood event, but this is our best 
guess.? Comments like that are not reassuring. Why did the Corp know of the upstream plan but 
didn?t announce it until after the vote for the extra sales tax to help with flood protection? I am 
of the belief that it is because the tax would not have been passed. When I asked a Corp person at 
the Marriot Hotel meeting in Moorhead about why the diversion was right on the Fargo-Kindred 
School District line, he thought there were politics involved regarding planning for Fargo?s 60 
years of development. Without that line being where the diversion is planned, Fargo could not 
develop to the South because the land is lower and has always held water in every major flood 
we have had. So Fargo wants to build a diversion so they can develop on land that has always 
flooded in flood years. What happens if the diversion would fail? Fargo would be flooded out. 
Why weren?t Richland County, Wilkin County and other communities involved with decision 
making when it came to flood control for Fargo-Moorhead when it was going to affect them? 
The proposed area of 60 year?s development will come at other?s expense. Areas outside of the 
diversion will have their economic development come to an end forever. Much of Wilken and 
Richland County?s tax base comes from the Northern portion of the county. The present plan 
will negatively impact the Kindred School District in Cass County and the Richland 44 School 
District in Richland County. This plan will also flood thousands of acres of the most valuable 
farmland in the world. Who would want to take a chance on farming that land when there is no 
crop insurance offered to cover man made flooding? Farmer?s are rightfully concerned about 
being paid depreciation value for buildings that will be flooded. There would be compensation 
offered to build ring dikes around farmsteads affected by three feet or less of flooding, but after 
heavy rains or snow melts, this water will need to be pumped out of the ring dikes. Additional 
concerns are many: What will be done with cemeteries? How will emergency vehicles get to 
people?s homes during flooding? How will people that receive their prescriptions by mail get 
them? Who will pay for washed out roads and bridges? If homes and other buildings need to be 
relocated, who pays for that? Who pays for river bank erosions that threaten buildings? What 
will happen to people once their property values plummet? Is the cost of damage to the control 
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structure included in project costs, such as ice jams, logs, etc (Fort Peck is reporting stabbility 
dangers to their project structures)? Why did the Corp ask Fargo to see if the control gate could 
be opened a little more to let more fish through, lessening impacts on Fish (this seems to put fish 
above humans located upstream)? How will the Corp rebuild it?s credibility related to 
information given to the public (Moorhead is already having second thoughts)? Why are so many 
upstream cost items not included in the project costs (cost will be well over 1.7billion dollars 
before it is done)? Why were the concerns voiced at the two Kindred meetings not recorded if 
the Corp was looking for community input and concerns? For those people who live in the 
upstream areas and who have never needed to purchase flood insurance for their homes, will they 
now need to buy it and who will pay for those costs? Why was the 2009 flood down graded to a 
50 year flood event after the diversion plan was being drawn up, other than to exaggerate the 
impact and build support for the diversion? With the record the Corp has of managing the release 
of water from the Fort Peck, Garrison and Bald Hill Dams, why would unprecedented amounts 
of money be spent on a project like this that has never been done anywhere in the world? I don?t 
think it is unreasonable for everyone involved in this project to slow down and consider other 
alternatives that will work and help the whole length of the Red River Basin from Northern 
South Dakota to Canada. A plan that would not impact communities, schools, churches, 
farmland, infrastructures, businesses, homes and families. I realize that Fargo-Moorhead needs 
flood protection, but so does the whole Red River Basin. Let?s all work together to find a 
solution that will not impact so many people. The costs on this project are only going to keep 
increasing with all the unknown factors that the Corp has not addressed or studied. 
Representative Collin Peterson is working on getting funding for retention, starting in South 
Dakota and continuing all the way to Canada. It would result in retention combined with 
diversion with no upstream storage or dams. Thank you for your time. A reply to my questions 
would be greatly appreciated. Sincerely, Allan Swenson 17450 56th Street SE Christine, ND 
58015 alma3846@gmail.com (701) 998-2369   
 
2011-06-18_Anonymous - With the enormously high costs of construction and the estimated 
annual cost to operate along with the opposition expressed from upstream, downstream, and 
from some residents within Fargo/Moorhead it is time to look into an alternative plan for 
protection of the metro area. Several have requested a better look into retention. This also will 
affect property owners and needs to be handled with the greatest respect for their rights. I don?t 
think this plan is demonstrating a proper use of taxpayer dollars. It upsets me that my taxes are 
being used to disrupt people?s way of living and destroying their personal property.   
 
2011-06-18_Dale Mumm - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 6/18/2011 Dear 
Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North 
Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. I am 
writing this comment to you today stating that I am opposed to the Fargo Diversion Preferred 
Plan. This plan will flood thousands of acres of flat ground holding very little water while 
damaging a very large area of prime farm land. The Red River Basin 20/20 Plan with dry dams 
placed at White Rock and Mantador will help far more people with far less impact overall. Dale 
Mumm Wahpeton, ND      
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2011-06-19_Mark @ Barbara Askegaard - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn. Aaron Snyder 180 fifth Street East Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Re: supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, F-M Metro. Area Flood Risk Management Dear Project 
Manager: We are writing in opposition to the April, 2011 Locally Preferred Plan for flood 
control to the Red River Valley We oppose the project because there are many negative impacts 
on our community and farm which have not been taken into account. With upstream staging, we 
run the risk of not being able to have adequate access to medical, fire, and police protection 
during periods of water storage. Our farm will not have access to the above as the roads to and 
from will be under water. We are also a certified organic farm operation and have been for the 
past 13 years. Our farming operation will not be able to maintain its organic certification if it is 
flooded and contaminated with water containing chemicals, residue, debri and seed that is 
genetically modified. Our infrastructure will be affected and the human costs for injury/loss of 
life have not been taken into account. Whenever roads and land are flooded, there will be 
damage to them. Roadways which are flooded will not be usable and/or stable enough to use for 
a lengthy period of time after being inundated with water. Who is to bear the cost for maintaining 
our roadways and the lack of access to and from our communities/farms both during retention 
and after the water has receded? The safety of residents and people needing to use these rural 
roads has not been adequately addressed! The safety of all of the people in the water staging area 
has not been given adequate attention-the potential for loss of life and/or injury exists with this 
project. Please address these concerns before moving forward with this plan or any future plans. 
Sincerely, Mark and Barbara Askegaard 
 
2011-06-19_Joyce M Hendrickson - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: 
Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East Ste 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: The Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk 
Management. Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally 
Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red 
River Valley. Understanding the need to protect the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area from 
flood on the Red River, I oppose the above mentioned proposal for many reasons. The effects on 
the Kindred School district including loss of students and tax base, the destruction of the 
communities of Hickson, Oxbow and the Bakke subdivision along with countless rural residents 
would greatly affect our school tax base. It?s not just about the cost of the new school but the 
effect on our school district for years to come. Obviously, upstream communities were not ask to 
participate in the decision making process. Although the Corp acknowledges that there will be 
impacts outside the 33,390 acre staging area, these issues have not been assessed and these costs 
are not included in the project. The interaction with flooding from the Sheyenne and other 
overland flooding; proposed levee along the Horace Road (County 17) prevents the natural flow 
of water east. These costs to homes and agricultural lands are not in the current project. The costs 
of the ongoing operation and maintenance are the responsibility of the local sponsors, now 
estimated at 3.6 million, which is more that the current annual cost of flood protection. Potential 
damage to remaining roads and bridges during the flooding of land (these costs are not currently 
included in the project). Finding a route open for travel to the Fargo-Moorhead area during the 
flooding is already extremely difficult. The current proposal would leave those of us South of 
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Kindred with potentially no way to travel north. Possible breach of the levee is another concern. 
Corp report says that the breach would be catastrophic. Who will pay for the recovery? I know 
alternatives exist that address flooding basin wide. These have not been studied or addressed by 
the Corp nor have areas affected by the issue been included in the planning stages. Sincerely, 
Bruce A Hendrickson 5555 County Road 3 Kindred, ND 58051U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East Ste 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: 
The Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
Flood Risk Management. Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 
Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the 
Red River Valley. With empathy and understanding the need to protect the Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area from flood on the Red River, I oppose the above mentioned proposal for a 
number of reasons. All costs of the ongoing operation and maintenance are the responsibility of 
the local sponsors, now estimated to be 3.6 million, more that the current annual cost of flood 
protection. Although the Corp acknowledges that there will be impacts outside the 33,390 acre 
staging area, these issues have not been assessed and these costs are not included in the project. 
The interaction with flooding from the Sheyenne and other overland flooding; proposed levee 
along the Horace Road (County 17) prevents the natural flow of water east. These costs to homes 
and agricultural lands are not in the current project. Effects on School districts (Kindred and 
Richland 44) including loss of students and tax-base. We in Kindred just approved the building 
of a new school. That project was dependant in great part to our many families living in the 
proposed storage and staging areas. The destruction of the communities of Hickson, Oxbow and 
Bakke Subdivision would greatly affect our school tax base. Damage to remaining roads and 
bridges during the flooding of land (these costs are not currently included in the project. Finding 
a route open for travel to the Fargo-Moorhead area during the flooding is already extremely 
difficult. The current proposal would leave those of us South of Kindred with potentially no way 
to travel north. Possible breach of the levee is another concern. Corp reports says that the breach 
would be catastrophic. Who will pay for the recovery? Alternatives do exist that address flooding 
basin wide. These have not been studied or addressed by the Corp nor have areas affected by the 
issue been included in the planning stages. Sincerely, Joyce M Hendrickson 5555 County Road 3 
Kindred, ND 58051  

NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-19 09:08:43:  

NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-19 09:12:17: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul 
District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East Ste 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: The 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood 
Risk Management. Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally 
Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red 
River Valley. Understanding the need to protect the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area from 
flood on the Red River, I oppose the above mentioned proposal for many reasons. The effects on 
the Kindred School district including loss of students and tax base, the destruction of the 
communities of Hickson, Oxbow and the Bakke subdivision along with countless rural residents 
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would greatly affect our school tax base. It?s not just about the cost of the new school but the 
effect on our school district for years to come. Obviously, upstream communities were not ask to 
participate in the decision making process. Although the Corp acknowledges that there will be 
impacts outside the 33,390 acre staging area, these issues have not been assessed and these costs 
are not included in the project. The interaction with flooding from the Sheyenne and other 
overland flooding; proposed levee along the Horace Road (County 17) prevents the natural flow 
of water east. These costs to homes and agricultural lands are not in the current project. The costs 
of the ongoing operation and maintenance are the responsibility of the local sponsors, now 
estimated at 3.6 million, which is more that the current annual cost of flood protection. Potential 
damage to remaining roads and bridges during the flooding of land (these costs are not currently 
included in the project). Finding a route open for travel to the Fargo-Moorhead area during the 
flooding is already extremely difficult. The current proposal would leave those of us South of 
Kindred with potentially no way to travel north. Possible breach of the levee is another concern. 
Corp report says that the breach would be catastrophic. Who will pay for the recovery? I know 
alternatives exist that address flooding basin wide. These have not been studied or addressed by 
the Corp nor have areas affected by the issue been included in the planning stages. Sincerely, 
Bruce A Hendrickson 5555 County Road 3 Kindred, ND 58051  

2011-06-19_Delores & Jay Kleinjan - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: 
Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth St E, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Dear 
Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North 
Dakota Diversion with storage & staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. We oppose 
the project for various reasons. The following are some of the reasons: 1. Our home and property 
are in the "staging area" for your project. In other words, we stand to be affected by an increase 
in water levels, however, we are not considered in the "buyout" properties. We want to know just 
exactly what will happen when your "predictions" in the water levels are not accurate and we 
take on significantly MORE water than you "predicted" and we lose our home to flood waters? 
What will the Corps do for us at that point???? The Army Corps has a history of not being 
accurate in their predictions. Earlier this spring Valley City, ND, was in disaster mode due to the 
inaccurate predictions of snow pack and runoff from the Sheyenne and the mis-management of 
Baldhill Dam. Currently, Bismarck/Mandan and all points along the Missouri are flooding and in 
disaster mode because of mis-management of water flow through numerous dams. Several 
articles have been written verifying the Corps mistakes in mis-management. They are currently 
in the news with regards to the Missouri River issues. We are aware of the notifications from the 
Burleigh County personnel requesting the Corps and the powers that be in Omaha to prepare the 
Garisson Dam for the water that was to come....with the request being made in February.....and 
the request was totally ignored. Now the Corps wants to hang local officials for their mistake. In 
the mean time, look around and see how many lives have been affected! 2. The Kindred School 
District stands to lose a significant (>25%) of its tax base and students. Who is going to make up 
for this loss? We are building a new school! Our neighboring school district (Richland) stands to 
lose approximately the same money/students. 3. The Army Corps knew they were going to use 
the upstream route prior to the Cass County sales tax vote. Our neighbor was approached by a 
Corps engineer about farm buyout costs in October 2010. Why was this hidden from the 
taxpayers until after the vote for the sales tax took place????? Isn't it ironic that everytime I 
purchase something in Fargo, I am helping to pay for our demise and the demise of our 
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neighbors? 4. How are we going to be compensated for loss in property value? My taxes are 
staying the same, however, my value has dropped. 5. What about the impact on numerous 
roads/highways? Who is paying??? 6. Where are you planning on relocating all the farmsteads 
impacted? Where will there be enough "dry" buildable land??? 7. What about the cementaries & 
churches? Who is paying to relocate the bodies and where is the "dry" land going to be to 
relocate the bodies & churches? 8. What happens when there is a breach in your "dam" and/or 
parts of your project??? You admit it will be catastrophic....but we haven't seen any solutions. 9. 
Where is the Sheyenne River water going to go when you have your proposed levy following 
Hwy 17? The City of Kindred will be flooded along with other farms.....none of these properties 
are currently in the "affected" area. 10. Why weren't all upstream communities/counties & 
commissions included in decision making process? 11. What about the impacts outside the 
staging area that the Corps acknowledges? Costs & assessments of these damages?? 12. What 
about all the losses to the farmer?? How can you put a price tag on the loss of infinite income 
from crop production???? 13. Why does the diversion line conveniently follow Fargo's school 
district and extra-territorial lines???? Do you really think we are all stupid??? 14. Where is the 
Federal government going to get the money to pay for this project? We are taxpayers. Can we 
separate our tax dollars so that they cannot be used to flood us and our neighbors??? We believe 
that Fargo is important. I work in Fargo. However, there is a bigger picture that needs to be 
looked at. Fargo has been successful in their flood fights. They need to follow Grand Forks and 
clean out the river corrider and build their protection along the river. Let the river flow the way 
nature intended. We know why they don't want to do this. They are currently receiving BIG tax 
dollars from all of the high end homes on the river lots. It was recently decided that they aren't 
going to buyout any more of those homes. They don't want to lose their tax base, however, the 
rest of us are supposed to suffer! We believe the Corps better do their job and continue looking 
for a more feasible alternative. Delores & Jay Kleinjan 17121 54th St SE Horace, ND 58047-
9600 kleinjans@ideaone.net 

2011-06-19_Anonymous - While I am not directly affected by the proposed Fargo diversion 
project (at the present time), I have many friends and neighbors who will be. These are people 
who - 1) have never previously had a problem with flooding, 2) have their entire livelihood 
dependent on their current home and property, 3) are in situations where job re-location has now 
made their current residence unsellable, 4) are in the Kindred School District as a new school 
structure is being built and is dependent on the tax base of diversion-affected residents, and 5) 
currently live in the Sheyenne River basin which may be impacted on Devils Lake drainage. I 
have several questions which may already have been considered and answered: 1. What kind of 
buyout is appropriate for families who are living on century-old farms? Whose ancestors had the 
forethought to watch for possible flooded areas and then built "on a hill"? They haven't had 
problems with flooding, either overland or by river, in the past. Does it seem fair to change their 
family's ancestoral homes? 2. What about rural residents whose entire livelihood will be changed 
in an effort to save Fargo? What kind of buyout is adequate for them? Will it be the same as 
those living in the Fargo area along the Red River? Fargo residents will still have their jobs if 
and/or when homes are flooded; the same can't be said for farmers. 3. Rural residents may be 
dependent on the sale of homes/property to finance their move to an assisted-living facility. Will 
a buyout be completed in a time frame that allows these residents to live their senior years with 
dignity? What about the homes that are now unsellable because of the proposed diversion - not 
only older residents but also those who are being transferred because of jobs? Or those who want 
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to downsize or upsize? 4. The Kindred School District is at a huge disadvantage with this 
proposed diversion project. The construction of the new building has already begun; how can it 
be put on hold for a "proposed" project? Who is going to fill those classrooms? How will the 
current tax base be affected for the new structure with the lose of those in Oxbow, Hickson, 
Bakke Subdivision, rural Horace? 5. Has consideration been given as to how or if drainage of 
Devils Lake into the Sheyenne River is going to affect the residents of Kindred/Horace/Walcott 
and surrounding areas? Will this extra water have an impact on the proposed diversion? Will the 
proposed diversion be able to hold more water if needed? Will new diversions continue to be 
proposed to protect other communities? 6. What about rural cemeteries, churches, and small-
community businesses? What is their future? 7. ND, and the Red River Valley especially, is 
known for its agricultural influence. How will that be affected with the loss of primary land? I 
realize Fargo-Moorhead-West Fargo is the hub of commercial business, entertainment, and 
education. Will this area continue to grow and prosper if rural residents in affected diversion 
areas leave the community? The current Fargo Diversion proposal appears to have been put 
together without complete consideration of the rural areas affected. It appears that Fargo 
residents and businesses have been given a high priority over the rural people who help them 
survive. 

2011-06-19_Ron and Melissa Heesch - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: 
Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: We are writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan 
(North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. We 
oppose this project due to the destruction it will cause to our local communities and to our home. 
Our home has never been flooded or needed sandbagging. Decisions have been made which 
neglected to include affected parties in Richland and Wilken County. The project will negatively 
impact both the Kindred and Richland school districts with loss of students and overall tax base. 
Initially our home south of Highway 46 would not be impacted. After a "modeling error" was 
discovered the water is now shown to surround our property. We now will be unable to sell our 
property as we are within the boundaries of the project. In addition, we to date do not know what 
options will be available to us, since we are outside the larger affected communities. The overall 
costs of this project are enormous already and have not begun to include all aspects of the 
affected parties and farmland. It seems best for the Corps to slow this process to evaluate 
alternatives that exist to address flooding in the entire basin. Sincerely, Ron and Melissa Heesch 

2011-06-19_Anonymous - Attention Aaron Snyder: RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement, Fargo Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management I am writing in 
opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and 
staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. I am located in the Richland County. My 
great-grandfather staked this area after the year of 1897 flood. My family built many homes in 
this area due to high ground and would never have to worry about flooding in this area. WE 
HAVE NEVER FLOODED HERE. My son is the 5th generation. Now because of Fargo having 
problems with water, Fargo wants to put a diversion (DAM) here to prevent flooding in Fargo. 
The Red River is the only river that flows north and now you?re trying to prevent the natural 
flow of the river. That is not how Mother Nature works. How many times do you people have to 
see incidents in the nation? Look what the Garrison Dam did to Devils Lake and now Bismarck, 
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Minot, the Mississippi in Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio and other states. Open your eyes, this plan 
will not work. Look what the West Fargo diversion did to Harwood this year, but we heard 
nothing. There are people in Fargo that have other ideas and you are REFUSING to listen to 
them. A large percentage of people in Fargo, West Fargo, and other towns in the area are not for 
this project and have NO IDEA on what's involved here. If they did they would not want this 
project either. It?s not right for you to keep this from people. I can?t imagine what?s not being 
said, but I do know there is plenty. What happens if the project isn?t finished? Are we going to 
be another Devils Lake? The cost to the Fargo people alone will drive people out of Fargo. Do 
you realize the cost of this project and it's only going to continue to go up. Where is this money 
going to come from? The economy is in very short supply of money right now and people 
CANNOT continue to pay this. Families are struggling now, so let?s raise their taxes to pay for 
this diversion (DAM). Would the grounds even hold this structure? The soil is known for being 
unstable. The grounds shift here all the time. I believe it will cost more than 3.5 million dollars to 
maintain simply because of the clay in this area. Once it?s completed, if completed. I would say 
10 years from now it would probably be at least a 1/3 higher. There are a lot more states in far 
worst shape than we are. If someone would have told me a few years ago that we could flood, I 
would never have believed them. I feel I'm in a nightmare. I find it very hard to believe that 
people can be moved so easily. How are you going to pay for all these homes, cemeteries, 
churches that we have belonged to for many years, many were baptized in these churches. No 
matter what you say you are going to pay us, it does not justify the means. How do you 
compensate for the land, people, animals, trees, nature and etc? There is NO money to 
compensate that. MONEY CAN'T buy everything like you people feel. In fact I would say it 
would be quite a bit less. How do you sleep at night? Do you justify it by saying you?re saving 
FARGO. There are no more people in Fargo that you are saving than there is out here. I believe 
it is less populated in Fargo. You say your saving 200,000 thousand people. That is a false 
statement. I have yet to see 200,000 thousand people go under water in Fargo. If that was the 
case you would not have had the population that you have now in Fargo. Only a small portion of 
people have flooding problems and instead of telling them to go else where you continue to let 
them stay there. They should have never been allowed to build by the river in the first place, 
especially since 1997, yet you continue to let them be there. They love living by the river until 
the flood waters come up and then they expect everyone?s help including the government. 
People have to start taking responsibilities for their actions. Help them once then they should be 
on their own if they still want to remain there. You should not continue to help them. Its funny 
how you can help people over and over again in these areas, but you can't let the people stay in 
their homes that are high and dry, have never had flooding issues, and paid attention to where 
they were building. I feel we are being punished for making the right choices and the people who 
choose to remain where they are, flood after flood, and are being rewarded for it. When we had 
the 1997 flood south of Fargo, the building south of Fargo should have been stopped. Instead 
south of Fargo has probably tripled. I was born and raised in Fargo. Oxbow was a slew. Even 
when I was a young girl I couldn?t believe they were allowed to build there; yet they were and 
did. Have you taken into account the power lines that power a large portion of Minneapolis? Are 
those power lines able to go under water and if so what is the cost for making sure they will 
continue to supply electricity to other states. What about the ice jams that could and will occur? 
Are you going to be here to prevent that? Do you have that in your budget of $1.8 billion? I 
doubt it. You project managers have eliminated so much from the proposal. The buying homes, 
raising of bridges, highways, cemeteries being moved, churches being moved, schools moved 
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and above ALL THE LAND. How do you move a school to another location? There is no price 
for the land, This area is the Red River Valley with the rich black soil, found no where else in the 
world. We should be proud of living in this area, but yet you?re ready to put it under water and 
all the nature that goes with it. You said you would have a park, fishing and all these great 
additions around the diversion, DAM, but that will be man-made. We still have the wild prairie 
rose out here in the ditches, which is the State Flower of North Dakota. Some of the trees out 
here are over 100 years old. How are you going to save the prairie rose and trees? Are you going 
to dig everyone of them up and move them elsewhere? I sure would like to see you move the soil 
to another area. I know that?s what the farmers would want. On the edge of Richland County, we 
have a cemetery that has some Civil War Soldiers; babies and young children who were buried 
there due to the hardships of the times. The cemetery has bodies there that date back to the 
middle of the 1800?s. There?s also the Wolverton Cemetery, North and South Pleasant 
Cemetery, Christine Cemetery just to name a few. These people that are buried in these 
cemeteries chose to be buried there. Have you thought about the money and all the people you 
are going to have to contact to get approval to move them and the cost of moving them? Not to 
mention the fact, their will be people opposed and probably a percent ready to sue. I know there 
is a better way to solve the problem we have here in Eastern North Dakota. I would like you to 
give other people a chance to come forward and give you a plan. We have a lot of smart people 
right here in the eastern part of North Dakota. Open your eyes. You?re the ones that are to be 
doing what?s best for all the area, not just Fargo. We need to work together in this. I feel there is 
only a hand full of people involved in this project. The majority of Fargo people have no idea 
what?s going on, because of that I KNOW this is not a good thing, or you would be more open 
about this in Fargo. They have a right to know. You better be open to all ideas that come to you 
and not so closed minded thinking your ideas are the best ideas. This is too expensive of a 
project to have only the one idea. I KNOW we can figure something out that will help all of us 
here in Eastern North Dakota and for a lot less money. You?re not being fair to the majority of 
the people in Fargo or to us. The main reason I feel you want this, is so you can continue to 
develop south because there is no where else you can go. Sincerely, Wanda Patrick , Northern 
Richland County   
 
2011-06-19_Leo Richard - Richard Farms 17107 50th St. SE Horace, ND 58047 June 18, 2011 
US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 
700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. Dear Project Manager, I am writing in 
opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and 
staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. The destruction of Pleasant Township that 
would result with the implementation of this plan would be unconscionable. I own land and 
buildings in both the storage area and the staging area. In the flood of 1897, the middle of 
Section 9 of Pleasant Township was dry. I know this because my great-uncle moved his livestock 
from the southeast corner of the section. In the early 1950?s Drain 47 was dug and 49th Street 
was raised and has subsequently functioned as a dike ever since. The first major flood of 
memory I have was 1969 and the entire section was under water. In 1997 our water level was a 
foot higher than 1969 because of another man-made obstruction, I-29. The Fargo diversion/dam 
would be another man-made straw that broke the camel?s back. Where is the justification to 
increase our water level to protect future growth area for Fargo. In my opinion Fargo IS the 
problem by building in the flood plain and choking off the flow of the Red River. There are 
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many more homes that could be bought out in Fargo to allow the river room to spread out rather 
than divert their problem to someone else. Farming in this area would become riskier as crop 
insurance does not cover ?man-made disasters?. They say this area is an agricultural-based 
economy but you would never know it by proposing to flood thousands of acres of prime 
farmland. I am the 4th generation to farm in this area and hope to pass it on to the 5th generation. 
Should this plan go through it would no longer be a viable option. This is a basin-wide problem 
that requires a basin-wide approach and in the end a much higher cost benefit ratio. Sincerely, 
Leo Richard Cc: Governor Jack Dalrymple Senator John Hoven Senator Kent Conrad 
Congressman Rick Berg     
 
2011-06-19_Anonymous - Your computer system does not function as described. Is this 
intended to preclude comment? If not, you should correct the errors, publicize the correction and 
extend the comment period. I know there are people that tried to comment but were not able to 
do so.     
 
2011-06-19_Anonymous - A newspaper article recently quoted a member of the USACE as 
stating that the flow rate of the diversion (spillway)channel was reduced to 20,000 cfs. A change 
like this will have a large impact on the amount of land flooded by the dam included in this 
project. This change has not been adequately studied. In addition, people have not been properly 
notified of this change so they can't comment on it. This change is material, and the project 
analysis should be re-done to consider it. In addition, the methodology that would be used for 
managing the dam and the water stored behind it have not been adequately studied. Based on 
how the USACE has mis-managed the dams on the Missouri River system, people in ND and 
MN should be informed that the dam will be poorly managed and result in excessive flooding in 
many areas. 
 
2011-06-19_Richard A Geurts - June 19, 2011 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Sent Via Email RE: 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood 
Risk Management. Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally 
Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red 
River Valley. We live a mile and a half south of 46 along 171st Ave SE and have been on this 
site since 1996. We built on the highest ground on the property and have never had water against 
our buildings. Some of our concerns come from the fact this does not appear to be a basin wide 
project or plan as it was originally stated it would be. Upstream communities not asked to 
participate in the process. Richland and Wilkin County Commissions and other upstream 
officials were not included in decision-making. We have over $600,000 invested in our property 
at this time and others in our area have invested similarly. At these levels, buyouts of property to 
execute the LPP will likely far exceed the estimates we have seen reported in the feasibility 
studies. We believe the costs are grossly understate and far less expensive options are available if 
further work is done to engineer and study the issues across the entire region, including further 
downstream improvements. Alternatives exist that address flooding basin wide and we ask you 
to step back and take a much broader view of the options available. The LPP Project takes 
upstream land so that downstream land can be developed; which supports building in flood 
plains. This has proven over years to continue to cost the government and tax payers on-going 
and incents the wrong behaviors. All costs of ongoing operation and maintenance are the 
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responsibility of the local sponsors, now estimated to be $3.6 million. This is more than the 
current annual cost of flood protection. The plan as proposed is already having a very negative 
effect on property values and economic growth in our immediate area. We again ask you to take 
a broader look at the solutions we have available. Sincerely, Richard A Geurts 5539 171st Ave 
SE Christine, ND 58015    
 
2011-06-19_Anonymous - This project has destroyed property values in the affected area. As a 
result, property tax revenue for the city of Oxbow and Kindred School District will be reduced 
before the project is complete. The sponsoring entities should be required to reimburse Oxbow 
and Kindred School District for this loss, and the cost should be included in the project cost. 
Additionally, this project is intended to protect the city of Fargo to flood levels that have never 
been seen. Therefore, the USACE flood models are no doubt inaccurate and should be 
independently verified.     
 
2011-06-19_Mark Richard - US Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Dear Project Manager: I grew 
up living and working on our family farm. It helped me learn how to build and fix machines. My 
love for mechanical things is what drove me to become an engineer. I got my mechanical 
engineering degree and started working for Caterpillar Inc. I had a good career and loved my job. 
However, something was always missing. Illinois wasn?t North Dakota. Even though both are 
considered Midwestern states, people in a state that is driven by large corporations have a 
different mentality. They quite trying to help their neighbors and greed is the predominate trait. I 
didn?t want to raise my family in this environment. So after over 12 years working for a Fortune 
100 company, I quite, packed up my family, and moved back home to North Dakota. I am now 
the 5th generation on our family farm. Our farm was started in the 1890?s and the house I am 
living in is 100 years old. It is located 2 miles from the Wild Rice River and has never been 
flooded. With the latest proposed Fargo diversion, our farm will be sacrificed and be under 8 feet 
of water. Since the Army Core of Engineers has told us the buyouts will be based on market 
value or depreciated value, we will not afford to build a new farmstead. Moving to a new 
farmstead is not like moving to a new house. There are lots of good houses for sale all the time. 
However, good farmsteads may never be for sale. Most good farmstead are still working farms 
that have been passed down through the family for generations. Where does the USACE expect 
an entire township of farms to relocate? Even if we are able to relocate our farmstead, almost all 
the land we farm would be flooded whenever the diversion was operated. Since Federal Crop 
Insurance won?t cover losses from man-made disasters, raising crops on this land would involve 
a lot more risk. A family farm that has been in the family for 5 generations could all be lost with 
one operation of the diversion channel. What is the USACE going to do to ensure this does not 
happen? I always thought that the USACE was supposed to do what is best for all citizens. I 
thought I was leaving the corporate greed behind me when I left Illinois, but apparently it is alive 
and well in Fargo. Unfortunately, I am learning that the only ones that matter to the USACE are 
the project sponsors. How does the USACE justify letting the sponsors protect everything that 
matters to them while those that are being hurt don?t have a seat at the decision table? What data 
is the USACE using to determine the ?new? 1% and .2% floods? How is it that with the original 
flood levels the cost benefit ratio did not meet the thresholds, but with the increased level they 
exceed the thresholds? To protect the city of Fargo beyond any level that has ever been seen 
seems excessive. It would be nice to be able to protect against all possible treats but usually this 
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is not feasible. Has any consideration been taken to history of the area being destroyed by this 
project? This project will wipe out almost all the French Canadian farms that originally 
homesteaded in this area. It seems like a modern version of ethnic cleansing. Mark Richard 
17107 50th ST. SE Horace, ND 58047 
 
2011-06-19_Lynn C. Larsen - June 19, 2011 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk 
Management. Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally 
Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red 
River Valley. My husband and I live just ? mile west of I-29 and 1 ? mile south of ND Highway 
46. We purchased our land and built a new house in 1996. We researched flood history and 
chose the highest spot on the 29 acres and even built the site up. We have been there for every 
Spring flood since and our home has never flooded nor have we had to sandbag. My concerns 
with the proposed project are: It will flood homes and farms that have never flooded to benefit 
those who are in a flood plain. It will destroy communities. In rural North Dakota your neighbors 
may live miles away, but they are there to help in any emergency. This plan will erase whole 
communities and the few people left behind will have no support system. The small towns are 
the nearest fire, EMS and law enforcement entities. They will be gone with this plan. It will 
destroy the agricultural areas with the best farm land in the state. A recent article (Scientific 
American, July, 2011 article ?A Quick Fix to the Food Crisis?) pointed out that the switch of 
food crops to energy crops is creating a new food crisis. Do we really want to remove thousands 
of acres of prime farm land and contribute to the destabilization of governments? The funding of 
this project will fall on the shoulders of the very counties and communities that will be 
decimated. Who is going to foot the very costly bill if about ? of the southern counties are no 
longer tax producing entities? Those who may want or need to sell their property will be held in 
a legal limbo for years. The data provided had a 10 year timeline. Who will purchase the 
homes/farms of the elderly? Most people in this area consider their home and property as part of 
their retirement plan. This diversion will wipe that source of income out. I attended a meeting in 
Fargo in the first week of December. It was important enough that I left my mother?s deathbed to 
attend so I am unsure of the date. At that meeting I heard multiple times that this would be a 
regional plan. This is no longer the case. This plan saves several towns at the cost of the 
neighboring towns and counties. I want to make clear that I have great respect for the Army 
Corps of Engineers. You are given the most complicated and difficult tasks and have to design 
systems with available information. Recent letters and articles have lost sight of the difficulty of 
your task. I have not. It is for these reasons and many others that I oppose the propose ?Locally 
Preferred Plan?. Sincerely, Lynn Larsen 5539 171 Ave SE Christine ND 58015 
 
2011-06-19_Cash Aaland & Laura Oster-Aaland - Dear Project Manager: We oppose the 
April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood 
control in the Red River Valley. We understand that Fargo needs flood protection, but we do not 
believe it should come at the expense of our personal property, our community, our churches, 
and our schools, the communities of Hickson, Bakke, Comstock, and Oxbow. There are basin 
wide plans what would address flooding in the entire region that has not fully been explored. 
Further, Fargo could be protected by a permanent plan such as that implemented by Grand Forks 
North Dakota. Such a plan would be a fraction of the cost and would not result in the taking of 
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property that does not now flood. Our home sits high on the banks of the Wild Rice River 1.5 
miles south of Highway 46 in northern Richland County. Our home was built in the late 1800?s 
and has never taken water due to its positioning on high ground. The current maps place 0 ? 3 
feet of additional water on our property which cannot be mitigated forcing a buyout. The figures 
that we have seen put out by USACE vastly underestimate the costs of compensating land 
owners for the taking which will occur. We for one will litigate the value of our property. Our 
neighbors will as well. The attorney?s fees incurred by the sponsors in the taking proceedings 
have not been included in any estimates. Fargo?s mission to provide itself protection for a 
potential 500 year flood is nothing more than an attempt to protect low lying flood prone land 
contiguous to Fargo for future growth and development at the expense of communities outside of 
Fargo that are not now in the flood plain. The LPP amounts to an unconscionable taking of 
private land. We expect a response to our concerns. Cash Aaland & Laura Oster-Aaland 5555 
171st Ave. SE Christine, ND 58015   
 
2011-06-19_Ray Grabanski - June 19, 2011 Re: Comments on Fargo-Moorhead Diversion 
Project Dear Corps of Engineers, I am opposed to the Fargo-Moorhead Diversion or as I less 
affectionately refer to it, the Fargo Dike. The Fargo Dike is a project that has gotten out of hand, 
as what initially started as a method of mitigating floods in the Fargo-Moorhead region has 
turned into a bit of a farce, and has left many of the rural citizens south of Fargo shaking their 
heads. First of all, the diversion was meant to make it easier for the Fargo region to withstand the 
spring floods that often disrupt the city somewhat, although rarely does any area actually suffer 
flood damage from the rising waters. Instead, dikes that are put up each year are painstakingly 
taken down every year as well. So instead of leaving the levees as permanent levees, they are put 
up and taken down every year. So it was reasonable for Fargo to get help with this matter. So we 
voted on the proposal for a permanent solution to Fargo?s problems. But when we voted as a 
county, all we knew was that a flood control program was proposed. But after we voted, it was 
revealed that the flood proposal would involve a dike south of Fargo that would effectively flood 
thousands of acres of farmland, and up to 1,000 structures south of Fargo would need to be 
bought out and moved! Effectively, that would eliminate over 20% of the tax base for the 
Kindred School District!!! After spending what is likely to cost over $2 billion dollars, the Fargo 
Dike will still flood out 1,000 homes, far more than has ever been impacted by any flood the city 
of Fargo has ever experienced in over 100 years!!! And this flood will be man-made - at a 
whopping cost of over $2 billion dollars!!! Now, you can certainly appreciate it when 
government oversteps its bounds, and clearly this Fargo Dike is a project where government has 
gotten out of hand. What started as a legitimate project has resulted in deception of citizens on 
the nature of the project while voting has taken place, and ballooning of costs to nearly $2 billion 
dollars - and still the plan floods out more people than ever were impacted by nature itself. This 
dike is like the ?bridge to nowhere? that was considered such a waste of resources. But this 
project is in our district, supported by our politicians, and promoted by our citizens. It?s time for 
those who abhor wasteful government spending to step forward and say enough is enough!!! It?s 
time to recognize this Fargo Dike project for what it really is, a waste of government resources to 
accomplish virtually nothing. While the project promoters say this project protects 200,000 
people from flooding, that is really a joke. For over 150,000 of those residents, it?s protection of 
1? or less from flooding. For the majority of the others, it?s 1-6? of protection. This project really 
is for the few homes along the Red River that are built too close to it in the first place. It?s time 
for those citizens to take responsibility for their bad decisions, and for them to bear the costs of 
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permanent flood control. Simply leaving the temporary levees in place is enough for the Fargo 
flood protection, and simply building a permanent dike system that goes right through town is 
the only project that has ever made sense. To reach for the $2 billion dollar project for Fargo is 
atrocious when Grand Forks, who experienced flooding of historic proportions, instead opted 
simply for an expanded floodway through the city. The Fargo Dike system must be opposed and 
exposed for what it really is, a waste of government money and a colossal insult to the taxpaying 
citizens of Cass County, North Dakota, the United States, and the world. It would be a incredible 
waste of money, and would adversely impact more people with the Fargo Dike than ever were 
impacted by the floods it was meant to address. This is atrocious and should not be tolerated. For 
the record, I strongly oppose the Fargo-Moorhead Diversion project because it is a huge waste of 
government resources, negatively impacts more people than it helps, and doesn?t accomplish 
what it was originally intended to do efficiently. Sincerely, Ray Grabanski 
rlg@progressiveag.com    
 
2011-06-19_Gail T. Rogne - I understand that the Red River of the North is a significant threat 
to the city of Fargo. I also understand that much of the city of Fargo is built on a flood plain as 
we have seen in recent years. The diversion which is planned with the staging area flooding areas 
which have not been flooded since the days of Lake Agassiz is something I do not understand. 
Therefore, I have serious concerns for the current plan. My concern is for all of the people who 
would lose their homes and their livelihood (farming) if this plan proceeds. My concern is for the 
costs to the counties, townships, etc. of repairing roads and infrastructure. My concern is for the 
churches, cemeteries and other cultural sites which would be impacted, possibly destroyed. My 
concern is for the environment, the added air pollution as farmers have to drive further on gravel 
roads to get to fields due to the removal of farm sites in the staging area. My concern is for those 
residents who need to move and are unable to do so as they cannot sell their homes. My concern 
is for the costs of building this project, the unknown costs (buyouts, relocation, etc) and the 
ongoing costs of maintenance, many of which are unknown at this time and the general public 
does not have this information. My concern is for the safety of those behind the levee as we have 
seen that levees do fail. My concern is for the health of the surrounding population due to 
increased mosquito breeding grounds from the water which is being held and the increase in 
wetlands around a metropolitan area. It is my understanding the USACE will not (or does not) 
consider other options, such as upstream retention, as possible additional solutions to the 
problem of protecting Fargo from future floods. Although I understand that the upstream 
retention sites which have been identified would not be enough to provide complete protection, I 
believe this option as well as others must be considered and explored before destroying the 
homes, livelihoods and 100+ years of family heritage of ?several hundred or thousands? of 
residents. Sincerely, Gail T. Rogne 5477 County Road 1 Kindred, ND 58051-9403   
 
2011-06-19_Trana Rogne - We are writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred 
Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley 
The Sierra Club views the FM Metro LPP plan of promoting the changing of a stable rural 
community into a highly urban environment as a negative development. The plan is promoted as 
removing a large area from the flood plain, which results in 70 square miles of land out of flood 
plain requirements, thereby promoting development. This urban development with its 
accompanying urban sprawl, the paving over of large land areas causing increased runoff, and 
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the increased air pollution is not an environmentally sound policy. This plan has not had input 
from the very communities it will impact the most. While this lack of community wide 
consensus is not a traditional Sierra Club issue, it is a valid concern as it gives the community a 
sense of control and a bigger stake in the building of a viable environmentally friendly 
community. The plan, requires the relocation of thousands of people, the relocation of homes, 
and the relocation of farming operations in the staging area of southern Cass County and 
northern Richland County. This will require an increase in travel distance from the farm 
headquarters to the farming operations. This Increases air pollution and particulate pollution as 
most of the roads are not paved. Particulate pollution is inevitable, but a plan that by its 
formulation forces more miles to be traveled on unpaved roads is not in the public interest. At the 
Corps presentation on April 4 in Wahpeton, the concern for the location of the farming 
operations headquarters was noted as needing to be addressed. With the removal of all buildings, 
the equipment will have to be driven in from outside of the staging area. With the limited 
availability of land for homes and farming headquarters, this could be a considerable distance. 
We will hope to see a resolution to this problem in the final draft and are asking for a period for 
comments on the proposed resolution. We also question the support of a plan that promotes the 
use of a dam/levee to act as a means of protecting a population from flooding. The wisdom of 
building a dam/levee to protect an urban community that, in the judgment of the Corps, does not 
evacuate in emergencies and prefers to fight a flood, is greatly questioned. The catastrophic 
failure of the "dam" would result in a social, economic and environmental tragedy. There appears 
to be a attempt to mitigate for the impact to wildlife. The impact to the environment would be 
considerably less if a staging area were not part of the plan and other means were implemented 
to retain water. Other options such as many small retention projects and restored upstream 
wetlands have less adverse environmental consequences than larger concentrated water retention 
projects. The stated rationale that the Corps does not do small retention projects as mentioned at 
the April 4 Wahpeton presentation does not alleviate the necessity to provide a plan that does 
less environmental damage. FISH: 5.2.1.7.5.6, p. 275 "For the LPP and ND35K, fish passage at 
the upstream control weir does not seem feasible. . . . Under the LPP, the bypass would be 
especially problematic due to staging additional water upstream of the control structure.? 
?Professional judgment suggests that attempting to include a fish passage for the diversion 
channel under the LPP could cost an additional $20 to $30 million. Costs for the ND35K could 
be less, but still substantial.? We would strongly recommend that the fish passage be included in 
the LPP. WETLANDS 5.2.1.5.3 LLP AND ND35K The loss of wetlands is addressed with the 
creation of new wetlands in the diversion channel bottom. We do not feel the native wetlands are 
replicated by the proposed solution. We question that the quantity of replacement wetlands can 
be maintained with the known variability of the water flow in the diversion channel. We are 
asking how is the funding to maintain this wetland channel provided and where in the document 
it is noted. Also who is responsible to provide the maintenance? We cannot assume the 
meandering channel will maintain itself due to the varying flows in the bigger channel, silt, etc. 
This wetland needs to be maintained as it is part of the project. If the necessary maintenance on 
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this wetland mitigation is neglected, who is to enforce the maintenance of the new wetlands? Are 
the citizens left to apply legal means to achieve compliance? The approval of this plan is a means 
of protecting a specific area, but it does not provide for the development of a long term 
environmentally sound solution to the valley wide flooding problem. Trana Rogne Political 
Chair Dakotah Chapter Sierra Club 5477 Co Rd #1 Kindred ND 580511. RELOCATION 
COSTS At the Corps meeting in Kindred on May 24, 2011, Corps officials acknowledged that 
their appraisal of farm buildings would be the depreciated value. This is clearly unacceptable 
since this would make it impossible for many farmers to rebuild their operations. If the Corps 
formula for the costs uses depreciated values, then the cost of acquisitions and relocations is 
vastly underestimated. The replacement value needs to be sufficient to buy property in an 
inflated market. The number of farming operations needing new locations outside of the staging 
area of 33,000 or 54,000 may be considerable. Existing sites are limited within a reasonable 
driving range. If new sites are to be considered, bare land purchased and improved to the 
comparable level of functionality of the ?bought out? existing site is a cost that is considerably 
more than the ?bought out value? of a to be flooded site. The plan does not account for the real 
cost to the farming community. This issue must be addressed to prevent the costs of the plan 
being put on those who do not profit from the implementation of the plan. This needs to be 
corrected before we can be certain of the real costs of the project. 3. RELOCATION IMPACTS 
The report states in Section 5.2.3.1.7 ?Several hundred or thousands? of residents would need to 
be relocated. Hundreds of homes and farm structures would be removed, and farm operations 
relocated. Many of these homes have never flooded. Those who have maintained non flooded 
homes are being penalized for their good planning, while those who build in the flood plain are 
rewarded. This is not the function of good government and will be long remembered. 4. WHO IS 
RELOCATED Homesteads along the Red and Wild Rice south of Fargo and Moorhead are some 
of the oldest in the Red River Valley, some as old as 1869. They were living there when a 1% 
(100 year) flood occurred in 1897 (see Section 2.3.1 page 16), so they knew where to build their 
permanent homes, many of which still stand. 5. OTHER COMPENSATION FOR 
RELOCATIONS Compensation for the added travel time and expense for commuting back and 
forth to their fields from some distant location outside the staging area (transporting equipment 
and crops) is not currently in the project costs. The Corps refers questions about relocation and 
acquisition to their standard real estate policies, but the specific questions of how issues like this 
would be handled are apparently to be addressed in negotiations with landowners when the 
project is being built. Questions such as these need to be fully answered and the costs fully 
accounted for before decision makers move forward with authorization of the project. While 
federal guidelines leave these questions for a later phase, it is in the sponsors? best interests to 
have these costs known in advance of the decision to move ahead. As many of the farm sites to 
be relocated are home sites, the social impacts of the work place, many miles from the home 
place, make family farm operation more difficult. After school work by children, part of the 
building ot the next generation of farmers is impeded. The participation in school and church 
activities are impeded by additional drive time to the home place and then to the activities. This 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-773USACE-MVP-0000087960 



is part of the family farm life in rural North Dakota. 6. SIMULTANEOUS FLOOD ON 
TRIBUTARIES The Corps has not considered the effect of the proposed diversion in cases of 
simultaneous floods on other rivers (such as the Sheyenne), but they acknowledge there would 
be impacts. ?The study has been primarily focused on the Red River event with coincidental flow 
events on the tributaries and no models have been developed to assess the exact impact, however 
it can be said with certainty that there would be impacts? (SDEIS Section 3.7.3.2). The challenge 
of dealing with multiple rivers in flood is a common occurrence in the area, and parts of the 
staging area are lands that are regularly affected by overland flooding from the Sheyenne. This 
would multiply the agricultural damages in that area, and these damages are not a part of the 
current costs of the plan. ? Note there is a current Corps plan for the Devils Lake flood control, 
which may provide for a ?natural? draining of Devils Lake . This amount of water in this 
?natural? draining is yet to be determined. Fargo diversion study does not consider the flooding 
on Sheynne from Devils Lake and large summer rains that have occurred in the past. Summer 
floods in the staging area are to be expected. The summer Red River gate operation plan cannot 
be determined until Devils Lake outlet water flow is projected. It is possible there will be two 
Corps projects affecting the flooding. Since the Sheyenne and the West Fargo Diversion 
channels could be full due to summer rains and water released from Devils Lake, water would 
have to be held longer in the staging area, thus flooding crops which have no crop insurance. The 
gates will have to be opened to send water to Fargo or flood out crop land. No one wins. This 
plan can only work when upstream retention on the tributaries is included. The Basin wide 
solution, which the Corps does not consider, is the solution. If Highway 17 is used as a levee, 
breakouts from the Sheyenne River will be prevented from taking their natural path to the Wild 
Rice River. This would flood land west of Highway 17. Corps officials have said they could dig 
a ditch to take that water north to the diversion, but the plans for that have not been specified and 
no costs have been included in the project. These costs and other costs from the impacts on 
tributary flooding need to be spelled out before the project moves forward. 7. IMPACTS 
OUTSIDE THE STAGING AREA In response to an e-mail about how many acres were in the 
staging area, Corps Engineer Terry Williams replied on 5/16/11: ?The Staging Area impacts 
33,390 acres of land. The defined Staging Area does stop at the areas you mention. There are 
additional impacts outside of the Staging Area as shown on the map on page 74. Read paragraph 
3.13.1.2 of the main report.? 3.13.1.2 (paragraph 5) states: ?Some areas along the Red River, 
Wild Rice River and connected drains that are outside of the designated staging area will be 
affected by staging operations. A legal analysis will be conducted to determine if impacts in 
these areas rise to the level of a taking under the Fifth Amendment of the U.S. Constitution. 
Outside of the designated staging area, landowners will be compensated appropriately for any 
takings.? So, the Staging Area impacts 33,390 acres but there are impacts of the staging area 
outside the designated staging area. Richland County and Wilkin County need to know fully 
what the ?impacts outside the designated staging area? are, since Figure 32 shows 54,721 acres 
(much of it in Richland County) in the 1% event inundation map. That acreage would be subject 
to varying depths, with a good deal of it subject to an increase of 1-3 feet. It appears the plan has 
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been approved without full consideration of impacts and costs. This deceives the public by 
hiding the real impacts of the staging area. Wasn?t the Southside Development Project 
?overcome? by the current project and will be built if this plan is not approved? Upstream 
retention does reduce Fargo-Moorhead river stages, so that is indeed an alternative (though one 
that would not qualify for Corps of Engineers support). The Corps is a federal government 
agency funded by tax dollars of all citizens and the size of projects necessary to solve a problem 
should not be the criteria for the dismissal of a possible solution. If this is the case it is an 
argument for the reform of the Corps. procedures. Before more funds are used to find other 
solutions, upstream retention must be considered in conjunction with recommended solutions. 
When will we know if property in this ?affected area outside the staging area? would be subject 
to a taking? How can elected officials responsibly make a decision without knowing who will be 
affected and how much this will cost? All these costs need to be accounted for before the project 
moves forward. 8.. CONVERSION OF PRIME FARMLAND TO WETLANDS The Corps 
suggests in Section 5.2.3.1.9 of the SDEIS that there are opportunities to convert some of the 
land in the staging area to ?wetlands, grasslands, or wooded areas or other uses (a significant part 
of the staging area is currently farmland).? This results in a net loss of prime farmland. The 
Corps states that there would also be wetlands created (from prime farmland) in the bottom of 
the diversion channel (5.5.3.5). This would be a possibility of there being an increased mosquito 
problem, and this would have to be mitigated (especially in the area of the new trail system 
created as part of the project) to prevent infectious disease. This is currently not part of the 
project costs, and this would no doubt be an additional annual cost born by the taxpayers of 
Fargo and Moorhead. 9. DEVELOPMENT The key driver of this project does not appear to be 
protecting existing property, but protecting property that could be developed. Viable alternatives 
that would provide protection to current residents have been dropped from consideration because 
they did not provide for future development. How much should the taxpayers be responsible for 
to fund private developers who continue to build on flood-prone land, especially when there are 
other places where the greater FM area could grow? The 33,390-acre staging area could not be 
used for development (SDEIS Section 5.2.3.1.7). The project destroys an extended community, 
removes ?several hundred or thousands? of residents, and forecloses opportunities for us to 
develop our land so people in Fargo can develop their land. The determination that this is ?in the 
public interest? is dubious. 10. ECOLOGICAL IMPACTS In Section 5.5 of the SDEIS the Corps 
report states ?ecological impacts would likely be the greatest under the LPP.? They state, 
however, that ?sponsor preferences? (among other issues) are involved in the selection of the 
preferred plan, even though ecological impacts are highest under the sponsor-preferred plan. The 
report in this section (p. 341) says that mitigation and associated costs will be addressed in the 
Final EIS. However, only 30 days are allowed for comment on the Final EIS and there will be no 
public participation meetings following the Final EIS. Since the ecological costs are the highest 
with the LPP and since ?sponsor preferences? are important in the decision to move forward 
despite these costs, it is inappropriate that there will be no more public meetings and such a short 
comment period. While this may be a standard Corps planning guideline, I believe more time 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-775USACE-MVP-0000087960 



and public scrutiny should be allowed to examine the costs and the trade-offs required related to 
ecological impacts. 11. EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988 In Section 3.8.3.4.5 of the SDEIS, 
Floodplain Impacts, the Corps states that Executive Order 11988 ?requires federal agencies to 
avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain development where there is no practicable 
alternative, and then to minimize impacts to the floodplain.? They argue that there is no 
?practicable alternative? since a diversion channel in either Minnesota or North Dakota is the 
only feasible alternative that will significantly reduce flood risk, and they note that the FM Metro 
area will grow at the rate of 266 acres per year, regardless of any flood risk management project. 
The report notes numerous times that the LPP takes more land out of the floodplain than other 
plans. Moving forward with the LPP in the light of this does not seem to be consistent with EO 
11988. Apparently the Southside Development Project was ?overcome? (SDEIS Section 1.5.2.2) 
by the current project because it did not protect enough land for development. These and other 
alternatives that are in compliance with EO 11988 should be given more consideration in the 
evaluation process. Upstream retention does reduce Fargo-Moorhead river stages, so that is an 
alternative that would be compliant with EO 11988. 12. F-285 (APPENDIX F) This is, according 
to the Corps a ?sticky? issue. The report states in F-285 (Appendix F): ?From minutes of 
November 8, 2008 public meeting: Q: B/C ratio?is that taking into account urban sprawl and 
future development? A: That?s a little sticky from a Federal perspective. We count benefits for 
reducing flood risk to homes, commercial and public infrastructure, and agriculture. Future 
developments (intensification benefits) are highly scrutinized, because we don?t want to promote 
growth in flood plains. We will include intensification benefits in the Regional Economic 
Analysis, but not in the Federal B/C ratio.? This whole area of compliance with EO 11998 does, 
indeed, require much more scrutiny before considering moving forward on a massive project that 
rewards poor planning and exploitation of land that should not be developed. 13. RECREATION 
Recreation benefits have apparently been built into the project according to federal planning 
guidelines and to increase the benefit cost ratio. Homeowners and landowners to be permanently 
displaced and have their communities destroyed resent the idea that recreation benefits are being 
used to justify this project. In the Fargo Moorhead area, cabin ownership and recreation at the 
?lakes? in nearby Minnesota is prevalent. Section 2.2 lists ?desire for increased recreational 
opportunities? as a ?public concern.? How was that desire determined? What brings this ?desire? 
to the level of needing $35 million in costs? There is a long description of the many recreational 
opportunities in the area, including 99 miles of biking and walking trails in Fargo-Moorhead. 
The report in Section 4.2.3.10 states there are five state parks within reasonable driving distance. 
Why do we need a $35 million recreation project? The Corps states on ES 19 that the recreation 
plan ?could result in a healthier, more vibrant community.? Who determined that and how? 
Certainly, ?several hundred or thousands? of residents permanently losing their homes does not 
lead to a ?healthier, more vibrant community.? Weighing recreation benefits against destroying 
communities should result in a different calculus. 14. RISK OF PROJECT FAILURE AND 
LOSS OF LIFE An overtopping or breach of the tieback levee, storage area levee, or failure of a 
control structure in an extreme event would be ?catastrophic? (Section 3.10.3 SDEIS). Ice or 
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debris could affect the flow through the control gates. The Corps has not done a loss of life 
analysis for this but did include as a benefit of the project the protection from the loss of nearly 
600 lives in a catastrophic flood event, arguing that local people historically do not evacuate in 
case of a flood. So, since no one will exercise caution or reason in case of an extreme flood, it is 
apparently OK to include the protection from loss of life from failure to evacuate as a benefit of 
the project. Why is the potential loss of life from a catastrophic failure of the project not included 
in the costs of the project as well? In addition, the projection of 600 lives seems out of line with 
reality considering the fact that the 1927 Mississippi, the worst flood in United States history, 
only resulted in 246 deaths. 15. HEALTH AND SAFETY ISSUES There would be buildings in 
the staging area (those ring diked and those that don?t qualify for ring dikes) that would be at an 
increased risk of flooding: ?. . . a large staging area for a number of days or weeks . . . will pose a 
safety concern? (SDEIS Section 5.2.3.1.5) Safety measures would need to be implemented to 
minimize risks, and those measures are not spelled out in the plan nor are the costs included in 
the benefit/cost ratio. This is another area that is not covered adequately in the SDEIS. Decision 
makers should not move forward without more information on who is at risk, what the measures 
would be, and how much this would cost. If the only roads raised in the staging area are I-29 and 
Highway 75, county and township roads used to access remaining homes in the area will not be 
usable. Therefore, emergency access would be a serious problem. If these homes were bought 
out because of this, project costs would increase. All these special situations need to be identified 
and the costs accounted for before the project moves toward authorization, since these additional 
costs will be significant. Design of tieback levees and control structures for safety is another 
concern (Section 5.2.3.1.5), and the full measures to assure safety will no doubt add to project 
costs. In the event of a 500 year flood only one community will be left. The statement was ?you 
will have Fargo to shop at?. The reason is that Fargo has a 500 year flood protection while all 
other cities have lesser flood protection. This point was made at the presentation at Wahpeton, 
ND, April 4, 2011. Our government is willing to build a project with the expectation that in a 
500 year flood, all other cities and communities in the Red River valley will be flooded out. It 
appears some one has lost perspective of the real values of our country. 16. ROADS There is no 
provision in the project for maintenance and repair of township and county roads to provide 
access for remaining residents and for farmers to access their fields. With farm headquarters 
relocated out of the staging area, there will be increased travel on these roads moving farm 
equipment from home to field. With reduced revenue from loss of homes in the staging area, and 
in the case of Pleasant Township the virtual elimination of residents in the township, it will be 
impossible for roads to be maintained. Farmland would still be taxed, but at a reduced level due 
to the reduction of taxable value with a modifier applied as allowed by the tax code. Non farmers 
who have paid property taxes to maintain roads would be gone. The local sponsors of the project 
must pay for the incurred cost to the impacted townships and counties. Ultimately, local sponsors 
will have to make up for the losses. These costs are not in the project, and they should be in the 
benefit/cost ratio before the project moves toward authorization since leaving them out would be 
highly misleading. 17. FISH HABITAT Concerns have been raised by fish and wildlife experts 
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on the adequacy of the measures to assure the health of the fish population. In Section 
5.2.1.7.5.6, page 275 of the SDEIS, the report states that for the LPP and ND35K, ?fish passage 
at the upstream control weir does not seem feasible. . . . Under the LPP, the bypass would be 
especially problematic due to staging additional water upstream of the control structure.? It states 
further that ?Professional judgment suggests that attempting to include a fish passage for the 
diversion channel under the LPP could cost an additional $20 to $30 million. Costs for the 
ND35K could be less, but still substantial.? The rest of the page speculates about the effect on 
migrations and long-term population trends, saying this is impossible to predict. ?The impact to 
fish migrations likely can only be evaluated through monitoring once the project has been 
constructed.? It talks about ?potential migration measures that might include deterrent systems to 
keep fish out of the flood diversion.? It seems there are major issues here, but they have not fully 
been addressed in the SDEIS. The Corps states the fish would have a path to exit the diversion 
channel, so the risk to mortality would be ?very low.? This will be further evaluated ?following 
project construction.? If the recommended measures are not going to be built because of cost, we 
can expect there to be losses to the fish population that would need to be remediated later on. 
The cost of monitoring and remediation needs to be in the original project costs. This could be 
another long-term cost not included in the project estimates. Better yet, the recommended fish 
passage needs to be part of the plan and included in the original project costs. Why has this not 
been included? 18. AIR QUALITY 5.4.1.2 Corps report talks about air quality problems caused 
by construction but does not talk about air quality problems caused by increased road traffic on 
gravel/dirt roads for farmers moving equipment greater distances. The travel distances could 
easily be doubled, depending where the impacted farm land is and where the new farm head 
quarters is located. 19. PARTICIPATION 6.3 The Corps report states: ?The sponsors have 
worked closely with the other local entities to develop a consensus on the path forward . . .? 
Richland County was not involved in the planning process. The people in the staging area in 
Richland County, southern Cass, and Wilkin county were finally made aware, they were not 
brought into the planning process by the sponsors. When there is a violation of the Corps 
protocol no attempt was made to resolve the violation except to tell them they, those impacted, 
were affected; they were not brought in to the process. When upstream impact to Oxbow was 
known, the mayor was given an non-voting position on the FM Metro group. This was ?touted? 
as working with those impacted. This violation leads one to see the present Corps plan is 
seriously flawed by the failure of the Corps to follow it?s own protocol. If this failure is accepted 
on the federal level, the whole system is also seriously flawed and in need of revision. 20. 
HYDROLOGY 3.10.1 The historical record shows much of the staging area has never, in the last 
140 years, had a flooding occurrence. The frequency of flooding is ZERO. What effect does this 
have on the plan?s calculations? A prolonged dry out period is noted as a possibility which 
would cause planting to be delayed until it is too late to plant. No compensation is provided for 
this occurrence. 21. WETLANDS (Page 92, page 233) The nonfederal sponsors will be 
responsible for the long-term maintenance of the project. The maintenance of the meandering 
wetland mitigation is not noted. The feature of the project must be maintained as integral parts of 
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the project. The wetland feature is subject to damage by high flows in the channel and silting in. 
The plan must provide for the maintain of this feature. Who is to oversee the maintenance of this 
feature? The 36 mile diversion channel is noted implying 36 mile of diversion channel is 
available for wetlands. Much of that diversion channel is the Horace and West Fargo diversion 
channels and are not suitable for wetlands due to the high water flow from the Sheyenne River 
during the summer months. With the change to 20,000 capacity of the diversion channel the 
flood level in Fargo must go up or there must be more water in the staging areas. The staging 
impact area then will be larger than the current plan calls for and the cost must be higher, and 
more upstream impacts, more summer crop losses etc. 22. FISH STRANDING Page 257 fish 
stranding, It appears if fish stranding occurs something will be done if ?possible?. If it is built to 
allow fish stranding and it is not possible to resolve the fish stranding, nothing will be done. This 
is not acceptable. Again no funds are allocated for the resolution. It will be a cost to the non-
federal sponsors. Is the Corps going to require the non-federal sponsors to provide the necessary 
funds? 23. FLOOD ELEVATIONS The flood level by FEMA and the Corps are not the same, 
Why does this occur and how does it affect the plan?s calculations ? Trana Rogne 5477 Co Rd 
#1 Kindred ND 58051  

NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-19 23:08:08: We are writing in opposition to the April 
2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control 
in the Red River Valley The Sierra Club views the FM Metro LPP plan of promoting the 
changing of a stable rural community into a highly urban environment as a negative 
development. The plan is promoted as removing a large area from the flood plain, which results 
in 70 square miles of land out of flood plain requirements, thereby promoting development. This 
urban development with its accompanying urban sprawl, the paving over of large land areas 
causing increased runoff, and the increased air pollution is not an environmentally sound policy. 
This plan has not had input from the very communities it will impact the most. While this lack of 
community wide consensus is not a traditional Sierra Club issue, it is a valid concern as it gives 
the community a sense of control and a bigger stake in the building of a viable environmentally 
friendly community. The plan, requires the relocation of thousands of people, the relocation of 
homes, and the relocation of farming operations in the staging area of southern Cass County and 
northern Richland County. This will require an increase in travel distance from the farm 
headquarters to the farming operations. This Increases air pollution and particulate pollution as 
most of the roads are not paved. Particulate pollution is inevitable, but a plan that by its 
formulation forces more miles to be traveled on unpaved roads is not in the public interest. At the 
Corps presentation on April 4 in Wahpeton, the concern for the location of the farming 
operations headquarters was noted as needing to be addressed. With the removal of all buildings, 
the equipment will have to be driven in from outside of the staging area. With the limited 
availability of land for homes and farming headquarters, this could be a considerable distance. 
We will hope to see a resolution to this problem in the final draft and are asking for a period for 
comments on the proposed resolution. We also question the support of a plan that promotes the 
use of a dam/levee to act as a means of protecting a population from flooding. The wisdom of 
building a dam/levee to protect an urban community that, in the judgment of the Corps, does not 
evacuate in emergencies and prefers to fight a flood, is greatly questioned. The catastrophic 
failure of the "dam" would result in a social, economic and environmental tragedy. There appears 
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to be a attempt to mitigate for the impact to wildlife. The impact to the environment would be 
considerably less if a staging area were not part of the plan and other means were implemented 
to retain water. Other options such as many small retention projects and restored upstream 
wetlands have less adverse environmental consequences than larger concentrated water retention 
projects. The stated rationale that the Corps does not do small retention projects as mentioned at 
the April 4 Wahpeton presentation does not alleviate the necessity to provide a plan that does 
less environmental damage. FISH: 5.2.1.7.5.6, p. 275 "For the LPP and ND35K, fish passage at 
the upstream control weir does not seem feasible. . . . Under the LPP, the bypass would be 
especially problematic due to staging additional water upstream of the control structure.? 
?Professional judgment suggests that attempting to include a fish passage for the diversion 
channel under the LPP could cost an additional $20 to $30 million. Costs for the ND35K could 
be less, but still substantial.? We would strongly recommend that the fish passage be included in 
the LPP. WETLANDS 5.2.1.5.3 LLP AND ND35K The loss of wetlands is addressed with the 
creation of new wetlands in the diversion channel bottom. We do not feel the native wetlands are 
replicated by the proposed solution. We question that the quantity of replacement wetlands can 
be maintained with the known variability of the water flow in the diversion channel. We are 
asking how is the funding to maintain this wetland channel provided and where in the document 
it is noted. Also who is responsible to provide the maintenance? We cannot assume the 
meandering channel will maintain itself due to the varying flows in the bigger channel, silt, etc. 
This wetland needs to be maintained as it is part of the project. If the necessary maintenance on 
this wetland mitigation is neglected, who is to enforce the maintenance of the new wetlands? Are 
the citizens left to apply legal means to achieve compliance? The approval of this plan is a means 
of protecting a specific area, but it does not provide for the development of a long term 
environmentally sound solution to the valley wide flooding problem. Trana Rogne Political 
Chair Dakotah Chapter Sierra Club 5477 Co Rd #1 Kindred ND 58051 

2011-06-19_Kristen Harry (Ness) - Hi, My dad informed me of the Corps of Engineers intent 
to flood the Comstock/Wolverton area. I am extremely disappointed with the possibility of this 
happening. I now live downstream near Omaha and have seen the effects of flodding in this area 
due to the Corps of Engineers poor ability to manage the dams. We are not morons. We know it's 
a tough job, but if you are going to create a reservoir, dig a big hole. Do NOT flood 30,000+ 
acres of the richest farmland in the country with a few feet of water! What are you thinking? 
They can grow rice there? It's not enough water for recreation or for building a resort area on(to 
generate more revenue and jobs). It's just enough to ruin thousands of lives and livlihoods for 
what? The sake of developing some natual wetlands around Fargo. Build elsewhere. Buy some 
land and dig a hole. The right way.   
 

2011-06-19_ Kevin Heiden a General Partner Heiden Family LLLP - NEW COMMENT 
ADDED on 2011-06-19 22:58:14: In studying the table on page 31 of supplemental EIS all of 
your plans impact approximately the same amount of structures. Of these stuctures how many 
are homes? My question to you is how many structures would be affected if flood walls and 
levees through Fargo, what would the cost benefit ratio be for that.You say that it would not 
work, its not the locally preferred plan. Tell the people that would be flooded out with your new 
plan that it wouldn't work. You say you want to restore river habitat, start in Fargo move 
stuctures back from the river, create a space where flood waters could spread out like its 
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supposed to work. The whole issue with the diversion is to protect areas of Fargo that were built 
in a flood plain. The Red River which formed as lake Agassiz drained, you want to protect the 
lowest part of the Red River valley. The management skills of the Corp of Engineers is really in 
question with the problems in Bismark, Minot, Valley City and West Fargo. I hope your not 
using the same computer used to predict water releases to design this project,if you are we're all 
in trouble. Flooding is nothing new to the Red River Valley, you say that were in a wet cycle that 
has changed the 100 and 500 year flood levels. Try going back to 1826 and 1897 was the valley 
in a wet cycle then too? I purpose that the qoute record level in Fargo in 2009 is a false record 
because of diking which funnels inward and upward. The loose of flood plane which allowed the 
water to spread out, now there are homes and other stuctures built in these areas. Case in point 
Rose Creek golf course used to be a slough which stored water and eased flooding. Some how 
the City of Fargo allowed it to developed, imagine that.Common sense is not a requirement to 
run a city. You ask for technical issues reguarding the purposed project. 1) A flood plain is to 
hold water at times of flooding not to build houses in. 2)Every spring money is spent to put up 
dikes(which has saved Fargo each year), then money is spent to take them down. The people 
along the river in Fargo don't want the dikes there all the time, it ruins their view. The people 
being affected with lose of their income from their land don't care for it either. 3) OUR 
COUNTRY IS BROKE !!! If all the structures in Fargo cannot be protected get rid of them for 
good. You will say that cannot be done because it's the economic engine for the area, if it's so 
important why was Fargo built on the banks of a river in a flood plain. 4) Your purposed river 
control structures have never been built anywhere, how do you know they will work. Were they 
designed by a computer? The same computer that was supposed to predict run off levels to 
control our damns? That's pretty scary. Are we supposed to destroy the history of our area for a 
big ditch, I've been told of an area in the path of this ditch with large amounts of Native 
American artifacts, some possibly as old as 3000 to 4000 years old. I know of one area that will 
be destroyed that has never been cultivated,never seen the dreaded plow. There are very few of 
these areas left and they need to be protected. All this to protect a city that was largely built in a 
flood plain. 5) The cultural survey should be redone. I observed a group doing a survey northeast 
of Harwood. They were walking in close enough proximatey to be talking and visiting with one 
another. How accurate was this survey if it was done like this. I do not trust their survey of our 
families land, they were working for the Army Corps of Engineers finding and seeing what they 
want to see. 6)Another issue is the route northeast of Harwood it parallels drain 30 and then 
crosses it near the sheyenne river. Why was the channel of drain 30 not used or better yet use the 
channel of drain 13 to get rid of a 90 degree bend in the purposed channel. I would think that a 
sharp bend like that would increase the maintance costs in this area. And about a petition for 
drain 13 , I've talked to most of the people that signed this petition did it to try to stop the project. 
A public official that is supposed to represent all people equally used his position to further his 
own ajenda. He told me in a phone call he didn't care about anything else in this project just 
drain 13. I purpose that if this channel is going to work so well and it is for the people of cass 
county and not only for the people of Fargo it should be connected to drain 13 reducing flooding 
and road destruction in the areas surrounding drain 13. 6)You are vastly under estimating the 
economic lose that will be suffered by people that will loose their land and their opportunity to 
make a living.This issue added to your cost benifit ratio would shed a different light on your 
project. 7)Move the stuctures away from the Red River, construct flood walls and levees, restore 
the flood plain and use retention projects to hold the water from reaching the Red River so fast 
changing the timing and lowering the crest. But this would not fit into Fargo's development 
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plans. Which it's my understandings that the Army Corps of Engineers are not supposed to aide 
in development. 8) Why are the large holding ponds in the City of Horace's ET and not in 
Fargo's. Fargo wants this project they should suffer the most and pay the biggest price. 9) What 
is happening to Fargo's co sponser(Moorhead), cold feet.   

2011-06-20_Christopher Lish - Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red 
River basin Dear Aaron Snyder, I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion 
channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, 
longer-term solutions. "It is horrifying that we have to fight our own government to save the 
environment." -- Ansel Adams As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that 
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for flood management. 
Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive 
strategy for protecting communities from flooding. "Every man who appreciates the majesty and 
beauty of the wilderness and of wild life, should strike hands with the farsighted men who wish 
to preserve our material resources, in the effort to keep our forests and our game beasts, game-
birds, and game-fish--indeed, all the living creatures of prairie and woodland and seashore--from 
wanton destruction. Above all, we should realize that the effort toward this end is essentially a 
democratic movement." -- Theodore Roosevelt Before investing huge amounts of money in an 
environmentally destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for flood damage 
reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration and other non-structural water retention 
systems. "A thing is right when it tends to preserve the integrity, stability, and beauty of the 
biotic community. It is wrong when it tends otherwise." -- Aldo Leopold, The Conservation 
Ethic Thank you for your consideration of my comments. Please do NOT add my name to your 
mailing list. I will learn about future developments on this issue from other sources. Sincerely, 
Christopher Lish Olema, CA   
 
2011-06-20_James Jacobson - Aaron Snyder Chief, Project Management and Development 
Branch 180 East 5th Street, Suite 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Subject: Review of the 
Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for Fargo-Moorhead 
Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. Dear Mr. Snyder, Thank you for sending a copy of 
the above April 2011 subject Feasibility Report. My understanding is that this feasibility report 
now proposes a 200,000 acre-foot storage area/dam near the Oxbow/Hickson area south of Fargo 
and would require a buyout of that community and 23,000 acres of farmland would be flooded 
for storage of flood water. This plan may provide flood protection for the Fargo-Moorhead 
metropolitan area, but at a cost that would wipe out the existing communities of Oxbow, Hickson 
and Comstock, only benefiting Fargo-Moorhead residents. That is not a wise engineering 
solution for any Red River Valley flood control plan in my opinion. As I previously commented 
in my August 2, 2010 letter on your initial draft feasibility report, in my opinion, comprehensive 
basin wide flood retention water storage projects along Red River tributaries are a better solution 
for overall valley flood control during wet cycles. Water retention storage could then also 
provide a needed water supply during the drought cycles. The diversion plan does not provide a 
solution to alleviate both flooding and drought. Sincerely, James H. Jacobson, PEQuestion- Do 
the 10yr, 50yr and 100yr flood areas as delineated on Figs 37,39 and 41 include a similar yr type 
flood event also occuring at the same time on the MN Wild Rice, Buffalo and other tributaries of 
the Red River?I would like a copy of this subject feasibility study for the Fargo/Moorhead 
Diversion. Mailing address is 8175 Ponderosa Dr. Salida Colorado 81201. Thank you <P>NEW 
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COMMENT ADDED on 2010-08-08 21:53:28:  <P>NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2010-08-08 
22:25:36: Question- Do the 10yr, 50yr and 100yr flood areas as delineated on Figs 37,39 and 41 
include a similar yr type flood event also occuring at the same time on the MN Wild Rice, 
Buffalo and other tributaries of the Red River? <P>NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-20 
00:02:58: Aaron Snyder Chief, Project Management and Development Branch 180 East 5th 
Street, Suite 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Subject: Review of the Supplemental Draft 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement for Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
Flood Risk Management. Dear Mr. Snyder, Thank you for sending a copy of the above April 
2011 subject Feasibility Report. My understanding is that this feasibility report now proposes a 
200,000 acre-foot storage area/dam near the Oxbow/Hickson area south of Fargo and would 
require a buyout of that community and 23,000 acres of farmland would be flooded for storage 
of flood water. This plan may provide flood protection for the Fargo-Moorhead metropolitan 
area, but at a cost that would wipe out the existing communities of Oxbow, Hickson and 
Comstock, only benefiting Fargo-Moorhead residents. That is not a wise engineering solution for 
any Red River Valley flood control plan in my opinion. As I previously commented in my 
August 2, 2010 letter on your initial draft feasibility report, in my opinion, comprehensive basin 
wide flood retention water storage projects along Red River tributaries are a better solution for 
overall valley flood control during wet cycles. Water retention storage could then also provide a 
needed water supply during the drought cycles. The diversion plan does not provide a solution to 
alleviate both flooding and drought. Sincerely, James H. Jacobson, PE 
 
2011-06-20_Vern Liebelt, Chairman of Davenport Township, Cass County - June 20, 2011 
TO: United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) FROM: Vern Liebelt, Chairman of the 
Davenport Township Board RE: Red River Diversion Project THE DAVENPORT TOWNSHIP 
WANTS TO GO ON RECORD IN OPPOSITION TO THE FARGO DAM & RESERVOIR AS 
PROPOSED BY THE UNITED STATES ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS (USACE). WITH 
THE RED RIVER DIVERSION PROJECT. WE OPPOSE THE DESTRUCTION OF 
COMMUNITIES, FARMS, BUSINESSES, SCHOOL DISTRICTS, AND HOMES BY THE 
FARGO DAM & RESERVOIR AS PROPOSED BY THE RED RIVER DIVERSION 
PROJECT. Even though Davenport Township is situated west of the point that the proposed 
diversion is set to be constructed, we are concerned that the impact will also affect the Sheyenne 
River and farmland and roads in our township as well. In past springs any overflow from the 
Sheyenne spills over into Davenport Township and causes considerable damage to the roads and 
farmland, so what will be the impact on roads and other infrastructures in our township of the 
Fargo Dam & Reservoir? We don?t feel that sufficient study has been done to what the effect 
this project will have on the overflow from the Sheyenne. We are also opposed to this project 
because the residents in our township will be subjected to a raise in taxes to make up for the loss 
of property taxes in other townships and communities due to flooding. 
 
2011-06-20_Janith D. Ness - I am James A. Ness, Janith's husband. I have the same e-mail 
address. Should the Fargo Diversion come about, which I pray doesn't, I'm concerned about 
emergency services being unable to do their job. How will fire trucks get to a fire? How would 
an ambulance save a heart attack victim? I'm also concerned about water staying on the river 
banks too long, causing banks to slough into the Red River. This has already happened at my 
farm and numerous places along the river. The Fargo Diversion plan leaves a lot of unanswered 
questions which the Corp has not been able to answer. There is a better plan. Ideas have come 
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from many at the meetings, but the Corps has not responded to them. Sincerely, James A. NessI 
am asking you to reconsider the Fargo Diversion plan as submitted as it will be so destructive to 
those of us living upstream. We look at the Red River from the windows of our home, yet at its 
worst it still had approximately 8 feet to go to reach the top of the bank. When I first heard of 
this plan, I considered it too asinine to ever become reality, yet here we are, spending our time 
and money to fight a plan that should never have been proposed. We want the cities of Fargo and 
Moorhead to be protected, but do you really believe the only solution is to damage or destroy so 
many of us who live upstream? Why have you not considered the much more affordable and less 
destructive plan of EKO? I'm sure you've been sent this information, but I want to send it to you 
again. Heinz Munz Wayne Flittner Marketing Director President, Eko Flood Systems USA, 
LLC. wayne@ekofloodusa.com heinz@ekofloodusa.com 307-733-8982 307-739-2538 I do not 
know the source of this quote, but it applies: "To admit you made a mistake is to acknowledge 
that you are smarter today than you were yesterday." Sincerely, Janith D. Ness  

NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-20 08:13:29: I am James A. Ness, Janith's husband. I 
have the same e-mail address. Should the Fargo Diversion come about, which I pray doesn't, I'm 
concerned about emergency services being unable to do their job. How will fire trucks get to a 
fire? How would an ambulance save a heart attack victim? I'm also concerned about water 
staying on the river banks too long, causing banks to slough into the Red River. This has already 
happened at my farm and numerous places along the river. The Fargo Diversion plan leaves a lot 
of unanswered questions which the Corp has not been able to answer. There is a better plan. 
Ideas have come from many at the meetings, but the Corps has not responded to them. Sincerely, 
James A. Ness  

2011-06-20_Patrick Reinke - I live in the Bakke Sub-Division that is going to be negatively 
impacted by the current LPP Diversion plan for Cass County / Fargo. The project seems to have 
been put on the fast track and is not being reviewed properly for ALL potential posssibilities. I 
have several questions and points that I want answered: How was the Metro Flood Study work 
group formed and why is there no one included in the group from the highest impacted area ? 
Why wasn't the public made aware of possible diversion realingment changes prior to the sales 
tax vote in November ? Aaron Snyder has made comments that they were considering these 
alternatives back in May of 2010. Yet the public wasn't told of the re-alignment until after the 
vote ? Are we supposed to put our lives on hold while waiting for buy outs ? We have been told 
that buy-outs will occur from North to South and we would the last group of people to be bought 
out ? What happens if the Sheyenne, Wild Rice, and Red River all crest at the same time ? We 
haven't been given proof that this has been considered. When can we get an accurate cost 
breakdown of all the costs ? If we as tax - payers are helping pay for the project we should get a 
full accounting of all costs. I would like a full accounting of the $1.7B price tag. I think we will 
find that the price will easily exceed $2.0B. How is the new Kindred School going to be paid for 
when 23% of the property tax base will be wiped away ? Please provide proof that ice jams have 
been taken into account when designing the diversion. How is Fargo able to protect areas 
currently now developed, but held for future development. Isn't that a direct violation of EO 
11988 ? Please explain. These are just a few of the many concerns about the current proposed 
project. The project has NOT addressed many of the concerns and impacts of the people living in 
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the storage and staging areas. I would like my comments and questions answered to the fullest 
extent. Patrick Reinke Concerned Bakke Resident Patrick 
 
2011-06-20_Melvin Bolton - I reside in rural Cass County, ND and I am writing in opposition of 
the current locally preferred plan (LPP) diversion project as designed by the Corps of Engineers 
aimed at protecting the Fargo-Moorhead cities. During a May 22nd corps-sanctioned information 
meeting held at the Kindred School gymnasium during the question and answer session, it was 
said that Congressman Colin Peterson (MN) believed that there was money in the Farm Bill 
($500 million) for a large Red River retention project. The diversion project manager, Mr. Aaron 
Snyder, said in his reply to this information that the corps? ?preliminary analyses? suggested that 
any Red River retention project by itself did not go far enough to keep flood waters out of Fargo-
Moorhead. While I realize we need to fix the flooding situation in the Fargo-Moorhead area, the 
LPP will create a dam that floods a major amount of land, including several cities and my home. 
Given the extreme impacts of the proposed diversion, it should be incumbent upon Mr. Snyder to 
exhaustively seek out and compare every potential solution to the flooding problem, which 
includes retention. Quite simply, ?preliminary analysis? by the corps should not rule out other 
potential solutions at this stage of planning. In light of this, I disapprove of the current LPP and 
ask that more studies be conducted to evaluate whether an upstream retention project(s) in 
conjunction with a diversion, but without an upstream staging area or dam in the 
Oxbow/Hickson/Bakke areas/Klitzke Dr. areas, could mitigate most Fargo-Moorhead flooding 
problems. In my mind, this potential solution alleviates artificial flooding of pristine farm land, 
hundreds of rural homes like mine, and at least four cities (from both MN and ND) while still 
protecting Fargo-Moorhead. Moreover, Cass County and other local counties will retain their 
tax-base in this area rather than having to buy out each farm, company, or residence.   
 
2011-06-20_Todd and LeAnn Toppen - June 20, 2011 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul 
District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: 
Supplemental Draft EIS Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Dear Mr. 
Snyder: We am writing this letter in opposition to The Locally Preferred Plan for the Fargo 
Diversion. We live on, own, and operate a farm on the Wild Rice River in Section 4 of Walcott 
Township East. This northern area of Richland County is very important to the county tax base 
as it represents its largest growth area. It is also vitally important to the Kindred and Richland 44 
school districts. This current plan shows an impact of less than 1 foot on our land; however, 10 
miles south of our land, it shows an impact of 2.6 feet. We are not engineers but this would not 
make sense to any rational thinking person. We can only therefore conclude that there have been 
no credible impact studies done south of Highway 46. It would seem that there has been very 
inadequate peer review of this project to have left such an important area out of proper study. I 
have come to expect very short-sighted planning from the City of Fargo and the Cass County 
Commission; however, we are very disappointed to also see it from the Corps of Engineers. The 
flooding in the Red River Valley Basin is a basin-wide problem that deserves a basin-wide 
solution. To simply single out Fargo for flood protection at the expense of others shows the 
incredible ignorance of the COE about the unique flooding problems of the Red River Valley. It 
is very clear the sponsors and the COE are choosing to flood thousands of acres of land that has 
never been flooded in order to provide development property to the City of Fargo that is in the 
flood plain. The City of Fargo continues to develop land that is very flood prone while asking for 
help from flooding. Something is very wrong here. This project begs for underwriting by the 
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USDA, FEMA, EPA, and perhaps the Justice Department at the very least. The current estimated 
cost of $1.7 billion, which is of course grossly underestimated because many impacts have not 
yet been studied, should cause the COE to question whether the local sponsors have an adequate 
plan for funding. With the ND legislature, Moorhead, Clay County, and the State of Minnesota 
now questioning their commitment financially to the project the COE is mismanaging the public 
trust to continue to work on this project without a more detailed plan for funding and more 
transparency from the City of Fargo and Cass County . They both are representing their voters 
very poorly. When the diversion was changed to a diversion with a dam and the upstream 
retention was added to the project, the COE stopped listening to the local people affected by this 
huge area of retention. People choose to live on a farm and in rural areas with small communities 
for a lifestyle that many ?city? people do not understand. It is a nourishing mix of community, 
church, friendship, faith, and lifelong commitment to family that cannot be bought out and 
moved. It seems to be a threat to ?cities? and something easily done away with. It is with respect 
that we ask that there be no upstream impacts and that much more time is needed to work for a 
basin wide solution. Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely, Todd & LeAnn Toppen cc: 
USDA, FEMA, EPA, Justice Department   
 
2011-06-20_Anonymous - Hello, My name is Jodi Arneson and I live at 112 1st Ave in 
Hickson, ND and my husband and I have lived there for 11 years. I am 35 years old and have 
planned to live in my home, in Hickson the rest of my life. This is extremely disturbing and 
upsetting to my husband and I. Our house isn?t just a house to us and never has been, it actually 
has some type of meaning. It used to be the old School House in Hickson, and is very unique. 
You cannot replace my home with any other. Over the passed 11 years we have never had any 
type of flooding from either of the rivers around us so why would you just think you can wipe 
out that entire area? In the event of a .02% chance flood it will put 5-7 feet on us, let?s be 
realistic, you have to say this amount. So never in my lifetime will I see this type of flood, I 
guarantee you that if this diversion goes through we will never see water in that area, ever. So 
then what, all these people were displaced from their homes and livlihood for absolutely 
nothing? I think it?s absolutely ridiculous for the City of Fargo and how this ?diversion? thing 
was secretly pushed under everyone's noses. Why isn?t Oxbow/Hickson being included in this 
diversion area or even given the opportunity? Where are the statistics on that? I demand that the 
options/expenses be figured out to include us, as well as costs/expenses for protecting the City of 
Fargo with floodwalls etc, just like Grand Forks. How silly is it to displace all these people, and 
ruin all this farm land and the COST?..the cost alone! I?m glad the government has all kinds of 
our money to ?waste?. There are other ways of protecting the City of Fargo from flooding and 
you know it. Also what about the Kindred Public School and how this is going to affect that? 
Why should I be ?forced? from my home for the benefit of others. I do not want to be uprooted. 
My husband and I currently have three businesses that operate in the City of Fargo every single 
day. If I am forced out of my home, this will be jeopardizing those businesses in the City of 
Fargo as well. We will NOT live in the City of Fargo, nor Cass County for that matter. The Core 
knows there are other ways to take care of the flooding issues within our area, and where is our 
Political Representation from our Cass County Commissioners? Who are these people and why 
aren?t they fighting for or with us, where is there backbone? I'm just going to leave you with 
this: Flood of 1997, nothing, Flood of 2009, nothing, Flood of 2011, nothing. Diversion 
Protecting the City of Fargo only, 5-7 feet of water on us. Back in the day Churches and Schools 
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were built on high ground in the event of a catastrophic flood. Andre' and Jodi Arneson 112 1st 
Avenue Hickson, ND 58047   
 
2011-06-20_Kathleen Lingen - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan 
(North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. I 
have several concerns related to the proposed plan. First, I am extremely disappointed by the fact 
that the many people who will be negatively impacted were not included or represented in the 
planning process. People?s lives are now on hold while under the threat of this project. We are 
homeowners in the Bakke addition and don?t have the options of selling our home or borrowing 
money to make home improvements. We feel like we are living in limbo until we know what 
will happen with this project. Secondly, I can definitely sense a loss of community cohesion and 
trust between our bedroom communities and the city of Fargo. I truly believe that we do need 
them and support some type of flood protection, but they also need us. Right now that 
relationship and trust has been severely damaged. These social impacts have not been taken into 
consideration. In addition, I am a teacher in the Kindred Public School District. I don?t feel that 
it?s been taken into account how this project will affect our school. Who will be responsible for 
the costs related to the loss of tax bases? We have a strong thriving school district with a new 
secondary school under construction. The future of our school district is unknown if this project 
proceeds as proposed. We have many students who live in the areas that would be adversely 
affected. There is no way that all of those families/students would be able to relocate in the 
Kindred Public School District thus more people and communities are adversely impacted. 
Lastly, it seems obvious and imperative that better, less expensive alternatives need to be given 
adequate consideration. In conclusion, please take the time to review and address the concerns of 
the many people whose lives are going to be changed forever by this project. Sincerely, Kathleen 
Lingen 
 
2011-06-20_Forrest D. Wilkerson and Ginger L. Schmid - We would like to take the 
opportunity to express our concerns about the proposed flood control program for Fargo ND. We 
agree that Fargo is vulnerable, but our background in surface processes and soils leads us to 
question whether the proposed large scale engineered structures can actually be safely 
constructed and maintained upon the soils of the Fargo area. The substrates in this area are 
notorious for shear and deformation and when combined with the wet or dry extremes of the 
Fargo climate these shrink/swell substrates are problematic for any type of engineering. The area 
proposed for this flood control project is underlain by the Sherack and Brenna geologic 
formations. By definition these formations are characterized by 2:1 lattice smectite clays. The 
shrink-swell properties of these clays are defined by chemical and physical properties of the clay 
minerals present in these deposits. The 2:1 nomenclature indicates the ability of these minerals to 
absorb water molecules to expand to twice their volume, and then shrink again when drying. No 
amount of money or engineering can alter the physical and chemical properties of these clay 
minerals. These are such basic, defining characteristics that the engineering issues associated 
with these clays are addressed in any multitude of sources from basic introductory soils 
textbooks (e.g. Singer and Munns 1987) to on-line and scientific journal publications (e.g. Harris 
2003; Anderson 2005, 2006; Schwert 2011). Please consider the complexity and cost of building 
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on these substrates before approving such an expensive and potentially impossible engineering 
project. Submitted by: Forrest D. Wilkerson, Ph.D. Ginger L. Schmid, Ph.D. Associate Professor 
Assistant Professor Department of Geography Department of Geography Minnesota State 
University Minnesota State University forrest.wilkerson@mnsu.edu ginger.schmid@mnsu.edu 
Professor Wilkerson has a master?s degree in Geography and a Ph.D. in Environmental 
Geography. Both of his degrees concerned surface processes and erosion. Professor Schmid has 
a master?s degree in soils and a Ph.D. in Environmental Geography. Both of her degrees 
involved soil stability and erosion processes. Selected References Anderson, Fred. J. 2005. A 
highlight of engineering geologic issues in Fargo, North Dakota. North Dakota Geological 
Survey Newsletter. 32(1): 1-4. Anderson, F. J. 2006. A highlight of environmental and 
engineering geology in Fargo, North Dakota., USA. Engineering Geology. 49(7): 1034-1042. 
Harris, K. L. 2003. Riverbank collapse in northwestern Minnesota: an overview of vulnerable 
earth materials. Minnesota Geological Survey. University of Minnesota. Schwert, Donald P. 
2011. Geology of the Fargo-Moorhead region, North Dakota-Minnesota. Department of 
Geosciences. North Dakota State University. http://www.ndsu.edu/fargo_geology/ Singer, 
Michael J. and Donald N. Munns. 1987. Soils, an introduction. New York: Macmillan Publishing 
Company. 453-455.   
 
2011-06-20_Tom & Penny Cirks - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: We are opposed to the Fargo Dam/Diversion. It is such a narrow minded 
plan that if it wasn?t so serious most people would shrug it off with a laugh. This project will 
TAKE people?s homes and livelihoods without the blink of an eye. Sure, we are promised 
compensation (and some people are wearing rose colored glasses if they think it will be a fair 
compensation). But my issue is that our house, property and livelihoods are not for sale. When 
we looked for property on which to build our new house eight years ago, we took the topography 
and history of the land into consideration. We built high? on land that has historically been dry. 
We know that the river rises in the spring. When we wanted to build our new house, we knew 
where the flood prone areas were; where to stay away from. So our reward for picking a high and 
dry location is to have Fargo take it to put water on it. And we are supposed to just give it up. 
Fargo is not rescuing us from a property that floods. They are creating a property that will 
certainly flood. Fargo is TAKING our home so that they can push water uphill. That doesn?t 
make much sense at all. We are at an elevation of 925 feet. Fargo is 905 in several places we 
checked into and maybe even lower in some places. If this Dam fails or breaches for any reason, 
where do you think that water is going to flow? Hint?it is not south. While there has been much 
development in our neck of the woods (Northern Richland County) and new folks moving in, 
there are many families that have been here for generations. Why do these people have to toss 
aside their history? To you it may only be a plot of land and some dirt, a house, and some out 
buildings. But to the people who have lived here, it is roots. It is a stable environment. A home. 
A way of life. Why on earth would the project people think that the homes in Fargo are so much 
more important? Is Fargo prepared to compensate the people fairly for taking away their careers, 
their livelihoods, their retirement? It?s pretty tough to relocate farmland. You may be able to 
?trade? acre for acre, but can you guarantee the quality? Are the local sponsors prepared to 
compensate what would be a normal income each year for every farmer displaced? I have heard 
people say that the needs of many outweigh the few. Let?s run with that theory. There are many, 
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many more people involved here than Fargo, The flooding reaches out to the entire Red River 
Basin. Why aren?t these people?s needs being considered? Instead of protecting Fargo only, 
protect the Basin from South Dakota to Canada. Wouldn?t that be more responsible? It was said 
at one of the meetings, that if people to the west of the dam/diversion want to stay dry, they will 
have to build their own diversion. So now we are just creating a catacomb of diversions, pushing 
the problem further upstream of every river that enters the Red River Basin. That seems 
extremely irresponsible. Many of our family and friends are buried in a cemetery that will be 
affected. I don?t know about you and your relationships, but the thought of moving mine from 
their FINAL resting place to somewhere else is extremely upsetting. This also not addressed in 
the LPP. Many of these graves are very old. Are the local sponsors prepared to find the families 
of those affected? Are they going to pay for cemetery re-location? We also own a business out 
here. Foss Johnson Oil, maybe you heard of it. But then I bet not. The study hasn?t actually gone 
out here to see who will, in reality not just on paper, be damaged or destroyed. We are simply a 
dot on a computer generated map. We are on the Wild Rice River. But the Wild Rice hasn?t 
really been taken into consideration in the project. Not one person on the Metro Flood Study 
Group has approached us as to how much we are going to be affected. Plain and simple?. We are 
community driven. When the community is gone, so is a large portion of our business. Is Fargo 
going to compensate us for that? Are we expected to move into Fargo? Will we be made whole 
by automatically be given a customer base? I think not. We have put 20+ years into expanding 
and maintaining this business. Again, not one cent from Fargo. It is not theirs to take. This 
Project has so many costs that haven?t even been considered. The residents of Fargo have no 
idea how much they are going to have to pay for this Dam. They deserve a right to know. This 
has been withheld from them. The rest of North Dakota has the right to know that their money 
will protect only Fargo. And when the water does come and flood northern Richland County, 
Fargo has said that they will not be responsible for the damage costs. It will then become a ?local 
issue?. Neither Richland County nor Eagle Township has the extra money lying around to fix 
roads and bridges. Taxes will have to go up. That is not exactly a drawing card for new residents. 
If the roads and bridges are in disrepair, how do people commute? What if there are emergency 
services needed? Will Fargo be there to console the family that just lost a building, home, or God 
forbid a family member simply because the road to their ring-diked home was under water? All 
alternatives need to be seriously looked into. Fargo has been successful in each and every flood 
to date. Improvements are being made each year. We realize that it is getting to be a tiring fight. 
But it is a fight the entire valley is involved in. Once this dam is built, there is no going back. If 
this turns into a failure, where is the money going to come from to fix it? This project is too big 
to rush into. Tom and Penny Cirks 5515 174 Ave SE Christine, ND   
 
2011-06-20_Madeline Luke - Although I do not live in the area upstream from the diversion, 
my tax money, both state and federal will be used to fund this project. If I am reading the EIS 
correctly, the upstream Red River crest will be increased by up to 86 inches in the spring. This, 
by itself, would indicate that you are willing to sacrifice the upstream communities for the good 
of Fargo-Moorhead, just as a year ago, before they protested, the downstream communities were 
threatened. Worse yet, your analysis does not take into effect of the overland flooding from 
tributaries such as the Sheyenne, which will be even more swollen by water release from Devils 
Lake. Your mitigation plans do not consider in a real way, the loss of farm income outside of the 
channel. What happens when fields soaked through cannot be planted in a reasonable time 
period? Will crop losses be covered under any existing programs? How do the towns and county 
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operate with less tax income if there are no crops? Just this week, Governor Dalrymple?s request 
for FEMA assistance for private homes was declined. A realistic assessment and budget for 
homes that could be damaged by the extra water before the project begins is lacking. In this light 
also, should there be a failure of the diversion, who will pay for the destroyed homes, ruined 
infrastructure and damaged fields? Presently all of eastern ND is facing serious challenges from 
the wet cycle. Large projects such as the F-M diversion and outlet structures at Devils Lake are 
appealing as they respond to the concerns of a large or vocal constituency in a very obvious 
manner. They also, however, set communities against each other as the transfers of these large 
amounts of water have the potential of destroying the receiving towns and farms. Because of the 
profound implications of these large projects, it is of paramount importance that all concerns be 
heard, all damages be considered seriously and addressed in an honest and comprehensive 
manner. Furthermore, all alternatives must be considered. The Red River Basin Commission has 
advocated a 20% reduction on all tributaries to the Red River. How much would this, assuming 
an aggressive wetland restoration program, along with permanent flood walls, and buyouts in 
Fargo Moorhead cost? This spreads the burden to all the affected communities while not 
threatening the survival of any one. Thank you for accepting my comments. 
 
2011-06-20_Joel Noreen - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 
180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Mr. Snyder, My family has lived in the 
city of Christine, ND for the past 22 plus years. We have raised a family of four boys and have 
provided foster care for several children, two of which we recently adopted, for the past 8 years. 
All of our children, 6 now, call this "home". Also, some our past foster children refer to this as 
"home" as they never had a feeling of stability and permanency prior to living with our family. 
There are at least 15 to 20 other families it the effected area that provide the same stability and 
permanency to foster children. You and the powers that be have taken away that feeling of 
stability and permanency. You are effecting the lives of families that have been here for 
generations and many like ourselves that more recently moved here to establish homes and 
families! We chose to live here because of the smaller rural community. The property that my 
wife, Crystal, own has never flooded as far as we have been able to determine. We have taken a 
somewhat neglected house that was built in 1901 and brought it back to life, much of which has 
been with our own blood, sweat and a lot of money. We recently had started a badly needed 
kitchen remodel only to find out that the dam/diversion plan had suddenly changed! A report that 
you and city of Fargo knew about last fall but failed to make public until after the Cass County 
sales tax had passed. We are in our late 50's and should we want or need to sell our home there is 
currently little if any value. No one is interested in a location that is currently proposed as 
"holding area" for flood waters. Even if someone was to buy a home or land in the area they 
would expect to pay pennies on the dollar. I have been in attendance of many or the meetings 
concerning this dam/diversion. The one thing that has impressed upon me is the lack of empathy 
that you and others from the Corp and officials from Cass County and Fargo! The public 
comment meetings have only been provided to allow those effected to vent. At the Kindred, 
Fargo, Moorhead and Hendrum meetings there were no official notes taken, no names taken, 
nothing recorded. Comments such as "the red lines are a best guess we don't know where the 
water could actually go" leaves everyone with no confidence with your "expert" knowledge. 
Comments by yourself and others from the Corp provides substance to the old saying that "the 
world is full of educated derelicts" Very sincerely, Joel Noreen Christine, ND   
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2011-06-20_Allen Ricker - I am writing oppose the proposed North Dakota Diversion. I realize 
that Fargo Moorhead needs to have some type of permanent flood protection, but there hase to be 
a better way than the FMPP (Fargo Moorhead Perferred Plan). I live basically at ground zero, 1 
house between us and the proposed Fargo Dam location, and have lived there for 12 years. Other 
than the the couple of weeks of flooding on the flood years in the spring, it is an absoulte 
wonderful place to live and raise our family. This proposed diversion would not only destroy our 
house and development Rivershore Subdivision), but also our church in Hickson and the whole 
communities of Hickson, Oxbow, Bakke Division, and Comstock. I think most North Dakota 
residents agree that it was wrong when Canada built a dike, to hold back water, at the border and 
called it a road. So why should it be right for Fargo to build a dike and call it diversion when it 
will destroy so many homes and business? Please slow down and find a better solution that won't 
affect so many people! Sincerely 
 
2011-06-20_Katy Boyer - June 20, 2011 Dear US Army Corps of Engineering, I am a resident 
of Fargo. I agree that Fargo could benefit from permanent flood protection. However, I do not 
think we should protect Fargo at the expense of the surrounding communities. It is not right to 
force non-Fargo residents out of their homes just to protect the city of Fargo. We should be able 
to find a way to improve permanent dikes within Fargo city limits. Almost the entire state of 
North Dakota has experienced issues and damage due to flooding this year, and Fargo actually 
had a lot less flood damage than most other cities. The current proposal is also extremely 
expensive. We should not spend all of our resources on one city. Please try to find a less 
expensive and less invasive solution to spring flooding. Thank you for your time Katy Boyer 
3623 Harrison St S Fargo ND 58104   
 
2011-06-20_Tom Knudsen - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Minn-Dak Farmers Cooperative 
is a grower owned sugarbeet processing company located in the southern end of the Red River 
Valley. The factory is located in Wahpeton, North Dakota. We have been around since 1974. 
Annually our grower owners produce 2.5 to 3.0 million tons of sugarbeets from 115,000 acres. 
Total revenues in 2011 were $280,000,000. The area being considered for storage and retention 
has us very concerned. If implemented we would lose 2,000 acres of production annually. On a 
rotation basis that number would escalate to 6,000 to 8,000 acres. We have a copy of the RMA 
interpretation of preventive planting and crop insurance. It simply will not work for sugarbeets 
year in and year out. The best time to plant sugarbeets is from mid April to the first of May. We 
do not foresee the retention and storage areas being emptied are ready for planting at that time. 
Delayed planting has a direct correlation with lowered yields. Sugarbeets are one of the most 
intensive and expensive crops to produce in the Red River Valley. The uncertainty of spring 
planting is difficult enough without the storage/retention question mark. Infrastructure to move 
the crop from field to market is also a major concern. During the mitigation and flowage 
easement process critical roads may disappear. The window for harvesting and delivering 
sugarbeets is very small and good roads are crucial. No one will plant a sugarbeet crop if roads 
are lacking. Sugarbeets do not tolerate standing water very well. If the crop would get planted in 
the retention/storage area and spring/summer flooding required the gates to be opened the crop 
would be lost and not insurable. That is simply too great a risk for anyone to take on. In short 
sugarbeet production within the storage/retention area would disappear. We would also see the 
loss of grower shareholders who have been with us since the Cooperatives formation in 1974. 
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They would lose fields, farms and their livelihood and that is something we cannot support under 
any circumstances. We fully agree that Fargo-Moorhead needs protection. We have watched and 
worried for them as the struggle annually to defeat the Red River. Fargo-Moorhead is our 
economic hub and we agree we cannot stand to lose that area to a major flood. We feel the Corps 
along with the current sponsors need to more fully consider the implications of the essentially 
eliminating 25,000 acres and everything inside that area. A diversion for Fargo is needed. 
Downstream interests and impacts need to be considered (and have). Now attention needs to shift 
to upstream interests. This does not have to be winners and losers in this if time is taken to look 
at more creative solutions. Nothing is going to happen very fast so why not look at less invasive, 
more long term solutions. Upstream storage near the source of major tributaries of the Red River 
is constantly brought up. The Corps agrees that needs to be looked at and will reduce the extent 
and amount that the proposed area would be flooded. We have congressional support at the 
moment to implement such storage systems. Some have already been completed (North Ottowa) 
others are in design stage (Red Path) and others are in their infancy and others should have a 
second look (Mud Lake and Lake Traverse). If the Corp can source 400,000 acre feet of storage 
using these less invasive methods Fargo-Moorhead can have their diversion, downstream 
interests can taken care of and the current proposed upstream storage/retention area can be 
eliminated. Thank you for your time, Tom Knudsen VP Agriculture Minn-Dak Farmers 
Cooperative Wahpeton, ND 58075 
 
2011-06-20_Fred Schumacher - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth St. E., Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 Re: Comment on Supplemental Draft 
Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
Flood Risk Management April 2011 From: Fred Schumacher Retired Red River Valley farmer 
A. OVERVIEW The present Locally Preferred Plan (LPP) delineated in the SDEIS is deeply 
flawed in concept and process. As presently constituted, it is much more a flood plain 
development plan than a flood abatement plan. The LPP places itself squarely in the middle of a 
long standing ?turf? conflict among the individual communities of the F-M metro area, choosing 
sides by shifting water flows around to benefit primarily one community, the city of Fargo, to the 
detriment of others. The plan is a tautology. By creating a levee system that functions as a dry 
dam to store water in the Red River Valley itself, it attempts to solve the problem of flooding in 
the valley by flooding the valley. If in 1975, when the Kindred Dam was resurrected, a person 
had proposed putting a flood control dam across the Red River Valley, he would have been 
laughed out of the room. The concept is just as unreasonable today as it was then. B. THE PLAN 
VIOLATES EXECUTIVE ORDER 11988 The LPP operates counter to Executive Order 11988 
on flood plain management, which ?...requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the 
long and short-term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of flood 
plains and to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development.? 
(http://www.fema.gov/plan/ehp/ehplaws/eo11988.shtm) The key documentation to corroborate 
this claim are the floodplain maps on pages 293-296 of the SDEIS. The LPP uses the diversion 
as a functional ring dike to enclose the floodplain south and north of Fargo high ground, opening 
up these regions to development. That Fargo land developers are the primary movers of the LPP 
is open knowledge. The logic can be seen in the PowerPoint demonstration endorsed by former 
North Dakota Governor Ed Schaefer that can be seen at 
www.youtube.com./watch?v=ahiw314d8jc, especially at 1:30 into sequence, when the high 
ground of Moorhead is derided and the lower area to the west of Fargo is promoted as a flood 
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pool with ?retention opportunity.? There is no shortage of flood-free land capable of being 
developed in the Fargo-Moorhead area; however, most of it lies to the east in Minnesota. As 
another chapter in the decades long conflict between Fargo and West Fargo over annexation of 
undeveloped land, Fargo sited the new Ronald Davies High School in the floodplain and is now 
having trouble meeting property tax assessments without additional development in this 
floodable area that would be protected by the LPP. It is not the task of the Corps to cure self-
inflicted wounds. C. THE NORTHERN PACIFIC RAILROAD AND EARLY FARGO The plan 
ignores centuries-old historical knowledge. Fargo-Moorhead developed because that was the site 
chosen by the Northern Pacific Railroad for its crossing of the Red River. In 1871, NP land agent 
Thomas H. Canfield and surveyor George B. Wright scouted out a crossing. Noting that ?there 
was a tradition among the Indians (corroborated by Hudson Bay Company employees to 
Canfield) that the Red River overflowed its banks.... Canfield and Wright spent some time that 
spring going up and down the river searching for high embankments upon which to build a 
railroad bridge... (and) decided that Moorhead was the highest point as far as they could 
determine...? (?History of NP railroad crossing at Fargo? http://www.fargo-
history.com/early/beginnings.htm) The Northern Pacific sited their crossing nearly perfectly. 
Canfield and Wright had found the highest ground over a space of some 50 miles. Up until the 
1970s, Fargo developed in its characteristic sideways T-shape in order to stay on the high 
ground, high ground which the NP tracks bisected. Canfield expected Moorhead to dominate, 
since Moorhead is higher than Fargo, in fact, most of it is above the 500-year floodplain; 
however, that would have meant running counter to powerful conditions that favored the 
development of cities on the west side of a dividing north/south river as portals to a rolling 
frontier expanding from east to west. This is true from Winnipeg to St. Louis and Omaha, with 
Bismarck being the exception that proves the rule. D. EARLY SETTLERS OBSERVED 
FLOODS AND AVOIDED LOW LAND Although the Red River Valley appears uniformly flat 
to the unpracticed eye, it is actually full of perturbations, which early settlers to the valley 
observed during flood periods. They used that knowledge to site their homes above flood waters, 
homes that would be removed for the LPP's flood pool. These pioneer homes, which have never 
flooded, would be sacrificed for the development of Fargo's floodplain, a clear violation of 
Executive Order 11988. The knowledge that Canfield and early pioneers discovered was lost by 
modern real estate developers, who expect a government bailout for their mistakes. E. THE LPP 
IS A NON-COHESIVE PLAN The LPP is not a coherent, unified plan but a series of ad hoc 
adjustments and compromises to deal with problems as they arise during the design phase. Many 
of these adjustments are not detailed but are shuffled off into the nebulous ?contingency? area, 
which is rapidly filling up. These running adjustments concatenate so that the need to avoid the 
Brenna soils requires making the diversion channel shallower, reducing its capacity from 35,000 
cfs to 20,000 cfs, which in turn requires expanding the flood pool upstream, which in turn 
requires a ditch on the west side of the Highway 17 tie-back levee to move Sheyenne River 
breakout flows which can no longer take their natural course to the Wild Rice River, and so on 
and so on. The LPP uses complexity as a problem solving tool, attempting to do something not 
done before: the crossing of five rivers with a diversion on a flat plain, the construction of two 
river carrying aqueducts, and all on extremely weak and plastic soils. As 15th century Franciscan 
philosopher William of Ockham warned, ?non sunt multiplicanda entia praeter necessitatem? 
(entities are not multiplied beyond necessity). Ockham recognized that the greater the number of 
?if... then? statements, all of which need to be valid for the entire argument to be so, the greater 
the chance for failure. The complexity of this project is a harbinger of project failure. E. THE 
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CORPS HAS FAILED AT COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT The community involvement 
process in LPP planning has been abysmal, with the larger community impacted by the plan 
essentially blocked out of the planning process. This is a massive shift from the behavior of the 
Corps during the Kindred Dam/Sheyenne River Diversion project of late 1970s and early 1980s. 
Although the community involvement component of that project got off to a shaky start, it 
ultimately became a model for a how to do a planning process properly, with all parties involved 
in a dialogue with each other and the Corps during monthly meetings over a period of six years 
until consensus was reached. As the General Reevaluation and Environmental Impact Statement 
for Flood Control and Related Purposes, Sheyenne River, North Dakota, Rev. January, 1984 
states on page EIS-30, section 6.12: ?During the public involvement program, many public views 
were expressed that had a major influence on the study and that were considered in the decision 
making process.? That is, the Corps did not simply hold public participation meetings but 
actively encouraged the affected communities to be an integral part of the process. F. LACK OF 
TRUST AND TRANSPARENCY Community liaison in the LPP planning process has been so 
poor that even members of the city council of Moorhead, one of the primary sponsors of the 
project, were quoted in a June 15, 2011 Fargo Forum article, ?Moorhead officials miffed at 
corps' diversion changes,? at feeling left out of the planning process. ?It feels like we're an 
afterthought,? said Council Member Brenda Elmer. The article goes on to state that Councilor 
Mark Hintermeyer said that change from a 35K cfs to a 20K cfs diversion, ?should have been 
highlighted, as it did not register with him during a meeting he attended.? ?This (capacity 
change) is a big deal,? The lack of a ?heads-up? Hintermeyer said, ?sets the framework for a lack 
of trust and transparency, in my point of view.? The council then tabled action on a joint powers 
agreement with Fargo. This is a stunning development that bodes poorly for the LPP. G. SHORT 
PLANNING PROCESS TIMELINE UNDERMINES PUBLIC REVIEW The planning process 
is being artificially accelerated to meet an artificial deadline: the effort to have the LPP 
authorized by Congress in the 2011 omnibus water projects bill. This plan is in no way ready for 
this stage. For a project whose success is absolutely dependent on solid geotechnical knowledge 
of soils notorious for their low load carrying capacity, additional soil borings, necessary for the 
engineering of levees and aqueducts, won't be begun until July and data analysis will not be 
available until early 2012. In the light of the long history of soil failures underneath structures in 
the Fargo area, it is not a stretch to say that without this geotechnical information, there is no 
project. That the Corps does not have sufficient geotechnical knowledge to go forward with the 
LPP is also the analysis of Julian Digialleonardo, manager of the Independent External Peer 
Review being conducted by Battelle for the Corp. and detailed in Appendix I-15 Reviews. The 
speeding up of the process also has a negative effect on the ability of elected officials and lay 
people to understand and comment on the plan. The volume and complexity of the 
documentation that the planning process can now produce and reproduce can easily overwhelm 
most people, even technical experts. I spent four hours one day downloading the SDEIS and 
Appendices and still did not finish the process. Changes in the documentation are made with no 
indication of where they are, unlike in the legislative process, where original wordage is struck 
out and new language added in italics. Forty-five days is not enough time to study the gigabytes 
of data available, and thirty days is totally inadequate for commenting on the final report. Based 
on observed behavior, it is clear to me that most local decision makers have not read the SDEIS, 
let alone the Appendices, and yet endorsements of the project have been made on the flimsiest of 
knowledge. H. TRIBUTARY EFFECTS UNMODELED At the same time that the process is 
being forced ahead, extremely crucial hydrological modeling of interacting flows of the Red 
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River Diversion, Sheyenne River, Sheyenne River breakouts, diversion overflows, Maple and 
Rush Rivers and legal drains and overland sheet flooding has not been done. The simple 
statement from the Corps that there will be ?effects? is completely inadequate. The area to the 
west of West Fargo could easily turn into a lake. Combined with the flood pool created by the 
dry dam tie-back levees, Fargo could end up being an island surrounded by ?Lake Fargo.? That 
this modeling was not completed before release of the DEIS is unconscionable. I. FLAWS IN 
BENEFIT/COST ANALYSIS There are serious flaws in the benefit/cost analysis. Part of the 
problem lies with the protocols the Corps is forced to use, but much of it is commonly seen in 
benefit/cost analyses: minimizing of negative effects, exaggeration of recreation benefits, 
unrealistic death projections. There is a lesson that can be learned from the work of 14th century 
philosopher Ibn Khaldun, who is considered the father of sociology and scientific history. 
Khaldun developed methodologies for testing the veracity of stories. One test was that if a claim 
is made about something in the past, could it be replicated today? We can reverse this and apply 
it to the Corps projections for flood death potentials if no project is built. Since the worst 
American flood on record is that of the Mississippi River in 1927, which resulted in 246 deaths, 
are the higher projects for Fargo-Moorhead reasonable? No. It fails the test. Have the present 
Sheyenne River Diversions created recreational opportunities? No. The $35 million annual 
recreation benefit fails the test. Has the Fargo-Moorhead area experienced $193 million in annual 
unprotected flood losses? No, again. The greatest flaw, however, is the lack of inclusion of 
annual agricultural losses resulting from the diversion/dry dam plan. This is a procedural issue 
that will require making changes at the federal level. Farm land is different from manufacture 
and service where replacement of an operator's infrastructure can be accomplished without 
displacing another operator. Compensating a farmer for his opportunity cost does not account for 
the annual loss of production from the land being taken for a project, since in farming, loss of 
land results in displacement of another farmer. The land slated for removal from production, 
either permanently or temporarily, is not just any land, but is Prime, Class 1, Red River Valley 
farmland. It cannot be recreated somewhere else out of nothing. There is a medical dictum: ?First 
do no harm.? This also applies to flood control. The LPP breaks this rule and is thus 
unacceptable. J. NORTH DAKOTA'S ECONOMIC ENGINE Fargo is often touted as the 
economic engine of North Dakota. This is untrue. The economic engine that drives North 
Dakota's economy is agriculture, mining, and energy production. These industries create new 
wealth every year and form the basis of an economy. This wealth is then recycled by places like 
Fargo and multiplied. Without agriculture, Fargo would have had no reason to exist, especially 
since it is located in the center of the continent, far from the coastal regions that contain the 
majority of America's population and commerce. That losses of annual agricultural production 
resulting from the LPP are not included in the planning process makes the SDEIS an incomplete 
document. K. DELAYED PLANTING AND FEDERAL CROP INSURANCE As a retired 
farmer, I have years of experience of the two frantic farming seasons of the year: Spring planting 
and Fall harvest. A three week delay in onset of spring's work, as is projected for the plan's flood 
pool, would be devastating. On the Northern Plains, the opportunity window is narrow, and 
while other crops can be substituted as the season goes on, there is a limit. We have a joke in 
farming: buckwheat can be planted up into the first week of July, but two bushels of buckwheat 
is more than the market can bear. Farm program agencies recognize this reality and adjust 
compensation for damages based on it. That the DEIS planning process did not recognize that 
federal crop insurance does not provide coverage for man-caused damages is an indication of a 
basic lack of knowledge of agriculture. That the problem is facilely set aside by announcing that 
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drain tile could be installed to mitigate the problem begs the question of who installs the tile and 
who pays for it. That the Corps could seriously entertain the idea that depreciated value only 
would be paid for farm structures to be moved or replaced, as a result of the project, shows a 
disconnect from reality. That damage to the grid of farm to market roads is minimized by stating 
that water will rise and fall slowly and cause no damage shows a lack of on-the-ground 
experience. One of the officers of Walcott Township, where I farmed, told me that the township 
is having serious problems keeping gravel on the roads, since the waterlogged state of clay-base 
roads is ?swallowing up the gravel.? This has ominous implications both for the roads in the 
flood pool and for the Corps' plan to rip-rap the bottom of the diversion channel where Brenna 
class soils become exposed. The waterlogged Brenna soils will let gravity do its work and also 
swallow the higher density rock. L. AQUEDUCT SOILS PROBLEMS The engineering 
problems the Brenna soil horizon presents will also create serious engineering difficulties for the 
two aqueducts. These aqueducts, unlike a building, will be receiving both static and dynamic 
loads from the moving water. Cofferdams will, of course, extend down to the glacial till which 
will carry the static load. But if the Brenna is expected to carry the shear load exerted on the 
cofferdam columns, I think failure can be expected. I don't see how these aqueducts can be safely 
built without going all the way down to bedrock and allowing the till to absorb the shear load. 
This will greatly increase cost. I have concluded, however, that the aqueducts will not be able to 
function as planned and that they will have to be deleted from the project. M. CLIMATE 
CHANGE MODELS NEEDED Although it is fashionable these day to denigrate climate change 
as real, people who work in the realm of reality cannot ignore the changes that are occuring. The 
Corps' precipitation projections were calculated without taking into account climate change. 
These projections need to be reworked by taking into account NOAA and NASA climate 
models. Evidence is growing stronger daily that the Tropical Convergence Zone is moving north, 
with implications for changes in precipitation regimes all the way to the study region. This 
indicates the potential for more frequent floods, which would impact the staging and storage 
areas, resulting in greater crop losses resulting from the project. It also means that a realistic and 
implementable flood reduction solution for the Fargo-Moorhead area is even more essential. N. 
LOCAL COST SHARE IS UNAFFORDABLE The longer the Corps and local sponsor bind 
themselves to an unviable solution, the longer it will be until Fargo-Moorhead sees some form of 
permanent relief. Opponents of the project are not opposed to flood protection for the metro area. 
It is that the form of protection must be affordable and not do additional harm to the rest of the 
region. This project, they argue, has nearly reached $2 billion in cost, with less than $800 million 
to be federally funded. This is a huge outlay for a comparatively small population. In addition to 
up front costs, maintenance and damage indemnity costs must be borne by the local sponsors. 
Projected annual maintenance costs already exceed the amount spent for temporary flood 
protection during serious floods. Damage to farm land caused by the operation of the project will 
have to be paid by the local sponsors, since the losses will not be covered by federal crop 
insurance. This puts the local sponsors under economic duress, and is a primary reason the City 
of Moorhead appears to be on the cusp of pulling out of the project as a local sponsor. The low 
taxation rate of North Dakota is often touted as a primary reason for the continued development 
of Fargo. However, the cost of this project will seriously strain the ability of Fargo to generate 
the necessary funds. Property taxes are already high and will need to go much higher. The half 
percent county sales tax that was passed will only generate enough funds for maintenance of the 
project. As Fargo residents realize the cost of what they are tying themselves into, opposition to 
the project from inside Fargo will grow, as will opposition in rural Cass County, which will be 
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negatively impacted by the project. The Corps has not aided local sponsors in developing 
methods for raising the funds required. This should be a part of project planning. O. LACK OF 
COORDINATION WITH BASIN-WIDE PLANNING There is a lack of coordination with the 
Red River Basin Commission's small, upstream retention dam project. The Corps has dismissed 
this effort as being insufficient to solve Red River mainstem flooding problems. What has not 
been recognized is the potential for these dry dams to act as the water equivalent of pollution 
credits or carbon trading. A project which would help one area, but increase stages downstream, 
a common occurance in a shallow bowl like the Red River Valley, could pay for upstream 
retention which would compensate for mainstem projects, retaining constant or lower stages 
downstream. This is an promising, untried concept that requires further investigation. The 
continuing rise of Devils Lake is sure to impact the SDEIS study region. Models need to be 
developed for the impact of Devils Lake outflows into the Sheyenne River on flooding 
conditions in the study area. P. POLITICAL FACTORS Political factors have changed 
significantly since project planning began, making authorization and funding of any flood 
control project in the area much more difficult. The North Dakota Triumvirate of Sen. Kent 
Conrad, Sen. Byron Dorgan, and Rep. Earl Pomeroy no longer exists. Four years ago, the LPP 
would have been authorized and funded without much problem. Today that is no longer the case. 
Sen. Conrad is leaving the Senate and is primarily concerned with tackling the federal deficit in 
his final year in Congress. Sen. John Hoeven is a freshman senator in the Senate Minority and is 
politically weak in Washington. Rep. Rick Berg would have to carry this project, since he is a 
member of the majority party in the House, however, he has voted for drastically cutting the 
federal budget, including public infrastructure spending, and has already indicated he may run 
for the Senate to replace Conrad. This leaves Berg in a very weak position. North Dakota 
Governor Jack Dalrymple is a scion of a powerful Cass County family which has had a great 
impact on North Dakota's agricultural history. He has shown lukewarm support for the project. 
Dalrymple may very well be concerned by the LPP's damage to agricultural production. 
Catastrophic flooding by the Missouri and Mississippi Rivers this year will also impact the 
federal pecking order for flood relief funding. The LPP's high cost in relationship to the small 
population it serves will put it at a disadvantage in Congress. Realistically, it will stand little 
chance of funding when competing against the needs of regions with much greater population 
and flood damage. Q. CONCLUSIONS The plan outlined in SDEIS-April 2011 is not politically, 
socially, or economically implementable. The project does not address the present problem of 
Fargo-Moorhead flooding so much as it clears the way for future development in the flood plain. 
This is directly counter to Executive Order 11988, which prohibits federal funds being used to 
help develop a flood plain. The plan is extremely complex, in a region with supercritical 
geotechnical problems that put elements of the project at great risk of catastrophic failure. In the 
real world, the plan would damage more than it saves. With the loss of seniority that North 
Dakota's Congressional delegation once had, the difficulty of getting this project authorized has 
risen by an order of magnitude, and the possibility of federal funding has decreased by two 
orders of magnitude. A diversion as a central element of F-M Metro flood relief is dead, both in 
North Dakota, where it is not doable, and in Minnesota, where opposition presented by arguably 
the most powerful politician in North Dakota and Minnesota, Rep. Colin Peterson, and the threat 
of extended litigation makes the idea of implementation a fantasy. R. RECOMMENDATIONS 
The first priority is process, not product. This project can no longer proceed without credible, 
local representation having the authority to dialogue with the Corps and drive the direction of 
planning. The Metro Flood Study Group is of much too limited scope to be a credible local 
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partner. Establishment of a Citizens Advisory Committee, chosen in an open and transparent 
process by an independent entity and composed of members representing the entire region, is a 
first priority. For the Kindred Dam/Sheyenne Diversion project, this task was undertaken by the 
Lake Agassiz Regional Council. Something has changed during the intervening years. The 
community connections the Corps was once able to develop are no longer being cultivated. This 
change has had a negative effect on the planning process. Facilitation of meaningful dialogue 
between proponents and opponents is necessary for the development of community-wide 
consensus and the success of any project. With the diversion/dry dam out of the picture, a 
cohesive plan needs to be developed out of the possible. Moorhead has already taken steps on its 
own initiative to remove vulnerable structures from the natural floodway. Fargo has done some 
of this work also, but it needs to be expanded. Moorhead has the advantage of being on higher 
ground; however, the original T-shaped Fargo town site is also high ground. Broadening the 
floodway, moving any permanent levees or floodwalls farther back from the river and leaving 
the floodway to serve as a public park through most of the year is doable. For the existing 
problem areas of Fargo which were developed in the floodplain, a system of ring dikes could be 
emplaced. The DEIS is critical of ring dikes as not solving all of the problem, but they do not 
need to solve everything. They are simply a component where they are most applicable. Higher 
stages downstream, which could be caused by the more efficient flow of floodwater down the 
Red River floodway, could be mitigated by upland retention of water behind dry dams. Again, 
these dams do not have to solve the entire problem; they only need to reduce inflows sufficiently 
so that no stage increases occur north of Fargo-Moorhead. Future development should be 
encouraged in naturally flood free regions of the F-M Metro area. For too long, the independent 
cities that make up the F-M Metro have vied with each other over development, with Fargo 
frequently taking the role of bully to get its own way. It may be time for these cities to merge, as 
the cities in the Winnipeg Metro area did some decades ago and form a unified government to 
provide city services more efficiently and do development planning more logically. Perhaps the 
state legislatures of North Dakota and Minnesota could take action to facilitate such action. Non-
structural solutions to flooding may end up being the most effective mechanisms we have. Fred 
Schumacher 12104 Red Oak Ct. S. Burnsville, MN 55337 952 938-2633 fredschum@gmail.com 
 
2011-6-10_Leah Rogne - June 20, 2011 TO: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 FROM: Leah 
Rogne, Ph.D. Associate Professor Department of Sociology and Corrections 113 Armstrong Hall 
Minnesota State University, Mankato Mankato, MN 56001 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (SDEIS), Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk 
Management I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota 
Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River Valley. I have multiple 
concerns, outlined in detail below. 1. Planning Process/Public Involvement: A Broader, More 
Inclusive Process Is Needed 2. Loss of Agricultural Production: Impact Not In Benefit/Cost 
Ratio 3. Crop Insurance: Impact on Property Values Not Taken Into Account 4. Drain Tile: Costs 
Not Currently in Project 5. Loss to Tax Base: Impact Not Taken into Account in Benefit/Cost 
Ratio 6. Social and Cultural Impacts: Data in SDEIS Entirely Inadequate 7. Cost of Relocations 
and Acquisitions Vastly Underestimated 8. Unstable Soils Threaten Viability of the Project 9. 
Coincidental Tributary Floods Not Modeled and Costs Not in Project 10. Definition of the 
Staging Area Is Misleading: More Land Is Affected 11. Future Project Modification: Too Many 
Costs Left to Future Planning 12. Ice Dams: Cost of Remedies Not in the Project 13. Other 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-798USACE-MVP-0000087960 



Social Effects Not Adequately Assessed 14. Risk of Project Failure and Loss of Life Not Taken 
Into Account As Costs 15. Health and Safety Issues Not Adequately Addressed 16. Local 
Liability and Responsibilities Place Local Sponsors at Great Risk 17. Trade-Offs Process Is 
Critical 18. Controversy Is Significant, Persistent, and Threatens Implementability of Project 19. 
Determining the Public Interest: A New Process Is Required to Bring Parties Together 1. 
Planning Process/Public Involvement: A Broader, More Inclusive Process Needed The FM 
Metro Flood Control Study lacks a fair and comprehensive planning and public involvement 
process. Without a process that gives a wider public a role in decision-making, the determination 
that the project is ?in the public interest? is highly inappropriate. The pace with which this 
project is being propelled forward does a disservice to the region?s residents and taxpayers who 
hope for flood protection and especially to those currently paying for this wholly inadequate 
planning process. The course of action that has been followed by the local sponsors has served to 
undermine public trust by members of a wider community that has been left out of the process. 
Therefore, without a process for effective public dialogue, controversy will continue to build, 
and opposing camps will solidify their positions, rather than come together to work for 
consensus. Because the recent addition of upstream staging imposes a radical change and a 
permanent negative impact on communities south of Fargo-Moorhead, there needs to be an 
extended study review process that involves significant participation in decision making by 
citizens negatively affected by the project and by county commissioners, water board members, 
and township officers from Richland and Wilkin Counties, as well as township officers from the 
rural Cass townships negatively impacted. Only with a process that provides meaningful input 
into decision-making for these constituencies could a reasonable recommendation be made about 
what plan is truly ?locally preferred.? Even though Cass County Commissioner Darrell Vanyo, a 
key member of the Metro Study Group, has stated that over 90 percent of the people speaking at 
the public participation meetings are against the project, the Metro Study Group has not 
responded to any of the concerns raised by citizens at any of the public meetings. That is because 
there simply is no system set up to require the Metro Study Group to interact meaningfully with 
others. The entire Metro Study Group does not attend the public meetings. No notes or 
recordings are made of the public meetings, and members of the Metro Study Group (the ?local 
decision makers?) are not informed of the issues raised. Therefore, their ?decisions? are not fully 
informed. For these reasons, the actions of the Metro Study Group cannot be taken to represent 
the wide range of citizens affected by this project, and their role representing what local people 
want is illegitimate. Allowing the local sponsors to appoint themselves as the local decision 
makers without input from all those affected violates the democratic process through which 
decisions, especially those of this magnitude, should be made. In Section 6.3 of the SDEIS the 
Corps states: ?The sponsors [Fargo and Moorhead] have worked closely with the other local 
entities to develop a consensus on the path forward . . .? The local entities involved, however, are 
only those already part of the self-appointed Study Group, not the entities that represent much of 
the wide area affected by the project with staging: Richland and Wilkin Counties. The Corps 
SDEIS states in Section 4.3.2.2: ?Among the three alternatives, the LPP would permanently 
remove the most land from agricultural production. Although it is anticipated that much of the 
land in the storage and staging areas could continue to be farmed, flood risk would be increased, 
and building of structures to support farming would be limited in those areas. These changes 
could reduce the agricultural output and tax base of the local communities. This reduction could 
limit the services provided by the municipalities to its residents.? In its haste to meet an arbitrary 
timeline, the Corps of Engineers has failed to spell out and quantify these adverse impacts, 

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-799USACE-MVP-0000087960 



leaving these and many other questions to be addressed in the ?design phase.? Concerns raised 
about these issues at public meetings have not been addressed at the Metro Study Group 
meetings. The decision of these ?local decision makers? to move forward without interacting 
with this information is inappropriate. Richland County was not included as a Resource Agency 
Team (Section 6.2) and was not part of the meetings in March 2011 when it was already known 
that the staging area included parts of Richland County. The Richland County Commission was 
not on the mailing list for the April 2011 Supplemental Draft EIS, even though the Corps had 
finally told Richland County there would be effects in the county. The Richland County elected 
officials were instead expected to drive to Minnesota and check out the SDEIS from the public 
library in Breckinridge. This disregard for the interests of an impacted governmental entity is 
stunning and unacceptable. To move forward on a project that negatively impacts economic 
activity in Richland County, southern Cass County in North Dakota and rural Clay and Wilkin 
Counties in Minnesota and that requires ?several hundred or thousands? of residents to be 
permanently relocated without true dialogue among all those affected is unacceptable. While it is 
appropriate that the local sponsors (who will be paying the local cost share) have a key voice in 
the decision-making, it is not appropriate that they are the only ones to guide the process 
forward. The North Dakota and Minnesota taxpayers who will be asked to contribute to the local 
share and the taxpayers of counties and townships negatively affected need to have a real voice 
at the table. Guardians of the federal tax dollar also have an interest in knowing their money will 
be well spent. A balanced advisory committee should be appointed to represent all those affected 
by the project. This advisory committee would work together to evaluate fully the true impacts 
and costs of the project and to evaluate fully all reasonable alternatives. There is precedent for 
such an advisory committee in Corps planning procedures. A Citizens Advisory Committee was 
appointed by the Lake Agassiz Regional Council in the mid-1970s to address flooding on the 
Sheyenne River and to review the proposal for the Kindred Dam. A balanced committee 
representing those who would benefit from the project and those who would be negatively 
impacted was appointed and met frequently over the course of several years until a consensus 
was obtained. All parties were able to question Corps planners, and all were able to engage in the 
give and take necessary to create a reasonable, acceptable, and economically feasible plan. The 
process resulted in the building of the Sheyenne (West Fargo) Diversion. While District Engineer 
Michael Price has pointed out in Section 8 (Recommendations), page 370, of the SDEIS that his 
recommendation ?reflects the information available at this time and current departmental politics 
governing formulation of individual projects,? the high degree of controversy surrounding this 
particular project warrants an added level of scrutiny to the issue of substantive public 
involvement. A process such as I have outlined above could help bring credibility to the process 
and help assure that the ultimate recommendation truly is ?in the public interest.? 2. Loss of 
Agricultural Production: Impact Not in Benefit/Cost Ratio Section 4.3.2.2 in Appendix D (Other 
Social Effects) states that the LPP would ?permanently remove the most land from agricultural 
production? and that implementation of the storage and staging areas would ?reduce the 
agricultural output.? Further, in Section 5.2.3.2.7 (Farmland/Food Supply) the report states that 
crop production losses may occur on as much as 20,000 acres if the staging area is used in the 
spring and that crop losses could occur during a summer flood (which has occurred four times in 
the last 36 years). Since they are manmade, these losses cannot be compensated through federal 
crop insurance. So, the local sponsors (Fargo and Moorhead) would have to pay. The costs of 
losses of agricultural output and the impact on food supply need to be in the project costs. 3. 
Crop Insurance: Impact on Property Values Not Taken Into Account Late planting reduces 
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yields. While farmers can get crop insurance for delayed planting, losses from a manmade 
project cannot be compensated. Losses from summer floods (which are often total losses) that 
are caused by a manmade project do not qualify for crop insurance. While Corps officials have 
said that it would have to be proven that the loss was actually caused by the diversion project, 
this would be reasoning after the fact. Land subject to staging from the diversion would be 
devalued for sale or rental since competing land without this risk would be more desirable. 4. 
Drain Tile: Costs Not Currently in the Project In Section 5.2.3.2.7 the Corps suggests that drain 
tile could be a solution to late planting of crops, but the cost of installing drain tile on tens of 
thousands of acres is not currently part of the project. These costs would be local costs, not 
federal, and should be spelled out in cost projections before the project moves forward. 5. Loss 
to Tax Base: Impact Not Taken into Account in Benefit/Cost Ratio As the Corps indicates in 
Section 4.3.2.2, the storage and staging area will negatively impact the ?tax base of the local 
communities. This reduction could limit the services provided by the municipalities to its 
residents.? The Corps asserts that these impacts would be ?short term,? but they provide no 
documentation that they would short term. The impacts would certainly be long term since the 
area will be denuded of people. The permanent effects on the tax base in at least three school 
districts in North Dakota and Minnesota need to be taken into account. The districts have 
commitments that will need to be paid, and the local sponsors will need to have those costs fully 
spelled out in the projected costs. Valuation of land for tax purposes is based upon the soil type 
with modifiers depending on conditions such as whether the soil tends to be wet, tree coverage, 
etc. These modifiers could be applied to the valuation of the land affected by periodic flooding 
from staging because of the diversion. Wet fields from spring flooding would delay planting and 
affect crop yield, and summer floods would be even more devastating; both conditions may 
contribute to reduced valuation of the land for tax purposes. This would result in a reduction in 
taxes to the counties and to the school districts. Since crop insurance does not cover losses from 
flooding from a manmade event, landowners whose land is impacted by staging will not be able 
to guarantee that their renters will not experience uncompensated crop losses from delayed 
planting or a total loss from a summer flood. Therefore, they will likely receive lower rent for 
their land. Their land will not be competitive with land not subject to these impacts. Therefore, 
landowners whose income has been reduced are likely to ask for a reduction in valuation. This 
needs to be factored into the benefit/cost ratio. 6. Social and Cultural Impacts: Data in SDEIS 
Are Entirely Inadequate The project has failed to provide even the most cursory examination of 
the social impacts of the staging area, treating these issues only in generalities and with 
speculation. The Corps has presented no data to support their claims related to social effects. 
There have been no data collected: no focus groups, no interviews, no observations, no social 
network analysis, and no basic community studies to assess the nature of the social and economic 
ties among the thousands of North Dakota and Minnesota residents who would be displaced by 
the project. There are particular characteristics of the staging area that must be fully studied and 
understood before a decision to eliminate the human population would be made. This plan 
eliminates the rural villages/cities/subdivisions of Hickson, Oxbow, and Bakke as well as a rural 
community that is at the intersection of the communities of Comstock, Christine, Kindred, 
Walcott, and Colfax. These intersecting networks magnify the social and economic impact to a 
region that is far wider than the borders of the designated staging area. It is a rural area that, after 
decades of declining social and economic infrastructure in other parts of rural America, has 
established a level of social and economic health, viability, and equilibrium. The removal of 
?hundreds or thousands? of residents and the relocation of farm operations threaten the health of 
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all those communities, not just those inside the staging area. No project as radical as this one 
should move forward without community studies that assess the impact of the proposed changes. 
The plan includes an assessment of cultural resources only for the area affected by the diversion 
channel itself. There is no consideration whatsoever of cultural resources for the 54,000 acre area 
affected by storage or staging upstream. There may be many potential historical sites in this area 
since it was one of the first occupied by European settlers in the early 1870s, but the project has 
failed to do any assessment of the cultural resources in this area. Members of the French 
community at St. Benedict were the first European settlers in this part of the valley. Some of that 
land would be taken for the storage area and some would be in the staging area. Early Norwegian 
settlers used Ft. Abercrombie as a portal to the southern Red River Valley, and a number of 
historic and unregistered cemeteries exist, several especially vulnerable to increased flood levels 
caused by staging. One particular area of interest is located in and around the old site of Lithia, 
Eagle North Township, T-136-N, R48-49W, Section 1. This was the site of the bonanza farm of 
William T. Montgomery, African-American bonanza farmer and businessman, and this site 
would be affected by staging. This resource needs to be thoroughly evaluated and recognized. 
Montgomery was the son of Ben Montgomery, the manager of Jefferson Davis?s brother?s 
plantation and the first Black man to hold office in Mississippi. (Attached is information on this 
historic North Dakota entrepreneur.) Rendering the cemeteries unsuitable as memorials to the 
dead due to flooding, sedimentation, and access is a social/cultural issue that must be addressed. 
The costs of preserving these resources, and, if necessary, moving the cemeteries need to be in 
the project costs before the project moves forward. 7. Costs of Relocation and Acquisitions 
Vastly Underestimated Corps officials have said that farmers would get only the depreciated 
value of their farm buildings, and this is clearly unacceptable. This would put many farmers out 
of business. The valuation of the property needs to be recalculated to reflect the real costs so that 
local sponsors, who will be responsible for these costs, can make an informed decision about this 
investment. 8. Unstable Soils Threaten Viability of the Project I do not see an adequate analysis 
of the issues related to the unstable Red River Valley soils. In Section 3.6.2 (Revised Cross 
Section for North Dakota Diversion) the SDEIS states: ?The cross section of the North Dakota 
diversion as described in section 3.5.4.1 was modified to account for weak soils that were 
identified as part of the soil investigations. This resulted in the depth of the channel being raised 
three feet, to a maximum depth of approximately 29 feet. The channel bottom widths remained 
unchanged. Side slopes on the excavation were modified to be 1V on 10H up to a 10 foot high 50 
foot wide bench then 1V on 7H to the top of the channel.? In Attachment I-15 page 23 of the 
SDEIS outside reviewer Julian DiGialleonardo stated in May 2010, ?The level of geotechnical 
analysis and evaluation is not sufficient to support an accurate feasibility cost estimate for the 
North Dakota Alternative.? He noted that of 85 borings taken for levee alternatives, only 9 were 
taken for the North Dakota Alternative. DiGialleonardo also remarked on ?inconsistencies 
between the Fargo-Moorhead DFR/EIS and the Geotechnical Appendix I.? Finally, he stated ?it 
appears that the geotechnical analysis for both Diversion Alternatives was not developed 
completely and/or was not accurately incorporated into the project cost estimates.? The report 
suggests on page 24 of this section a plan to address these issues, but I do not see the results 
anywhere in the SDEIS. This, combined with the fact that Project Director Brett Coleman stated 
May 26, 2011 in Fargo that borings are to be done in July of this year and results will not be 
available for six months, leads me to believe that these data are not yet available. A timetable for 
authorization by the end of this year seems inappropriate considering the lack of these crucial 
data. According to the Fargo Forum (May 24, 2011) shifting soils 27 feet below beneath the 
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approaches to the new bridge over Rose Coulee in South Fargo will necessitate a $500,000 repair 
project. If this bridge is at risk only two years after being completed, how can we be confident 
that the engineering for the 19 bridges, two aqueducts, three drop structures, and other huge 
structural components is adequate so that the project won?t require very expensive remediation 
shortly after completion? Considering the long history of building challenges on Red River 
Valley soils and the cost of remediation after the fact, the Corps has a responsibility to do 
exhaustive analysis and to spell out fully all these costs before the project moves toward 
authorization. 9. Coincidental Tributary Flooding Not Modeled and Costs Not in Project 
According to the SDEIS the effect of coincidental floods on tributaries has not been modeled, 
though there would be impacts (SDEIS 3.7.3.2). This is a major flaw in the report and shows a 
lack of consideration for region-wide flooding issues. When asked what would be done about 
water from the Sheyenne River that would be blocked by the new Highway 17 levee, Corps 
officials said they would create a ditch to bring it north to the diversion. No plans have been 
shown about where this would be, how much it would cost, or how it would deal with the fact 
that there is a stretch of high ground just south of Horace. These plans need to be shared with the 
public and landowners who would lose property for the ditch, and the costs to deal with this issue 
need to be considered in the benefit/cost ratio. In the summer flood of 1975 the Wild Rice River 
had already experienced major flooding when, on June 28, a rain of at least 15 inches occurred in 
the Sandhills area of the Sheyenne River upstream from Kindred. The combination of flooding 
from the Wild Rice, saturated soils from heavy rains that had already occurred earlier in June, 
and the breakouts from the Sheyenne River following this event caused widespread damage in 
northern Richland and southern Cass Counties. If the staging area were being used when such an 
event occurred on the Sheyenne, the effects on homes, land, roads, bridges, and safety access 
would be magnified. Clearly, tributary effects need to be modeled. and plans to address these 
effects need to be in the project costs. 10. Definition of the Staging Area Is Misleading: More 
Land Is Affected While the designated staging area only includes 33,390 acres of land, there is a 
large area not in the official staging area that expands the impact area to over 54,000 acres. 
Artificially designating only a portion of the area impacted as the ?staging area? creates the 
illusion that the impacted area is less than it really is. This misleads the public into thinking the 
impacts are limited to the area inside the ?red lines? on the map. The report says that there may 
be ?takings? outside the staging area, but no analysis of this has yet been made. These issues 
need to be more fully explored and the costs accounted for before moving forward with the 
project. 11. Future Project Modification: Too Many Costs Left to Future Planning Section 5.5.4 
of the SDEIS states that ?future monitoring will verify the impact conclusions reached during the 
feasibility study and evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation.? This would be done by the non-
federal sponsors and agency partners. Richland County was not included as an agency partner, so 
Richland County?s interests are not represented in the monitoring process. Richland and Wilkin 
County representatives need to be made agency partners so that they are involved in the 
monitoring and evaluation process. I am not satisfied with the discussion in this section of future 
modifications. The process and funding sources are vague and uncertain, leaving open the 
possibility that funding might never be found for needed modifications. This leaves the public 
with a project with problems that might not ever be fully mitigated. The haste in which this 
project is being moved forward in order to get into the Water Resources Act presently moving 
through Congress contributes to many issues being left to later stages. The goal of getting a 
project into a Water Resources Act by the end of 2010 was cited then as a reason to move 
forward quickly with planning. The same argument is being made this year. This is not a valid 
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reason for rushing any aspect of project planning. All these issues need to be fully explored 
before moving toward authorization and funding. 12. Ice Dams: Costs of Remedies Not in the 
Project In a section on issues relate to ice, the report speculates about a series of poles, piers, or 
ice booms to break up ice dams (Structural Appendix J-16). There doesn?t seem to have been 
enough consideration of this problem and what will be the cost of measures to control this 
problem. 13. Other Social Effects Not Adequately Assessed Appendix D includes Richland and 
Wilkin Counties on a map as the study area, but the narrative seems to be focused largely on 
Oxbow, not on the wider staging area. The report acknowledges that there will be significant 
adverse social effects in the upstream area, but states this may be lessened by ?certain types of 
mitigation measures, such as relocating the town and all of its residents as a whole? (Appendix 
D, 4.4, p. 56). This indicates they are focusing mainly on Oxbow, not on the entire staging area. 
This is an example of what appears to be a hastily prepared document that did not fully examine 
all the ramifications of adding staging to the plan. Why was time not taken to deal with the issues 
related to the entire area, not just Oxbow? Most of the discussion of social effects and cultural 
resources deals only with the diversion channel itself, as though many parts of the document 
were not updated after staging was added. How can we be confident of the accuracy of the 
document when we see this the type of error in the SDEIS? When one of the local sponsors, the 
City of Moorhead, has expressed its dismay at changes in the project that were not apparent to 
them (moving from a 35K to a 20K cfs channel), is it any wonder that people question whether 
the SDEIS was thorough, accurate, and adequate and the involvement process highly 
questionable? 14. Risk of Project Failure and Loss of Life Not Taken Into Account An 
overtopping or breach of the tieback levee, storage area levee, or failure of a control structure in 
an extreme event would be ?catastrophic? (Section 3.10.3 SDEIS). Ice or debris could affect the 
flow through the control gates. The Corps has not done a loss of life analysis for this but did 
include as a benefit of the project the protection from the loss of nearly 600 lives in a 
catastrophic flood event (arguing that local people historically do not evacuate in case of a 
flood). So, since no one will exercise caution or reason in case of an extreme flood, it is 
apparently OK to include the protection from loss of life from failure to evacuate as a benefit of 
the project. Why is the potential loss of life from a catastrophic failure of the project not included 
in the costs of the project as well? In addition, the projection of 600 lives seems out of line with 
reality considering the fact that the 1927 Mississippi flood, the worst flood in United States 
history, only resulted in 246 deaths. 15. Health and Safety Issues Not Adequately Addressed 
Residents whose homes would otherwise be able to remain in the staging area (that is, homes 
that could be ring diked) may be forced out because it would not be possible to reach their homes 
with emergency vehicles during the staging period. This may magnify the number of homes 
faced with a buy-out and raise project costs. All this needs to be spelled out clearly in the project 
costs before moving ahead. 16. Local Liability and Responsibility Places Local Sponsors at 
Great Risk In Section 8.0 (Recommendations), the report states that cities of Fargo and 
Moorhead (the local sponsors) must agree to ?hold and save the United States free of all damages 
arising from the construction, operation, maintenance, repair, rehabilitation, and replacement of 
the project . . . ? except for damages from U.S fault or negligence. There are so many unknowns 
in the project that the local sponsors (as well as the federal government) should be very 
concerned to make sure that as much as possible is spelled out and addressed before moving 
forward. The issue of unstable soils (addressed elsewhere in my comments) should raise red 
flags for the local entities that will be liable for the cost of repairs. 17. Trade-Offs Process Is 
Critical In Section 3.8.4.2 of the SDEIS the Corps states ?trade-offs are not clear cut.? They state 
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further (Section 3.8.4.2 page 103) that acceptability is not entirely a technical question: ?Trade-
offs related to local acceptability and cost are primarily non-federal political considerations that 
cannot be resolved with a technical analysis.? The trade-off the Corps is talking about in this 
section of the report is apparently among the diversion alternatives. This kind of trade-off 
analysis related to ?non-federal political considerations? needs to be done in relation to other 
alternatives or combinations of alternatives, such as upstream retention and nonstructural 
measures to reduce flood damages. When there are large social impacts such as the forced 
relocation of thousands of people and permanent adverse impact on rural communities, the 
people negatively affected by the project need to have a voice in the ?trade-off? discussions. 
These people have been excluded from the process (especially Richland and Wilkin Counties), 
and they must be given a voice before this project can be expected to be in the ?public interest.? 
18. Controversy Is Significant, Persistent, and Threatens Implementality According to Section 
3.4.2 of the SDEIS, controversy and effects on community cohesion are one of the Corps? 
criteria for ?acceptability? of a plan. There is a high level of controversy related to this plan, so 
?acceptability? is very much in question. In Section 5.3 the Corps acknowledges controversy 
related to the location of adverse impacts but states that owners of agricultural land would be 
compensated at fair market value. Financial compensation does not eliminate controversy nor 
satisfy community members. This will continue to be hugely controversial, and the exclusion of 
involvement by negatively affected communities in the planning process has created an 
atmosphere of bitterness and distrust. Richland and Wilkin Counties have gone on record against 
the plan, as have the township officers of Richland County. 19. Determining the Public Interest: 
A New Process Is Required to Bring Parties Together According to SDEIS Section 8.0, the 
District Engineer has ?determined that the tentatively selected plan is in the public interest.? 
How can the public interest have been determined when crucial parts of the public affected by 
the plan and their elected representatives (including Richland and Wilkin Counties) were not 
included in the process or even sent a copy of the report when it was done? This exclusion of 
communities and entities other than the beneficiaries of the plan makes the process illegitimate. 
If this way of determining the ?public interest? is standard federal policy, that policy is deeply 
flawed. It is crucial to bring opponents and proponents into a face-to-face process to educate one 
another, build mutual trust, and create a consensus on moving forward with reasonable basin-
wide flood protection measures that are publicly acceptable and implementable. Attachment 
William T. Montgomery, North Dakota?s Black Bonanza Farmer Sherman, William C. and 
Playford V. Thorson. 1986. Plains Folk: North Dakota?s Ethnic History. Fargo, North Dakota: 
North Dakota Institution for Regional Studies. ?While some black farmers came to North Dakota 
as homesteaders, others came to the prairies with a bit of wealth and acquired agricultural 
properties. In several cases blacks worked as laborers until they had accumulated enough money 
to pay the price of a farm. ?Of special distinction was William T. Montgomery, a black 
gentleman who came to the state with a considerable amount of capital and can, perhaps, be 
considered a ?bonanza farmer.? The Fargo Argus of Sunday, October 19, 1890, refers to him as a 
?selfmade man? who ?lives in Fargo most of the time, but has a large farm on the Fargo and 
Southern Division of the Chicago, Milwaukee and St. Paul Railroad.? Montgomery?s farm was, 
indeed, a large one by contemporary standards, over one thousand acres of prime Red River 
Valley Land. ?No ordinary individual, Montgomery was born a slave, joined the Northern Navy, 
and served as a steward under Admiral Banks in the Red River Expedition. His brother, Isaiah, 
was the only black member of the State Constitutional Convention in post-war Mississippi. 
William Montgomery himself was elected treasurer of Warren County, Mississippi, in 1881 and 
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by that time was recognized as a highly successful cotton grower. ?After coming to the Red 
River Valley with some close friends who decided to locate in the Dakotas in 1884, Montgomery 
purchased his land in 1885. Historian Hiram Drache says he developed his farm, built his own 
elevator near the railroad, and went into partnerships with local businessmen. Following a loss in 
the grain futures market, Montgomery eventually sold his farm and joined some Fargoans in a 
land investment in Canada in the 1890s. He returned to Mississippi later in life. When he last 
visited Fargo after World War I, he was nearly blind. Today, a large farmstead and traces of an 
old elevator, twenty miles south of Fargo, compose the last remnants of the small town of Lithia, 
once called Montgomery for William Montgomery? (p. 284). McBride, Earnest. 2006. ?Black 
and Tan Party Rule in Mississippi, 1868-1875.? Retrieved May 29, 2011 
(http://www.bjmjr.net/mcbride/black_tan.htm) ?Cardozo struck up an alliance with Peter Crosby, 
Furlong?s black chief deputy, I. D. Shadd, a state representative and future Speaker of the 
Mississippi House, and Warren County Constable William T. Montgomery, the older son of 
wealthy black plantation owner Ben Montgomery, the first black man to hold public office in 
Mississippi. Their plan was to marshal as many of their black and white allies in the Black and 
Tan Republican bloc as possible to demand that black men be elected to at least half of the top 
political offices in the state. At the local level, they developed a strategy to get black men elected 
to the top county offices wherever they had an obvious majority of the population.?   
 
2011-06-20_MNDak Upstream Coalition - June 20, 2011 Mr. Aaron Snyder Planner and Project 
Manager U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Saint Paul District 180 E. Fifth Street Suite 700 Saint 
Paul, Minnesota 55101-1687 Re: Comments of the MnDak Upstream Coalition to the Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report 
and Environmental Impact Statement of April, 2011 By U.S. Mail, e-mail to 
aaron.m.snyder@usace.army.mil and digital submission at 
www.internationalwaterinstitute.org/feasibility Dear Mr. Snyder: On behalf of the MnDak 
Upstream Coalition (?MnDak?), Rinke Noonan submits the following comments to the Fargo-
Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Supplemental Draft Feasibility Report 
and Environmental Impact Statement of April, 2011 (?SDEIS?) prepared by St. Paul District, 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (?Corps?). These comments are furnished pursuant to the Corps? 
?Notice of Availability? of EIS No. 20110138, Draft Supplement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan 
Area Flood Risk Management, published in the Federal Register Volume 76, Number 88, at page 
26286 on May 6, 2011, as required by regulations of the President?s Council on Environmental 
Quality (?CEQ?) at 40 CFR 1503 et seq. and Corps regulations at 33 CFR 230.19 et seq. Since 
the Corps has failed to provide critical technical information in the SDEIS and failed to 
adequately consider a reasonable range of alternatives to, and all environmental effects of, the 
Locally Preferred and Tentatively Selected Plan described in the SDEIS, among other 
inadequacies in the SDEIS, MnDak respectfully requests that the Corps further supplement its 
analysis and prepare a second Supplemental Draft EIS that addresses the issues raised in these 
comments. These comments address the inadequacies of the SDEIS under the National 
Environmental Policy Act (?NEPA?), including (i) an inconsistent articulation of the purpose 
and need for the Proposed Action; (ii) the inadequate consideration of storage alternatives to 
achieve a portion of the flood risk reduction objective; and (iii) an incomplete or absent analysis 
of the environmental and other impacts of the Tentatively Selected Plan. Additional comments 
focus on the failure of the Corps, during the re-scoping that occurred during the preparation of 
the SDEIS, to include participation of local government and citizens within the area to be 
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impacted by the Tentatively Selected Plan. Introduction: It is futile to assume that Red River 
shall never again overflow its banks. Man is utterly powerless to prevent its occurring 
periodically, and whenever it occurs the disastrous consequences will be intensified in proportion 
to the increased number of inhabitants within the submerged district. Sir Sandford Fleming, 1880 
Sir Stanford Fleming?s observation regarding Red River flooding remains as true today as it did 
over a century ago. It is fortunate that residents of the basin, their political leaders and a 
multitude of state and federal agencies are currently seized by the flooding issue. However, this 
seizure peaks in times of high water. Were this a drought time, complacency would have already 
set in and the cities of Fargo and Moorhead would again be blindly encroaching on the 
floodplain ? saving for the future a multi-billion dollar project to place on the backs of 
unsuspecting rural communities and citizens throughout the basin. Since the 1997 flood, 
governments at all levels have made changes in flood-related policies, funded new programs and 
changed existing ones, invested in research into many aspects of flooding, and supported the 
establishment of new institutions such as the Red River Basin Commission. Not only major 
floods such as that of 1997, but also smaller tributary floods have been the focus for attention. 
After 1997, the International Joint Commission (IJC) for the Red River basin studied methods to 
reduce or eliminate the impacts of future major floods. In 2000, the IJC released its report, 
Living with the Red. Living with the Red contained a series of policy and action 
recommendations directed at major flooding in the Red River basin. In June 2001, the United 
States and Canada directed the IJC and the newly created International Red River Board to 
monitor progress by governments in implementing the recommendations contained in the 
publication Living with the Red, and to provide encouragement for continued cooperative, 
innovative, and integrated watershed management approaches. In January 2003 the IJC 
specifically requested the Board to provide a written report on progress. A report indicating 
substantial progress on many recommendations was prepared and made available to the public 
through the IJC website. More recently, in 2006, the Red River experienced a significant flood 
with relatively little urban damage, although costs were incurred for measures such as closing 
ring dikes. In 2009 a flood that, at Fargo-Moorhead, exceeded those of 1997 and 1897 occurred. 
In the lower basin the 2009 flood was exceeded in the instrumental record only by that of 1997. 
The flood management measures implemented following the 1997 flood have led to a higher 
level of preparedness and improved mitigation measures. The basin has become more flood 
resilient, and this significantly reduced the effects of the 2009 flood on the people and 
communities of the Red River Valley. The IJC made 28 recommendations to government and 
endorsed another 30 recommendations of its International Red River Basin Task Force without 
change. The expenditures since 1997 relating to the IJC recommendations have exceeded one 
billion dollars. No recommendations have been formally rejected although a few are unlikely to 
be implemented. In the United States, policy changes by the Army Corps of Engineers were 
aimed at a more integrated basin-wide consideration of projects. That is, until the current Fargo-
Moorhead plans were initiated. Activities by the Minnesota Red River Watershed Management 
Board and its North Dakota counterpart, the Red River Joint Water Resource District, continue to 
seek more integrated approaches. The articulation of ?Purpose and Need? within the SDEIS and 
associated documents has changed so drastically over the course of the feasibility analysis and 
EIS development that existing comparable alternatives are no longer feasible or practicable to 
achieve the overall project purpose: At least three articulations of project purpose can be found 
in the SDEIS. First, the main document describes the project purpose as follows: ?The purpose 
of the proposed action is to reduce flood risk, flood damages and flood protection costs related to 
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the flooding in the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area.? (SDEIS ? 2.5) . Second, in its Clean 
Water Act section 404(b)(1) evaluation, found at attachment 1 to the SDEIS, the Corps describes 
an overall project purpose as ?reducing flood risk from both the Red River and the five North 
Dakota tributaries.? (SDEIS, Attachment 1, p. 17). Finally, the analysis leading to identification 
of the Tentatively Selected Plan, in phase 4 of the feasibility study, did not focus on the project 
purpose described in the SDEIS. Rather, it focused on a feasibility objective of eliminating 
?adverse impacts on floods [sic] levels downstream of the diversion channel outlet.? (Feasibility 
Study ? Phase 4, Volume 1, General Report, p. 8) Analyses based on a drastic departure from the 
project purpose articulated in the SDEIS have led to the elimination of multiple feasible and 
practicable project alternatives. The eliminated alternatives would otherwise satisfy the project 
purpose articulated in the SDEIS. Exacerbating this summary elimination of feasible alternatives 
is the lack of policy analysis under NEPA and a hard look at the environmental merits of the 
alternatives. The Tentatively Selected Plan does not meet the project planning objectives and 
violates the planning constraints. The outcome is a Tentatively Selected Plan that protects 
downstream interests, already prone to flooding, at the expense of tens of thousands of acres of 
prime and unique farmland, several small communities, hundreds of farms and residences and an 
extensive network of rural infrastructure that is not presently prone to flooding. The shifting 
project purpose has allowed the Corps to ignore, without substantial analysis, the benefits of 
distributed storage alternatives that would not only benefit flood risk reduction for Fargo-
Moorhead, but would also prevent the damage described above. Prior studies indicate that 
distributed upstream storage, as opposed to the consolidated storage proposed in the Tentatively 
Selected Plan, will significantly reduce flood risks across the Red River Basin, including Fargo-
Moorhead. Implementation of the Corps? Tentatively Selected Plan, will result in construction of 
a massive project that will essentially eliminate future opportunities to implement flood risk 
reduction alternatives, such as distributed upstream storage. After spending over $1.7 billion on 
the hastily prepared Tentatively Selected Plan, it is highly unlikely the Corps, federal 
government or any local sponsor, would consider studies or funding for such other alternatives. 
Though the DEIS expressly acknowledges the basin-wide nature of the solution by stating a 
SDEIS objective ?[t]o develop a regional system to reduce flood risk? (SDEIS ?1.2), the Corps 
proceeds toward a narrow-visioned alternative that provides the fewest regional benefits at the 
greatest expense. The Corps is now left with an untenable position under NEPA and its and the 
CEQ?s regulations. If, in fact, feasibility considerations under the project purpose require that an 
alternative ?eliminate adverse impacts on floods [sic] levels downstream of the diversion channel 
outlet,? or if the overall project purpose is to ?reduc[e] flood risk from both the Red River and 
the five North Dakota tributaries,? then neither the NED plan nor the FCP are feasible, 
practicable alternatives. The Corps must start over in its planning process in order to identify a 
valid NED plan or FCP. The SDEIS ignores prior investments in regional flood planning and 
current initiatives: The Corps? existing policies and efforts in the Red River Basin reflect a 
preference for a basin-wide approach to flood management. For example, the Corps is a 
signatory to a December, 1998, agreement establishing the Red River Basin Flood Damage 
Reduction Work Group, a non-binding agreement among Minnesota stakeholders in the Red 
River Basin, whose members acknowledge certain goals and principles for flood damage 
reduction. One principle of the Work Group is that ?[water resource problems should not be 
passed along to others. A solution for a watershed should not create a problem upstream or 
downstream.]? Speaking to the concept of distributed storage as a regional contribution to a 
flood risk reduction solution, the principles include the concept that ?[w]ater should be 
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stored/managed as close to where it falls as is feasible and practical.? The Corps, as an active 
participant in Red River Basin planning and study efforts, has endorsed distributed storage as 
part of an overall solution. In the US, policy changes by the COE are aimed at a more integrated 
basin-wide consideration of projects. Activity by the RRWMB and the ND RRJWRD also seeks 
more integrated approaches. (R.A. Haliday, R. Haliday & Associates, How Are We Living With 
the Red? A report to the International Red River Board, June 15, 2009 
http://www.ijc.org/php/publications/pdf/ID1633.pdf at p. 4 (Accessed June 11, 2011)) 
Somewhere in its haste to make a recommendation to congress, the Corps has lost sight of an 
integrated, basin-wide approach. The Corps has shown little determination to consider the basin 
wide benefits in relation to this project. The sole focus of the Corps has been Fargo-Moorhead 
and no other interest. The Corps failed to analyze reasonable upstream storage alternatives and to 
evaluate the Tentatively Selected Plan in light of existing flood management policies and 
initiatives: Even if we assume the Corps was not distracted by the shifting articulation of Purpose 
and Need and competing and inconsistent planning objectives found throughout the SDEIS, the 
SDEIS fails to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives to the Tentatively Selected Plan. Under 
NEPA and CEQ regulations, this consideration must include (i) appropriate initial screening of 
such alternatives, (ii) in-depth analysis of the environmental impacts of alternatives that survive 
screening, and (iii) comparison of these impacts to anticipated impacts from the Tentatively 
Selected Plan. CEQ regulations also require the SDEIS to reconcile the Tentatively Selected Plan 
with existing local or regional flood management policies, as required by NEPA, CEQ 
regulations, and Corps NEPA regulations, including the Corps? planning notebook, Regulation 
ER 11 05-2-1 00. The Corps? Alternatives Screening Document (?Screening Document?), 
December, 2009, prepared as a foundation for its NEPA analysis, considered and then eliminated 
five alternatives as stand-alone plans ? plans that would be completely effective by themselves. 
Among these stand-alone alternatives were two forms of upstream flood storage: distributed 
storage in flood retention ponds and the ?waffle,? the use of the existing road network with 
additional water control structures. Both were eliminated because the Corps believed they would 
be less physically effective and less cost-effective than the various diversion channel plans, and 
thus did not meet the purpose and need of the study. (Attachment 4 to Appendix O, ? 2.5). 
Ultimately, in late 2010, a determination was made that diversions were not feasible or 
practicable stand-alone alternatives to meet flood risk reduction objectives. The Corps 
backtracked on its initial screening and determined its originally proposed Tentatively Selected 
Plan was not a practicable alternative. In its preparation of the SDEIS, the Corps conducted a 
subsequent screening of alternatives. Accepting that none of the originally scoped measures were 
adequate as stand-alone alternatives, the Corps looked at combinations of measures in its 
subsequent screening process ? ultimately settling on a combination of diversion channel and 
consolidated storage as the Tentatively Selected Plan. The subsequent screening, found in 
Section 8 of Appendix O to the SDEIS, summarily dismissed distributed storage and the 
?waffle? plan from evaluation. The SDEIS, in turn, failed to properly evaluate them, despite 
clear evidence of their effectiveness in reducing flood volumes and altering the timing of peak 
flows. There was no serious analysis and, for this reason, MnDak believes the Corps? 
elimination of these alternatives is unreasonable, arbitrary and capricious and in violation of 
NEPA and CEQ requirements. The Corps relies heavily for its elimination of upstream storage 
alternatives on the Fargo-Moorhead and Upstream Feasibility Study (FM Upstream). This study 
remains incomplete but has been refined and demonstrates greater flood reduction potential at 
lesser cost than previously anticipated. (R. Harnack, comments of Basin-wide Flow Reduction 
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Strategy, June 2011). The Corps? analysis does not appear to have considered the most recent 
analysis of distributed storage options. Therefore, its alternatives analysis must be considered 
incomplete and inadequate under NEPA. The Corps? own screening analysis of distributed 
storage options contradicts its decision to eliminate them from consideration. Appendix O, 
Section 8.4.3.5 discusses a multitude of beneficial environmental, flood reduction and economic 
virtues of distributed storage. But in a logic defying turn, the options are summarily eliminated. 
What is curious is that the supplemental screening recommends retention of storage options for 
possible inclusion in a Locally Preferred Plan (LPP). In fact, the Tentatively Selected Plan is the 
LPP and does contain a consolidated storage component. However, no comparison was ever 
made between the consolidated storage component contained on the Tentatively Selected Plan 
and distributed storage alternatives. (Appendix O, ? 8.4.3.5) Appendix O, Section 8.4.3.5, makes 
a series of what it calls ?pivotal? conclusions in the evaluation of flood storage: 1. There are 
opportunities to implement flood storage and wetland/grassland restoration basin-wide. These 
measures could have substantial cumulative benefits basin-wide; however they are relatively 
ineffective in reducing the significant problem of flooding in the Fargo-Moorhead Metro area. 
This conclusion is based on an analysis of storage as a stand-alone alternative. No one has ever 
indicated that upstream storage is the solution to all the problems in Fargo and Moorhead. 
However, to suggest that upstream storage is not effective is inconsistent with the current data. 
200,000 to 400,000 acre feet of storage in the tributary watersheds that impact Fargo and 
Moorhead is not unrealistic. The benefit is three fold: One, the retention helps minimize or 
eliminate the downstream impacts of the diversion; second, the retention provides an additional 
degree of protection to the cities by reducing the peak flows; and third, the retention has 
significant benefit for the tributary watersheds by significantly reducing infrastructure damages 
for roads and bridges, agricultural damages, erosion & sedimentation, and benefits small 
communities in the area. The consolidated storage component of the Tentatively Selected Plan 
does nothing to address the broader basin flood damages. The Corps has already concluded that 
neither a diversion nor storage can stand alone to achieve the project purpose. The diversion 
channel is necessary and can only be achieved in combination with storage. It is an analysis to 
the type and location of storage that is lacking. 2. It would be difficult and time consuming to 
implement a 400,000 acre-foot storage system as a unique measure. The most cost effective and 
timely way to implement a storage system is in increments, creating small impoundments as 
opportunities arise. This conclusion states what is true of the entire effort to provide flood 
protection to Fargo and Moorhead ? it is difficult and time consuming. These factors do not 
make implementation of storage impracticable or unworthy of analysis. 3. A system of flood 
storage is likely unable to offset downstream impacts induced by diversion channels. However, it 
would be effective in changing the frequency of how often the diversion channel would operate, 
making it operate less often. The phrase ?likely unable to offset downstream impacts? is 
speculative and unsupported by any analysis. Further, it confuses a planning objective with the 
project purpose and highlights the shifting focus of this project. It presumes that it is 
unacceptable to have downstream impacts but acceptable to have upstream impacts. 4. Although 
flood storage and wetland/grassland restoration measures provide environmental quality benefits 
and additional wildlife habitat, they would not be justified as an increment to this project, nor 
would they have much ability to reduce flood damages in the project area. The conclusion flies 
in the face of the Corps? Tentatively Selected Plan. This is primarily because there is no 
engineering distinction between ?staging? and ?storage? ? both store water on the landscape for a 
period of time. (Again, compare Appendix O, Attachment 4, ?2.5.1 to Appendix O, ?8.4.2.1.1) 
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The Corps? conclusion is not support by the existing data. State, regional and local agencies with 
flood control responsibility in the Red River basin have determined, on the basis of both 
technical study and experience with existing facilities in the Red River basin, that upstream flood 
retention storage may be an effective means of flood flow reduction. The conclusion is 
unsupported by study data or rigorous analysis. NEPA does not require statistical certainty for an 
alternative to be studied in an ElS, rather only that it be a reasonable alternative in light of the 
Project Purpose and Need. Under NEPA, as an otherwise implementable alternative with 
potentially lower environmental effects, distributed storage qualifies as such an alternative, not to 
be discarded on the basis of benefit and cost comparisons alone. The Corps? summary 
elimination of distributed storage alternatives is belied by a considerable body of study data 
indicating their effectiveness, some of which is described below and none of which the SDElS 
cites or discusses. The Corps? reference to cost is misplaced. The degree of economic benefits, 
as measured using federal or Corps methodology (e,g., measurement under National Economic 
Development (NED) criteria using the 1983 principles established by the Water Resources 
Council methodology, see SDElS, ? 3.8.2.1), while furnishing a basis for selection among 
federally implementable alternatives themselves, is not a NEPA criterion for comparison of 
federal and otherwise feasible non-federal alternatives. Significantly, none of the reasons cited in 
the SDElS for elimination of distributed storage include adverse or beneficial environmental 
effects. The SDEIS contains no discussion of the environmental effects of these alternatives, 
either singly or in comparison to the Tentatively Selected Plan. NEPA requires that each 
reasonable alternative be ?rigorously? explored and its environmental effects identified and 
evaluated. (CEQ Regulations, 40 CFR Sections 1502.14(a)) The environmental effects of the 
respective alternatives must then be compared, as between the particular alternatives. (40 CPR 
Section 1502.16) Several recent studies and reports show that distributed storage would be at 
least equally effective as the consolidated storage component of the Tentatively Selected Plan, 
and would have substantially greater regional benefit and positive environmental effects. The 
Corps ignored these studies, both in its overall alternatives screening process and in the SDElS 
discussion of alternatives. Among these studies is Technical Paper No. 11, dated May, 2004, by 
the Technical and Scientific Advisory Committee of the Flood Damage Reduction Work Group 
(?Technical Paper 11?) online at http://www.rrwmb.org/files/FDRW/TP11.pdf. Technical Paper 
11 evaluates and recommends an array of alternatives, including upstream impoundments along 
with downstream urban measures, such as removal of channel and floodway obstructions, each 
contributing to flood prevention in its own way, in tandem with others. This paper is based on 
distributed storage. Similarly, the Red River Basin Commission, a basin-wide planning 
organization in which the Corps participates, published a ?Progress Report to the Minnesota 
Legislature.? (?RRBC Progress Report?) The RRBC Progress Report sets out a detailed flood 
damage reduction and project identification strategy calling for reduction in Red River and 
tributary flood flows by a target percentage (currently set at 20 percent), through a mix of basin-
wide approaches, including retention dams, wetland creation and restoration, impoundment, etc. 
Among the findings in the RRBC Progress Report is an estimate that a million acre-feet of 
storage would be sufficient to provide basin-wide protection from a flood similar to that of 1997. 
Using current costs of $1000 per acre-foot, a basin-wide project would cost over $800 million 
less than the Tentatively Selected Plan and provide substantially greater benefit to a greater area. 
(Red River Basin Commission, Progress Report to the Minnesota Legislature, 
http://www.redriverbasincommission.org/2-3-2010_MN_Leg_Rpt.pdf, Appendix 4 (Accessed 
June 11, 2011)). The Corps Planning Guidance Notebook, Regulation ER 1105-2-100, contains, 
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in Appendix H, a ?Project Study Issue Checklist? (?Corps Issue Checklist?) that includes the 
following planning checklist item (No. 26): ?Was the planning effort conducted in a 
systems/watershed context and was this reflected in the presentation of the without-project 
conditions, problem and opportunity statements, and the plan formulation, evaluation and 
selection?? Failure of the SDEIS to consider - or even mention - Technical Paper 11, the RRBC 
Progress Report, or the substantial technical literature of which these important studies are a part, 
evidences the Corps? intent to arbitrarily limit consideration of reasonable alternatives, to an 
extent that not only renders the SDEIS seriously inadequate under NEPA but also patently 
nonconforming with the Corps? own regulations and guidance. CEQ Regulations require that an 
EIS ?discuss any inconsistency of a proposed action with any approved State or local plan and 
laws (whether or not federally sanctioned). Where an inconsistency exists, the statement should 
describe the extent to which the agency would reconcile its proposed action with the plan or 
law.? (40 CFR Section 1506.2) The DEIS wholly fails to address local plans and policies, 
including the regional flood reduction policy of the Red River Watershed Management Board 
(RRWMB), a joint-powers agency comprised of Minnesota watershed districts within the Red 
River basin. This policy, called the ?20% Reduction Policy,? developed for the entire basin by 
the RRBC, centers on the concept of flood flow reduction on the Red River main stem and its 
tributaries by altering the hydrology of the contributing watersheds on a basin-wide effort. (Red 
River Basin Commission, Progress Report to the Minnesota Legislature, 
http://www.redriverbasincommission.org/2-3-2010_MN_Leg_Rpt.pdf, Appendix 4 (Accessed 
June 11, 2011)) On June 14, 2010, the Board of Managers of the RRWMB formally adopted the 
20% Reduction Policy. These minutes note, in their words, the Corps? ?disagreement? on the 
benefits of such policy. That the Corps might disagree with a local policy is not a sufficient 
reason to ignore the policy in the SDEIS or to fail to study the alternatives on which the policy is 
based. In this case, the 20% Reduction Policy has been developed by the RRBC and adopted by 
the RRWMB as a policy direction for itself and its constituent watershed districts. As noted 
throughout these comments, the Corps? planning approach to flood protection in the F-M Metro, 
as set forth in the SDEIS, materially conflicts with the 20% Reduction Policy. The SDEIS fails to 
squarely address and analyze the conflict of this policy with both the Proposed Action as well as 
with the Tentatively Selected Plan itself. (See also 40 CFR 1502.6(c) (need to discuss possible 
conflicts between the Tentatively Selected Plan and objectives of Federal, regional, State and 
local land use plans, policies and controls)) Funding for development of the 20% Reduction 
Strategy has included $1 million in funding from the North Dakota and Minnesota legislatures 
($500,000 from each); to the extent both states have encouraged, and funded this policy 
development and are receiving progress reports on it, including the RRBC Progress Report, the 
work of the RRBC and the 20% Reduction Policy may also be considered policies of the States 
of Minnesota and North Dakota. Moreover, the State of Minnesota, through its Flood Damage 
Reduction program administered by the Department of Natural Resources, has invested heavily 
in storage projects in the Red River Basin. These projects are consistent with the 20% Reduction 
Strategy. The Corps Issue Checklist requires response to the following checklist item (No. 28): 
?Did the planning effort collaborate with other Federal, state, Tribal, and local entities to develop 
solutions that integrate expertise, policies, programs, and projects across public entities?? Failure 
of the SDEIS to consider, and either integrate or explicitly justify non-integration of the 20% 
Reduction Policy, or similar state or regional watershed policies, with the Proposed Action and 
with the Tentatively Selected Plan not only contravenes NEPA, as discussed above, but also the 
Corps? own guidance. The SDEIS failed to utilize a sufficiently large study area in order to 
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evaluate the impacts of wetland drainage on flood frequency and the opportunity to restore the 
natural flood attenuating effects of wetlands on flood frequency, flood timing and flood 
magnitude: The Corps, though evaluating flood impacts and alternatives measures to prevent 
flooding within the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area, did not look beyond its narrowly 
defined study area. The limited study area did not allow the Corps to accurately evaluate the 
causes of increased flooding in the Red River basin or the full range of alternative remedies, 
including wetland restoration and other watershed management possibilities. Ample evidence 
demonstrates that the loss of natural storage capacity, including wetland drainage, throughout the 
Red River basin has significantly contributed to increased flood frequencies and flood peaks. The 
prairie pothole wetlands of the northern Great Plains are one of the world?s great natural 
resource treasures. Within this 300,000 square mile area, retreating glaciers left tens of thousands 
of small depressions that seasonally fill with water and provide habitat for millions of waterfowl, 
shore birds and other wildlife species. Almost since farming began in this region in the mid 
1800?s, wetland drainage has been employed to increase tillable acreage and to facilitate other 
agricultural activities. The cumulative impacts of this wetland drainage have been staggering. 
Over the last 100 years, and especially since the end of the Second World War, over 50% of the 
region?s wetlands have been drained with over 90% in some watershed basins. In addition to the 
severe impacts to wildlife and water quality, wetland drainage has also impacted the timing, 
frequency and severity of floods throughout the region. Wetland drains and channels literally 
crisscross the entire region and dramatically accelerate spring run-off and reduce upstream, 
upland water storage capacity. For example, much of the damage caused by the extensive 
flooding along the Mississippi River in 1993 resulted from levee failure as the river reestablished 
historic connections to the floodplain as well as the loss of upstream wetland storage and the 
alteration of the landscape that encouraged water to quickly drain into the nearest river or stream. 
Indeed, a recent study by The Wetlands Initiative noted that the wetlands lost in the upper 
Mississippi River had the capacity to retain all of the water that caused the 1993 flooding. Thus, 
although elaborate storage dam, diversion and levee systems can ?reclaim? the floodplain for 
agriculture and human settlement in most years, the increasingly frequent and inevitable large 
floods the Great Plains and Midwest are seeing impose high disaster costs to society. Evidence 
strongly suggests that wetland drainage has significantly impacted flooding in the Red River 
basin. In fact, the Red River basin has experienced 8 of the 10 all time record flood crests in the 
past 30 years. One study dealing with watershed contributions to the Red River was published 28 
years ago by soil scientists at North Dakota State University. It found an average 60% increase in 
stream flow rates and concluded that: Significant increases in flow to the Maple, Wild Rice and 
Goose Rivers have occurred over the last 30 to 40 years. Flow rates were shown to be related to 
climate (precipitation), however, there appears to be no change in precipitation patterns to 
account for increase in flow rates. Predicted flow rates were shown to be closely related to basin 
size due to land drainage in the Maple River and Goose River basins. Since this study was 
published, wetland drainage has continued throughout the basin. Based on this information, the 
SDEIS should consider an enlarged study area to include all upstream river basins above Fargo-
Moorhead. In taking this step, the SDEIS will necessarily have to evaluate the impacts on flood 
crests, flood frequencies and flood severity of wetland drainage. Through this evaluation, the 
SDEIS can then take the next and most critical step ? evaluating the benefits of wetland 
restoration in terms of reducing these flood impacts. The Corps should have considered a 
wetland restoration alternative: Restoring upstream storage capacity must be studied as an 
alternative to flood mitigation for the Red River. Several studies have demonstrated the 
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effectiveness and feasibility of restoring wetlands or using upland depressions to temporarily 
store water during a flood event. One such study concluded that, ?non-structural means as 
temporary storage of runoff on agricultural lands in the upland areas of the watershed during 
periods when flood risks are high, may provide ecological benefits . . . at the same time 
diminishing the threat of downstream flooding.? (A. Manale, Flood and Water Quality 
Management through Targeted, Temporary Restoration of Landscape Functions: Paying upland 
farmers to control runoff, Journal of Soil and Water Conservation, Summer 2000 55.3, 285) 
Another study concluded that, ?floodwater attenuation is one of the most widely recognized 
ecosystem services provided by restored wetlands . . .? The potential storage capacity on USDA 
program lands in the Prairie Pothole Region (PPR) alone is, conservatively, 458,151 acre-feet of 
water, if filled to maximum capacity. (USGS, Robert A. Gleason & Brian A. Tangen, Ecosystem 
Services Derived from Wetland Conservation Practices in the United States Prairie Pothole 
Region with an Emphasis on the U.S. Department of Agriculture Conservation Reserve and 
Wetlands Reserve Programs, Chap. D: Floodwater Storage, 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/pp/1745/pdf/pp1745web.pdf (accessed June 11, 2011). Additionally, 
restoring drained and farmed wetlands could increase the water retention capacity of a watershed 
in the PPR of Minnesota, ?by up to 63%.? (Id.) The restoration of wetlands can significantly 
reduce flood frequency and severity while also providing vital ecosystem benefits: The benefits 
of wetland restoration are numerous. Wetlands provide various ecosystem services to farmers 
and communities, recreational opportunities, global warming mitigation, and most importantly, 
flood control. One study concluded that, ?wetlands on [USDA] program lands [in the PPR] have 
significant potential to intercept and store precipitation that otherwise might contribute to 
?downstream? flooding. (Id.) Additionally, the ?conversion of cultivated cropland to grassland 
cover as part of conservation programs results in a reduction in surface runoff and, ultimately, 
reduces the rate at which a basin refills and overflows.? (Id.) An Army Corps study on the 
Charles River in Massachusetts concluded that the floodplain wetlands were so effective for 
flood control the Corps purchased the wetlands rather than drain them to build a levee system. 
Maintaining the 3,400 hectares of wetlands in the Charles River basin rather than draining them 
saved Boston an additional $17 million in flood damages per year. (William J. Mitsch & James 
G. Gosseling, Wetlands, 347 (John Wiley & Sons, 2007)). Another study looking at the 
relationship between upstream wetland drainage and downstream flooding concluded that, the 
increase in peak stream flow was significant for all sizes of streams when wetlands were 
removed. (Id. at 349) Utilizing wetlands for flood protections provide a multitude of additional 
benefits. Increasing wetland habitat will provide stability to migrating and nesting bird habitats 
as well as numerous other species of wildlife. This in turn creates opportunities for hunting, 
fishing, bird watching, hiking and other types of recreation. Wetlands also serve as nature?s 
kidneys, filtering polluted water and releasing cleaner water into both nearby ground and surface 
waters. This improves water quality. Wetlands further serve to recharge ground and surface 
waters, meaning that while they prevent flooding in wet times, they serve to replenish and retain 
adequate water supplies and stream flow during drier times. As climate change increases the 
severity and frequency of both floods and droughts, these functions will become crucial to 
maintaining healthy aquatic systems and to protecting communities from the impacts of climate 
change. Wetlands play at least two critical roles in mitigating the effects of climate change, ?one 
in the management of greenhouse gases (especially carbon dioxide) and the other in physically 
buffering climate change impacts.? (The Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, Wetland Values and 
Function: Climate Change Mitigation, http://www.ramsar.org/pdf/cop8/cop8_doc_11_e.pdf 
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(November 2002)) Studies show the great potential for wetlands to act as carbon sinks to 
sequester carbon, thus mitigating the impacts of global warming. USGS data suggests that 
terrestrial carbon capture may be greater in wetlands over smaller acreage than the potential 
capture on a larger area of cropland. (USGS, Prairie Wetlands are Important for Carbon Storage, 
http://biology.usgs.gov/cro/Fact%20Sheets/carbonnewban.pdf (last updated July 2002)) Given 
the multitude of benefits in addition to flood protection that wetland restoration provides, 
especially in light of the many challenges presented by climate change, it is the most effective, 
affordable, and ecologically sound solution for the Red River basin, and must be given the full 
consideration of the Army Corps of Engineers, when preparing the EIS for the proposed flood 
protection plan, found at 74 FR 20684. Grassland areas upstream of Moorhead provides viable 
distributed storage opportunities not possible with the consolidated storage component of the 
Tentatively Selected Plan in the SDEIS: Grasslands or grazing lands span approximately 600 
million acres of the United States. Grasslands have proven to be a major source of watershed 
filtration, ground water recharge, and carbon sequestration. Grasslands have excellent potential 
to markedly improve water and air quality. (Grazing Land Conservation Initiative Strategic Plan 
2010-2015, http://www.glci.org/images/Current%20News/StrategicPlan_WebVersion3.pdf 
(accessed June 11, 2011)) Proper management of existing grasslands can enhance the land?s 
ability to better reduce erosion and flooding by slowing and more evenly distributing surface 
waters. Grasslands also help the percolation of precipitation creating recharged groundwater 
aquifers. Conservation of grasslands can occur on private and public lands, and wildlife 
populations thrive with the availability of these habitats. Through cooperative efforts with 
agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the Natural Resources 
Conservation Service (NRCS), private landowners can learn to maintain their property as 
grasslands in a manner that is most effective in preventing soil erosion and flooding in the Red 
River basin. Again, the Corps failed to explore this economically feasible and ecologically 
friendly alternative in its DEIS. Based on this information, the Corps should enlarge its study 
area to include all upstream river basins above Fargo-Moorhead. As a result, the Corps will 
necessarily have to evaluate the impacts of flood crests, flood frequencies and flood severity of 
wetland drainage. It is only then that the Corps can adequately evaluate the benefits of wetland 
and grassland restoration in terms of reducing these flood impacts. The Waffle Project, combined 
with wetland restoration is also a viable alternative: One effort currently being studied and 
potentially implemented in the Red River basin is called the Waffle Project. The Energy & 
Environmental Research Center (EERC) ?recognized the need for alternative methods of flood 
protection to augment existing flood protection measures. This sentiment was mirrored by other 
major organizations and agencies in the Red River Basin, and it was determined that innovative 
concepts of nonstructural measures should be explored to augment the design capacities of 
structural measures planned to protect against future floods similar in scope to, or greater than, 
the 1997 flood.? (Bethany Bolles, Xixi Wang, Lynette de Silva, Heith Dokken, Gerald 
Groenewold, Wesley Peck & Edward Steadman, An Innovative, Basinwide Approach to Flood 
Mitigation: The Waffle Project, http://www.undeerc.org/Waffle/info/pdfs/bb-floodmitigation.pdf 
(accessed June 11, 2011)) As Minnesota Public Radio reported in 2006, ?the waffle plan is 
simple. Existing roads serve as levees to store water in farmers? fields. The potential for storage 
is amazing. One square mile storing water a foot deep would hold more than 200 million gallons 
of water.? (Bob Reha, Waffle Plan researchers convinced they can lower flood levels, Minnesota 
NPR, http://minnesota.publicradio.org/display/web/2006/04/13/waffleredux/ (April 17, 2006)) 
Because this plan looks to slow the movement of water entering the system at any time, the 
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chances of flooding are greatly minimized. The additional benefit of the plan would allow the 
retained water to recharge the aquifer and prevent droughts in the future. The Waffle Plan is also 
a more affordable solution to mitigating flood damage, with the price tag to implement the Plan 
across the Red River basin ?estimated at $50 million. The protective dike system in Grand Forks 
cost $397 million.? (Id.) And, the estimated cost of levees or a diversion channel along the Red 
River far exceed Grand Forks at $625 million and $909 million, respectively. In this economy, 
haphazard spending for a levee or diversion project is not only unwarranted, but also 
irresponsible management of resources, both economically and ecologically. And the extraneous 
building costs are not a one-time expense. Levees will require continued spending for 
maintenance and upkeep, and they are uncertain to retain flood waters in our world of extreme 
weather patterns, so greater structures may have to be built in the future, at greater costs, in order 
to seize the swelling waters of the Red River. When the Waffle Project is implemented in 
conjunction with continued wetland restoration, a successful and long-term flood protection plan 
results. Programs such as the Waffle Project, Wetland Reserve Program, and other studies and 
programs through Ducks Unlimited, US Fish & Wildlife, and numerous other agencies and 
organizations, provide ample data and opportunity to implement wetland restoration as a 
significant option to prevent flooding downstream. Flood stages in Fargo-Moorhead during the 
1997 flood (nearly a 1-percent chance flood event) could have been reduced by 3.3 to 4.4 feet if 
the Waffle Project had been in place. But this data is not considered in the SDEIS. The SDEIS 
omits mention entirely of a later EERC report estimating that had some form of ?waffle? been in 
place upstream in 1997, it would have reduced the crest height at Fargo and Moorhead by 
between 3.91 feet to as much as 6.17 feet, depending on the scale on which it were deployed. 
The EERC Report concludes that ?[i]n the case of Fargo/Moorhead, the anticipated crest height 
reductions appear to be substantial.? (D.A. Bangsund, F.A. DeVuyst & F.L. Leistritz, Benefit-
cost Analysis of the Waffle?: Initial Assessment, July 2008, 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/bitstream/42216/2/AAE603.pdf at page 40 (Accessed June 11, 
2011)) Overall, the analysis concludes that ?the Waffle appears to be capable of generating 
around $200 million to $600 million in net benefits over a 50-year period.? (Id. at p. 56) Failure 
to accurately characterize and soundly analyze research studies and data on the ?waffle? renders 
the SDEIS? lack of consideration of this alternative incomplete, misleading and in violation of 
NEPA. The SDEIS should evaluate an alternative combining diversion alignments and a mix of 
distributed storage options against the current diversion/consolidated storage configuration of the 
Tentatively Selected Plan: Alternatives incorporating distributed upstream storage as a 
component of the Proposed Action should have been considered in the SDEIS alongside the 
Tentatively Selected Plan. As it is, the Corps has only performed a detailed analysis of a single 
alternative in the SDEIS. The suggested, additional alternatives analysis is required by NEPA 
and, as noted above, is supported by considerable technical study and opinion. Because detailed 
analysis of distributed storage alternatives was omitted from feasibility screening and, thus, left 
out of the SDEIS, it is not possible to know whether distributed upstream storage will cause less 
economic, social and environmental damage than the Tentatively Selected Plan. Similar to the 
EERC?s Waffle, the Red River Basin Commission (RRBC) also created a strategy that would 
decrease flood levels in the Red River basin. They simulated 1997 flood conditions (9.25? of 
precipitation) and found that their storage areas could reduce flood levels in the Red River up to 
20% in some areas. They found that the most significant reduction was a 20% peak flow 
reduction and 20% volume reduction at White Rock, South Dakota. The study demonstrates that 
storage areas built in river basins are 80% effective, and if all of the tributary basins upstream of 
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the Red River do their share in flood storage, effects on Red River flood reduction can be 
substantial. (Red River Basin Commission and Bois de Sioux Watershed District, Application of 
the Flow Reduction Strategy in the Bois de Sioux Watershed, 7-18 (JOR Engineering 2010)) 
There was no formal cost-benefit analysis done for this study. However, preliminary estimates 
showed that upstream storage competes very favorably with the Corps? diversion channel option 
because of the ratio based on the Fargo-Moorhead area damages alone. There would also be 
more widespread flood control benefits, in addition to a great potential for natural resource 
benefits under this program. It is clear that the optimal strategy for minimizing flood risk, while 
also improving water quality and fish and wildlife habitat in the Red River basin, would involve 
a combination of wetland restoration and utilizing farm fields for temporary storage. The Corps, 
working with state fish and wildlife agencies and other federal agencies including the USFWS 
and the Natural Resources Conservation Service, should develop an alternative or alternatives 
that combine these approaches. The National Wildlife Federation urges the Corps to formulate an 
alternative that would include 500,000 acre-feet of storage through wetland and grassland 
restoration and an additional 500,000 acre-feet of storage through temporary storage utilizing 
farm fields. Wetland and grassland restoration, combined with flood storage, will have many 
positive impacts: A successful and long-term flood protection plan results when flood storage 
concepts, such as those developed by EERC and RRBC, are implemented in conjunction with 
grassland and wetland restoration. In evaluating such an alternative, the Corps should consider 
the following costs and benefits: flood control benefits; water quality benefits; fishery benefits; 
benefits to upland and migratory birds; and recreational benefits, including increased hunting and 
fishing opportunities. 1. Protects more than just two cities: The Corps? Tentatively Selected Plan 
will only provide significant flood protection for two major metropolitan areas, Fargo and 
Moorhead. Upstream communities will be damaged and remaining areas of the basin will not 
receive the benefited flood protection, and will likely see flooding similar to that they are now 
experiencing. Should wetland and grassland restoration strategies be implemented along with 
flood-water-storage projects, not only will Fargo-Moorhead see decreased flooding, but 
communities throughout the basin will also experience flood relief. Basin-wide flood reduction 
only adds to the overall benefit of wetland and grassland restoration and flood storage efforts. 
Programs such as EERC?s Waffle Project, RRBC?s Flow Reduction Strategy, and concepts 
created by numerous other agencies and organizations, including Wetland Reserve Program and 
USFWS, provide ample data and opportunity to implement wetland and grassland restoration 
and flood storage as viable alternatives to the consolidated upstream storage currently proposed. 
2. Creates and enhances wildlife habitat and recreation, while also mitigating affects of climate 
change: Increasing wetland habitat will provide stability to migrating and nesting bird habitats, 
as well as numerous other species of wildlife. This in turn creates opportunities for hunting, 
fishing, bird watching, hiking and other recreation. Wetlands also play an important role in 
filtering polluted water and recharging the aquifer into both nearby ground and surface waters, 
greatly improving water quality. Grasslands further reduce the runoff of water and sediment, 
creating a more stable water level and providing an area to host a diverse community of native 
grasses, sedges, rushes and other submersed vegetation. (R. R. Johnson, F. T. Oslund & D. R. 
Hertel, The past, present and future of prairie potholes in the United States, Journal of Soil and 
Water Conservation, May/June 2008, 63(3), 85A. at p. 14) Wetlands play at least two critical 
roles in mitigating the effects of climate change, ?one in the management of greenhouse gasses 
(especially carbon dioxide) and the other in physically buffering climate change impacts.?(The 
Ramsar Convention on Wetlands, Wetland Values and Function: Climate Change Mitigation, 
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http://www.ramsar.org/pdf/cop8/cop8_doc_11_e.pdf (November 2002)) Wetlands International, 
a global organization that works to sustain and restore wetlands, states that ?inland wetlands in 
arid regions can play a very cost effective role in attenuating the impacts of extreme weather 
events such as the impacts of extremes in precipitation and increases in evaporation due to higher 
temperatures.? (Moreno J. Garcia, Cost-effectiveness of maintaining and restoring wetlands as an 
adaptation measure against climate change, Wetlands International, 
http://www.indiaenvironmentportal.org.in/files/wetlands%20and%20climate%20change.pdf, 
(last updated April 2010)) Wetlands serve to recharge ground and surface waters, meaning that 
while they prevent flooding in wet times, they serve to replenish and retain adequate water 
supplies and stream flow during drier periods. The benefits of wetland and grassland restoration 
are numerous. Wetlands and grasslands provide various ecosystem services to farmers and 
communities, recreational opportunities, global warming mitigation, and most importantly, flood 
control. One study concluded that, ?wetlands on [USDA] program lands [in the PPR] have 
significant potential to intercept and store precipitation that otherwise might contribute to 
downstream flooding.? (Gleason & Tangen, supra ) Additionally, the conversion of cultivated 
cropland to grassland cover as part of conservation programs results in a reduction in surface 
runoff and, ultimately, reduces the rate at which a basin refills and overflows. 3. Economic 
benefit to farmers: The Tentatively Selected Plan will eliminate tens of thousands of acres of 
prime and unique farmland from operation and place still more at risk of limite production. On 
the other hand, the Waffle or Flow Reduction Strategy would only ?borrow? or ?rent? land from 
willing landowners in the event of flooding and, in most cases, will use natural storage areas to 
store greater amounts of water. Even if cropland was used to store water, it would be done early 
enough in the spring so that the landowner would still be able to farm their crop in most years. 
Therefore, the payment from these flood storage programs would be a bonus above and beyond 
the farmer?s ?normal? agricultural income. 4. Set precedence for other green flood control 
solutions: As human activity continues to escalate and their harmful affects become increasingly 
evident through climate change, environmentally friendly alternatives will only gain in 
popularity. The states of North Dakota and Minnesota have a unique opportunity to show the rest 
of the nation a more natural and cost effective method of flood control. The precedent could be 
set for more ecologically favorable flood mitigation efforts rather than more expensive, concrete 
and environmentally damaging solutions. There has already been an international trend to move 
toward nonstructural flood control methods, and it is in our nation?s best interest to closely 
follow in the same direction. The SDEIS omits analysis of connected actions and cumulative 
effects: An additional requirement for the Corps to consider in its SDEIS are the simultaneous 
actions of the Fargo-Moorhead Metro Project and the Southside Flood Control Project, which 
calls into question requirements under NEPA regarding connected actions. An assessment of 
cumulative impacts is required by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations 
under NEPA. (Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects Under the 
National Environmental Policy Act (Jan. 1997)) Cumulative effects are defined as, ?the impact 
on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or 
non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.? (40 CFR ? 1508.7) When considering 
whether there are cumulative effects or connected actions, an agency must look at the scope of 
the proposed project and must consider 3 types of actions: connected actions, cumulative actions 
and similar actions. (40 C.F.R. ? 1508.25) A connected action means that there is a close 
relationship between actions which must be considered in a single EIS. Similarly, a single EIS 
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must be prepared for cumulative actions, which when viewed with other actions ?have 
cumulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discusses in the same impact 
statement.? (40 C.F.R. ? 1508.25(a)(2)) A similar action is one, when viewed with other 
proposed or reasonably foreseeable actions have similarities that would be reasonable to analyze 
together in a single impact statement. (40 C.F.R. ? 1508.25(a)(3)) In the context of the Fargo-
Moorhead and Southside Projects, given their timing, scope, relatedness, and proximity, the 
projects would be considered cumulative actions, and are required, by NEPA, to be considered 
under a single EIS. (42 USC ?? 4321, et. seq. See also, Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 390, 96 
S.Ct. 2718 (1976)) Cumulative effects analysis is an additional, central, and critical component 
of NEPA. (See Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects, 
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/ccenepa/ccenepa.htm, January, 1997 (Accessed June 11, 2011)) 
Incomplete modeling of flood impacts upstream of the diversion structure and tie-back levees for 
the Tentatively Selected Plan, and failure of the SDEIS to consider anything beyond possible 
?taking? of real property, make a meaningful evaluation of cumulative effects on upstream 
communities impossible. Based on the incomplete information in the SDEIS, there is no way for 
any of the communities in the upstream storage area, or any other commenter for that matter, to 
evaluate the effect, over time, of frequent and persistent innundation: ? Impacts to agricultural 
land, including delayed planting, crop stress, prevented access to fields. ? Damage to 
improvements, including rural infrastructure, residential and commercial properties and social, 
religious and educational institutions. ? Additional economic and psychological burden to local 
residents from increased or new flood protection and risk mitigation efforts. ? Economic damage 
to residents, including reduced farm or business income, reduced property values and increased 
mitigation costs. ? Increased flood insurance expense, including rejection of crop insurance. ? 
Increased risk to persons and property resulting from flood-delayed response by law enforcement 
and other emergency responders, such as fire and ambulance. ? High fiscal burdens to residents 
for maintenance, repair or replacement of infrastructure or private improvments. ? Accelerated 
migration of rural residents, particularly younger people, to the safety of non-flood prone or 
protected areas. Local communities, left with declining and aging populations, and vulnerable to 
flood, more than they are today, will suffer irreversible decay. NEPA requires analysis of this 
socioeconomic degeneration. (Id., Appendix A, Section 11) But the SDEIS is silent on it and on 
this basis alone is inadequate and must be supplemented before it is presented to the Corps? final 
decision maker. Upstream communities and residents, including then members of MnDak, are 
being asked to bear new burdens for the sake of Fargo-Moorhead and for the sake of eliminating 
downstream impacts. The upstream communities and residents are owed a detailed analysis and 
explanation of the impacts, including cumulative impacts listed above, under the Tentatively 
Selected Plan. Without such analysis, the SDEIS is inadequate and must be supplemented. The 
SDEIS fails to adequately address the negative consequences of the Red River diversion channel 
options: In the SDEIS, the Corps has evaluated only one alternative, the Tentatively Selected 
Plan against the NED pan and FCP developed prior to the SDEIS. Neither the NED plan nor the 
FCP were updated during development of the SDEIS. Under NEPA, it is ?mandate[d] that 
federal agencies take a hard look at the environmental consequences of a major federal action 
before taking that action.? Mid States Coalition for Progress v. Surface Transp. Bd., 345 F.3d 
520, 533 (8th Cir.2003). Discussed below are several potentially damaging effects of the Corps? 
LPP, which seriously call into question the thoroughness of the Corps? SDEIS. The Tentatively 
Selected Plan will result in greater ecological impacts than both the FCP and the NED plan. 
More tributaries and hundreds more acres of wetlands, forests, aquatic riverine, and fish 
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tributaries and passages will be affected by the Tentatively Selected Plan than the FCP. The 
Tentatively Selected Plan will have a greater impact on wildlife and fisheries than the FCP and 
the NED. Under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act (16 U.S.C. 661 et seq.), the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS) is authorized to provide recommendations to the Corps on 
federally funded water development projects. For the reasons listed above, it is likely that the 
USFWS will recommend the FCP alternative rather than the Tentatively Selected Plan. As 
discussed herein, such a recommendation will be problematic for the Corps since the FCP is no 
longer a practicable alternative to achieve the ever-changing project purpose. The Corps selected 
the Tentatively Selected Plan primarily because of political considerations. The primary impetus 
for the construction of the massive diversion channel and consolidated upstream storage area 
being proposed has come from the North Dakota congressional delegation and the City of Fargo. 
Because of lukewarm support for the project by Moorhead and other Minnesota political entities, 
North Dakota supporters pressured the Corps and the Assistant Secretary of the Army for Civil 
Works to accept the Tentatively Selected Plan ? mind you they previously pressured the ASA-
CW to approve a LPP that later proved to cause massive downstream damage. The result is that 
the SDEIS has identified a Tentatively Selected Plan that is the most ecologically harmful and 
the most expensive, the 36-mile North Dakota LPP. The comparable costs (in billions) of the 
Tentatively Selected Plan, FCP, and NED are $1.7, $1.2 , and $1.4, respectively. The DEIS states 
that upstream effects of the consolidated storage area on social resources could be significant, 
but it fails to adequately measure these impacts. The river?s northward flow creates an increased 
possibility of ice downstream further impeding the flow of water through the diversion structure 
increasing the magnitude of upstream flooding in an area not normally prone to flooding except 
in the largest run-off events. The Tentatively Selected Plan exacerbates this problem by 
removing thousands of acres of floodplain associated with the diversion. The SDEIS fails to give 
any concrete sedimentation data. The Corps? diversion channel will substantially affect 
sedimentation in the Red River and other connected tributaries. Sedimentation is a major 
problem in many rivers and lakes, which can cause a reduction in storage capacity that can lead 
to flooding. A build up of sediment can also lead to many aquatic changes that could have 
negative impacts on aquatic life. As a result, fish may begin avoiding areas of heavy 
sedimentation, ultimately changing their migratory patterns, wintering grounds, nursery areas, or 
spawning habitat. Valuable fish spawning areas could be covered in silt, and the sediment 
increase could lead to adult and juvenile fish mortality if their gills become filled with sediment. 
Fish foraging success will decline, which could also lead to mortality, especially in younger fish, 
and adult fish could be kept from spawning due to malnutrition. Therefore, sedimentation 
impacts and sedimentation mitigation costs must be, but were not included in the SDEIS. The 
diversion channel will affect more than 200 acres of wetlands. The Corps has suggested that any 
wetland taken away or adversely affected by the diversion channel will be replaced with new 
wetlands within the diversion channel in a low flow channel. The SDEIS describes the low flow 
channel as ?a channel that is typically in the center of a larger channel which is sized to handle 
small flows from drains, ditches or groundwater.? It will be approximately 10 feet wide and 3 
feet deep. A strip of wetlands 10 feet wide does not provide the security and benefits that larger 
blocks of wetlands provide. The SDEIS does not address how these wetlands will be comparable 
to the previously existing wetlands that were affected by the diversion and does not describe the 
diversion channel wetlands? functions for surrounding wildlife. In addition, many problems can 
arise with a low flow channel. The channel will need frequent maintenance and modifications to 
ensure that it is effective, and it can be very easily damaged in severe situations such as flooding 
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or drought. Wetlands near the five North Dakota tributaries intercepted by the diversion channel 
will not receive the same recharge from overland flooding that they have received in the past. 
The SDEIS does not address these impacts or their mitigation. The SDEIS must include 
projected mitigation costs for additional wetlands that will be impaired such as those near the 
five North Dakota tributaries. The Corps must also include in its SDEIS exactly what function 
the low flow channel will serve and how it is guaranteed to adequately compensate for existing 
wetlands adversely affected by the diversion channel. The diversion contemplated in the 
Tentatively Selected Plan will cross five tributaries: Wild Rice River, Sheyenne River, Maple 
River, Lower Rush River, and Rush River. In addition, the SDEIS states that ?[t]he channels of 
the Lower Rush and Rush Rivers between the diversion channel and downstream to their 
confluences with the Sheyenne River will be abandoned . . . Nesting birds, mammals, and mussel 
species could be displaced or killed during the project?s construction, and nesting birds? eggs 
could be abandoned or crushed. Construction and excavation within the riverine aquatic habitats 
could kill adult or juvenile fish,? and some fish mortality is unavoidable. The additional sediment 
load, deposition, and accumulation into the Red River could alter aquatic and riverine habitat. 
The SDEIS indicates that fish could use the diversion channel, but the diversion channel will not 
contain any meaningful fisheries. The SDEIS continues on to state that fish ending up in the 
diversion channel without their natural habitat will not be a significant issue during the operation 
of the diversion channel. Fish caught in the diversion channel during flooding, however, will be 
forced to use concrete fish ramps for passage. It is not known at this point whether certain 
sensitive fish species, such as the Lake Sturgeon, will be successful at using artificial passages. 
The DEIS also does not address how changing the velocity of water within the diversion might 
affect certain fish species. The velocity of the water within the diversion and downstream of the 
diversion could be too strong and prevent certain species and juvenile fish from traveling 
upstream. The diversion channel will create numerous problems for multiple tributaries and 
wildlife and aquatic species. The final EIS must address the negative impacts to all tributaries 
and the specific adversities facing wildlife and aquatic life. A plan to mitigate these adversities 
must be identified and mitigation costs must be included in the final EIS. Failure to adequately 
consider impacts to prime and unique farmland: It is a requirement under the Farmland Policy 
Protection Act (FPPA) that projects with impacts to agricultural lands be reviewed to determine 
their impact on agricultural lands and that an assessment be completed related to those impacts. 
The assessment is documented by the USDA using a form AD 1006 ?Farmland Conversion 
Impact Rating?. Instructions for the form indicate the inclusion of indirectly converted farmland. 
Indirect conversion includes ?acres not directly converted but that would no longer be capable of 
being farmed after the conversion, because the conversion would restrict access to them.? For the 
Tentatively Selected Plan, the USDA did not include converted farmland in the staging area 
upstream of the diversion structure and tie-back levees. Rather, the USDA only included 
farmland directly converted by the diversion channel, levees and structures associated with the 
Tentatively Selected Plan. The modeling data in the SDEIS demonstrates that thousands of acres 
of prime and unique farmland will be inundated upstream of the diversion structure in relatively 
small storm-flow events. The duration or long term impact of inundation is not calculated but 
will, in all scenarios, prevent access to farmland for production, destroy growing crops and 
prevent harvest of mature crops. Additional analysis is necessary to determine and document 
actual indirect impacts to farmland as required by the FPPA. (see Appendix F to SDEIS, p. F-42-
73) The Tentatively Selected Plan violates the directive of Executive Order 11988: As proposed, 
the Tentatively Selected Plan violates Executive Order 11988. Executive Order 11988 requires 
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federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long and short-term adverse impacts 
associated with the occupancy and modification of flood plains and to avoid direct and indirect 
support of floodplain development wherever there is a practicable alternative. In accomplishing 
this objective, "each agency shall provide leadership and shall take action to reduce the risk of 
flood loss, to minimize the impact of floods on human safety, health, and welfare, and to restore 
and preserve the natural and beneficial values served by flood plains in carrying out its 
responsibilities" for the following actions: acquiring, managing, and disposing of federal lands 
and facilities; providing federally-undertaken, financed, or assisted construction and 
improvements; and conducting federal activities and programs affecting land use, including but 
not limited to water and related land resources planning, regulation, and licensing activities. The 
guidelines address an eight-step process that agencies should carry out as part of their decision-
making on projects that have potential impacts to or within the floodplain. The eight steps, which 
are summarized below, reflect the decision-making process required in Section 2(a) of the Order. 
1. Determine if a proposed action is in the base floodplain (that area which has a one percent or 
greater chance of flooding in any given year). 2. Conduct early public review, including public 
notice. 3. Identify and evaluate practicable alternatives to locating in the base floodplain, 
including alterative sites outside of the floodplain. 4. Identify impacts of the proposed action. 5. 
If impacts cannot be avoided, develop measures to minimize the impacts and restore and 
preserve the floodplain, as appropriate. 6. Reevaluate alternatives. 7. Present the findings and a 
public explanation. 8. Implement the action. Among a number of things, the Interagency Task 
Force on Floodplain Management clarified the EO with respect to development in flood plains, 
emphasizing the requirement for agencies to select alternative sites for projects outside the flood 
plains, if practicable, and to develop measures to mitigate unavoidable impacts. With regarding 
to the Tentatively Selected Plan, the City of Fargo has made clear its desire and intent to open 
additional areas of the flood plain to development. This is one reason why management of 
flooding from the five North Dakota tributaries has become so important in rushing the 
Tentatively Selected Plan to decision. During re-scoping from November 2010 through March 
2011, Fargo specifically requested the diversion channel alignment be moved further west. The 
request was made with the expressed intent of providing additional protection to lands in the 
current flood plain for future development. While the request was rejected, the current design 
supports the same intent. The current design eliminates thousands of acres from the flood plain. 
The diversion channel includes 15 foot, elevated spoil banks designed to serve as flood levees. 
(See SDEIS figures 15 and 29 and ?3.5.3.3) Several practicable alternatives to this design exist 
that would prevent federal support to future flood plain development. These same practicable 
alternatives would increase the efficacy of distributed storage and/or reduce the requirement for 
the currently proposed consolidated storage area. For example, if the diversion channel were 
designed to take advantage of the additional, nature flood attenuation provided by the flood 
plain, rather than closing it behind spoil levees, less new storage would be required and a smaller 
diversion channel could be planned. Alternatively, moving the diversion structure further north 
would allow storage in naturally flood prone areas of the flood plain ? again reducing the 
requirement for new storage. If combined with the distributed storage alternatives discussed 
herein, the consolidated storage component of the Tentatively Selected Plan, upstream of the 
diversion structure and tie-back levees, could be eliminated. Elimination of the consolidated 
storage area would preserve four small communities and tens of thousands of acres of prime and 
unique farmland. By all objective standards in the SDEIS, the Tentatively Selected Plan is the 
least effective, most expensive and most environmentally damaging alternative: The comparison 
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of alternative begins in section 3.8 of the SDEIS. The three alternatives considered in 
comparison were the FCP (a Minnesota diversion without storage); the ND35K (a North Dakota 
diversion without storage) and the Tentatively Selected Plan, or LPP. As discussed herein, it is 
questionable, based on prior analysis, that the FCP or the ND35K are practicable alternatives. 
Under all evaluative criteria applied in the SDEIS, the Tentatively Selected Plan is less effective, 
more expensive and more environmentally damaging than the FCP or ND35K. For example, the 
LPP damages the most acres of aquatic habitat, directly impacts the most acres of wetland, takes 
the more area out of the flood plain than the FCP and impacts the most acres of prime and unique 
farmland. (SDEIS table 13). The Tentatively Selected Plan will cause significant social 
disruption to communities south of the diversion structure and tie-back levees ? in the 
consolidated storage area. (SDEIS table 16.) In the 1% change flood, the Tentatively Selected 
Plan floods 54,721 acres of land south of the diversion structure and tie-back levees that is not 
otherwise subject to flooding in such an event (SDEIS figure 32). In the 1% chance flood, the 
Tentatively Selected Plan will require relocation of the communities of Oxbow, Hickson, 
Comstock and the Bakke Addition and the relocation or protection of 185 residences and 429 
other structures. (SDEIS table 16, figure 39). Though the Federal share of any project will be 
based either on the NED plan or FCP, the non-Federal costs will be paid by the local sponsors. 
With regard to the Tentatively Selected Plan, residents of the Fargo and Moorhead as well as the 
States of North Dakota and Minnesota will pay over $931 million. (Compare SDEIS tables 25 
and 26). The Tentatively Selected Plan is the most expensive of those considered in the SDEIS. 
While cost not the determining factor in any project, where the most expensive plan is also the 
most damaging and least effective, it should be rejected. Conclusion: The U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers is planning a 35,000 acre water storage area and a 36-mile-long diversion channel 
around Fargo that will cost North Dakota and the Federal government $1.7 billion to construct, 
with the Federal government?s share limited to $782 million. The projected $1.7 billion cost 
does not include mitigation and long term maintenance expenses in the years after construction 
of the diversion channel has been completed. During this country?s time of economic 
uncertainty, the Corps? project seems not only irrational and impractical, but also downright 
irresponsible when other, less expensive alternatives to restore wetlands and grasslands along 
with creating flood storage have proven to be effective and create more and further reaching 
benefits. The Corps? colossal and esthetically displeasing diversion channel will be not only a 
massive state and federal expenditure, but also an ecological nightmare with resounding affects 
for centuries. If cities and communities within the Red River Basin do not want to face even 
bigger and more expensive problems combined with wildlife habitat destruction and decline a 
decade from now, the Corps must seriously reconsider their Tentatively Selected Plan. Much of 
the Red River Basin flooding and associated damage has been a direct result of encroachment 
into the floodplain and loss of natural storage. These losses of natural storage are best replicated 
and replaced through distributed storage measures. Poor and marginal farmland and drained 
areas not currently under production, along with some active and productive farmland can be 
used as temporary flood storage that would prevent dangerous flood levels. Grasslands and 
wetlands not only have remarkable abilities to store excess water runoff, but they are also 
attractive and provide much needed wildlife habitat in a region of the country that continues to 
have rapid human population increases. In its SDEIS, however, the Corps all but completely 
ignores these alternatives and certainly did no analysis to compare them to its Tentatively 
Selected Plan. The absence of substantial and significant information regarding the 
environmental and other impacts of the Tentatively Selected Plan likewise renders the SDEIS 
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inadequate on its face and requires that the Corps prepare an additional Supplemental DEIS to 
fully compare alternatives and to include all information on which the Corps based its decision to 
adopt the Tentatively Selected Plan. The Corps? failure to include critical impact information in 
the SDEIS violates NEPA and its own NEPA regulations, is arbitrary and capricious as well as 
unreasonable. In recent case law, it is determined that ?[w]hile the EIS need not be exhaustive, 
the existence of a viable but unexamined alternative renders an [EIS] inadequate.? Friends of the 
Boundary Waters Wilderness v. Dombeck, 164 F.3d 1115, 1128 (8th Cir. 1999). There is no 
doubt that the Corps? SDEIS leaves many alternatives largely unexamined. We strongly urge the 
Corps to fully address and consider the use of distributed storage and non-structural techniques 
for flood control. It is irresponsible for the Corps not to consider more reasonable, but similarly 
effective solutions that do not have the long-term effects on the tributaries and streams of the 
Red River. Sincerely, /s/ John C. Kolb John C. Kolb JCK/cmt cc: MnDak Upstream Coalition 
Direct Dial: 320-656-3503 Email: JKolb@Rinkenoonan.com 
 
2011-06-20_Eldon Hermunslie - As a life-long resident of northern Richland County, farmer 
for 39 years along the Wild Rice River, graduate and patron of Richland School District 44, and 
member of Eagle Valley Evangelical Free Church of rural Christine, ND, I am writing to oppose 
the current LPP as designed by the USACE. I agree that Fargo needs to pursue further flood 
protection, but why is it legal for the city of Fargo to cause man-made flooding to lands and 
dwellings not in the flood plain in order to cause development of areas and protection of areas 
that have been flooded in numerous flood events over many years? Is this not a violation of 
EO11988? The Richland and Wilkin County Commissions were not consulted in the planning 
phases and were led to believe there would be no impact to them. It is now clear that the LPP 
would have devastating impacts to both counties, and they will be forced to fight for their rights, 
rather than being treated as good upstream neighbors. Have you not considered potential massive 
flooding outside the diversion due to concurrent flooding by the multiple rivers crossed by this 
project? This is an unprecedented and untested process, is it not? Impacts south of Highway 46, 
we were told, would be mitigated individually at the public meeting in Kindred. How can we be 
confident of fair treatment in Richland and Wilkin Counties? After observing USACE 
?technical? forecasts and subsequent miscalculations and upward forecast revisions in 2011 at 
Bald Hill Dam (Valley City and downstream) and Garrison Dam (Bismarck and downstream), I 
am suspect of the accuracy and integrity of the environmental impacts of this huge multi-
watershed, perhaps the most complex interrelated project of its type ever undertaken by the 
USACE. I believe Fargo should aggressively pursue building permanent levees/flood walls, etc. 
to at least a 42.5-ft elevation as announced by their city officials recently. However, I also 
believe that it is time to take a closer look at other alternatives, such as the Red River Basin 
Commission?s study and proposals for 20% flow reductions and retention throughout the entire 
valley, thereby benefiting the entire area. A benefit solely to a few square miles around Fargo 
would mean a detriment to the rest of the area, both upstream and downstream. Senator Colin 
Peterson?s proposal to include $500 million in the next farm bill specifically for retention in the 
Red River Valley needs to be considered and supported. During public comment meetings in 
May, Aaron Snyder indicated that the USACE would not consider these upstream alternatives. 
Why not? My farm home and business are located one mile upstream of the Abercrombie gauge 
on the Wild Rice River, at which point the USACE has ?estimated? a one-inch rise in projected 
crest during a 100-year event. Based on my aforementioned concerns regarding accuracy of 
predictions, I am unsure of my security in future flood events as a result of the upstream staging. 
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However, it is apparent that at least immediately downstream of my location all the way to the 
Fargo Dam/diversion many or most of my neighbors would be impacted as a result of this 
catastrophic project. The upstream staging impacts will be devastating to the Richland 44 and 
Kindred School Districts through depopulation of the area and, therefore, loss of tax base. These 
are detrimental human and social impacts for which it is hard to determine the huge loss and are 
forced on the schools with no opportunity for input or consideration. Is this not simply wrong? 
Eagle Valley Evangelical Free Church is located on a ten-acre parcel that has never had 
floodwaters even close to its elevation since settlement in the 1880?s; yet it is now in the 
upstream staging area and will likely require a ring dike. The staging area impacts the northern 
part of our ministry area by depopulation. Also, it appears that our cemetery will be at least 
partially flooded. Fargo could show its integrity by being a good neighbor to the entire region. It 
is time for Fargo to reconsider its plan and to step back and consider being a part of the solution 
for the entire Red River Basin.   
 
2011-06-20_Karen Hertsgaard - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 June 20, 2011 RE: 
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood 
Risk Management. Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally 
Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red 
River Valley. The US Army Corps of Engineers Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Flood Risk Management will have a negative impact on 
agricultural production in the entire region. More than 33,390 acres of prime farmland will be 
impacted at various levels by water held in the staging areas. Generally, crop insurance for 
damage from this man-made project will not be available. The loss of this productive agricultural 
land has not been addressed in the DEIS and should be studied and included in the final report. 
Utilizing the USACE suggestion to tile this land would be very expensive, and again, this cost is 
not included in the DEIS. This must also be studied and included in the final report as a real cost 
to be reimbursed to those affected by the project. On the outside chance that a farmer would risk 
growing crops on this acreage, yield potential on those crops would decrease at a regular rate if 
spring work were to be delayed. According to research done at North Dakota State University, 
after the third week in May, small grain crops grown south of I-94 can lose up to 1.7 percent of 
potential yield per day, and corn planted after May 1 will lose more than 1.1 bushels per acre of 
yield a day. Also, obviously, a complete crop loss would occur if the flooding were to take place 
after crops had been planted. These situations would result in real economic loss to producers 
and must be investigated and included as mitigation costs before this project moves forward. 
Agriculture is very important to the economic well-being of the Red River Valley and the state of 
North Dakota. Not only will this project create the costs stated above, it will also negatively 
impact all the businesses and industries that support and benefit from the agricultural production 
industry. Sincerely, Karen Hertsgaard Kindred, ND   
 
2011-06-20_gregg Christensen - Good afternoon. As a 29 year resident of the Bakke 
subdivision (which has NEVER flooded) (#1) I would like to know how the home evaluations 
were formulted for Bakke, Oxbow and Hickson as part of the total cost for the Diversion. I 
understand every home was valued at I belive $129,000. The homes in the Oxbow country club 
range from $350,000 to close to a $1,000,000. The homes in the Bakke subdivision range from 
$150,000 to $300,000. (#2) I would like an explanation why they were not vlued at their retail 
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value for the total Diversion costs. (#3) Should the Diversion go through to Congress and get 
funded by Congress what is the formula for a properties buy out? This wouldn't be a FEMA 
buyout, it would be a buy out by the City of Fargo, and I want to know what the formula is. As 
an example, a home valued at $500,000 before the Diversion talk, would be bought out for what 
if the Diversion gets funded??? The dollar amout to each property HAS to be somewhat higher 
than the retail value of the property. Why?? There has to be "some pain and suffering" involed 
with this. Why would I want the retail value of my property just so I have the hassle and expense 
of moving somewhere when I had NO intentions OF moving....Thank you for your time, Gregg 
Christensen-217 elm street-Hickson ND-58047 
 
2011-06-20_Marcus Larson - June 20th , 2011 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul District 
Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 The April 2011 
SDEIS does not contain an assessment report reflecting the nesting and feeding habitat of Bald 
Eagles located in the Hickson, ND and Comstock, MN area. The April 2011 SDEIS does not 
contain an assessment report reflecting the migratory habitat and feeding habitat of of Water 
Crane's located in the Richland Country, Hickson, ND and Comstock, MN area(s). Respectfully 
submitted, Marcus Larson 513 7th St Hickson, ND 58047 701-588-4412 218-790-2025June 
20th, 2011 U.S. Army Corp of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder180 Fifth Street 
East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact 
StudyFargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management Classification: 
UNCLASSIFIED Caveats: UNCALCULATED LOSS OF LIFE; VIOLATION OF EO-11988; 
UNCALCULATED IMPACTS; UNCALCULATED OUTCOMES; INCORRECT SDEIS 
DATA Dear Project Manager: Regarding the April 2011 SDEIS: The USACE has been negligent 
in pursuing ?duty of care? for United States citizens. The USACE has been negligent in 
providing ?equal protection? for United States citizens in the proposed current and future 
undisclosed project area(s). United States citizens all possess a fundamental and constitutional 
guarantee that we are afforded ?substantive due process? in a fair legal proceeding before the 
government takes away life, liberty or property,which specifically fails regarding the Fargo Dam 
and Diversion relating to this SDEIS due to the design phase commencing prior to Congressional 
approval. The USACE has failed in its ?due diligence? in pursuing the aforementioned and has 
publicly conveyed that Fargo is the project sponsor and is the primary beneficiary of the project. 
Regarding Uncalculated Loss of Life: The April 2011 SDEIS refers to potential ?loss of life? if 
temporary emergency measures fail. The USACE is aware of the ?plasticity? of thematerials that 
will be used in the project?s construction; however, thereis negligence in providing a corollary 
for ?loss of life? if a USACEdesigned permanent structure fails. Specifically, what would the 
?loss oflife probability? be, based on the failure of the Fargo Dam and Diversionat full capacity? 
Wherein, the majority of Fargo would be in a basinsurrounded by water, with severely impeded 
evacuation options. (REFER TO:Lower 9th Ward in New Orleans during Hurricane Katrina and 
recent levee failures in Hamburg, Iowa and Vicksburg, Mississippi). Regarding Violation of EO-
11988: Fargo (project?s sponsor) has enjoyed decades of negligent city planning and 
irresponsible water displacement and will both directly and indirectly benefit by the assistance of 
the USACE in violating EO-11988. 100 percent of the lowest land that falls inside the currently 
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proposed project has historically flooded during every flood event. The April 2011 USACE 
SDEIS will foster significant adverse effects and incompatible development in the flood plains. 
Fargo?s expansion will be artificially induced into areas of the flood plain which were previously 
too dangerous to build upon, which could also lead to exponential loss of life and property 
during future flood events if the Fargo Dam and Diversion were to experience a breach. 
Surrounding communities upstream, to the west, and downstream of the proposed Fargo Dam 
and Diversion will bear an undue burden of social and economic losses including, but not limited 
to, substantial losses relating to the Kindred and Richland Colfax school systems, destruction of 
numerous generational ?base farm? operations, churches, and the communities of Hickson, 
Oxbow, Bakke subdivision, Davenport, Mapleton and Prosper, North Dakota and potentially 
Christine, North Dakota and Comstock, Minnesota. Regarding Uncalculated Impacts: The April 
2011 SDEIS does not contain a Bird Strike Assessment for Hector International Airport. ? The 
probability for ?bird strikes? along Hector International Airport?s southern approach flight path 
could be increased due to anincrease of migratory birds being drawn to the proposed manmade 
lakesouth of Fargo, North Dakota. This places a high concentration ofFargo?s population, 8 
schools, hospitals and clinics and severalbusinesses in a ?risk zone? of ?bird strikes? and aircraft 
impactcrash site debris. Other uncalculated risks and costs that have been brought to the attention 
of the USACE during public meetings but are not included in the April 2011 SDEIS include but 
are not limited to: ? meteorological changes induced by the proposed staging area; ? increased 
flood risks to communities east of the project area (the potential for water to be reintroduced into 
the Ottertail Water Shed that feeds the staging area at the proposed Fargo Dam and Diversion); ? 
effects of a catastrophic release from Bald Hill Dam, Tolna Coulee or Devils Lake on the 
currently proposed project; ? relocation of displaced population; ? loss of community cohesion 
and short/long term social impacts; ? non-accurate property valuation and cost differential to be 
?made whole? for takings under eminent domain and increased market prices due to mass 
induced relocation; ? loss of agricultural production both inside and outside the proposed staging 
area; ? increased agricultural production costs relating to longer transport distances from farm 
headquarters; ? carbon footprint impact study relating to longer farm transport distances; ? 
carbon footprint impact study relating to the destruction of trees in the staging area; ? failure to 
delineate damage assessments for late planting, non-planting or loss of crops in the staging area 
where all peril insurance would not cover losses; ? damages to infrastructure: roads, bridges, 
electrical distribution,wired communications; ? safety and stability hazards relating to the raising 
of I-29; ? location of compatible detour route alternatives to I-29; ? probability risk of levee, dam 
and diversion failure and related losses to life and property; ? relocation of cemeteries; ? 
alternatives that preserve communities, school districts, tax base and land values; ? effects of the 
Cass 17 tie back dike on the Sheyenne River and community of Davenport, North Dakota; ? 
effects of the Minnesota side tie back dikes on the community of Comstock, Minnesota; ? access 
to Kindred, North Dakota during a major flood event. Regarding Uncalculated Outcomes and 
Incorrect Data: The April 2011 SDEIS does not accurately represent the necessary and escalating 
cost estimates associated to the Fargo Dam and Diversion (Fargo -Moorhead Metropolitan Area 
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Flood Risk Management). Incorrect and/or Incomplete Data: ? Land and Damages ? 
Compensation for Tax Base Loss to impacted School Districts ? Relocations ? Construction ? 
Volatility of Fuel Costs ? Annual Maintenance Costs ? Per Household Tax Impacts This places 
taxpayers in an unnecessary and precarious financial position of liability for a project that has not 
been fully assessed or disclosed.Accurate Annual Maintenance Costs are imperative because the 
entire project?s security relies on proper maintenance. The SDEIS does not indicate who will 
have oversight of Fargo to ensure that Fargo assigns individuals qualified to perform inspections 
and maintenance for a project of this significance and 36 mile length. The SDEIS does not 
indicate who will have oversight of Fargo to ensure that Fargo only operates the Fargo Dam and 
Diversion during events exceeding 1 percent (100 year) events. Summary and Proposal: The 
scope of the April 2011 SDEIS is inadequate. Further study is necessary of all tributaries 
upstream of Fargo, Moorhead and West Fargo area. A basin wide comprehensive solution is 
necessary to protect the population that resides within the Red River Valley. The USACE must 
provide a comprehensive three diversion alternative in conjunction with the Red River Basin 
Commission?s 20 percent reduction plan and EERC Waffle Plan to adequately address water 
issues and threats in the Red River Valley. Diversion 1: Divert water from the Sheyenne River 
west of Kindred,Davenport, Mapleton, Prosper and Argusville, North Dakotaand introduce that 
diversion into the Red River north of Georgetown, Minnesota. Diversion 2: Divert water from 
the Wild Rice into the current West Fargo Diversion. Diversion 3: Divert water into the 
originally proposed Minnesota diversion. Respectfully submitted, Marcus E. Larson 513 7th St 
Hickson, ND 58047 701-588-4412 218-790-2025  

NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-20 18:01:57: June 20th , 2011 U.S. Army Corp of 
Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 
55101-1678 The April 2011 SDEIS does not contain an assessment report reflecting the nesting 
and feeding habitat of Bald Eagles located in the Hickson, ND and Comstock, MN area. The 
April 2011 SDEIS does not contain an assessment report reflecting the migratory habitat and 
feeding habitat of of Water Crane's located in the Richland Country, Hickson, ND and 
Comstock, MN area(s). Respectfully submitted, Marcus Larson 513 7th St Hickson, ND 58047 
701-588-4412 218-790-2025   

2011-06-20_John Hertsgaard - How many dollars was credited to the project for the saving of 
600 lives?   
 
2011-06-20_Don Cossette Representing the Angie Cossette Family - I am writing this hoping 
that someone will take notice to what a tremendious impact this project will have on our family.I 
Don and wife Laureen will have to give up our home.My mother Angela Cossette and sister 
Marjorie will both lose their homes and my sister and brother in law in Oxbow will also have to 
sercome to the proposed buy out.The path of this project also puts the home quarter of our land 
on the wet side by being one mile from the dike'and our other quarter the diversion will cut a 
diagonal path right through it, pretty mutch rueining the better part of a complete quarter of 
land,and last but not least my wife's beauty salon business will also be lost.Is that enough impact 
for you.Please consider not doing this project. 
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2011-06-20_Larry Ness - Dear Project Manager; I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 
Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the 
Red River valley. I have lived on this farm and actively farmed the land my entire life of 70 
years. Our farm/farmstead is located right on the Red River and in all these 70 years we've never 
flooded on our farmstead even in the record 1997 flood! Now with this plan we would have alot 
of water/ flooding. My Dad originally farmed it, then I farmed it, and my son is now farming the 
land. So, it's a generational farming operation. This diversion plan would have a great negative 
effect on the loss of production from late planting and/or total loss in summer flood. Crop 
Insurance cannot be obtained for damage from a man-made project. This project would be a huge 
detrimental effect on this highly productive prime agricultural land and our livlihood. The huge 
negative effect on our property values would be a devastating loss for us and our community. In 
regards to putting up dikes to protect farmsteads, in the event of an emergency, we would be 
unable to get emergency services/vehicles in to reach us in an emergency situation, which puts us 
at a great risk and in an unsafe environment. This is a big concern for me and my family. The 
effects of this plan would wipe out and destroy many rural communities of which has been a part 
of my whole life! I believe alternatives exist that address flooding basin wide. Thank You, 
Sincerely, Larry Ness 
 
2011-06-20_Rolaine Askegaard - As a homeowner and landowner who would be adversely 
affected by the "locally preferred" diversion plan in North Dakota/Minnesota, I have a great deal 
of concerns regarding safety issues that WILL arise if the diversion is built. Having lived on a 
farmstead north of Comstock, Minnesota for nearly my entire life, I am fully aware of the time 
that it takes for services, such as ambulances and repairmen, to get to my home WITHOUT the 
diversion in place. I worry that, if the diversion were to be built, I, along with hundreds of other 
homeowners in the area, would have restricted access to services such as those listed above. It 
will be impossible for families living on the "negatively impacted" side of the diversion to 
receive the care that they need in times of emergency. Furthermore, the infrastructure of the 
highway systems (Hwy 75 etc) and gravel roads will be severely damaged. How can one say that 
a gravel road will not "wash out" when water is staged upon it? I have learned from experience 
that even a heavy rain is capable of washing away gravel from a road, whilst creating gullies, 
making the road near-impassable for hours or even days. What will happen when water is staged 
upon gravel roads? Homeowners will be stranded. I am in dismay that issues such as these have 
not been properly addressed. Simply raising Hwy 75 does not solve the problem, seeing as most 
farmsteads are located off of gravel roads, not the highway itself. It is an unjust act to not only 
strip a person's land from it's fertility but furthermore to take away their access to healthcare 
(such as the ability to be serviced by an ambulance). Perhaps flood protection does need to be put 
in place, but not at the expense of others' safety. We do not only need to protect the urban areas, 
we need to protect everyone, including rural citizens, those people who were not previously 
affected by the flood waters to begin with. If this plan is to go into action, safety issues must be 
reviewed. Property valuation needs to be secure. The loss of tillable land, crop insurance, and its 
role in our region's economy needs to be examined. Do not go into this project blind. Please take 
these comments into consideration before deciding what is the "best" decision for our 
community AS A WHOLE 
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2011-06-20_Don Nelson - These comments are in regards to the Supplemental Draft Feasibility 
Report and Environmental Impact Statement comment period due June 20th 2011. There is a 
severe flaw in the US Army Corps of Engineers statement at one of the flood meetings that they 
plan to only hold water in the ?Staging Area? for an extra seven days compared to what is there 
now. It was said that the water will start being held back into the staging area at a river level of 
26 feet. This year the water would have been started to be held back on April 4th and it wouldn?t 
have been allowed to start running back in until May 9th (the date it hit 26 feet again going back 
down). So May 9th this year would have been when the water STARTED to run back into the 
river. This year the water would have been held back for 35 days before it would have been 
allowed to START running into the river (35 is NOT 7). So now lets say it takes 7 days to run off 
the staging area. That puts it at May 16th the water would have been gone from the staging area 
this year. Now lets say there are perfect drying conditions with no rain and it takes 14 days for 
that land to dry out so now it is May 30th at the earliest something could be planted there. On my 
family?s land that I am referring to which is located right next to the Red River on the MN side 
(west of Comstock, MN) this land was planted into wheat on May 3rd this year. Had the dike 
been up causing the staging area to be used this land would have been planted 27 days later (27 
is NOT 7). This is land that is high enough that in 2009 it did not even flood. According to your 
May 2011 Feasibility Study documents it states that the river gauge at Hickson would be 5.38 
feet higher than it was in 2009. That gauge is right next to our land. The building site on this land 
is also next to the river and in 2009 did not flood and the house was not touched by water. 
Adding 5.38 feet would obviously change that. Adding that amount of water to land that is so 
high that it previously has not flooded is completely unjust and immoral. There is nothing that 
can replace this land and building site that has been in the family for generations. There is no 
amount of money that can compensate for this. How do you put a price on land that has never 
flooded but now would flood only because of a man made flood put in place by the US Army 
Corps of Engineers. Our family is not against Fargo having flood protection of some kind but we 
are against the use of the Staging Area south of the dike (Tieback Levee on your map). Other 
alternative measures need to be used rather than this staging area. Letting water run for 60 or 
more miles and then stopping it all in one spot is not the answer. Especially when almost all of 
this staging area on the MN side of the river is land that has never flooded before. How can 
holding this water in the staging area on some of the highest land around that has not flooded 
before make any sense at all? Please explain this to me and my family. The real estate guy for the 
Army Corps has a severely flawed formula for determining value of buildings in the Staging 
Area. He told me you would only get a fraction of the replacement value for a pole barn. This 
makes no sense. Today we have no need or desire to build a new shed, the current one works 
fine. But now the Corps comes in and says we are going to add 5.38 feet (in 2009) to your land 
that has never flooded before so you need to go build a new shed someplace outside the staging 
area but you will only get a fraction of the replacement value. This number has to be at least 
replacement value if the Corps has any morals at all. And then a person needs to find land 
outside of the staging area to put this new shed on which of course is not free land. The Corps 
states that the cost of mitigation is estimated at 200 million dollars. This cost is obviously off by 
many, many millions of dollars. One of the Army Corps people even admitted to me that he 
knew it was off by many, many millions of dollars. Why can?t the true numbers be shown? I was 
told by Aaron Snyder that it could be 8 years before we are contacted to determine/?negotiate? 
what the value of land and buildings will be. His justification was that there was no need to do it 
until the diversion was that far into the building stage of the process. This is not how you 
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ethically do this. You cannot treat people like this. All of this ?negotiating? needs to be done 
BEFORE any such diversion would start. Please help me and my family understand how it 
would make sense to do it any other way. There are several gravesites in the "Staging Area". 
What is your plan for these gravesites? Some of them are historic. Calling this a Red River 
diversion is far from the truth. The Red River is being held back after 26 feet. The diversion 
really only ends up being useful for the Wild Rice, Sheyenne, Maple, Rush and Lower Rush 
rivers. I look forward to your reply, Don Nelson   
 
2011-06-20_Rachel Ness - I am strongly opposed to the Fargo/Moorhead diversion/dam being 
proposed by the ACOE. This project that will effect so many people in the Fargo/Moorhead area 
is being pushed through too fast. As a concerned citizen and taxpayer, I feel the people inside the 
diversion do not have all the numbers and facts to make an informed decision. There are also 
many safety issues not being addressed by the Core with this project. For the people being ring-
diked or protected with some type of levee in place, what type of emergency response will there 
be for an ambulance, or firetrucks, when all the county roads are covered with feet of water? 
There are other retention plans and tools that should be used for protection, and should be 
studied in further detail. Please consider a different option that helps the entire Red River Basin, 
as this is a basin wide problem.   
 
2011-06-20_Mitchell Bauske - As the City of Fargo and the Army Corps of Engineers push for 
the current proposed diversion plan, they need to start thinking more about the innocent 
communities and farmers that will be adversely affected. Communities like Comstock, 
Minnesota are hugely affected by this proposal and the farmers around this retention area, or 
"dam", lose thirty-five thousand acres of the most fertile farm land every spring for a one time 
mitigation payment. Not only is this wrong, as it takes away the farmer's business and affects 
these agricultural communities, it also poses safety risks to these communities with all the gravel 
roads being potentially washed out, heavy industrial construction for years, and even small 
things like ambulances having access to these communities as well as fish population and 
ecological problems this diversion can pose. I realize the City and the Corps of Engineers do not 
have the best interests of the small communities in mind, nor the interests of local farmers, but 
the least they start doing is slow down on planning the walking trails around the diversion and 
start planning on what actually matters, like what to compensation farmers for their land, which 
is their business, and how to minimize safety risks on small communities being affected. 
 
2011-06-20_Beth Askegaard - As a resident of Fargo, I know the importance of providing our 
city with proper flood protection. However, as a grandchild, daughter and friend of hundreds of 
people adversely affected by the proposed "locally preferred" North Dakota/Minnesota diversion 
plan, it is my duty to stand up for what is right. After attending flood meetings with my family, 
who organically farm 900 acres of land near Comstock, Minnesota, I have acquired a plethora of 
concerns regarding this diversion plan. Not only will the plan's desired water staging strip 
farmers of their land, business, and lifelong livelihood, it will have a drastic, negative impact on 
our region as a whole. There are so many issues that MUST be addressed before moving forward 
with this plan. Crop insurance and property valuation need to be confirmed. Project funding must 
be identified: Who is going to pay for this colossal undertaking? How will organic farmers be 
able to receive organic certification, seeing as contaminated water will be allowed to stand on 
their land? Most importantly, how will this plan affect the safety of others? It is inevitable that 
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gravel roads will wash out under the pressure of water on top of them. How will residents be able 
to leave their houses? How will ambulances be capable of reaching homes in case of emergency? 
Raising highways (such as Hwy 75) will not solve this problem; most residents are located along 
gravel roads, not the highway. Not only will this plan harm the economy of the Red River Valley 
by taking away a sector of one of its most profitable industries, agriculture, it will place many 
people in danger. I realize that Fargo needs protection, but must it be at the cost of so many? It is 
of utmost importance to address these MAJOR issues, such as the access to roads which will be 
safe for travel, before planning recreational activities that the "dam" will provide local residents 
(as presented in the informational powerpoint at local Army Corps meetings). Please take a step 
back. The "locally preferred" plan does not serve the best interests of our region as a WHOLE, 
but rather the interests of a single city. Before going through with this diversion plan, please 
consider the detrimental impacts that it could pose to our region. Thank you. 
 
2011-06-20_Haley Israelson - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
6/20/2011 Dear Project Manager: I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 Locally Preferred 
Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the Red River 
Valley. I am the proverbial Farmer?s daughter. I am 5th generation living between Hickson and 
Christine ND. As of April 10, 2011 our land became the Fargo diversion?s flood plain. I live on 
high ground, have never picked up a sand bag for our home and have been happy to help those 
who have needed my assistance. I attended school in Kindred ND I was baptized and confirmed 
in my church in Wolverton, MN. As a Farmer?s daughter we have hauled grain to Kindred, 
Comstock, Wolverton and Hickson elevators. Hickson?s elevator is gone now but my friends are 
there and I work nearby at Oxbow ND as I have for many years, I enjoy my co-workers, we are 
like family. I started my working career at the Christine Mercantile; needless to say there aren?t 
many people out here that I don?t know. We are our own community within a community there 
to help each other when needed and share in the fun when opportunity arises. I haven?t seen 
Fargo flood so I don?t understand why the need to flood me or my friends and co-workers. I 
don?t understand why I should move from my home to accommodate land that typically floods. I 
don?t want to give up my friends or my work. I don?t understand why I should give up my plans 
for my future because someone else assumes that their plans have a greater value then my own. I 
am opposed to the diversion because you are taking away everything that I know, my memories, 
my friends, work, co-workers and my home. If you step back and look at it for a 1 in a million 
chance of flooding I bet it really won?t make sense to you either. Haley Israelson Christine, ND   
 
2011-06-20_David Alan Ness - Dear Corps of Engineers, The proposal to dam the Red River 
and flood my farm and woods, which has been in my family since 1880 is very offensive to me, 
and to many others, who are my friends, family and neighbors. To do this to us who currently 
don't have problems related to flooding, (even though my farm is on the river), in order to benefit 
those in Fargo who didn't have the sense to build far enough from the river, is ludicrous, costly, 
and ill-conceived. (Not to mention immoral). It will make a few powerful individuals very 
wealthy, and it has already destroyed the value of my property( which I resent). I grew up in 
Fargo Moorhead living a few blocks from the Red River and am fully familiar with the flooding 
that occurs in town. The vast majority of those who live there are unaffected by the flooding. 
Futhermore it could be controlled if FEMA would allow permanent dikes. To instead turn the 
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best farmland in the world into a useless, stinking swamp is beyond reason. My farm is 18 miles 
south of town on the Minnesota side. My house is on the high bank of the river, built by my 
Grandfather, 1/2 mile from his father's house.Under your plan, the towns of Comstock, Hickson, 
and Christine will all be flooded out too. Come to your senses and come up with a better plan 
that doesn't hurt as many innocent people, please. My Grandparents told me when they were 
young, the Red River was a clear fast running sand bottom stream (until the 1930's when the 
Corps put in dams to create some jobs). Why don't take them out and let the river repair itself. 
and build permanent dikes in Fargo, and leave us alone?? Dave Ness   
 
2011-06-20_Kristi Houska - U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, St. Paul District Attn: Aaron 
Snyder 180 Fifth Street East, Ste. 700 St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 RE: Supplemental Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement, Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management. 
Dear Project Manager: I am a current resident of the Bakke Subdivision & the 
Treasurer/Secretary of the Bakke Home Owners? Association. My husband & I have three boys 
who are enrolled in the Kindred School District. I am writing in opposition to the April 2011 
Locally Preferred Plan (North Dakota Diversion with storage and staging) for flood control in the 
Red River Valley. I have many concerns on the impact the project will have on my home, family, 
school, and community. I am requesting you complete further studies on the following: 1. True 
and Full Compensation of Property 2. Loss of Community 3. Development 4. Funding of Project 
5. Tributary Floods Compensation of Property We have been told that our property will be 
evaluated based on property values prior to the announcement of the diversion. This will be done 
through an ?independent? appraiser who has been hired by the Corp/Local Sponsors. How is this 
truly an ?independent? appraiser when they have been hired by the Corp/Local Sponsors to 
provide them valuations that the Corp/Local Sponsors wants to hear? If they weren?t providing 
those types of valuations, the Corp/Local Sponsors would not be using them as their appraiser. 
Even if we, as residents, decide to get a second appraiser?s opinion to come in and evaluate our 
home, the first appraiser?s valuation is taken into consideration and used to negotiate the final 
price. We will not be assured true and full compensation of our properties. Many of us in the 
Bakke Subdivision also have sheds on our properties. Will they be taken into consideration when 
the evaluation of the home is being given? Not depreciated value; TRUE, untainted value. Loss 
of Community My family and I have lived in the Bakke Subdivision for almost eleven years. 
There is no other place I would rather live to raise my family & have my children attend school. 
When my husband and I were first married we lived in Moorhead and felt as though we were 
living right on top on our neighbors. We love the open space, the secure feeling, having our 
church nearby, and friends and neighbors who are our second ?family?. No amount of money 
can ever compensate for the loss of community and to sacrifice everything we have achieved 
over the years. Funding of Project We have asked the Corp, Cass County Representatives, and 
Fargo Representatives whether funding of this project has been determined. In a reply at a 
meeting in Kindred we were told that Moorhead had committed to 10%. The State of North 
Dakota had committed $300,000,000. Both of these numbers have been questioned recently. The 
City of Moorhead refused to sign a Joint Powers Agreement on June 13th with the City of Fargo. 
Moorhead has also suggested that maybe Cass County would be a more appropriate co-sponsor. 
State Representatives from North Dakota have also not appreciated being completely uninformed 
on the possible upstream impacts. The funding for this project is clearly not in place. Does it 
make sense for the Corp of Engineers or the Federal Government to approve a project that has no 
funding in place? There is also trust and moral issues when we are being told by the Local 
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Sponsors commitments by MN and the State of ND have been made and the truth is they have 
not. Development The key driver of this project is not protecting existing property but protecting 
property that could be developed. Viable alternatives that would provide protection to current 
residents have been dropped from consideration because they did not provide for future 
development. (Southside Flood Control Project 1.5.1.1). This totally goes against Executive 
Order 11988 which ?requires federal agencies to avoid direct or indirect support of floodplain 
development where there is no practicable alternative, and then to minimize impacts to the 
floodplain.? 3.8.3.4.5 The report notes numerous times that the LPP takes more land out of the 
floodplain than other plans. Is this consistent with EO 11988? This whole area of compliance 
with EO 11998 needs much more scrutiny. Tributary Floods Effects of the proposed diversion in 
cases of simultaneous floods on other rivers (such as the Sheyenne) have not been considered, 
but the Corp acknowledges there would be impacts. ?The study has been primarily focused on 
the Red River event with coincidental flow events on the tributaries and no models have been 
developed to assess the exact impact, however it can be said with certainty that there would be 
impacts.? 3.7.3.2 Why have not more studies been done on the combination of impacts amongst 
the Red, Wild Rice, & Sheyenne? In order to see true impacts and mitigation costs, these studies 
need to done. All individuals and businesses directly and indirectly impacted by this project need 
to be apprised of these issues. This has not happened. Thank you for reviewing my comments 
and I hope that further studies will be considered. Sincerely, Kristi Houska 111 Plum Tree Road 
Hickson, ND 58047   
 
2011-06-20_Rick Alm - I am writing in opposition to the Locally Preferred Plan for the 
diversion with flood storage and upstream staging on the Red River of the North. I fully believe 
that Fargo needs some sort of flood relief as does the rest of the Red River basin. The most 
immediate thing that could be done would be to put a gate on the Wahpeton/Breckinridge 
diversion. This would reduce the amount of water flowing thru the Red River north of those two 
cities by 2 to 4 feet. I live right on the river near Christine. We had never had to sand bag in the 
120 years that this land as been occupied - until 1997. The knee jerk reaction of putting in this 
diversion has resulted in sand bagging 5 different years since then. These are years that under 
normal conditions would have resulted in high flood waters but not nearly as high as what has 
been occuring. The erosion of the river banks has been tremendous since this project went in. 
Summer flooding which is now quite normal was non-existent prior to this project. Now the plan 
is to mess with the water flow again. I was going to say that the purposed dam was being put in 
to save houses that have been built in the last 15 years at the expense of houses and ways of 
living that have been in place for over 125 years in some cases but if that were the case the dam 
would be just south of Fargo. What you are doing is flooding out areas that have never seen 
flood water to save houses that haven't even been built yet. 'Locally Preferred Plan' don't you 
mean 'Developer Preferred Plan'? I do not live in the 'Ponding Area'. The area that Corp has 
indicated will be affected. You don't have to look to far in the news today to not have much 
confidence in what the Corp has to say. In my estimation anyone would be a fool to even think 
about living north of Wahpeton. Living north of the dam won't be much better. Once it fails 
either due to under estimation or ice flows it will be a total disaster. The only sensible approach 
to solving the problems in the Red River Valley is to reduce the flow of water. There are plans 
out there that can do this. Will they stop flooding completely - no. But if you are going to live in 
an old lake bed along side a river there are some things that you just have to expect. Spring 
flooding is one of them. Rick and Laurie Alm Walcott ND   
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2011-06-20_David Gust - NEW COMMENT ADDED on 2011-06-20 22:11:43: It appears this 
group of sponsors believe they are entitled to more then anyone else in this country. They want 
500 year flood protection. Aaron Snyder himself said " most people are happy with 30 year 
protection". This group in refusing to consider the plan recommended by the USACE have 
adopted an all or nothing attitude. As far as I can discern the USA has never funded a project 
with a cost benefit ratio this low [1.7-1]. With an all or nothing attitude they are entitled to 
nothing. Is there anyone out there with the political fortitude to put a stop to this ridiculous 
project? 
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Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
Supplement Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
National Wildlife Federation Form Letter Comments  
 

The Corps received 7750 copies of the National Wildlife Federation form letter comment during 
the public review period for the SDEIS. Each letter is archived electronically.  Only one copy of 
the template letter is reproduced in this appendix as an example.  The name on the template is 
redacted, as this example represent multiple copies of the letter from different individuals.  

Approximately 170 copies of the form letter contained unique text and these letters are reprinted 
here.   
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-----Original Message----- 
From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund [mailto:info@nwa.org] 
On Behalf Of  
Sent: Thursday, June 16, 2011 2:44 PM 
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP 
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River 
basin 
 
 
Jun 16, 2011 
 
Aaron Snyder 
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401 
St. Paul, MN 551011638 
 
Dear Snyder, 
 
I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion 
channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by 
evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions. 
 
As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that 
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool 
for flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would 
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for 
protecting communities from flooding. 
 
Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally 
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for 
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration 
and other non-structural water retention systems. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 

 
 
 
 
Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Rachel Duvack
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:35 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please, do the right thing for future generations.  In the end, it is
the only thing that matters.

Sincerely,

Ms. Rachel Duvack
3087 W Denver Pl
Denver, CO 80211-2012
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Catherine Vaughn
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:32 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

If we don't take care of these animals than we fail our children and
their children! Be known as a supporter of wildlife!  Thank you.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Catherine Vaughn
13391 Gateway Dr
Fort Myers, FL 33919-8187
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of donna campbell
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:35 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

It appears that between you and HAARP, everytime you try and
"rectify" nature, you create a worse problem. Maybe we should
let her superior consciousness do what she is intended to do before we
completely destroy the land on which this nation exists. I urge you to
develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel to divert Red
River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive,
longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. donna campbell
18925 Highway 12 Lot 46
Sonoma, CA 95476-5425
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Charles Alexander
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:44:29 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Wetlands are great and effective natural flood control agents. They are
natural, even free of expense( if we leave them alone) protective
barriers. They have tremens benefits for wildlife. In this time of
budgetary crisis, we need to preserve ducks and encourage nature to do
it's job of flood control.

Sincerely,

Mr. Charles Alexander
PO Box 4752
Lutherville Timonium, MD 21094-4752

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-841USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:ch_a_alex@hotmail.com
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Paul Hopkins
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:44:52 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

We have lost too many wetlands in this area already. The ditch should
be unnecessary.

Sincerely,

Mr. Paul Hopkins
12 Bennett Ln
Unit F
Norwalk, OH 44857-2642
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Tammy Williams-Anderson
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:43:38 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

We have time to avert catastrophes resulting from mismanagement of land
and resources.  We must act now to protect the future of natural
systems like water cycles and animal ecology from past and present
damage.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Tammy Williams-Anderson
198 N Skyline Dr Spc 16
Thousand Oaks, CA 91362-3423
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Paul Cardwell
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:14:04 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

The solution to flooding is to retain as much water upstream as
possible.  You have always tried to send it downstream as fast as
possible.  You are the main cause of flooding, right up there with the
pavement of urban sprawl.  Try something that works.

Sincerely,

Mr. Paul Cardwell
1127 Cedar St
Bonham, TX 75418-2913
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jeanne Schlatter
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:34 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Wetlands are very effective for holding water and can alleviate
flooding in their own ways.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Jeanne Schlatter
1049 Cambridge Rd
Coshocton, OH 43812-2704
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Art Unger
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:15:01 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

I do not know exactly where Fargo and Moorhead are. I do know that over
a century of walling off rivers and building dams has led to big floods
and climate change will make some of them bigger.  Please try setting
aside wetlands as sponges to prevent flooding. Farms and play grounds
can abut the wetlands, since their flooding is less of a problem than
flooding of homes and structures.

Thanks,
Art

Sincerely,

Mr. Art Unger
2815 La Cresta Dr
Bakersfield, CA 93305-1719
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Justin Lamkin
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:15:10 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

The Human tide against animals and plants is relentless - please save
our Planet, and in doing so, the Humans.

Sincerely,

Mr. Justin Lamkin
PO Box 532
Kittery, ME 03904-0532
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Reed Heffelfinger
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:43:30 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

We may want to move forward and look at some of the information that
has been known and used successfully for half a century.
Diverting water is NEVER a beneficial thing........ it's only where
fools rush in.

Educate yourself and check it out.  Its only information.
http://www.scribd.com/opensearch?
language=1&limit=10&num_pages=&page=3&query=Viktor+Schauberger

Sincerely,

Ms. Reed Heffelfinger
44th ST
Minneapolis, MN 554241025
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Mary Mills
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:29 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Restoration is the wisest way, of pot holes, wet lands, grassland.
These are natural and beneficial ways to use the water. Diversion is a
monumentally destructive, and does little to restore habitat to wild
life.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Mary Mills
160 Leif Cir
Crescent City, CA 95531-8321
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Patti Johnson
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 4:11:47 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

As engineers you are very intelligent people who could come up with a
plan to satisfied all needs,don't take the easy way out,think hard
about how you can benefit everyone and everything,what you come up with
will be your legacy.

Sincerely,

Ms. Patti Johnson
5 Greer Ct
Perkasie, PA 18944-4121
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Ray Marthaler
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 11:14:32 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Don't over develop your plan, go back to basics and help control
flooding while helping to restore vital wetlands urgently needed for
miratory waterfowl and other species.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Ray Marthaler
3127 N Pelican Dr
Farr West, UT 84404-9355
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Raymond Nash
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:45:27 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Yes, we know about the US Army Corps of Engineers and their disastrous
work. Look at Louisiana and the bad decisions there. Katrina ring a
bell, or the diversion to create a channel for ships, does GO ring a
bell, that was a disaster from the start.
Don't let that happen here, let nature do what it has been doing for
thousands of years.
I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Raymond Nash
238 E Main St
Westminster, MD 21157-5226
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Lee Winslow
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:43:27 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

The potholes and other wetlands in the Dakotas, are major breeding
grounds for thousands of waterfowl.  They have already lost 50% of
their former territory.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Lee Winslow
1471 N San Francisco St Apt 8
Flagstaff, AZ 86001-1450
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Karen Wohrley
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:59 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

THE BEST FLOOD CONTROL IS THE ONE mother nature HAD in place - acres of
wetlends. These wetlands should be RESTORED as the most economically
AND environmentally friendly protection for this area.

Sincerely,

Ms. Karen Wohrley
15950 SE 170th Ave
Weirsdale, FL 32195-2660
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Carol Ballou
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:43:45 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Nature knows the value of wetlands. We seem to keep forgetting this.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Carol Ballou
418 Hedgehog Hill Rd N
Belmont, VT 05730-9774
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Chris Grimley
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 11:14:17 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please make sure that you're not doing the same crap as with New
Orleans and the Mississippi Delta.  What are you guys trying to do?
Vuck the whole country into money for big corporate interests?  Do you
think that's being patriotic?

Sincerely,

Mr. Chris Grimley
52 Shannon Dr
North Wales, PA 19454-4031
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Maureen Cleveland-Ryan
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:14:48 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

It is vital that we begin to see the natural and ecological wisdom of
using wetlands and protecting those environments and its species to
correct the challenges that our changes to the environment have caused.
Thank you for saving the environment, essential wildlife balance, and
money by using this wisdom to achieve the balance that is needed.

Sincerely,

Ms. Maureen Cleveland-Ryan
80 Austin Dr Apt 131
Burlington, VT 05401-5480
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Patricia Abbott
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:52 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

I'm sure that in doing good projects that you can also make sure that
you do not harm to the environment and wildlife.

Sincerely,

Ms. Patricia Abbott
264 Ponce De Leon St
Royal Palm Beach, FL 33411-1158
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of susan rudnicki
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:14:59 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

As a well-read citizen, I am aware of the great re-examination going on
nationally regarding our traditional approach to flood control and
planning.  We must move away from rigid, human designed channel
structures with their tendency over time to increase serious problems,
and refer more to the ecological models seen in nature which perform
services that build and maintain the environment.

The Army Corps has admitted as much in regard to some of the failures
seen with the flooding this Spring along the Mississippi.  Use the
knowledge gained from this and stop trying to "build your way out
of the problem."

The Army corps should develop an alternative to the proposed diversion
channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by
evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions, which will work in
concert with Nature.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. susan rudnicki
804 5th St
Manhattan Beach, CA 90266-6649
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Mary Vermeulen
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:44:31 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please do not make the same mistakes the the Corps made along the
Mississippi River.

Sincerely,

Dr. Mary Vermeulen
44 Overlook Rd
Waynesboro, VA 22980-6533
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Larry Manter
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:14:50 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

The fact that it's even being considered is the real crime here, not
what would happen if it's implemented (altho some people will burn in
hell for that one if it comes to pass). We simply CANNOT surrender any
more of our wilderness areas for almost ANY purpose - it's just not
RIGHT!

Sincerely,

Mr. Larry Manter
1601 Whitehall Ct
Wheeling, IL 60090-6905
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Elizabeth Werner
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:14:39 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

$1.7 billion is a hefty sum. Surely, you can come up with a better and
less costly solution for the longtime run.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Elizabeth Werner
1079 North Rd
Shelburne, NH 03581-3212
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Pat Musick
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:49 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

Wetlands are natural flood control that has been part of intact
ecosystems for millennia.   I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Pat Musick
10 Studio Pl
Colorado Springs, CO 80904-4417
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Claire Schram
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:14:31 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Please work to create a plan that will both restore critical wetland
areas and mitigate flooding at the same time.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Claire Schram
4251 S Washington St
Englewood, CO 80113-4757
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Barbara J. Nekola
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:44:06 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Year after year and decade after decade our country's environment and
wildlife are being destroyed and eliminated.  I have been so fortunate
to enjoy both in my three quarters of a century of life.  Younger and
young Americans may not have that same opportunity.  How sad.  It is
not too late to rectify this - yet.
Barbara J. Nekola

Sincerely,

Ms. Barbara J. Nekola
603 Houston Acres
Millsboro, DE 19966-1626
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Heather Sheets
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:15:32 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Wetlands provide a vital role in nature and in not only providing
habitat for many waterfowl but also in holding soil and acting as a
filter to clean water.

Sincerely,

Ms. Heather Sheets
16171 285th Rd
Cantril, IA 52542-8015
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Paula Powers
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:14:20 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around
Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and grassland
restoration as a primary tool for flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally destructive project, I urge you to fully
explore the potential for flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration and other
non-structural water retention systems.

You only have to look to what happened to the everglades when the army corps of engineers drained
the swamp and put in canals to spur development here in Florida, or to look at the changing of the
course of the Mississippi river to keep it in a set basin-wetlands destroyed, animals displaced, and, with
recent floods, it didn't work too well did it?  Please stop messing with nature and leave well enough
alone-the environment doesn't exist for us to change it to suit our needs, it exists so that all animals
and plants can survive to the enrichment of all.

Sincerely,

Ms. Paula Powers
172 SE 30th Ave
Boynton Beach, FL 33435-8235
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of D Rhew
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:46 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

We've been down this path in many other places and it's the wrong thing
to do.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. D Rhew
405 Hilgard Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90095-9000
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Waimea Williams
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:14:25 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

"Just construct a ditch," to solve a problem belongs to the
kind of 19th-century thinking that advocated, "Just build a
railroad" to get something done.  The Army Corps seems caught in
this outdated reaction that ignores both expense and environmental
impact.  So far, a 50% loss of wetland habitat is a severe blow to any
native species, and "constructing a ditch" will aggravate the
situation considerably.  .

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Waimea Williams
45-539 Pahia Rd
Kaneohe, HI 96744-3318
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jerry Smith
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:43:48 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

WHEN PLANNING, ALWAYS REMEMBER: "DUCK, DUCK, GOOSE..." !!!

Sincerely,

Mr. Jerry Smith
5041 Saxon Way
Eugene, OR 97405-3596
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jennifer Heuchert-Mason
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:15:23 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.  This proposed plan
seems to be a disaster waiting to happen.  Have we learned nothing from
past, similar proposals that are now causing flooding across the
States?

Sincerely,

Mrs. Jennifer Heuchert-Mason
15 Kimball Dr
New Britain, CT 06051-3338

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-871USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:jmoms1211@aol.com
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jay Erb
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:44:31 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Our nation can't fight nature and engineer our way to happiness, we
need to use our knowledge of nature to build long term environmentallt
sound plans.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Jay Erb
1153 Temple Rd
Pottstown, PA 19465-7360
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Anne Geraghty
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Nature knows best
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:14:53 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Every year as a high school biology teacher I go over the benefits of
wetlands with my student: mitigation of floods and droughts, filtering
of water, erosion prevention, important wildlife habitat for residents
and migrants, etc

I'd like you to consider the benefits of wetland restoration vs.
further channeling of the Red River.  In these tough economic times, it
makes more sense than ever to do something less expensive with a more
satisfactory outcome.

Sincerely,

Ms. Anne Geraghty
1709 Donald Ave
Eau Claire, WI 54701-4714
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Charlotte Pisoni
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:14:20 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. With the flooding now occuring along the
Missouri River due to the Army Corps of Engineers holding back water
behind dams and now having to release all of this water it is obvious
that there needs to be better understanding of the flooding caused by
poor policies. Your destroying wetlands in my estimation is the wrong
way to go.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Charlotte Pisoni
930 Peace Haven Dr
Saint Louis, MO 63125-5064
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of William Kavanagh
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:45 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Enough Is Enough!

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. William Kavanagh
710 S Oak Park Ave
Oak Park, IL 60304-1216
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Arthur Chan
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:14:14 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please give preserving our ecology your utmost priority. When our
wildlife is gone, they and their crucial roles in our environment are
gone.

Sincerely,

Mr. Arthur Chan
3727 Northridge Dr
Concord, CA 94518-1646

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-876USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:aumtn@sbcglobal.net
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Linda Cox
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 10:14:01 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Man has not done a good job "improving" on the flood control
provided by nature. Flood plains - real ones - are wet lands and
grassland - we need to learn from nature in order to work with her.

Sincerely,

Ms. Linda Cox
1073 Greenwood Ln
Lewisville, TX 75067-5304
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Laurel Strassberger
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:15:22 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I'd like to speak in defense of natural wetlands and their part in
absorbing floodwaters as well as nurturing wildlife.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Laurel Strassberger
714 Regester Ave
Baltimore, MD 21212-1918
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Reed Glenn
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:15:37 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Wetlands are extremely important habitats that insure the health of
wildlife and ultimately the planet!

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Reed Glenn
1365b Bear Mountain Dr Apt B
Boulder, CO 80305-6208
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Michael Schmotzer
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:13:31 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.  We have seen over and over again that
engineering the Mississippi River has created more problems; not solved
them.  We need to restore natural buffer zones to absorb the river; not
channel it.  Yes, that will affect many people; but so do the failed
channelled rivers.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Michael Schmotzer
751 Hillcrest Rd
York, PA 17403-4111
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Franziska Wittenstein
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:45:18 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

As someone who raises waterfowl, this issue is near and dear to my
heart. I am all too aware of waterfowl habitat loss as well as
inbreeding that is harming the species more and more as their numbers
steadily fall. It is of the utmost importance to preserve these
incredible animals for future generations. Despite what most of us seem
to think, humans are not the most important species on this planet.
Rather, each individual species, and each individual member of each
individual species, has its own important role to play in the Earth's
ecosystems, and no role is any less vital or important than another.
Each species that we lose is a dire loss and causes untold destruction
in our world.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Franziska Wittenstein
PO Box 570
Woodacre, CA 94973-0570

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-881USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:franziska.wittenstein@gmail.com
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Vic Anderson
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:44:43 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Better yet, reassert 404 regulatory authority over these
"isolated" wetlands since filled, their displaced water
affects interstate commerce by FLOODING the ENTIRE DOWNSTREAM WATERSHED
in/to the Territorial Seas with fill material POLLUTANTS!

Sincerely,

Mr. Vic Anderson
1999 Bradbury Rd
Winter Haven, FL 33880-5225
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Bruce Traficante
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:29 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

It is our duty as protector of these rivers to keep them flowing for
all wild life, before its too late.

Sincerely,

Mr. Bruce Traficante
220 Castro St
San Francisco, CA 94114-1519
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of toby dolinka
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:15:18 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Wetlands are so very important for the well-being of the planet.  They
are the well-spring of new and sustainable life.

Sincerely,

Ms. toby dolinka
1720 Conlon Ave SE
Grand Rapids, MI 49506-4785
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Thomas Knecht
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:15:36 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please do the right thing for wildlife and for the environment - that's
in our best interest too, in the long run.

Sincerely,

Dr. Thomas Knecht
5671 Merriewood Dr
Oakland, CA 94611-2134
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Ruth Hosek
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:13:26 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

All the signs are there - wetlands are needed not a more expensive and
potentially disastrous solutions.   Thinking smaller can show caring
and understanding and intelligence.  The evolution of the environment
was in increments.    Leave the big machinery in the barns.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Ruth Hosek
415 S Adeline Ave
Addison, IL 60101-4401
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Goldy Schlegel
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Please don"t destroy wetlands..Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:24 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Proper wetland management is essential for effective flood control. By
protecting the wetlands we not only protect the many wildlife species
we share the earth with, but we ultimately protect our own homes,
livelihoods and natural resources. So I like to urge you to develop an
alternative to the proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows
around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term
solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Goldy Schlegel
PO Box 1954
Joshua Tree, CA 92252-0859
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Bev Griffiths
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:45:00 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Preserving these wetlands is important considering the American Wideon
and other waterfoul have lost over 50% of their wetland habitat to crop
productionin the Prairie Pothole region.  Please don't take this
lightly.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Bev Griffiths
7201 Alafia Ridge Rd
Riverview, FL 33569-4771
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of David Brown
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: proposed Red River diversion channel
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:45 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed channel to divert
Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead and instead to evaluate less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a descendant of the European immigrants who displaced the people and
animals living in harmony with the land and who have so badly damaged
those lands in their egotistical attempt to impose their will over
Nature, I'd prefer to see an alternate plan that evaluates using
wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for flood
management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit
wildlife and would be a less expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project like the proposed Red River diversion channel, I
urge you to fully explore the potential for flood damage reduction in
the whole basin, using wetland restoration and other non-structural
water-retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. David Brown
2445 SW 87th Ave
Portland, OR 97225-4005
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Russell Rivenburg
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:44:39 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around
Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and grassland
restoration as a primary tool for flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally destructive project, I urge you to fully
explore the potential for flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration and other
non-structural water retention systems.

II CHRONICLES 35:21 (THE BIBLE):  FORBEAR THEE FROM MEDDLING WITH GOD,..., THAT HE
DESTROY THEE NOT.

Sincerely,

Mr. Russell Rivenburg
1716 NW 5th St
Chiefland, FL 32626-1715
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Judith DiNardo
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:15:01 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. Admired throughout the country as North
America's "duck factory," the Prairie Pothole Region sweeps
across five Midwestern states into Canada, providing habitat for the
American Wigeon and more than 50% of North America's annual production
of migratory waterfowl. But unfortunately, over the past century, more
than half the U.S.'s prairie potholes, including those of North Dakota
and Minnesota's Red River Basin, have been drained for crop
production.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Judith DiNardo
3683 Silvercrest Dr
Stow, OH 44224-3259
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Betty A Sabo
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 2:45:46 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Have we learned nothing from the disaster in the wake of Katrina?  The
destruction of the wetlands there added to this tragedy.  Don't make
the same mistakes here.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Betty A Sabo
3137 Palmdesert Way
Las Vegas, NV 89120-3460
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of claudia freeman
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:15:30 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. For the last few decades, it has been
disicovered just how much work wetlands do, and how much money they
save while doing a better job, at several things besides widgeons.
(Check archives of Rocky Mountain Institute.)

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. claudia freeman
116 masonic
Port Hadlock, WA 98339-9599
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Richard Van Aken
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:13:25 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Preserving or creating wetlands is a winning policy for both people and
wildlife the science says it's so. Besides that we've been down this
road of diversion canals and other detrimental engineering projects
that have turned out badly elsewhere like the Everglades or New
Orleans.

Sincerely,

Mr. Richard Van Aken
68 Murray Rd
Holland, PA 18966-1740
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Karen Ray
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:44:54 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

I urge you to develop a flood plan that doesn't drain the wetlands
habitat vital to the American Wigeon and other waterfowl.

Sincerely,

Miss Karen Ray
4170 Conner Ct
San Diego, CA 92117-4301
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Deni Albrecht
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:44:03 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Please develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel to
divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

Although I live in Northern California, I have several family members
who live in South Dakota, Minnesota & Nebraska. Naturally I want my
family members to be protected with the best plan available. As a
wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see a plan that evaluates using
wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for flood
management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit both
humans & wildlife, and would be a less-expensive strategy for
protecting all communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Deni Albrecht
177 Valley View Dr
Auburn, CA 95603-5617
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Frank Polites
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:15:00 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Are you people crazy? I urge you to develop an alternative to the
proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and
Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Stop trying to kill the planet. Before investing huge amounts of money
in an environmentally destructive project, I urge you to fully explore
the potential for flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using
wetland restoration and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Frank Polites
4701 Pennell Rd Apt J12
Aston, PA 19014-1827
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Carole Tebay
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:12:10 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

We need an alternative plan for the Red River Basin that does not cause
further habitat destruction. Re-establishing the wetlands whicht would
offer communities protection from flooding and be significantly less
expensive--and reestablish habitats for the American Wigeon and other
waterfowl.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Carole Tebay
4525 River Ranch Rd
Milton, FL 32583-3226
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of James Roberts
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Restore wetlands for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Sunday, June 19, 2011 11:44:59 AM

Jun 19, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I am an avid birdwatcher and waterfowl are among many of my favorites.
There has been an alarming loss of seasonal wetlands that these
waterfowl depend on.  I urge you to develop an alternative to the
proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and
Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions that would
provide far more benefit to wildlife.

Please develop an alternate plan that evaluates the use of wetland and
grassland restoration as the primary tool for flood management.
Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and
would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from
flooding.

I believe the Corps has been guilty in the past of developing huge and
expensive projects that damage the environment, and I know the Corps
has been trying to do better.  Before investing huge amounts of money
in an environmentally destructive project, I urge you to fully explore
the potential for flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using
wetland restoration and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. James Roberts
215 S Ellis St
Palouse, WA 99161-8700
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Laura C. Mcintyre
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:44:24 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

An environmentally safe alternative to costly flood control exists.
Please consider using wetland and grassland restoration for flood
management.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Laura C. Mcintyre
106 Taft Ter
Sykesville, MD 21784-9754
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Gale Heringer-Brock
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:44:03 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

We need to create a win win situation for people and wildlife that
doesn't cost an arm and a leg  and building a diversion channel around
two cities isn't the solution. Historically wetland have absorbed flood
waters enriching the soil and purifying the water as it drains. Give
nature a chance.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Gale Heringer-Brock
1275 Cedar St
Palo Alto, CA 94301-3405
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Natalie H Reed
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:14:36 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. DON'T SPEND ENORMOUS MONEY WE DON'T HAVE!!!

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.THINK CLEARLY!PROTECT
OUR ENVIRONMENT AND
OUR CREATURES& OUR LIVES&OUR WORLD BEFORE IT IS TOO LATE!
SINCERELY, NATALIE REED & FRIENDS THROUGHOUT OUR WORLD!

Sincerely,

Ms. Natalie H Reed
2638 Sutter St
Carlsbad, CA 92010-7904
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Joel Mulder
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:14:51 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you not to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an ill-conceived, ill-timed
and environmentally destructive project, I urge you to fully explore
the potential for flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using
wetland restoration and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Joel Mulder
4312 29th Ave W
Seattle, WA 98199-1447
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Janet Thew
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: save wetlands and money on the Red River
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:44:07 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Why on earth would you spend billions on a big, ugly ditch when we now
all know the value of protected wetlands for flood protection?  Time to
join the 21st century, USACE.

Sincerely,

Ms. Janet Thew
5572 W Saint Francis Cir
Loomis, CA 95650-7917
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Kim Lines
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:43:41 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please, this makes all the sense in the world and everyone ends up
being a winner.   Do the right thing here and improve an area instead
of despoiling it.

Sincerely,

Ms. Kim Lines
4631 NW 31st Ave
Ft Lauderdale, FL 33309-3433
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Michael Poland
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:14:51 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As we face serious flooding disaster on the Mississippi due to our
flawed practices in "flood control", I believe that we should
consider restoring wetlands as nature's design works better than any
human engineering project, and in the process, protects the ecosystems
(as well as our communities closest to the rivers!) better

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Michael Poland
109c Calle Bucare Apt 4a
San Juan, PR 00913-4829
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Anne Sims
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:15:10 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Please do not destroy any more habitat for our migratory birds.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Anne Sims
10412 Vistadale Dr
Dallas, TX 75238-1631
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Catherine Justis
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:43:45 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

In my work, I educate students all over my city about our local Wolf
River and the problems wrought by past channelization.  I especially
emphasize the contrast between the channelized lower river and the
unchannelized upper Wolf with its vast, relatively unspoiled wetlands.
They are full of wildife, of course, but they also naturally slowed and
absorbed the recent severe floods in this area.  In the upper Wolf, the
floodplain was able to function as it should;  it was the lower Wolf,
with its downcut river bed, its drained wetlands, and its dyfunctional
floodplain - where the flooding was most problematic.  Wetlands have
many values and protection from floods is one of them.  And this is
widely recognized by nearly everyone, as demonstrated, for example, by
the Wetlands Reserve Program.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Catherine Justis
3754 Philwood Ave
Memphis, TN 38122-4643
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of David Rudin
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:13:49 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

We are living through unprecedented times in terms of climate change
and the rate of species facing extinction. Each project and the
alternatives that are weighed , are key for the survival of numerous
species.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. David Rudin
3620 Saint Charles St
Colorado Springs, CO 80904-1324
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Andrea Bowen
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:14:28 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

PLEASE DEVELOP AN ALTERNATIVE SOLUTION AND RESTORE THE GRASSLANDS AND WETLANDS FOR
FLOOD MANAGEMENT.

Sincerely,

Ms. Andrea Bowen
403 Dakota St
Lawrence, KS 66046-4715
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Christine Kohr
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 9:45:32 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

We are all called to be stewards of our environment and its resources.
This includes protection of our natural habitat.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Christine Kohr
554 Lexington St
Waltham, MA 02452-3029
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Claudia Hall
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:44:35 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

It amazes me, that educated humans "Think" they are smarter
than Nature. When wetlands were formed, Naturally, there was a reason.
Then man decided, he needed to change, remove, alter wetlands that are
older than man's age.  Next, people appear, continually, surprised when
water finds its natural path, which it has used for millions of years.
Wetland's survive many NEEDED PURPOSES!!!!  They allow the wildlife,
older than man, to exist & when, properly respected, actually, stop
or lessen flooding.

Please, respect our land & ALL of its inhabitants.

Thank You, for reading my comments.

Light,Life,Respect,&Peace,Claudia
Claudia Hall
14865 SW Osprey Dr.  #813
Beaverton, Oregon  97007
aliceforest@comcast.net

Sincerely,

Mrs. Claudia Hall
14865 SW Osprey Dr Apt 813
Beaverton, OR 97007-7961
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Deborah Filipelli, Ph. D.
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:44:30 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

The following represents my position in strong opposition to the Army
Corps of Engineer's proposed flood control plan for the Red River that
will be a 1.7 billion, 36 mile-log, 100 yard-wide diversion channel.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Deborah Filipelli, Ph. D.
PO Box 341
The Sea Ranch, CA 95497-0341
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of J Kristin Hedges
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:14:15 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

We in the U.S. depend on the health and restoration of foreign
ecosystems, for our own health.  We depend on the oxygen from rain
forests in South America and elsewhere;  on the health of marine life
around the globe; and on the birds of all nations which are
collectively necessary for the health of forests and of marine habitat
both of which in turn are necessary for climate stability, and so on.

We cannot ask the rest of the world to preserve/restore habitat if we
here in the U.S. don't do our part.

Now, in developing a plan for flood damage reduction in the whole Red
River basin by restoring wetlands and grasslands, we have a chance to
address a severe local problem and also do our part in an international
effort to preserve/restore the health of ecosystems.
Because these are my views, I adopt the message below in its entirety,
as my own:
*****                        ***************          ***************
*****

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. J Kristin Hedges
614 E Capitol St NE Apt 1
Washington, DC 20003-1239
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jamie Silva
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 9:15:11 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

After all the news of how the Army Corps of Engineers created faulty
levees fo Louisiana and California here is a chance to do the right
thing.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Jamie Silva
1304 Shafter Ave
Pacific Grove, CA 93950-5529
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Larry Yox
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:44:03 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I am an avid birder so my focus on problems is oriented to the
protection of their habitats. When I see a problem where the solution
is beneficial for both wildlife and human interests, I like to make
that solution known. Therefore, I urge you to develop an alternative to
the proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo
and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Larry Yox
5176 S Kings Ranch Rd
Apache Jct, AZ 85118-3318
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Janet Remington
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 7:41:26 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Please include the following among the public comments for the Corps of
Engineers proposed project for diverting the Red River.

The vast prairie potholes are a historic stretch of water and grasses
created by nature and serving millions of waterfowl and wading birds.
Their waters and grasses have long needed restoration. If the purpose
of this project is to control floods, then restoring these potholes
would be a vastly less expensive, less visually destructive, and
environmentally more desirable alternative than diverting the Red
River. You haven't listed this alternative in your proposal. Restoring
the prairie potholes should be an alternative, and, in fact, the
alternative you choose.

Thank you.

Janet Remington
Costa Mesa, California

Sincerely,

Ms. Janet Remington
1164 Boise Way
Costa Mesa, CA 92626-2704
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Norman Morley
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:14:06 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Diversion isn't the answer if it calls for digging a ditch. Nature
always returns to its original ways. Destroying natures way for short
sighted solutions of man, are just blueprints for failure down the
road. Besides, the low bidder will get the contract who will then cut
corners to increase his/hers profit.

Sincerely,

Mr. Norman Morley
1440 Amador St Apt 3
San Pablo, CA 94806-4052
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Lew Sikes
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:15:26 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

The floods we've experienced along the Missouri River has proven the
folly of channelization.I urge you to develop an alternative to the
proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and
Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions like
wetlands.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Lew Sikes
PO Box 122
Grapeview, WA 98546-0122

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-919USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:lewnpat@msn.com
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Mike Alexander
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 8:45:46 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

These animals have a right to live in their natural habitat without us
taking them out. They have a say in this as well since they're part of
this planet. All they want to do is live and raise their young and
we're not helping matters any.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Mike Alexander
PO Box 295
Augusta, ME 04332-0295
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Ann Pabian
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:14:36 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

There are less expensive and superior plans. Other flood plan
strategies for the Red River Basin include re-establishing more than
350,000 acres of wetlands that would offer communities protection from
flooding and be significantly less expensive--while also re-building
habitats for the American Wigeon and other waterfowl. I would like to
see an alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and grassland
restoration as a primary tool for flood management. Restoring hundreds
of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and would be a
less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from flooding.

The American Wigeon and other waterfowl have lost over 50% of their
wetland habitat to crop production in the Prairie Pothole region of the
United States, an area that includes the Red River.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Ann Pabian
PO Box 6241
Oceanside, CA 92052-6241
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Janet Swartz
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:43:13 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

If we can benefit both wildlife and protect human property this could
be a win win situation

Sincerely,

Mrs. Janet Swartz
201 Logan Rd
Mansfield, OH 44907-2814
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Larry Blood
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 9:13:52 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

It would have helped on the Louisiana coast if we hadn't weakened the
coastal wetlands, and wetlands can similarly help alleviate river
flooding.

Sincerely,

Mr. Larry Blood
128 Anderson St
Santa Cruz, CA 95060-5808
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Rick Siegfried
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:15:24 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Choose the health and well-being of our only planet and its inhabitants
over greedy corporate interests. Stop the greedy, fascist, right-wing
war against the poor, the middle class, the elderly, the disabled, and
our only planet. Revolution is brewing.

Sincerely,

Mr. Rick Siegfried
2125 18th St
Eureka, CA 95501-2638
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Suzanne Schwinn
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:14:34 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Breechable levees would be a good idea.

Sincerely,

Ms. Suzanne Schwinn
811 W Kennicott St
Carbondale, IL 62901-1236
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Kate Kenner
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:15:00 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

When making plans it is important to consider other species besides
ourselves. Everything we do has an impact of the animals and areas
around us. I hope you will take this into consideration and plan an
alternative to the proposed diversion channel that is already planned.

Sincerely,

Ms. Kate Kenner
31 Woodman St
Jamaica Plain, MA 02130-3801
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Patricia Smith
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:50 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Wetlands are so important to native wildlife, and they are disappearing
at a staggering rate.  We must act judiciously to prevent the loss of
any more wetlands.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Patricia Smith
6860 Woodgate Ct
Colorado Springs, CO 80918-4634
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Lora Zeis
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:15:23 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Let us teach our children by example to conserve our wildlife and
resources on this Earth. Please do everything in your power to use
wetland restoration for this project. Thank you for your time in this
matter.

Sincerely,

Ms. Lora Zeis
230 Betral St
Houston, TX 77022-1541
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Ann K Brady
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 8:45:34 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, and a Minnesota resident, I would like to see
an alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and grassland
restoration as a primary tool for flood management. My in-laws live in
Fargo and face yearly flooding risks. My brother-in-law and his
colleagues in the Air Reserves spend countless hours sandbagging around
the Red River every year to prevent flooding. Restoring hundreds of
thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive
strategy for protecting communities from flooding. It would protect
wildlife, restore habitat, and prevent yearly panic in flood-prone
communities. Presently, we divert military reserve members to flood
duty at great expense. This wasteful spending and inconvenience could
be prevented by restoration of wetlands.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Ann K Brady
1238 Thomas Ave
Saint Paul, MN 55104-2540
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Christopher Straub
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 8:15:36 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Am not sure why the insurance companies are against draining this
natural flood control area.  It also is part of the aquifer and climate
of the region. Leave it as it is and save money now and later.

Sincerely,

Mr. Christopher Straub
706 Emerald Rdg
Woodstock, GA 30189-5180
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Brenda Troup
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:45:52 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Be efficient with money, and mindful of wildlife, and use the natural
systems that have been sustainable for centuries.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Brenda Troup
21 Meadow Rd
Bolton, MA 01740-1119
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Dwayne Hinton
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 8:14:58 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Wouldn't it be nice, just once, for Americans to not destroy everything
they possibly can?  I know it would be a nice change to the constant
pollution and destruction.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.  Sometimes, looking farther ahead is
a good thing.  Let's be honest - it's ALWAYS a good thing.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Dwayne Hinton
2503 Torrey Pine Dr
Baton Rouge, LA 70816-1073
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Carol Hatfield
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 8:14:41 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, and an American deeply concerned with the
good health of my country, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please always put the health of our land, water, air, and wildlife
first.This, in turn, protects the good health of us all.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Ms. Carol Hatfield
2306 Lawrence Ave
Indianapolis, IN 46227-8636
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Patti Higgins
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 7:45:19 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please make it right and restore the wetlands.  We need them
everywhere!

Sincerely,

Ms. Patti Higgins
5014 Gertrude St
Pittsburgh, PA 15207-1654
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Carla Valente
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 6:14:36 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Please "stop and smell the roses."  Look at these beautiful
winged-ones.  Mother Nature.  Observe.  Preserve.  (All rights reserved
2011.  Copious U.S.A.).

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion
channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by
evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Carla Valente
15 Broadbridge Rd
Baltimore, MD 21237-1558
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Michael Bull
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 5:44:38 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Admired throughout the country as North America's "duck
factory," the Prairie Pothole Region sweeps across five Midwestern
states into Canada, providing habitat for the American Wigeon and more
than 50% of North America's annual production of migratory waterfowl.

It is my understanding that over the past century, more than half the
U.S.'s prairie potholes, including those of North Dakota and
Minnesota's Red River Basin, have been drained for crop production.

In years with exceptionally heavy snows or spring rains, the Red River
swells and catastrophic floods result. This flooding is exacerbated by
the drainage of thousands of prairie wetlands, which once soaked up
thousands of acre feet of water that have now been ditched for
agricultural production.  To me, this seems undeniably
counterproductive.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Michael Bull
3534 Phelps Rd
West Suffield, CT 06093-2922
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of John Witte
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:43:55 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Stop fucking with nature!  Better that you develop an alternative to
the proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo
and Moorhead.  So I want you to fully explore the potential for flood
damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration and
other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Dr. John Witte
4855 SE Tenino Ct
Portland, OR 97206-0848
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Raymond Bilodeau
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:43:51 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, not to mention subject to rarely-occurring events
that show their futility against what nature can throw at us. I urge
you to fully explore the potential for flood damage reduction in the
whole basin, using wetland restoration and other non-structural water
retention systems that work with nature, not in a useless effort to
prove man is superior to nature. There is not enough money to available
for a project to do that in the time available.

Sincerely,

Mr. Raymond Bilodeau
PO Box 93
Worcester, MA 01613-0093
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Patricia Brech
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:43:39 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Please do not make the same mistake in the Midwest as was made in the
Gulf region by destroying wetlands.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Patricia Brech
5813 Richardson Mews Sq
Baltimore, MD 21227-4291
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Amy Webb
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:15:15 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

A future for the wildlife living in this area creates a better future
for all of us. Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Ms. Amy Webb
355 Calls Hill Rd
Dresden, ME 04342-3668
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Debora Ghoreyeb
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:15:05 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please consider the impact on the wildlife rather than what is
expedient or "cost effective".

All life is sacred.

Sincerely,

Miss Debora Ghoreyeb
76 Shenandoah Trl
Santa Fe, NM 87508-3611
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Phillip J Crabill
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:34 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please think of the lives of future generations and don't destroy the
environment they need to enjoy!!

Sincerely,

Mr. Phillip J Crabill
430 Copperas Trl
Highland Village, TX 75077-7256
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Larry Lambeth
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:15:03 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Nature had it right with oxbows, small ponds and wetlands to retain and
slow runoff.  I urge you to stop the proposed diversion channel to
divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by creating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

I support an alternate plan that uses wetland and grassland restoration
as a primary tool for flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands
of acres would benefit wildlife and would be a better and
less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.  Protect property and
increase wildlife habitat and water quality with restoration instead of
another "big ditch."

Sincerely,

Mr. Larry Lambeth
2635 W Alta St
Springfield, MO 65810-1308
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Charles Toll
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: A cheaper and easier flood control option in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:15:04 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to consider Florida before moving ahead with the proposed
channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead.

Here in Florida, we are now restoring wetlands and savannahs as a major
flood management tool--in the process retaining critically needed fresh
water supplies. Restoring wetlands benefits wildlife while protecting
communities from flooding. It is not only a less expensive solution but
one that benefits all who love to hunt--or even just observe nature
recreationally.

Before investing time, money and effort in an environmentally
destructive project, explore the potential for wetland restoration and
other non-structural water retention systems to solve your problems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Charles Toll
665 Wall St
Vero Beach, FL 32960-5144
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Robert McCombs
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:14:15 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Putting water in channels rather than letting it spread to be absorbed
and deposit soil-building silt is a mistake. I'd have thought that
you'd have learned that by now.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Robert McCombs
PO Box 4175
Arcata, CA 95518-4175
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jeannette Hassberg
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Alternative Flood Control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:13:22 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

The proposed plans for a diversion channel which seeks to divert Red
River flows around Fargo and Moorhead are deeply flawed.  Please
evaluate less expensive, longer-term solutions.

An alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and grassland
restoration as a primary tool for flood management could be put into
place restoring hundreds of thousands of acres for the benefit of
wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please look into these measures which rely on the "precautionary
principle" and work constructively with natural processes.  The
fabric of life depends on it!

Sincerely,

Ms. Jeannette Hassberg
52 Majestic Ave
San Francisco, CA 94112-3110
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Richard Norman Talley
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Alternative for Flood Control in the Red River Basin
Date: Sunday, June 19, 2011 9:45:28 AM

Jun 19, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. One of the main benefits of wetlands is
their ability to act as sinks for excess water.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Richard Norman Talley
2610 Urbana Dr
Silver Spring, MD 20906-5029

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-947USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:rtalley@gwmail.gwu.edu
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jan Tullis
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Alternative Red River flood control is needed
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 7:44:33 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I am writing to tell youi that I strongly disagree with your proposed
flood control project for the Red River.  You need to develop an
alternative to the proposed diversion channel, that would divert Red
River flows around Fargo and Moorhead, and evaluate less expensive,
longer-term solutions.

As a geologist and a wildlife enthusiast, I believe you should develop
an alternate plan that uses nature's flood control; it would make far
mroe sense to restore wetlands and grasslands as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would be
less expensive, and would benefit wildlife as well as protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems. The Army Corps has
undertaken hugely expensive and ultimately counter-productive projects
before, and then had to un-do them. Please take the time to think and
plan ahead in this instance; utlize the expertise of biologists and
geoscientists as well as engineers.

Sincerely,

Dr. Jan Tullis
21 Laurel Ave
Providence, RI 02906-3328

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-948USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:jan_tullis@brown.edu
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Lawrence F Smith
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:14:51 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

We live downstream from the massive diking systems around Wilkes Barre
and when the Susquehanna floods those of us downstream are flooded
because waters are diverted away from the flood plains. Let nature do
its own thing. Mankind 's tampering is not the answer. And a canal,
like the Everglades canal- will just eventually have to be replaced
when it doesn't work. History proved that right. The idea you propose
is not the answer.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Lawrence F Smith
141 Greenwood Rd
Orangeville, PA 17859-9130
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Ann Wasgatt
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:47 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

The city I live in has dealt with frequent floods to the point that
Roseville, CA no longer has the floods we used to have.  The city has
been nationally recognized for its work controlling floods - without
digging diversion channels or building levees.  Wetland restoration has
worked here - and the prairie pothole region certainly needs its
wetlands restored.

Please investigate wetland and grassland restoration before doing
anything as destructive as building a diversion channel.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Ann Wasgatt
308 Alta Vista Ave
Roseville, CA 95678-1702
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Susan Harman
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 2:14:19 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

How many more disasters do we need to wake us up? Nature knows best.

Sincerely,

Dr. Susan Harman
4114 39th Ave
Oakland, CA 94619-2206
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of James A Carpenter
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:45:33 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

I'm sure you realize that once a wetland area is gone that it is a
final step for that habitat and for the animals that live there. It is
such a crucial area for peoples benefit (flood control, cleaning water)
as well. Please think about all the reasons why the wetland areas
should be restored.

Sincerely,

Mr. James A Carpenter
1122 Lincoln Ave
Pacific Grove, CA 93950-5405
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Gail Kilpatrick
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 5:41:22 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Please do not ignore the lessons that nature teaches, again.  Wetlands
are a natural way to control floods and save wildlife.  The same as
dunes and other natural barriers and configurations that we humans
continue to destroy only to suffer the consequenses.

Sincerely,

Ms. Gail Kilpatrick
238 Elvan Ave NE
Atlanta, GA 30317-1353
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Nancy Lowell
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:14:10 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. Wetlands are Ma nature's way of subduing
floods, and I know you guys know that. Don't be pushed or pressured.
Please do the right thing.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Nancy Lowell
11717 North Dr
Tampa, FL 33617-1823
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of John Carter
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:14:46 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

The solution is to let the rivers flood the farm land once in a while,
or even every spring.  This will SAVE MONEY and SAVE TOWNS and CITIES
DOWNSTREAM, Saint Lewis, Memphis, Cape Jarado, Vicksburt, New Orleans,
etc.

A REALLY DUMB IDEA so that a few AGRA-BUISNESSES get more $$$ at the
expense of cities and tax payers.  Not to mention the wild life.

Sincerely,

Mr. John Carter
22118 W Spruce Dr
Antioch, IL 60002-9376
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Robert McArtor
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:45 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Our world is not just for humans, but flora and fauna has an absolute
right of protection.  Our might must be used to protect those species
less able to protect themselves from the well meaning but unjust
userpation of their habitat.

Sincerely,

Dr. Robert McArtor
2312 Blythe Rd
Wilmington, NC 28403-8012

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-956USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:robert_mcartor@bellsouth.net
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Carolyn Pendle
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 2:14:18 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

I have seen the reductions in potholes and wetlands in this very area
-- natural mechanisms for holding lots of water.  Re-creation of a more
natural solution is a logical solution.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Carolyn Pendle
5406 46th Ct NE
Olympia, WA 98516-6218

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-957USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:cpendle@comcast.net
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Thomasin Kellermann
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:45:29 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

I AM NOT AN ENGINEER; I AM ONLY MAKING AN OBSERVATION AS AN AMERICAN
CITIZEN.  IT SEEMS THAT THE GOVERNMENT HAS A PREDILICTION FOR THOSE
PROJECTS THAT ARE BOTH EXPENSIVE AND SOMEHOW "GLAMOROUS."

RESTORING WETLANDS SEEMS LIKE A COMMON-SENSE APPROACH THAT IS FAR LESS
DESTRUCTIVE AND WILL COST FAR LESS MONEY.

THIS COURSE OF ACTION WILL TAKE MUCH MORE TIME TO SEE RESULTS, BUT WE
THE PEOPLE ARE PATIENT.  WE UNDERSTAND THAT RESTORING THE NATURAL FLOW
OF ANY RIVER WILL HAPPEN ONLY ON NATURE'S TERMS.

Sincerely,

Ms. Thomasin Kellermann
76 Union St
Bristol, RI 02809-2118
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Christina Snyder
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:44:27 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Viable wetlands could bring tourism dollars to help boost the economy,
too, though travel through wetland areas should be via craft or
vehicles without fueled engines (silent electric ones okay), such that
the wildlife that draw tourists aren't disturbed, and continue to
proliferate. Wetlands will also help recharge underground aquifers,
which we've been mining for irrigation water far faster than it can
recharge. When the ancient underground water is gone, the breadbasket
of America will become a dustbowl.

Sincerely,

Ms. Christina Snyder
11994 E Pleasant Lake Rd
Manchester, MI 48158-8502
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of James Shelton
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:41 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

My Parents are visiting the Prarie now where my sister lives.  I hope
to see these migratory ducks one day too.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. James Shelton
811 Roehampton Ct
Richmond, VA 23236-3727
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of John A. Ferguson
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:44:15 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Small lakes, seasonal ponds, meandering streams ans swamps all serve to
slow the flow of rain water during heavy storms and are the best
protection against flooding.  A diversion channel only speeds the flow
of water downstream and makes down stream flooding worse.

This year's flooding has shown all too clearly that upstream draining
is the wrong approach and has only exacerbated the situation,  It is
time to learn to work with nature and not to channel our rivers and
streams.

Sincerely,

Dr. John A. Ferguson
1151 Walnut St
Berkeley, CA 94707-2616
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Kirsten O"Brien
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:16:00 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

The safety of the American people in this region is also best served by
restoring wetlands to naturally absorb floodwaters which, as recent
events have shown yet again, are incredibly destructive to life and
property.  While we have engineered solutions to flooding, climate
change has brought us to a point where such solutions no longer
suffice, and difficult choices have to be made about which communities
must be destroyed in a controlled release to prevent total destruction.
The best possible solution is intelligent planning, integrating
natural processes to protect human habitation with careful planning so
that people stop attempting to develop high-risk areas, such as
floodplains.  Such development can only end in disaster.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Kirsten O'Brien
12487 Gold Hill Ln
Redlands, CA 92373-7486
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Emmett Sills
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:44:16 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

I would like to see the United States government stop looking at the
destructive practices that are beneficial only to profits for large
companies and very wealthy people and begin thinking more in terms of
saving our wildlife and natural resources for future generations to
enjoy.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Emmett Sills
5340 Copley Cir
Summerville, SC 29485-8787
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Judith Maron-Friend
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:45:29 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

The less we interfere with what nature is doing the more nature will
serve us. In nearly every instance, where we moved into areas and
redesigned them to suit our needs without consideration for what is
already naturally established, has proven to be disastrous. The levies
in Louisiana are a prime example. That area was never meant to be
developed to the degree that it has been. Do not create more potential
destruction by recreating what nature has already provided. Instead
find ways to coexist and sustain what is already in place.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Judith Maron-Friend
123 Abcd
Portland, OR 97220
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of James Johnson
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:12:26 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

With all the flooding along the Red River of late it makes me wonder if
the truth of wetlands being a "shock absorber" for water flow
patterns has been totally lost on you.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. James Johnson
7360 Woodshire Rd
Memphis, TN 38125-2752
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Michael Kitchen
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:12:23 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Let's do the smart thing this time.  Let's restore nature back like it
should be.

Sincerely,

Mr. Michael Kitchen
1310 Banbury Rd Apt C
Kalamazoo, MI 49001-4956
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Steve Druckr
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 10:12:10 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

YOU KNOW THIS IS NOT ABOUT SAVING ONE SPECIES.  IT'S ABOUT SAVING THE
WEB OF LIFE.  YOU CAN BE A HERO FOR GOD'S CREATION.  I urge you to
develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel to divert Red
River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive,
longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Steve Druckr
1691-320 St.
Sherrard, IL 61281-8503
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Janet Stafford
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 9:41:54 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I DON'T KNOW MUCH ABOUT THE WIGEON, BUT IT DOES NOT MATTER. THEY ARE A
NATIVE OF THIS FINE COUNTRY, A NATIVE OF THE RED RIVER FLOWS, AND
SHOULD BE PROTECTED AND ALLOWED TO REMAIN WHERE THEY CALL HOME. THE
WETLANDS, ARE NAMED FOR WHAT THEY ARE. . . WET. . . LANDS.  WHO ARE WE
TO CHANGE WHAT NATURE CREATED!

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Janet Stafford
14b Zeppelin Ln
Readfield, ME 04355-3780
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Saran Kirschbaum
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 7:41:36 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Wetlands, we know now how important they are and what they do. Too many
have been destroyed and those that are left must be protected.
Protecting them, protects us in the long run.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Saran Kirschbaum
1710 Bagley Ave
Los Angeles, CA 90035-4110
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Anne Collins
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 4:54:32 PM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

As a biologist and a veterinarian, I have been deeply concerned about
our human impact on wildlife and the environment for decades.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Dr. Anne Collins
1321 Collins Ln
Manhattan, KS 66502-9511
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Lucille Bertuccio
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 2:24:22 PM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Wetlands filter and cleanse water and they create wonderful nurseries
for young wildlife of all kinds.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Lucille Bertuccio
815 S Rose Ave
Bloomington, IN 47401-5244
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Richard Hiers
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 2:24:11 PM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

Migratory birds are part of our Nation's and our whole world's greatest
treasures.  We didn't create them.  They are given to us by Nature and
Nature's God.  It is up to us to keep them from coming to harm from
human thoughlessness.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Richard Hiers
506 SW 40th Ter
Gainesville, FL 32607-2758
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Vivianne Mosca-Clark
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 1:54:12 PM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Since the wet lands that were there are gone, the water needs a place
to go, therefore water  floods other places.  So allowing land to be
used to allow wet lands again would solve a lot of these issues,
Please think of other ideas besides building huge walls and channels to
direct water.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Vivianne Mosca-Clark
3565 E Fork Rd
Williams, OR 97544-9713
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Mark Herwig
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 8:34:27 AM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife conservationist and hunter, I would like to see an
alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration
as a primary tool for flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands
of acres would benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy
for protecting communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

And while you're at it, do the same along the Mississippi River, which
is flooding, and the Missouri River, which is flooding, and other
rivers devoid of their wetlands.

Sincerely,

Mr. Mark Herwig
1958 Florence St
White Bear Lake, MN 55110-3469
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Conor Soraghan
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:13:34 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

PLEASE RESTORE THE RED RIVER BASIN WETLANDS. THANK YOU.

Sincerely,

Mr. Conor Soraghan
Saratoga Ave
San Diego, CA 92107-2336
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Heather Lloyd
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 2:33:48 AM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

you can't improve on what nature perfected.

Sincerely,

Miss Heather Lloyd
309 Doone Rd
Fairless Hills, PA 19030-2228
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Marie Leven
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Sunday, June 19, 2011 6:15:12 PM

Jun 19, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Didn't the floods in Iowa tell you anything? Fence rows hold back water
and provide habitats for ground nesting birds. The potholes and wet
lands are natural sinks for excess water. And they can not be moved as
they are connected to ground water below. They hold water and excess
snow melt and give birds a place to rest

Sincerely,

Mrs. Marie Leven
321 Bellewood Dr
Flushing, MI 48433-1879
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Christina M Dudley
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Sunday, June 19, 2011 12:15:36 PM

Jun 19, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

The lives of human beings will be irreparably lessened when all the
other living creatures of this planet have been extinguished by our
foolishness and folly.  Please reconsider this project!

Sincerely,

Ms. Christina M Dudley
10008 Creekwater Blvd
Orlando, FL 32825-7758

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-978USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:cmdtree@aol.com
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Irene Dunny
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Sunday, June 19, 2011 12:15:36 PM

Jun 19, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.  The wetlands worked
in flood management until we tried to control them.  Let them do their
work again.

Sincerely,

Mrs. Irene Dunny
17819 Sun Walk Ct
San Diego, CA 92127-1370
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Ellie Thorpe
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 6:13:30 PM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Our forefathers, were good for making decisions in favor of more land
for development.  They thought along the same line, more land more
jobs!   Several billion dollars later, they were have to fix what they
broke!  Remember, water tables are recharged naturally through open
bodies of water - like wetlands! ! !  More and more areas are having to
deal with less and less water;  and yes, they did allow developers to
drain those bodies of water so they could build and increase their bank
stash.

Stop, regroup and get creative.  Wetlands are more productive long term
and beneficial to an area as a whole - and more cost effective than
maintaining man made structures that work against nature.  Don't
continue making the same mistakes as those from the past.  We can't
afford to be careless any longer.  My kids want a healthy environment.

Sincerely,

Ms. Ellie Thorpe
123 Navarre
Gulf Breeze, FL 32561-4167
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Diane Selvaggio
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 5:13:45 PM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

It would seem fairly self-evident that wetlands serve humankind in
multiple ways, even if we don't always understand or appreciate them.
Flood control is among the more important of these functions - and far
more cost-effective than most of our highly engineered attempts to do
the same work.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions that employ natural infrastructure to
its best advantage.

I would like to see an alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and
grassland restoration as a primary tool for flood management. Restoring
hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife, which is an
economic advantage for the region, and would be a less-expensive
strategy for protecting communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.  While not
"conventional" in the engineering world, these methods are
highly conventional in the ecological world.

Thank you very much for giving these alternatives the close attention
they have long deserved.

Sincerely,

Ms. Diane Selvaggio
5096 Hardt Rd
Gibsonia, PA 15044-8126
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Brian De Castro
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 1:13:24 PM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Wetlands are fragile and important ecosystems that need to be protected
for their rich and diverse flora and fauna. Thank you for considering
my comments.

Sincerely,

Mr. Brian De Castro
34 Mews Ln
South Orange, NJ 07079-1740
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Alexandra Keriakedes
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 1:13:19 PM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

I especially ask you to turn in your bibles to the Book of Genesis and
be reminded of the gift of our planet and God's admonition that we
be good stewards of its riches -- that we not "enrich"
ourselves from
its bounty by destroying it for selfish reasons and disregarding the
needs
of all other humans, animals, birds, and plant life created at earth's
inception.   It was NEVER intended to take a backseat to
"manunkind's"
selfish, destructive desires.

Sincerely,

~~Ms. Alexandra Susan Keriakedes~~
KrkdSn@aol.com

Sincerely,

Ms. Alexandra Keriakedes
1631 J St
Apt 301
Lincoln, NE 68508-2638
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of James Sorrells
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 12:13:03 PM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

At this point there needs to be an unprecedented call to action from
our country to set an example for the rest of the global community. Our
ultimate quest should be to protect God's creatures and preserve them
for our children to enjoy. "What a country chooses to save is what
a country chooses to say about itself."
Mollie Beattie, Director, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 1993-1996

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. James Sorrells
564 Timber Run Ln
Groveland, FL 34736-8205
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Robert French
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 6:14:53 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to consider less costly, more wildlife-friendly options to
the proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo
and Moorhead.

As someone who cares deeply about wildlife and natural environment
preservation, I urge you to examine alternatives that would use wetland
and grassland restoration to achieve flood management. Restoring
hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and would be a
much less costly--environmentally and financially--way to protect
communities from flooding.

The proposed diversion channel seems that it would do more of the same
approach that's not working and indeed multiplying problems--just push
the problem downstream.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Mr. Robert French
83 Durfee St
New Bedford, MA 02740-4540
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of John Cheney
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 5:03:59 AM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

You people MUST start getting things done for the good of ALL
Americans!

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. John Cheney
6551 Annie Oakley Dr Apt 512
Henderson, NV 89014-2188
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Louis C. Harris, Jr.
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 10:12:52 AM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

We continue to abuse our wildlife to the detriment of our well being in
the long run. We must learn to make decisions with conservation in
mine, not as an after thought.

Thank you for your attention.

Sincerely,

Dr. Louis C. Harris, Jr.
1002 Abington Rd
Cherry Hill, NJ 08034-3904
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Suzy Hayes
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 8:42:56 AM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems."  THIS IS A
CRAZY WORLD....WITH TO MANY OF THE SELF-PROCLAIMED "SUPERIOR
SPECIES"  CONSUMING THE WORLDS RESOURCES.  WE ALL SHOULD HAVE
PAYED ATTENTION TO "JAMES LOVELOCK" IN THE 60's.  OOPS,
PROBABLY TO LATE?!

Sincerely,

Ms. Suzy Hayes
2985 Bedford Ave Apt C
Placerville, CA 95667-4699
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Byron Dale
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 5:12:28 AM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

A former hunter, I am now most interested in preserving wildlife for
generations to come.  I believe it is time for all of us to think about
the destruction of the environment before trying to eek out a few more
bucks for our own temporary enjoyment!

Sincerely,

Dr. Byron Dale
5765 Capetown Ave
Rockford, IL 61108-6710
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Judith Kahle
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Saturday, June 18, 2011 2:11:58 AM

Jun 18, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

Cities in the Napa Valley in California used to have yearly flooding
problems.  Finally, levees were take out south of the city of Napa, and
natural floodplains were once again restored. The result is that
flooding has stopped, and wetlands that supported wildlife habitat have
been restored.  I would like to see an alternate plan for the Red River
that evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary
tool for flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres
would benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for
protecting communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Judith Kahle
343 Wyoming St
Fairfield, CA 94533-5146
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Diane E. Wonio
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an natural alternative for Red River bassi flood control
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 7:43:30 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. There are many reasons for using a natural
approach, the least of which may be the cost, the most important of
which is the proper continuation of the wetlands cycle for numerous
species survival.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Diane E. Wonio
PO Box 3755
Galveston, TX 77552-0755
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Carlene Petty
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:14:36 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.  The catastrophe of Hurricane Katrina should
have taught everyone that the natural environment (wetlands) is a much
better protection than human engineering (such as levees and
diversions).

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.  This would benefit
even more inhabitants than the human ones.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Sincerely,

Ms. Carlene Petty
780 Highway #44 West, Lot #50
Shepherdsville, KY 40165-6073
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Sue Morem
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:38 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I wouldprefer to see an alternate plan that evaluates using wetland
and grassland restoration as a primary tool for flood management.Before
investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally destructive
project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for flood damage
reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration and other
non-structural water retention systems.

Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and
would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from
flooding.

Sincerely,

Ms. Sue Morem
4620 Vinewood Ln N
Plymouth, MN 55442-2305
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of D Kessler
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:44:06 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.
Every time the CORP. Get involved in flood protection we end up with
worse flooding then before thay got involved. STOP the Army Corp. From
screwing up yet another river system.

Sincerely,

Mr. D Kessler
PO Box 457
Redway, CA 95560-0457
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Hunter Wallof
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:15:53 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

TIME TO STOP KILLING OUR "CANARIES"; WE WILL BE NEXT

Sincerely,

Mr. Hunter Wallof
12340 Sir Francis Drake Blvd
Unit A
Point Reyes Station, CA 94956-9733
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Anita Walsh
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:44:38 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

That would be a better solution. The Corps so often harms one thing
while fixing another, and this is an opportunity to get it right the
first time !

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Anita Walsh
PO Box 1046
Corrales, NM 87048-1046
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jeb P. Brown
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:44:12 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I respectfully urge you to please develop a sound and well thoughtout
alternative to the proposed diversion channel to Protecting endangered
wildlife like the polar bear, the Canada lynx, and the American pika.
Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive,
longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I also would like to see an alternate plan
that evaluates using "Vitally Important and Necessary"
wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for flood
management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit
wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive and ill-concieved project, I respectfully urge you to fully
explore the potential for flood damage reduction in the whole basin,
using wetland restoration and other non-structural water retention
systems.

Sincerely,

Mr. Jeb P. Brown
509 University Ave Apt 804
Honolulu, HI 96826-5008
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Jane Byrd
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:14:22 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

The way I see it, the Corps of Engineers should become our country's
foremost ecological engineers. I urge you to develop an alternative to
the proposed diversion channel to divert Red River flows around Fargo
and Moorhead by evaluating less expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding. The Corps can be valued for "not
doing" projects as well as for "doing" them.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Jane Byrd
2118 7th St
Berkeley, CA 94710-2318
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Charlotte Matthews
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 8:44:38 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

if they die, eventually we die

Sincerely,

Mrs. Charlotte Matthews
26816 Maple Glen St
Murrieta, CA 92563-2545
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Joy Schochet
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 1:14:11 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I very strongly urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed
diversion channel to divert the Red Riverflows around Fargo and
Moorhead.  This would be a very expensive project and an
environmentally destructive one.  We cannot any longer simply go ahead
with engineering projects without considering very carefully the
environmental impacts such projects would entail.  For so many years we
have done so, often with catastrophic results which may also be
counterproductive.  The consequences are frequently dismaying to us and
devastating to wildlife.  We have destroyed such a large proportion of
our invaluable wetlands, which as you know are not just
"swamps" but habitats for many plants and animals; they also
have many useful characteristics.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Dr. Joy Schochet
828 W George St
Chicago, IL 60657-5114
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of andre freheley
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 11:45:13 AM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

PS from Andre Frehley
Hasn't anyone noticed that there is a reason that nature created
these buffers between land and water?  So, as usual, our species tries
to control and changes things.  Take away this buffer and watch the
problems start.

Sincerely,

Ms. andre freheley
12200 Heritage Park Rd Apt 300
Oklahoma City, OK 73120-7519

Final Feasibility Report and Environmental Impact Statement 
Fargo-Moorhead Metro Feasibility 
July 2011

               
                                                                                                                                                                                                             SDEIS Comments

T-1001USACE-MVP-0000087960 

mailto:info@nwa.org
mailto:andrefrehleyx@aol.com
mailto:Aaron.M.Snyder@usace.army.mil


From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Susan Anderson
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 5:43:39 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

The premise that we can manipulate our way out of the escalating crisis
to the wet areas of our home is faulty.  We need to restore the natural
protections and complexities provided to us by nature rather than
create ever large and stronger dykes and diversions.  This is not just
about wildlife but about humanity.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

I would like to see an alternate plan that evaluates using wetland and
grassland restoration as a primary tool for flood management. Restoring
hundreds of thousands of acres would benefit wildlife and would be a
less-expensive strategy for protecting communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Susan Anderson
249 A St Apt 43
Boston, MA 02210-1615
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Ruth Stambaugh
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 12:15:56 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

There's a much better way to manage floods than by digging a channel
that will hurt wildlife.  Please read the following form letter and let
it speak for me.  Thank you.  Ruth Stambaugh

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Ruth Stambaugh
93 Bird Creek Estate Rd
Black Mountain, NC 28711-8622
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Holly Eaton
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Monday, June 20, 2011 3:54:22 PM

Jun 20, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

Please develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel to
divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

We must not take away more habitat from the American Wigeon and other
waterfowl. Please do not destroy the wetlands!

Sincerely,

Ms. Holly Eaton
3780 Tanglewilde St Apt 509
Houston, TX 77063-5159
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Leslie Ann Nieves
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:14:09 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

This is essential to the health of this whole planet and all living
things. including people!

Sincerely,

Ms. Leslie Ann Nieves
27424 Tampa Ave Apt 305
Hayward, CA 94544-4461
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Barbara Inano
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Friday, June 17, 2011 7:11:23 PM

Jun 17, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I want to help save the American Wigeon and other creatures who use and
live in the Red River basin.

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

Sincerely,

Ms. Barbara Inano
26818 226th Pl SE
Maple Valley, WA 98038-6040
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From: National Wildlife Federation Action Fund on behalf of Helene Whitson
To: Snyder, Aaron M MVP
Subject: Develop an alternative for flood control in the Red River basin
Date: Thursday, June 16, 2011 4:45:52 PM

Jun 16, 2011

Aaron Snyder
Branch, 190 Fifth Street East, Ste. 401
St. Paul, MN 551011638

Dear Snyder,

I urge you to develop an alternative to the proposed diversion channel
to divert Red River flows around Fargo and Moorhead by evaluating less
expensive, longer-term solutions.

As a wildlife enthusiast, I would like to see an alternate plan that
evaluates using wetland and grassland restoration as a primary tool for
flood management. Restoring hundreds of thousands of acres would
benefit wildlife and would be a less-expensive strategy for protecting
communities from flooding.

Before investing huge amounts of money in an environmentally
destructive project, I urge you to fully explore the potential for
flood damage reduction in the whole basin, using wetland restoration
and other non-structural water retention systems.

******************************************
Sloppy Corps of Engineering planning has led to some of the disasters
we have at present.  They tend to do things fast, easy, and cheap,
using 19th century technology, and look what happens.  We need wetlands
and we need our wildlife.  They can do better.  Tell them to go back to
the drawing board so that we can preserve our natural habitats,
waterways, flora, and fauna.

Sincerely,

Ms. Helene Whitson
1824 Arch St
Berkeley, CA 94709-1310
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