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INTRODUCTION

This Summary of Public Scoping compiles
public and agency comments received
during the formal scoping process for the
Red River Valley Water Supply Project
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).
Following brief background information on
the Red River Project and on the scoping
process, this report presents a summary of
scoping comments gathered by the lead
agencies for consideration in preparing the
EIS and summary responses.

Purpose and Need for Federal Action

The following Statement of Purpose and
Need was included in the Notice of Intent to
Prepare an EIS published in the Federal
Register on October 8, 2002 (Appendix A):

The Red River Valley Water
Supply Project EIS will evaluate
alternative ways to meet the
comprehensive “water quality and
quantity needs of the Red River
Valley in North Dakota” [DWRA
Section 8(b)(1)]. The needs are
defined as municipal, rural, and
industrial supplies; water quality;
aquatic environment; recreation;
and water conservation measures
[Section 8(b) (2)].

BACKGROUND

On December 15, 2000, the 106™ Congress
passed the Dakota Water Resources Act of
2000, which was signed into law on
December 21, 2000 (Public Law 106-554).
Among other things, the Dakota Water
Resources Act of 2000 (DWRA) states that,
“the Secretary of the Interior shall conduct a

comprehensive study of the water quality
and quantity needs of the Red River Valley
in North Dakota and possible options for
meeting those needs@ (Section 8(b)(1)). In
addition, the DWRA states that, Apursuant
to an agreement between the Secretary and
State of North Dakota as authorized under
section 1(g)Y. the Secretary and the State of
North Dakota shall jointly prepare and
complete a draft environmental impact
statement concerning all feasible options to
meet the comprehensive water quality and
quantity needs of the Red River Valley and
the options for meeting those needs”
(Section 8 (¢)(2)(A)).

Pursuant to Section 102 (2)(c) of the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
of 1969, as amended, the Bureau of
Reclamation and the State of North Dakota
are jointly preparing this EIS. The State of
North Dakota has designated the Garrison
Diversion Conservancy District (GDCD) to
serve as the state lead in preparation of the
EIS. Reclamation, acting under the
authority of the Secretary of the Interior, is
the lead federal agency. Reclamation is
concurrently preparing a feasibility-level
engineering report, Report on the Red River
Valley Water Needs and Options (Needs and
Options Report), to assess the needs and to
identify alternatives.

Cooperating agencies include the cities of
Fargo, North Dakota, Grand Forks, North
Dakota, and Moorhead, Minnesota;
Minnesota Department of Natural
Resources; North Dakota State Historic
Preservation Office; U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
U.S. Forest Service (Sheyenne National
Grassland); and U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS). These agencies have been invited



to be cooperating agencies because of their
expertise or jurisdiction. The Environmental
Protection Agency was also invited, but
declined due to an insufficient travel budget
and the lack of staff resources which
preclude full participation. The State of
Missouri requested cooperating agency
status.

SCOPING PROCESS

Scoping is an important part of the NEPA
process. It serves as the public=s
opportunity to provide input and direction
on the EIS throughout its preparation.
Reclamation and GDCD developed a public
involvement strategy that included
publication of a Notice of Intent, holding six
public scoping meetings, meeting with state
and federal agencies, distributing
newsletters, sending scoping letters to
agencies, forming a cooperating agency
team, issuing news releases, posting web
sites and distributing this Summary of
Public Scoping.

Input analyzed for this Summary of Public

Scoping came from the following:

1. Series of open houses and public
scoping meetings held in six
locations in North Dakota (Fargo,
Valley City, Grand Forks, Pembina,
Wahpeton, and Bismarck).

2. Consultation meetings with federal,
state, and local agencies in North
Dakota and Minnesota.

3. Comments on previous Red River
Valley studies.

4. Written comments submitted by
agencies, organizations, Tribes, and
the public.

The format of public scoping meetings

included breakout sessions, during which
facilitators recorded comments on flip
charts. Notes from these sessions and all
written comments are included in Appendix
B.

This Summary of Public Scoping is based
upon both oral and written input from
federal, state, and local agencies, Tribes, and
other interested persons. It describes the
scope of actions, alternatives, and impacts to
be studied in the Red River Project EIS, and
it identifies the significant environmental
issues that will be studied in detail as well as
those that are not significant or are outside
the scope of this analysis.

SCOPING SUMMARY

The following paragraphs summarize
comments received during the scoping
period. The wording is intended to
categorize and summarize the substance of
the comments, not reproduce the exact
wording of individual comments. The order
in which the issues are presented does not
reflect their relative importance.

Geographic Scope of Analysis
¢ Inclusion of Minnesota

Comment: Several individuals and entities
commented that alternatives should be
formulated to meet needs in both North
Dakota and Minnesota.

Response: Three different geographic
scopes have been identified for the EIS.
These are (1) the area to be served by the
project, (2) the area for potential water
sources, and (3) the area to be evaluated for
potential environmental impacts.



Water needs will be quantified for the Red
River Valley in North Dakota and
Minnesota. Needs must be quantified for
both states to estimate future depletions, and
subsequent surface water and groundwater
availability.

Section 8(b)(2) of DWRA mandates “ ... a
comprehensive study of the water quality
and quantity needs of the Red River Valley
in North Dakota and possible options for
meeting those needs.”

Because of this specific language in DWRA,
the geographic scope which was disclosed in
the Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS
published in the Federal Register on

October 8, 2002 (Appendix A) included only
the North Dakota portion of the Red River
Valley in the project service area. Many
individuals and entities commented that
alternatives should be formulated to meet
needs in both North Dakota and Minnesota.

Because North Dakota and Minnesota share
the Red River and there is no interstate
compact allocating flows, the Red River
Project could affect water availability in
Minnesota cities bordering the river.
Inclusion of Minnesota cities along the

Red River in the project service area is
therefore reasonable under NEPA.

CEQ regulations require evaluation of all
reasonable alternatives, including those
outside the jurisdiction or authority of the
lead agency. In the Forty Most Asked
Questions concerning CEQs National
Environmental Policy Act Regulations (40
CFR 1500-1508). Federal Register Vol. 46,
No. 55, 18026-18038. March 23, 1981.,
CEQ states that, “Alternatives that are

outside the scope of what Congress has
approved or funded must still be evaluated
in the EIS if they are reasonable because the
EIS may serve as the basis for modifying the
Congressional approval or funding in light
of NEPA’s goals and policies” (Section
1500.1(a)).

Therefore, the geographic scope for the
project service area has been expanded to
include the Red River Valley in North
Dakota and the Minnesota cities of
Breckenridge, Moorhead, and East Grand
Forks. If a project is ultimately constructed,
providing water to Minnesota will require
additional Congressional authorization.

The geographic area considered for potential
water sources will include the Red River
Basin in North Dakota and Minnesota and
the Missouri River.

The geographic scope for analysis of
environmental impacts of alternatives
includes the Red River Basin and the
Missouri River from North Dakota to its
confluence with the Mississippi River.

Determination of Water Needs and
Options to Meet Those Needs

Several individuals and entities commented
on various aspects of the quantification of
needs, and availability of surface water and
groundwater supplies to meet those needs.

e (Quantification of Need

Comment: This issue includes questions on
estimating future water needs identified in
DWRA, and how that could influence
identification of alternatives to be evaluated,
and ultimately selection of an alternative to



implement. In particular, estimates of future
population, per capita demand, industrial
demand, and potential water conservation
savings were frequently brought up as issues
during scoping.

Response: As part of the Needs and Options
Report, Reclamation will estimate year 2050
water needs for municipal, rural, and
industrial (MR&I) water; water quality;
aquatic environment; recreation; and water
conservation measures. The needs for each
sector will be estimated separately, and will
be reviewed by an interagency technical
team prior to incorporation in the EIS.

e Tributary Flows

Comment: This issue relates to the need for
hydrologic modeling of streamflow in
tributaries to the Red River, which generally
was not done in previous studies. Several
individuals commented that inadequate
modeling of tributary flows could result in
overestimation of available water during a
drought.

Response: Reclamation has contracted with
USGS to update the naturalized flow
database that will be used for hydrologic
modeling. The updated database will
include additional detail on tributary flows.

¢ Time Step for Hydrologic Modeling

Comment: This issue relates to whether use
of monthly flows and demands are adequate
for modeling potential water shortages.
Several comments were received indicating
that daily modeling was needed to estimate
peak demands, and to evaluate the adequacy
of system storage to meet those peaks.

Response: Selected periods will be modeled
using a daily time step to assess the
adequacy of monthly modeling and to
potentially develop conversion factors for
monthly and daily shortages.

e Determination of Drought Scenario
for Modeling Shortages

Comment: Previous Reclamation studies
have used the 1930s drought as a basis for
estimating future shortages. Some entities
and individuals have commented that the
1930s drought was an anomaly that is
unlikely to occur again in the foreseeable
future. Others commented that a drought
more severe than the 1930s should be
considered.

Response: Reclamation will evaluate the
effects of climatic cycles on streamflow
within the Red River Basin. This will, in
part, be used to establish the appropriate
drought scenario to use for hydrologic
modeling, and will provide the reader
context regarding the likelihood of more or
less severe droughts.

® Purchase of Irrigation Groundwater
Rights

Comment: We received several comments
indicating that purchase of irrigation
groundwater rights for MR&I use should be
included as a component of all alternatives
evaluated in the EIS.

Response: Groundwater withdrawals will be
quantified, and purchase of irrigation rights
may be included as a component of one or
more alternatives.

® Desalination of Dakota Aquifer



Water
Comment: lIssues were raised pertaining to
the low yield of the Dakota Aquifer, the high
cost of desalination, and problems
associated with brine disposal.

Response: Desalination of Dakota Aquifer
water will be evaluated as a potential water
supply and may be incorporated as a
component of one or more alternatives. The
issues will be addressed in the EIS.

Scope of Alternatives
e Features and Alternatives

Comment: Concerns were raised about
specific features of the eleven specific
alternatives disclosed for comment during
the public scoping process, like the
practicality of ring dikes, desalination of the
Dakota Aquifer, and the environmental
impacts of constructing Kindred Dam or
raising Lake Ashtabula. The adequacy of in-
basin water sources, the political challenges
of importing water from Minnesota, and the
benefits as well as the potential adverse
effects of importing Missouri River water
were also discussed. Other new features and
alternatives such as a Minnesota water
supply were identified.

Response: As required by the Council on
Environmental Quality implementing
regulations (40 CFR 1502.2[e]), a full range
of reasonable alternatives will be evaluated
in the EIS. These alternatives will include
No Action and development of in-basin and
out-of-basin water sources. The inclusion of
a No Action Alternative, which was objected
to by a number of participants, is required by
NEPA and is the basis against which all
other alternatives are compared. The EIS

will evaluate potential environmental
impacts of specific alternatives together with
engineering and socioeconomic
considerations. A preferred alternative has
not been identified at this time.

The following general alternatives, which
meet appraisal-level MR&I needs, are
expected to be evaluated in the EIS:

No Action Alternative - This
alternative is the future without the
Red River Project.

North Dakota In-basin Alternative B
An in-basin alternative that would

use water sources within the Red
River Valley of North Dakota.

Principal Supply Works Import to
Sheyenne River Alternative B
Missouri River import alternative
that would use part or all of the
existing Garrison Diversion Unit
(GDU) Principal Supply Works and
the Sheyenne River to convey water
to the Red River Valley.

Principal Supply Works Import
Pipeline Alternative B Missouri
River import alternative that would
use part or all of the existing GDU
Principal Supply Works and an
enclosed pipeline system to deliver
water to the Red River Valley.

Missouri River to Red River Valley
Import Alternative B This river
import alternative would use a
pipeline directly from the Missouri
River to the Red River Valley.




Minnesota Water Supply Alternative
B Available surface and/or
groundwater from Minnesota would
be used to supplement the existing
water supply within the Red River
Valley in North Dakota.

At least one specific alternative within each
of these general categories will be identified
by GDCD and Reclamation. These will be
disclosed for public comment during public
meetings in June 2003.

Environmental Consequences of
Alternatives

e Biota Transfer

Comment: Included in this issue is the
potential for the Red River Project to
transfer organisms between the Missouri
River Basin and the Red River Basin, and
the ecological and economic consequences
of transferring unwanted organisms.
Numerous entities commented on the
importance of this issue, particularly in
regard to compliance with the Boundary
Waters Treaty and the Executive Order on
Invasive Species.

Response: Reclamation has contracted with
USGS Columbia Environmental Research
Center to conduct a biota transfer risk and
consequence assessment for the Red River
Project. Risks and consequences (ecological
and economic) will be estimated for each
alternative evaluated in the EIS, including
No Action. USGS will evaluate the
potential risks of a transfer of non-native
biota and the uncertainty associated with the
risk estimations.

e Missouri River Depletion

Comment: This issue includes potential
impacts to the Missouri River from a
diversion of water to the Red River Valley.

Response: Direct, indirect, and cumulative
effects on the Missouri River will be
evaluated for each alternative. The analysis
will include ecological impacts, including
endangered species, as well as impacts to
navigation, recreation, and water supply.
The cumulative effects analysis will include
existing and reasonably foreseeable future
withdrawals from the Missouri River.

® Riverine and Riparian Resources

Comment: Effects on riverine and riparian
ecosystems along the Sheyenne River
(including Lake Ashtabula), the Red River,
and other potentially affected streams (e.g.,
Ottertail River) were raised as an issue.

Response: Potential impacts to fisheries,
invertebrates, and phytoplankton will be
evaluated.

e  Water Quality

Comment: Potential water quality changes
in the Sheyenne and Red Rivers due to
imported water, changes in flow rates, or
changes in reservoir operations are part of
the water quality issue. Water quality
impacts resulting from treatment
disinfection byproducts and disposal of brine
from desalination are concerns.

Response: Effects on water quality, flow
rates, and reservoir operations will be

addressed in the EIS.

e  Wetlands



Comment: This issue includes effects on
wetlands, including construction impacts
and indirect impacts associated with changes
in aquifer levels or streamflow.

Response: The direct, indirect, and
cumulative impacts of construction and
operation of each alternative will be
evaluated.

e Terrestrial Habitats

Comments: Changes in quality and quantity
of terrestrial habitats was raised as a
concern.

Response: Impacts to terrestrial habitats
caused by construction or operation of
project features (e.g., pipeline impacts,
inundation under new or expanded
reservoirs) will be addressed.

e Groundwater

Comment: This issue includes effects on
groundwater quantity and quality, including
effects of aquifer recharge and interactions
with surface water.

Response: Changes in groundwater
hydrology for each alternative will be
investigated.

e  (Cultural Resources

Comment: The potential effects on historic
archaeological, architectural, or traditional
properties were of concern.

Response: Reclamation will consult with
the North Dakota and Minnesota State
Historic Preservation Officers and Tribes to
determine the effects of the proposed
alternatives on historic properties.

e Threatened and Endangered Species

Comments: Effects on species that are
federally listed or proposed for listing as
threatened or endangered were raised as an
issue.

Response: In compliance with the
Endangered Species Act, Reclamation will
prepare a biological assessment to determine
if the project may adversely affect threatened
or endangered species. If potentially adverse
effects are found, Reclamation will begin
formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service.

e Devils Lake Outlet

Comment: The potential cumulative
impacts of the project with either a state or
federally-funded outlet from Devils Lake
were highlighted by a number of
commenters. In particular, impacts to
riverine and riparian habitats and associated
biotic communities along the Sheyenne and
Red Rivers, bank erosion, and water quality
(both for aquatic life and human use) are a
concern.

Response: Impacts will be evaluated with
and without a Devils Lake outlet.

e Agriculture

Comment: This issue includes construction-
related effects on agricultural lands (e.g.,
ring dikes) as well as effects caused by
changes in water availability (e.g., impacts
of purchasing irrigation water rights).

Response: Potential impacts to agriculture
from each of the alternatives will be
evaluated.



e Recreation

Comment: A number of comments were
received regarding affects on fishing,
boating, and other water-based or water-
dependent recreation activities.

Response: The effects of the alternatives on
recreation within the project area will be
addressed.

e Socioeconomic

Comment: This issue includes the costs of
construction, operation and maintenance,
and mitigation, and the economic impacts of
alternatives (both positive and negative),
including environmental justice. In addition,
the distribution of project costs, repayment
obligations, and the ability and willingness
of project beneficiaries to pay for
reimbursable costs were cause for concern.

Response: Socioeconomic impacts of the
alternatives will be evaluated in the EIS.

Outside the Scope

The following comments and resources were
identified during the scoping process, but
either are not expected to have potentially
significant impacts or are beyond the scope
of analysis for this EIS.

® (Global Climate Change
Effects of global climate change, including
global warming and long-term changes in
precipitation patterns, are considered outside

the scope of the EIS.

e Inlet to Devils Lake

This issue is outside the scope of this EIS.
The use of any funds authorized under
DWRA to transfer water from the Missouri
River drainage basin to Devils Lake is
prohibited by DWRA (Section 8(f)). This
includes use of previously constructed GDU
facilities.

Issues Not Identified as Significant
* Noise

Noise was not identified as a significant
issue.

* Air quality

Air quality was not identified as a significant
issue.

e Paleontological Resources

Paleontological resources were not
identified as a significant issue.

e Mineral Resources

Mineral resources were not identified as a
significant issue.

FUTURE PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Additional opportunities for public
involvement will be provided during the
preparation of the Red River Project EIS.
The next public meetings are scheduled in
Grand Forks, North Dakota (June 23),
Breckenridge, Minnesota (June 24), Fargo
(June 25), and Valley City, North Dakota
(June 26). Public comments will also be
invited during the review period for the draft
EIS scheduled for December 2005.
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4310-MN-P
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR
Bureau of Reclamation .
Alternatives for Mbee‘ting Water Needs in the Red River Valley, North Dakota
AGENCY: Bureau of Reclamation, Interior.

ACTION: Notice of intent to.prepare an environmental impact statement.

| SUMMARY: On December 15, 2000, the 106® Congress passed the Dakota Water

Resour.c'es Aot of 2000, which was signed into law on Deoémbcr 21,2000 (Public Law
106-554). A;nong other thingAs, the Dakota_Water Resources Act of 2000 (DWRA) states
that, “the Secretary of the ,_Inte,rior shall conduct a comorehensive study of the water
'quality and qoantity needs of the Red Rivef Valley in North Dakota and possible options
for meeﬁng those needs” (Section 8(b)(1)). In addition, the DWRA states tha_t»,' “pursoant
to an agreement between the Secretary and State of North Dakota as authorized under
section 1(g).... the Secretary and the State of North Dakota shall jointly prepare and -
complete a draft environmental impact statement c'oncérn‘ing, all feasible options to meet

the comp_reh_ensive water quality and quantity needs of the I{éd Riveg Valley and the

- options for meeting those needs” (Section 8 ©@2)A).

Pursuant ‘to section 102(2)(c) of thé National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)
of 1969, as amended, the Bureau of Reclamation (lieclamation) and the State of North
Dakota (ND) will jointly prepare this 'envi_ror.lmental impaot statement (EIS). The State of
North Dakota (ND) has vdesi_gna_ted the Garrison Diversion Conservancy District (GDCD)
to serve as the State lead in preparation of the EIS for the Red River Valley Water Suppiy

Project. Reclamation, acting under the authority of the Secretary of the Interior, is the
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lead Federal agency. Cooperating agencies will be identified at a later dafe.

Reclamation and the GDCD will uéé the NEPA compliance process to ensure that
the public has opportunities to review and comment on long-term water supply and
management alternatives for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project. Public
comments are invited and encouraged regarding both the scope of environmental and
socioeconomic issues and alternatives that should be e\}aluated in the EIS.

'Reélbamation and the GDCD have scheduled six public scoping meetings in which

Federal, State, local and tribal govefnment agencie's,inon-govemmental organizations, the -

public, and..tllw in’temgtional éo’nvlmunity are invited to participate in the open exchange of
' inforrﬁation and to submit comments on the proposed scope of the EIS. Each meeting
“will be preceded by a 2-hour open house during which Reclamation staff, GDCD staff,
and other sfudy participants will provide information and answer questions.
~ DATES: See Supplementary Information section for the locations, dates, and times of
‘the scoping meetings. -
Written comments on the scope of the issues and alternatives to be evaluated in

the EIS will be accepted and sho‘uld be postmarked or e-mail;d no laEg:r than

December 16, 2002, to be most effective. L

ADDRESSES: W_ritten’ comments should be submitted to: Bureau of Reclamation,
Dakotas Area Office, P.O. Box 1017, Bismarck NIj 58502. |

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: S_igne.Snortland, Red River Valley
Water Supply Project EIS, Bureau of Reclamation, Dakotas Area Office, P.O. Box 1 017,
Bismarck ND 58502; Telephone: (701) 250-4242 extension 3619; or FAX to (701) 250-

4326. You may submit e-mail to ssnortland@gp.usbr.gov or access the Red River Valley
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Water Supply Project website at http://www.usbr.gov/gp/dkao/rrvwsp.htm.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: In 1944, the U.S. Congress passed the Flood

Control Act (the Missouri-Basin Pick Sloan Act), which authorized the construction of

dams on the Missouri River and its tributaries. The Garrison Diversion Unit (GDU) was

authorized in 1965, and construction began in 1967. The project was designed to divert
Missouri River water to central and eastern ND for irrigation; fish and wildlife

enhancement; municipal, rural, and industrial (MR&I) water supply; and recreation

, develop'ment.J Most of the currently authorized principal supply works have been

completed, eXcept for about a 20-mile reach between the end of the McClusky Canal and
beginning of the New Rockford Canal.

The project was reformulated in 1986 to reduce the emphasis on irrigation and

~ increase the emphasis on meetmg the MR&I water needs throughout ND. The 1986

Reformulation Act authorized a Sheyenne River water supply and release feature and
water treatment plant capable of delrvermg 100 cubic feet per second of water to eastern
ND.

The authorization for the GDU was amended again in December 2000 by DWRA.

. The DWRA requires that an EIS and feasibility- level study be prepared to aid decision-

makrng ona preferred alternative for meeting water needs in the Red River Valley in
North Dakota.

Development of a reliable water supply for the Red River Valley has been a
subj ect'of great interest to local residents, along with govemrrlent agerrcies and entities
concerned with water management and development. Althoughrivers in eastern ND

such as the Red and Sheyenne rivers are prone to flooding and excessive runoff, they also
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experience low flow and drought conditions such as those that occurred in the 1930's and
1980's.

In 1994, Reclamation initiated an appraisal-level (preliminary) assessment of
MR&1 water needs in the Red River Valley as an outcome of the ND Water Management
Collaborative Process. That study was completed in two phases. The first phase was
further subdivided into parts A and B. Phase IA ;:ompared the existing and projected
future MR&I water needs in the Red River Valley with the surface water flows and
groundwate; resources available to meet those needs. That report; éompleted in April
1998, conclllxlded that~.signiﬁcant shortages could occur during future droughts if no action
is taken. |

The Phase IB report provided an evaluation of seaéonal instreafn flow needs for
water quality and maintenance of aquatic life in the Sheyenne and Red rivers. That report
was finalized in August 1999.

The Phase II report presen’ied a range of preliminary altematives to meet the
shortages identified in the Phase IA report. These altemative;,s included both in-basin and
out-of-basin water supplies along With water conservation ari;fé {/ari?ty of management
-~ and operational techniques. f

Purpose of and Need for the Federal Action

The Red River Valley Water Supply Project‘lEIS will evaluate alternative ways to
' ‘meet the comprehensive “water quality and quantity needs of the Red River Valley in
North Dakota” [DWRA Section 8(b)(1)]. The needs are defined as municipal, rural, and
industrial supplies; water quality; aquatic envirbnment; recreation; and water

conservation measures [Section 8(b)(2)].
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" Proposed Alternatives

As required by Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) implementing

regulations (40 CFR 1502.2[¢]), a full range of reasonable alternatives will be evaluated

in the EIS. These alternatives will include No Action and development of in-basin and

out-of-basin water sources. The EIS will eizziluate.potential environmental impacts of

specific alternatives together with engineering and socioeconomic considerations. A

preferred alternative has not been identified at this time.

Eight preliminary alternatives, including No Action, were described in the Phase

II Needs Ass'essment:-.f Thes_e. alternatives were:

' No Action. This alternative represents the reasonably foreseeable future

condition if a Red River Valley Water Slipply Project is not constructed.
Construction of a new water supply reservoir on the Shéyenne River near
Kindred.

Raising the height of Baldhill Dam on the Sheyenne River near Valley City to
increase water storage.

Developménf of groundwater resourceé including pu;éhaSe og existing rights, new
well fields, désalinization, and aquifer storage and recovery.

Importation of Missouri River watef via a pipeline from Bismarck to Fargo.
Importation of Missouri River water via a p{peline from Lake Oahe south of
Bismarck to the vicinity of Wahpét_on.

Importation of Missouri River water to the upper Sheyenne River utilizing
existing GDU principal supply works.

Importation of Missouri River water via a system of closed pipelines from the
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GDU principal supply works to cities, industries, and rural water systems.

Other potential water sources including Minnesota sub-basins and Devils Lake

may be evaluated in detail in the EIS. Comments or suggestions on these alternatives or

suggestions of other alternatives that should be considered are welcome.

Preliminary Identification of Environmental Issues

The following issues have been tentatively identified for analysis in the EIS. This

list is preliminary and is intended to facilitate public comment on the scope of this EIS. It

is not intended to be all-inclusive nor does it imply any predetermination of potential

impacts. Reclamation and the GDCD invite comments on this list:

 Impacts on streams and lakes, groundwater, floodplains, wetlands, and on water

‘uses-and quality.

Impacts on aquatic and terrestrial plants and animals and their habitats including
gpecies that are federally or State-listed as threatened or endangered, proposed,
candidate; or of special concern and/or critical habitat.

Potential impacts from the transfer of biota, including parasites and pathogens,
between the Missouri River basin and the Hudson Baz}.lnba’sin.

Potential impacts to Canadian waters‘du‘e to transfer of harmf:ul biota or changes
in water (ihality or quaﬁtity.

Potential cumulative environmental impacts‘ to the Missouri River from past,
present, and foreseeable future withdrawals.

Potential cumulative environmental impacts to the Sheyenne and Red rivers,
including effects of the proposed Devils Lake outlet as well as other reasonably

foreseeable discharges or withdrawals.
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° Impacts on cultural resources such as historic, archaeological, architectural, or
traditional properties.

¢ . Socioeconomic impacts on affected communities related to long-term water

| supply and management.

J Environmental justice, particularly whether or not water management activities
have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income
populations.

. Comp;l;ia,nce witfl all applicable Federal, State, and local statutes and regulations

‘and w1th intémational agreements and required Federal and State environmental
pérmits, consultations, and notifications. |

J Conipliance with'all épplicable Executive Orders. .

Timin | »

~ | Reclamation and the GDCD plan to issue the draft EIS by December 2005.

Reclamation and the US Environmental Protéctio_n Agency will separately publish

notices of availabilit}:/ of the draft EIS in the Federal Register. Reclamation and GDCD

Willlpublicize the availébility of the draft EIS in other media ;hd will Provide |

opportunities for Federal, State, locél and tribal governfnenf agencies; non-governmental

organ-iz‘ations, the general public, and the international community to participate in

additional information forums and .tq submit commé}lts. .

Locations, Dates and Times of Scoping Meetings

e Monday, October 28, 2002, 7:00 p.m., Fargo, North Dakota, Fargo Civic

Auditorium, 207 4th Street North, lower level, Room A



¢ Tuesday, October 29, 2002, 7:00 p.m., Valley City, North Dakota,
AmericInn Hotel, 330 Wintershow Road

e Wednesday, October 30, 2002, 7:00 p.m., Grand Forks, North Dakota,
Grand Forks City Council Chambers, 225 North 4th Street, third floor

e Wednesday, November 6, 2002, 7:00 p.m., Pembina, North Dakota,
Pembina State Museum, Exit 215 off of Interstate ‘29’ 805 Highway 59

° | Thursday, November 7, 2002, 7:00 p.m., Wahpeton, North Dékota,

~+ Wahpeton City Hall, 1900 4th Street North, Community Room

e Friday, November 8, 2002, 1:00 p.m., Bismarck, North Dakota,
Doublewood Hotel, Interstate 94 and Exit 159. -

Issues raised at the scoping meetings will be documented in the Scope of
Statement (SOS) for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project EIS. The objectives of
this‘re'port are to summarize the essence of the comments in‘a clear and concise manner
and to accurately portray the scope of the EIS. The SOS will be distributed to puElic
libraries near the meeting 10cati0ns, posted on Reclamation} Red River Valley Water

Supply Project EIS web page, and mailed upon request.

. Public Disclosure Statement
* Comiments received in response to this notice will become part of the
administrative record for this project and are subject to public inspection. Our practice is

to make comments, including names and home addresses of respondents, available for

public review. Individual respondents may request that we withhold their home address -

from public disclosure, which we will honor to the extent allowable by law. There also

1
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may be circumstances in which we would withhold a respondent's identity from public
disclosure, as allowable by law. If you wish us to withhold your name and/or address,
you must state this prominently at the beginning of your comment. We will make all

submissions from organizations or businesses, and from individuals identifying

themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, available for

public disclosure in their entiréty.
Dated: September 12, 2002

/s/Maryanne C. Bach
Maryanne C. Bach
Regional Director
Great Plains Region







APPENDIX B

¢+ RED RIVER VALLEY
WATER SUPPLY PROJECT EIS

PUBLIC SCOPING COMMENTS
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" 01/17/2003 | 01/14/2003 | Signe Snortland | Bruce W. Furness, Mayor of | Fargo EIS Public Scoping -
' : : - “Fargo | Meeting Comments RRV Water
i : Supply Project
i ] ,. _ | (LETTER) |
1101/03/2003 | 12/31/2002 | Signe Snortland Allen Grasser | Grand Forks EIS pubhc scoplng' '
. ' Fap ey B B C1ty of Grand Forks v comments RRV Water Supply '
2 g _ S PrOJect SR L
g 112/26/2002 | 12/19/2002 :f Signe Snortland | . Larry Kramka Comments on the Scoplng
' e : ' LR MN Department of Natural document, RRV Water Needs
2 Resources | Assessment EIS
2t v 2 _ o '(LETTER) '
~ 112/23/2002 | -12/16/2002 | Signe Snortland. Leanne Tippett | Comments on EIS scopmg
Blois oo 2000 T MO Department of Natural RRVWSS' 3
Ao, e R e M 5 e e o P j - “Reésources "(LETTER) .
wd 12/23/2002 | 12/16/2002 | Dean Karsky Red Geurts/Karl Rosvold | RRV EIS pubhc comment
1 DN DRI U TR _Cargill Sweeteners - | (LETTER)
< 112/20/2002 | 12/16/2002 .} " Signe Snortland | - Cynthia Cody Scoping comments for RRV
s o g e Bl e imne B | U.S.Environmental . | WSP, Draft EIS
§ R ' _ ] : Protection Agency { (LETTER) * B A A
& 112/19/2002 | 12/17/2002 | - Bureau or . Mary Wilson RRV Water Supply PrOJect EIS -
n - | Reclamation Tribal Historic Preservation | scoping o
| & - (Signe Snortland) | Office Standing Rock Sloux (LETTER)
IR | N " Tribe e _ _
o1 12/17/2002 | 12/17/2002 | Signe Snortland - Mary S. Wilson ' RRV Water Supply PrOJect EIS
a - IR T SR Environmental Protection (FAX) Ly
- Program/THPO Standing
A R R ‘Rock Sioux Tribe L ~
ts:iz 12/16/2002 | 12/16/2002 | Maryanne Bach Daniel Beard; National | Comments of Scope issues for .
: . Audubon Society; David | EIS regarding alternatives for
% Conrad, National Wildlife - | meeting water needs in RRV
" Federation; Dave Moran, | (E-MAIL)
' MN Conservation
g Federation; Mark Ten Eyck,
6 MN Center for -

- Log of Scoping Correspondence
Red River Valley Water Supply Project
Envirqnmental Impact Statement

& ‘Table of incoming documents on RRV _external
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i 12/16/2002 | Signe Snortland Steven Mahfood, Leanne | RRV Water Supply Project EIS

L / , : Tippett Scoping Comments
i MO Department of Natural | (LETTER)
| 3 o < | : Resources ' :

= 112/16/2002 | 12/16/2002 | Dennis Breitzman ~ R.Kellow | Scoping Comments: RRV Water

' Transboundary Waters Unit | Supply Project EIS '
| . . : L Environment Canada | (FAX) '

* 1 12/16/2002 | 12/16/2002 | - RRVWSPmail Richard Betting Concur with scopmg comments .
| s ' ' (Signc Snortland) . ' of National Wildlife Federatlon
il et Mol B Py (E-MAIL) ,

1 12/03/2002 | 12/03/2002 | RRVWSPmall ~ . Andre Delorme - . | Comments on the RRV Water
Pl e '(S1gne Snortland) Valley City State University Supp'ly' Project EIS = &

11/18/2002 |- 11/12/2002°| = RRV EIS o - Schluckr? "What will 1mpact be to ﬁsherxes :
Y IR : "(S‘igne'Snort_land) - o in Lake Sakakawea or Mlssoun
ek B ' River? : o

| | o R R (COMMENT CARD)

{ *{11/18/2002 | 11/15/2002 | Richard Nelé’on i Francis Ziegler '| RRV Water Supply Project EIS _

= RO B o 'ND Department of scoping - they don’t beheve they
o Transportatlon ‘need to-attend ! -

lj‘; | » R | (LETTER)._ |

i [ 11/14/2002 | 11/06/2002 | Signe Snortland .| Paul Stolen .~ {:Approach to handhng economic -

| | S S L. DA MNDepartment of Natural | and envirorimental impacts .

I | | L iw e W R, - Resources (OFEICE MEMORANDUM)

e | 11/12/2002 | 11/08/2002 | Richard Nelson | Merlan Paaverud, Jr. | RRV Water Supply PrOJect EIS
P ] S State Historical Society of Scoping "
| § o a N - 'ND : (LETTER)

w | ] 1/11/2002 | 11/11/2002 | Dave Koland Dale Frink FW: RRV Water Supply Needs
T R . CamPa ND State Water Commlssmn ASsessment Meeting <
I T T | | - lEMAL)

¥4 111/06/2002 | 10/31/2002 | 'Red Rlver Valley .Kenn_cth No’rmani City of Moorhead’s’ comments to-
) ST st UEIS Moorhead Public Service = | the RRV EIS -
| s _ (Slgne Snortland) e a4 | (LETTER)

= 1'11/05/2002 - ? Maryanne Bach Gary Pearson D.V.M. Which agency will represent the
g (Signe Snortland) ' State of ND in the preparation of
i u ' ' the EIS for RRV Water Supply

Project
| o | | (LETTER)
_+111/05/2002 | 11/05/2002 | ‘Signe Snortland Andre DelLorme. Macro invertebrate sampling on
» S ' -| Valley City State University | the Sheyenne
o -, » | (E-MAIL)
; 1 11/04/2002 | 10/31/2002 | Red River Valley Mark Voxland, Mayor City of Moorhead’s Comments
. EIS Moorhead, MN to the RRV EIS
. _ (Signe Snortland) e (LETTER)
‘& Table of incoming documents on RRV external
' 2
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11/01/2002 | 10/30/2002 Bureau of _ “Mary Wilson | RRV Water Supply Project EIS -
' ' " - Reclamation Tribal Historic Preservation | Scoping
(Signe Snortland) | Office Standing Rock Sloux (LETTER)
: g ' ‘Tribe - .
11/01/2002 | 10/28/2002 | Signe Snortland ‘Bryan Stotts In response to Notice of Intent to
i L g ' - US Department of Ag, prepare an EIS on alternatives
Sheyenne Ranger District = | for RRV
| , LR R | (LETTER) g
? - 11/01/2002 |~ RRV Water Michael PoLovitz: Low Head dams on Red Rlver
» '_ .| SupplyProjeet | -~~~ . ' (COMMENT CARD)
? 110729/2002 | - RRV Water - | -~ LarryJ. Robinson . | Very important to compile .
il bl SupplyPrOJect'"’ TR IR g BN | various issues raised atmeetmgs
P i | and get out those who attend
= S R L | (COMMENT CARD)
7 10/29/2002 | --RRV Water ~ Paul Lacina - | Compliments on meeting and a
© "+ I Supply Project ' .| comment on promotmg water
' conservation '
K L o — o R’ T (COMMENTCARD)
10/25/2002-| - 7 RRVEIS Lynn C. Larsen, Richland | A Written Comments card-
iy e Mgaca ' R 'County Commissioner _ (photocopied)
10/24/2002 2. RRVEIS - Red Geurts, Cargill Corn LA ertten Comments card
i s L ' Sa - Milling - (photocopled)
107/20/2002 | 10/20/2002 | = Elaine Felchle - ‘Romona Klein: . Concem over rural well water
afig - HF Ll (Dean Karsky) - L | shortages if Valley City bullds
' ‘ an ethanol plant.
C | | | | (E-MAIL)
T0/18/2002 | 10/18/2002 | RRVWSPmail David Martin [ To CCFM public affairs
S . o : o committee members regarding -
‘ RRV EIS scoping meetmg date
. held in Fargo .
10/08/2002 | -10/07/2002 | Red River Valley | Senator Harvey, Tallackson Bulldmg a dam on the south
' » | Water Supply i m | branch of the Park River east of
Project | Adams
I B | (COMMENT CARD)
04/20/2001 | 04/20/2001 | Signe Snortland | Gary Pearson for National | New or expanded
- - Wildlife Federation and | features/alternatives
National Audubon Society ' | (E-MAIL)

Table of incoming documents on RRV-_eXternal
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December 19, 2002 R i N R AR

 Ms. Si@eSnoftl_and* = e " o f 17T T

" Dakota Areas Office ~ -~ ... .~ . . | CEASSFICATIO
“. . Bismarck,ND.58502 . .
" FAX 701-250-4326 -

J
N

Minnesota Department of Natural Resources
‘Division of Waters - _ T e
2115 Birchmont Beach Rd. NE : || OFFIGIAL FILE COPY
Bemidji, MN 56601 B R |
- a DEC 26 20020 ||

(R YES___ WO

- [ome_[wmaL | 10|
e b Bigaed

US Bureau of Reclamation -~ -~ . .. =" TN H | 1aeaiv
N[ lzpnk/

 RE: Comments on the Scoping Documen, Red River Valley Water Needs Assessment EIS
f.*D“ear Ms Srio_ftl_and:“, | : . . o

We appreciate and. thank you for allowing us some __c:;';tra_-t‘imj_,e;,.'t’o‘_“’s"iibr:r“_ljit.jcbrh_m_éntsf_on this public

notice.. .
" Tho Minmesota Department o Natural Resources (MDNR) s fully patcpatd in th previous
. studies and: di"sdussi_oqs‘.'that have_;‘bém‘ fu‘_n;_d‘ert‘akena-_on-'_this;'prpj'eétif “"This" began with written
~ comments in 1998 on the Phase I and II planning studies that were done prior to the passage of the -

~ Dakota Water Resources Act (December 2000.) From the inception, this participation has -

- concerned‘-'.'t'opics subStz}ntchly":el,fcfvantrfo the EIS that is to be prepated-;. ‘

ThétMDNR_invo‘lvéfr‘r.x_é_rvit‘.ha's;’al‘éd inéluded having .sei?efal staff members participétiné as members

of the Technical Team developing detailed plans of study. However, from the beginning, we have

"+ noted our limited ability to be able to attend _é;ll.Imééting_s—'-aﬁd:'yerbally debate some of the major
. issues+-because staff are fully committed to other work.  Therefore, we wish to reiterate again that
USBR1n - Cetet

eeds to integrate our written comments into Specific Plans of Study. i

The previous written comments cover many details regarding Minnesota concerns, and recommend

study topics that need to be: addressed in the 'EIS. They should be incorporated as part of the

scoping record, and are referénced in Attachment B. if you are missing any of these items please let
me know. SN I Y L S

The primary points we want to make (contained in Attachment A) in this comment letter concern
some of the overall “big picture” issues that seem to be asyet undecided or unresolved, and to
encourage USBR to- accomplish consensus building among the diverse stakeholders. Topics in this
Jetter include urging additional emphasis on the role of other stakeholders besides North Dakota, the
key issue of the Alternatives Analysis. in the EIS, and focusing more - attention -on the most.

 significant impact topics (Items 1-4.) We do also include a few miscellaneous but important items

DNR Information: 651-296-6157 » 1:888-646-6367 » TTY: 651-296-5484 - 1-800-657-3929

An Equal OPp?m-m.l ty Employer b Printed on Recycled Paper Containing a
Who Values Diversity ) ‘, Minimum of 20% Post-Consumer Waste



T RRVWNA Scopmg Comments
' f**December 19, 2002 R
‘Pagez L

'_”_:'__:-If you have any questlons pIease glve me a call Thﬁnk’yo'u" for ,fhe 'bﬁpoftﬁnity.tdsﬁbrﬁit
- comments. R R B S e S e

" -Rééioﬁélfﬂya;al’ag;se S

e _Don Buckhout o
~~ Kent Lokkesmoe e

i _Paul Stolen: -~
B ¥ fl‘_iLaune Martmson
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= Som 1scuss1ons of Minti sota-31dedata needshavebeenheldw1th USBR andMlnn ot

. played by states other than’ North Dakota; :as. well. as Canada and ‘other. parties,

: It'.‘i"s_bur‘c:dntéhtioh thatCEQ regulations '_r:egafding,-itﬁe-_ goritént of analtematlves ysi
regarding the role of “cooperating agericies,” provides the -answer to" this question,. This is "

* rational Alternatives Analysis. -

ATTACHMENT A

1. Role of other states and Canada in the EIS. Cleaﬂy, other states are potentially affected b_y :

some of the alternativés being studied in this EIS. This includes Minnesota and' downstream

~ states on the Missouri River such as Missouri. -As a federal agency, it is imperative that USBR

act as a neutral party on this topic, because there are substantive differences in effects among the

affected states. The clear possibility of adverse impacts in Canada,heightcn this,n__.ée'd‘_.; It is still

unclear what role these states and Canada will specifically play in the preparation of the EIS. In -

 the beginning, the: Technical Team included essentially. all the major stakeholders: Canada,
~ Minnesota, Missouri, other, federal agencies, .an_'cl:"e'nvironm;cntali.g_rqup_s'._ . Good, .consensus-
building discussions were held during this period.. However, within the last year the Technical

. Team role has been narrowed to.that pertaining to the DWRA studies, leaving the participation
.+ of these stakeholders in the EIS preparation unclear. .~ . - P il S

R fheédc’dfl‘é‘r:e s'pg,ciﬁk_;d'i%'sv‘cuissfic)n.s‘iv o.f.;hé"régle of Missouri and Minnesota as “cooperating a encies.”: " o
" A'possible first step would be for USBR to provide an'interpretation of CEQ regulations on this =

" tonte including how these sttes should pariipate in decisions made by the joint leads (USBR
"+ and North Dakota); along with art invitation similar to the initial invitation made at the beginning

" of the Technical Team mieetings. We favor thé_'"cdns,énsus_;build_i_ng'apptqaqh that has previously. - X
n; "oc¢1§rr¢d;and’_':.c’_:_ould'b__'_e;,hﬁ_ilt‘upd_‘n'd_ur_i_ng'the._EIS;prépa;gtigp R R T L

' “The unsettled nature of the next point is indicative of the lack of resolution of the role’to be

'-.2;'Ge_c’)vg;'ag‘h‘ié‘_‘s'co"bg 'fofiéinal'\fSis--_fbff%ﬁ_e’:‘eds_._@d 6‘pti§ﬁ$""aﬁd:.alt:err@t’iﬁ/‘é_én_. 'Ex'tcfis:i\?e »diScu'ss’ioﬁé LA
e *have been held regarding'the topic of geographic scope of the studies; yet.itis still undecided:
- . Clearly, an Altemnatives Analysis is a crucial part of an EIS. Such af analysis must consider -

" impacts and alternatives in the basin as a whole. - As MDNR has indicated: in writing, studies of

= the “in-basin’ alternatives ,hccd:tdl_ook"af'po;;siblefopt‘ions'-for'supplﬁngf portions of water needs

* during drought conditions from the. Minnesota side. (Letters of 12/17/2001 and 1/23/2002 in

.- Attachment B.) What appears-to Temain a point of contention is the maznér in which Minnesota
 “Needsand Options” should bestudied. -~~~ e

- especially true when one considers the fact that Minnesota rivers provide the primary Red River.’
- flow during drought;_conditions. . A 0 sis i '
essentially silent except to say an EIS will be prepared jointly with USBR and North Dakota.

"DWRA does not constrain the EIS analysis in any form-it is

Therefore, if one accepts the logic of studying Minnesota side alternatives for supplying water to

communities along the Red River during a severe drought regardless of which state they are in,

then one must also accept the lqgic that “needs” have to be studied as well, in order to have a

¥

Foreseeing it’s role as 2 “cooperating ag«:néy”,‘Minnés'otavhas already indicated its _Willingr1e55 to

~ enter into studies of a Minnesota-side water supply at the feasibility level, even if it may resultin

alysls and "



Attachment A

' Page 2

a need to consrder changes in anesota law and regulatron We thmk we are. being pragmatrc in -

doing this, since in visualizing a sudden onset of a severe drought this is exactly what the public

" on both sides of the river would expect With good reason, pohtrcal boundaries vamsh in the

publxc s eyes when there are genume hardshrps tobe faced

It is clear that North Dakota wants to unport Mrssoun Rtver water mto the Red R1ver basm It is -

“even built info North Dakota law to pursue this option, However, neither this desire, .nor the

‘DWRA, blnds Minresota or the USBR to ignore anesota-51de water shortage problems dunng i
~droughts, nor Minnesota-side solutions to these problems In fact, one could easily make. the -
. .case that the Minnesota letters: ‘and’ CEQ regulations- binds the’ USBR as a neutral federal -
-7 agency, to fully explore “peeds and optrons” on the Minnesota side of the basin when studymg a o
. drought s scenario—since the drought will affect Minnesota. cities supphed by the Red River as well :
Sas North Dakota cities. " If studies show that it is feasible to seriously pursue: - Minnesota-side -
e water ‘supplies to: be 1n the mix of ‘solutions to drought -driven water needs of Red: River .
. communities (such as Moorhead Fargo Grand Forks, and East Grand Forks), then there ismo-
; obstacle to this approach ‘'since Minnesota has stated its: erhngness to senously study the issue,
S 1ncludrng even changes in law and regulatlons - The' fact that DWRA is silent on. anesota—srde.‘ '
. “needs and optlons” merely means that- it gives no dtrectron to, USBR——howev '
g f"that the CEQ regulatrons do glve such drrecnon S : : :

- t-"”‘Note We recogmze and support deorsrons that the other part of the geographlc scope of the I

1mpact assessment covers downstream effects on the Mlssoun Rrver

R 3. Temporal scope of analym_s There are many facets to, what tlme frames apply to drfferent o

" portions of this analysis; such as populatlon and 1ndustr1al growth and s0 forth The EIS. needs o

. to"focus alsoon another long-term aspect of Missouri River unport alternatlves if such an *
- importation is senously contemplated, what is the limit for such an importation, when is.it likely

to be reached and what will happen after?” These questrons get at the important concept of seek

_r long - term, sustamable solutions - that is ‘covered. .in - the testtmony of MDNR Deputy"‘
e Commrssroner Morsemthe June 21 1999 letter crted in AttachmentB : L

Missouri River water to the Red River basin. Yet, even after the extensive rounds of meetzngs of

" the Technical Committee, and development of numerous Specific Plans of Study, it is still very
- unclear how. btota transfer is to be addressed.in the EIS. MDNR has commented on the biota _

" transfer topic since it first commented on these proposals in . 1998 As our latest comrnents
: mdrcate (October 17 2002) we contmue to be hrghly concerned i : : :

. These concems are helghtened by the followmg issues, whlch have not been resolved in the '

discussions to date on the Specrﬁc Plan of Study on tlns 1mportant toprc

- -*Apparent rehance on the proposed methodology of numencal nsk assessment to

,itis our opmlon L

e '4 Btota transfer 1ssues ThlS toplc ~ and downstream effects on the Mtssourr _ are by far the'_;-_'"_” o

two. ‘most- 1mportant env1ronmental issues raised by .the alternatrves ‘that’ involve import. of mg

¥ ol

oy




e a Attachment A

/- Page3 -
o e  address fhis highly complex ecological iésué, and that this _stu‘dy is being done.undér the -

L - ~ DWRA rather than the EIS. W s e PRI T, e Sl -

~ mNo detailed Specific Plan of Study has been developed for addressing biota transfer in -
" the aquatic resources section of the EIS, while very détailed Specific Plans of Study have

- been developed for addressing ‘engineering -aspects; water needs, ‘and 'so- forth.. The .-

" detailed Specific Plans of Study needed for a proper ‘NEPA analysis ~would address such

- general topics as ecological; naturdl resource; and ‘economicimpact

" basin should specific ‘(named) organisms e transported. to-the Red:Ri

7 con tems. or by breakdown of the built-ini *‘safety” features:: .

basin by the

ison’Conservancy District, varNorthA._D'a'kota; statej:j:-:égency

* " lead sgency status in joint preparation of the federal IS _ coupled with the lack of -
" explication of the Specific'Plan of Study ‘and of role of other stafes & cooperating -

* agencies, and of Canada,. in this EIS decision process. i, « - & o7 i

Conservancy District that the numerical risk

" assessment done for

.Garrison

flawed (sce letter from" Larry Kramka, 8/9/2001 to Der
din Attachment B - T ey e T

; . = An appare; ,_}nﬁrdi"gaf_q‘quusfQn'i"c}ontqn_jupns by Sbftl’éj‘Noﬁh Dakota:agencies, that there
Lpo e are numerous-pathways that already exist whereby biota that exist inl the:Missouri basin -

®E - will enter the Red River basin, 'andfthe;'e"for_e.little_'ivs_' to be :do_n.e’-'-‘ab'_"o_ut, prevention. This -
oe : ' was demonstrated in the first found of Technical Team meetings, and js also present im

" several of the ‘major studies funded by the Garrison Conservancy District and North -

thé Red River - o

jursiie importation of Missouri River water to the Red River basin, having

the model fo be usedl for the RRVWNA, No ' -
analysis to
Breman,

m\ . Dakota Water qunxrxfééion that':‘_are'citéd"in the draft SPOS for the biota risk as_sessment,_-:.,_;’-..“.

.0 . This approach runs ¢ouriter to many laws and public ‘policies throughout the US and .~

| . Canadaregarding control of exotic species.. These laws and policies have been put into. -
ST ~ place because of the huge economic damages caused by their spread. (See for example ;-

- organisms from entering the Great Lakes, which is r’cceiyirig national attention.) = - -

i .~ . Thelawsuitfiled by the Province of Manitoba against US federal agencies on the NAWS project -
JF _contains good discussions about the - scientific, economic, and ecological basis for being .

o - concerned about the type of assessment that needs to be accomplished regarding the impacts of
T ‘biota transfer. It is therefore applicable to the RRVWNA analysis. MDNR wishes to
e incorporate by reference into the scoping decision these discussions (Case 1:02CV02057, US

District Court, District of Columbia.) - .

5. Environmental criteria for screening altematives. During the Technical Téam meetings,

the current proposals: for the Chicago River to attempt: to prevent. Mississippi: River



'l Z_f;' Comrmssmner Morse to Senator Gordon rn1th fdunngv‘ the

would be certain'to occur.< " <. SRR

Attachment A

v Page 4

several partlclpants recommended that the need for envxronmental cntena for screenmg .
alternatives was just as important as economxc and engmeenng cntena Wthh appeared to have .
’ been developed in detaﬂ = : : - -

: 6 Altematwes analvsm aquatlc ecosvstem restoratlon Durmg the Techmcal T eam meetmgs .
- MDNR recornmended that this alternative be. developed .M
o -and wetland restorations,. and the: possﬁ)le influence of these features
" farther info- the drought cycle: The efﬁcacy of such measures in “accomplishing this may not be
' as yet fully established; however,: data is being. gathered in the Red Rlver"'basm and elsewhere,
and may be avallable for usein the EIS: F or- mstance : j

extendmg river flows

Dev1ls_Lake s

E)

) rth" fDevils L nd.

ought scenan' bemg studled for ‘this’ P MJe

oreatlonal us We do not favor thi appro,"""'h}

2

" that adverse'?downstream 1mpacts to aquatic env1ronments_.(, ,,,"'d'_frecreatlonal (and other) uses of :

.+ the Missouri River be also addressed, including cumulative impacts. We wotuld: pomt out that it..
i would-be easiér: to do ‘studies- of the Sheyenne'v.todemonstrate benefits to this river. from such
’ 0.8t verse effe s:.im"th ' M1ss _-even though they

- Main.components wouild be flood plain

-

e




" ATTACHMENT B

*© " Qctober 17, 2002. Letter to Signe Snortland, Project Manager, USBR from Paul Stolen, Regional
. Environmental Assessment Ecologist. Comiments on preliminary draft of Biota Transfer Specific Plan of

~ Study, RRVWNA. It raises concemns about the approach of addressing the biota transfer issue with a
S numerical risk assessment, - pointing out that this numerical approach may not fulfill NEPA requirements,
and that the Plan has no detail on how the impact assessment will be accomplished.

‘January 23, 2002. Letter from Kent Lokkesmoe, Director, MDNR Division of Waters, to Bob Harms,
" North Dakota Govemor Hoeven’s staff, enclosing Larry Kiamka’s December 17" letter. It reviews the
, . - key points made and that during drought conditions, flows from the Minnesota side of the basin dominate - -
4. - RedRiver flows. It notes that the conditions referred to in Larry Kramka’s letter would riot be different
-~ from typical provisions evaluated for Minnesota cities facing these conditions: = - - FRET

 December 17, 2001. Leiter from Lary Kramka, MDNR to Sigte Snortland, USBR Project M |
- describing the need to study the whole basin and pursug in-basin alternatives: It recommends, tudyingat ..~

[" " the feasibility level the alternative of supplying a portion of the Wa‘tcr}ne'e.ds-idf.ND‘Ci‘ticf;_Sf,{jalc')_ﬁfgf_ the Red

O " River from the Minnesota side of the basin. It indicates the conditions under which Minnesota would - -
“ .7 consider such an alternative, such as during severe -drought conditions, impositionof strict, water
| -, “conservation measures, and>so forth, and _.'__iﬁdi_catés"-;M'inﬁ'eéota;-iW‘o’uld_-;c_ons'ider changes in law and

L . regulation to accomplish this if studies indicated feasibility. -+ N

[ August9,2001, Letter ﬂomLarryKramkaMDNRtoDenmsBrextzmanUSBRBlsmarck District
77" appealitig the FONSI for the NAWS project on the basis of inadequate biota dssessment analy

- 18, the us
" of water treatment technology to prevent biota transfer rather than biota containmi . methodology, and

- Garrison Diversion Project... = .-

i Aprll 30,2001 Memoto RRVWNATechmcal Team from Paul Stolen,MDNR Enclosmgpertment . |
SHEUES: ‘éxc'gr'p:tvsfﬁqm_'MDNRvExptig,QSpecigs Control Program _Annual_'Repdi‘t‘ZOO'O,_"“Hatmful Exotic Species of =~
S }.-,VAqgaﬁc‘Plénté and.Wild?Animql,s_ ihv,M_i_'vx_l_r'ljésota'.” e AT S et T
; . april 11, 2001, Letter from Pail- Stolen, MDNR ‘to* Signe ‘Srortland,"USBR. Project Manager for
i ) RRVWNA proposing language tcgér"di‘ng.:b_i_c')ta'~traﬁsfef' in the: Master Plan- of Study {MPOS) , as per - .
o “agreement reached at the Technical Team meeting on April 4. Suggestions are made for two areas of the
. MPOS; the Environmental Components and Engincering Featwres. . . . { I
=N o ' Aprll 2, 2()01 Letter from Larry Kramka to Denms Breltzman,USBRBxsmarckastnctChlef f “Blota
L _ : ~ changes in the Devils Lake Biota Assessment Scope of Work to make it more applicable to the RRVWNA. .
B ' " EIS. It also points out major problems with the biota transfer section of draft MPOS. '
1 ' March 28, 2001. Letter from Larry Kramka MDNR to Signe Snortland, USBR, making the. following |
s points: 1) Formally requesting the biota transfer risk assessment report for the Northwest Area Water
~ Supply Project, 2) asking the involvement of the EPA in Technical Team meetings, 3) noting that MDNR
i was preparing a letter regarding modifications of the Devils Lake Scope of Work for biota transfer, 4)
asking for corrections to the meeting minutes, and 5) asking for membership on the Study Review Team. .

§ - March 15, 2000. Comment {etter from Tém Balcolm, MDNR on Phase II; Appraisai of Alternatives to
Meet Projected Shortages (February, 2000.) Nine pages of comments covering Water demand and Use
Projections, Future Development Scenarios, Need for an Ecosystem Focus, Recreational Economics

_“evidence that North Dakota agencies intended to use the same methods of analysis as precedent for other = -~

assessment issues in the North Dakota Water Needs Assessment EIS.” The letter describes necessary .



 water quality, biology, and connectivity.

o recreatronal value-of the ‘Red River- and instream flow and evaporative’ los

a
-

Attachment B
Page 2

Assessment Biota Transfer Water Conservatron, Drought Contmgency Planmng, mterbasm Transfer
Alternatives, Alternatives Evaluatron, Financial Analysis. - “Concluding comments note that the issues
raised in the comments“if considered......may eliminate the need for any type of extensive mfrastructure
for the purpose of meetmg water supply needs in the Red Rrver Basm of North Dakota.

March 1, 2001 First meetmg of the RRVWNA Techmcal Team Meetmg MDNR. dlstrlbuted a prOposed
' Scope of Work for studying the biota transfer issue in the Devils Lake federal EIS,; and noted its relevance
~to'the RRVWNA EIS studres The Corps of Engmeers ‘had sohc1ted thrs Scope of Work from MDNR

'December 14, 1999 Comment letter from Tom Balcolm MDNR on’ Phase 1, Part B Inst; eam. F low
‘.-Needs Assessment Nine page letter drsagreemg with the USBR’s - conclusron that the - aquatrc life
onal instream. flow:: régim would\’ amtam the ‘ecolog : - i

'__because : SBR i ',ot adequa , )
o "recommended; that- the ‘assessmient address ﬁve 'm er-re aed 'c mp _ne', S,

-~ June'21; 1999. " Letter from 'MDNR: Deputy" Commlssroner Morse to Senator "Gordon -Smrth,:;Charr

Subcommittee on Water: and Power, US Senate,

~ Act. - “Grave concérns” are expressed over a, transfer of Missouri Rlver waty

T concerns about navrganon 1rnpacts ‘water’ quahty, and. biota transfer are drscussed 'A 'sustamable in-

: “Tt 15 our Vb ief that we: must b

- June 29, 1998 Comment Letter ﬁom Tom Balcolm VMDNR-on Phase L, Part. :
" Industrial Appraisal Report. Four pages plus attachments. Topics include noting madequacy of study: area.

] . (only North® Dakota),” disagreement with pro;ected demand, notations of madequacy of importance: of
ses.: Attachments mcluded

mformatwn on water conservation, and DNR. comments on the ProGold corn milling ‘
- permifting process (The. 'USBR forecasts assumed the constructron ‘of 5 ‘more such plants in makmo its

-industrial use assumptions: in-the study), information from the Red.River Impoundment EIS regardmg lowv

L ﬂow stream condmons and on water appropnatlons m the basm in anesota

oommentmg on the proposed ‘Dakota - Water Résources ..
er ‘out of it’s watershed, and

=




e the current studres

Bob Holden, Governor e Stephen M. Mahfood Director. -

NT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

WWW. dnr state.imo. us )

‘Ms. Signe Snortland -
- Bureau of Reclamatton LogE L
. Dakota Areas Ofﬁce i
o UP.O.Box:1017
;:Blsmarck ND 58502

e "Re: Red Rlver Valley Water Supply PI‘OJGCt EIS Scoplng Comments f |

R ) ) __Dear Ms Snortland

Theh uture projecte indust
" speculative and. unsupport__

TDEC 23 0
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DATE_| NITAL |10
| ,Jﬁm’e,_

Fotnd CthschnoN S

| PROJECT.

CONTROL NO
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o wrthout.transferrmg water from the Mlssourt River basm Therefore We must state at the outset
that the state of M1ssour1 remams staunchly opposed to any such transfer ek ' S

G However in the 1nterest of cooperatton and 1n an attempt to promote a more thorough process
owe submrt the followmo comments RN : : : = ,

. - : Independent esttmates of the populatlon and water needs completed by a party or part1es '
B outsrde the basm should be included as part of thevstudy, R ’

water needs used- in. the Phase I/II reports are hrghly
Thxs hmltatlon of the earher reports needs to be addressed in -

- All alternatives invOlving the interbasin. transfer of water should be evaluated in relation to

- ex1stmg and Proj ected m-basm deplettons and w1thdrawals in the Mtssoun River bas1n and,

e Since the M1ssour1 R1ver contrlbutes over two thlrds of the flow of the M1551551pp1 River at
~..St. Louis depending on the time of year, Mississippi River basin states should be kept abreast
of the developments in the studtes and mvrted to part1c1pate in the process as “affected

states : L '

'Int‘eg'rz,'t:yl_a_ﬁd excellenee in tzll we do

.
A
RECYCLID PAPER .



EIS Scoping Comments
3 vPageTwo TR

o We also share the concerns of our colleagues in Marutoba and anesota, as well as the natlonal
~and reglonal environmental groups partrc1patmg in this process regarding transfer of harmful -
A -brota invasive species-and water quality. While these issues ‘do not directly 1mpact Missouri; as
a natural resource agency we recognized the critical nature of these concerns, ‘Thérefore, we ask
: “.'..?:'._‘;that you also carefully consrder the- comments of these en‘utres as you move forward wrth thrs
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“Sweeteners . o 2 000

; - North America - ‘ S QEC 2‘ § d‘;@

L AP, YEs MO

| - [INFPDLCOPYT0,

i’ R o . : DR S TDATE | INTIAL i T?‘- ,

i_ December 16,2002 .~~~ o e _IRARK
" Bureau of Reclamation - . ~© {CONTROLNO.

L . | L .Re Pubhc Comments relatmg to the Red RJver Valley Water Supply Proyect

P The Intent of this letter is to prov1de comments relatmg to the Red R1ver Valley Water

s ' Supply Project. Cargill Swesteners. recognrzes that water supply igsues in the eastern part

o - of North Dakota are ef critical imj "Ortance to.our processmg operatton ey e

e ill Sweeteners has rewewed the.2 tematlves 1dcnt1ﬁed in the Phase II report' i’
. f;_Of pe - interest are alternatives. that involve pxpehne conveyances. Carg1ll -

. Sweeteners- supports the altematlves that provxde the most eqmtable and -

R o economtcal Solution. that mcludes an outlet in the Wahpeton area.: An outlet | in the.

W . Wahpetonarea ensures a water supply to the uppermost areas of the Red River -

: 2. " aa ¥ Basin to support the ex1st1ng mfrastructure and economic development for our
[ : o commumty - : : - : -

ez B ‘ i ’ :

"Lt . " Groundiater Recharge (AGR) technology ‘However, we beheVe that the

l e - implications of AGR on water allocation permits must be included in that

= S investigation.. Specrﬁcally, how w1ll AGR affect the water users. wrthdrawal

e o ) E calculatlon? ' : : :
s S Cargtll beheves that 1f a water user art1ﬁcrally recharges an aqulfer that a form of

credrt can be apphed to the water users allocatlon perrmt

%
18049 County Road! 8E - Tel 1-800-266- 6732
j : : Wahpeton, ND 56075 Tel 1-701-671-1675
< - B e Fax 1-701-671-1625



o ‘ASSt VP /GeneralManager IR A

o IncorDoratmg Industrlal Needs

Carg111 Sweetener supports the 1nclusxon of mdustnal water needs in the study
- This: includes not only identified facilities, ‘but also poten’ual facilities and
expansmn of existing’ facilities. A reliable source of hlgh-quahty water isa key -
' factor in the decision making process ut1112ed by all mdustnes and for the
- ecotiormic growth of the region. U T

. operatlons1 Wah eton and m our future operatmg dec131on5 i

Sincerely,

Red Geurts

e~
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{ UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTlO AGENC'YWED -
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: o N RN A .. [CLASSIFIGATION .

g 'Stgne Snortland ' I . " . IPAGJECT
Bureau ofReclamatlon SOl o oo o | LONTROL NO.
| Re Scopmg Comments for Red Rrver Valley

L - Water Supply Prolect Draft Env1ronmental
l Impact Statement w Nt Ry

. Dear Ms, Snonland o

' j | ) ‘.”_-:._Envrronmental Policy - Act ,_},PA) and Sectlon _>O9 of the Clean Arr Act We thank you for the
o ;.""opportumty to. comment early in the plannmg process L R

The Bureau already plans to address many of our concerns ecosystem processes and

eral important _envxronmental issues that should be drscussed in- the DEIS Key rssues include

| . the following: evaluation of reasonable alternatives to meet reglonal water supply needs;
B2 . ‘evaluation of water treatment needs for raw water and waste water; disclosure of impacts to
‘ ~ “drinking water, aquatlc uses and other current water uses; and the cumulauve effects of
pr al :
- p opos ..
o
4

s Printed on Recycled Paper



o range from $0 17 to $0 32 per 1 OOO gallons Please explam in the DEIS why the Engmeenng
Specific Plan of Study. concluded: that the opportumtres for water conservatton do not srgmﬁcantly ;

Reasonable Alternatives to Provide Water Supply-

Water Conservation

“The scopmg materials indicate that water conservation and the potential to reduce water
~demand through water conservation will be estimated in the study. We believe that water
- conservation should be evaluated as part of meeting the potential economic demands and human

L needs for water supplies in the Red River Valley and should be considered as a component for all

- alternatives. ‘An evaluation of the region’s opportunity to meet its water demands w1thout
~imiporting water from outside the basin should be conducted.

EPA encourages the Bureau to consider the concepts of “sustainable water management as

St proceeds with each proposal. ‘The concepts of sustainable water use are based.on
t of both human and ecological water requrrements and the necessrty of managing ‘an

w1thout undermining the integrity of the hydrologrcal cycle or the ecologlcal systems that
- depend on‘it” (Gleick, Peter, Water In Crisis: Paths To Sustainable Water Use, Ecological
‘Applications; Vol. 8, No. 3; August 1998).- While such concepts may be percerved as .-
theoretical, EPA is willing to work with the Bureau to develop sustamable water management
concepts as they apply to the RRVWSP C : :

. forth Often ‘when a Purpose and Need i 1s for a smgle ob_yectlve water suppiy enhancement - the‘_- |

5 other values of 1mproved water and other TeSOuIces nmanagement’ are not: fully consideredin the

Rk economic and envirorimental evaIuatrons of 4 specific ‘proposal.” EPA believes that opportumtles

‘generally exist. for sromﬁcant economic and envrronmental beneﬁts asa result of 1mproved water .

‘ manaoement

Prehmmary Bureau studles mdlcated that the least costly water conServatron alternatrves

affect: the size of and need for a RRVWSP

Purpose and Need' S

~ The region has been stated to be increasingly urbanized. There is discussion in the scoping

materials about the possibility that food processing will be a potentlally significant demand factor

as the region grows. ‘Careful evaluation of the economic importance and contributions of each

sector and use should be completed. Please evaluate the opportunities for-water conservation by
all users and types of uses and describe the importance of water as an enyironmental resource and

asa commodrty for production in each broad water-use sector that is identified for MR&I use.

R

L
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o,

for outdoor uses such as laWn waterlng and parks.” Such uses may not require a. hlgh-quahty, o
" .potable supply of water'and a gray-water supply system could be constdered as one: altemattve to S
- meet those low-quahty demands m a way that can separate h0usehold uses. from lower-value

'.'"wateruses = w : . o

Cost effective provision of safe and adequate water supplies is an objective which EPA fully -
supports for all communities. Scoping materials indicated that the capablhty (both ability to pay
and willingness to pay) of local commiunities to repay MR&! water service costs will be evaluated -
for Red River Valley water users. If that capability falls short of the actual costs for improved
water supplies, then that information should be disclosed for decision- making. The Bureau
presumably will apply the Economic and Environmental Principles and Guidelines for Water and
Related Land Resources lmplementatton Studies (commonly referred to as the “P&G™) to

‘evaluate the economic and environmental impacts of the proposal. Under the P&G, ifa proposal ,
{is not economically supportable based solely on economic criteria, that parttcular proposal should

be ‘carefully scrutinized for its non-monetized and non- quanttﬁed enwronmental soc1a1 and
mternatxonal costs and beneﬁts : : S :

The DEIS should spec1fy how and where addlttonal water w1ll be used Please 1denttfy the

S MR&I needs and uses that are proposed EPA understands that. there are legal and political - .
challenges involved, but the Red River Valley s needs in State of anesota should be consrdered'
- along with’ those of North Dakota, In addition, substantial opportunmes may exist to use the '
‘water resources of both States to meet the Valley’s needs in both States. Water resource
~ management within the basm could avoid nonnative biota issues assocrated wrth 1mport1ng water
':from out51de the basm and potenttally mtmmtze 1nternattonal concerns '

Urban uses and needs in many areas are not for household and 1ndustrtal uses bu ’ther,-

The plannmg perlod is through 2050 Please mdrcate 1f that plannmg pertod wxll Capture

e all of the posstble future-demand and whether a proposal is 51zed fo'meet a demand far into the
_ future EPA recommends an ‘adaptive management approach that can provide future water -

supphes as the demand develops, rather than invest in expenswe mfrastructure fora capacrty that _
far exceeds exrstmg demand : :

o ,'-':{_;:fj-AqUatt' ImpaCts

:;:-2_“.‘ Clean Water ACt SeCtIOH 404(b)(1) Evaluatton

If tmplementmg any features of the Red River Valley Water Supply Study may requnre a ;
Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, the Bureau should iriclude evaluation of compliance with. the

" Section 404 (b)(l) Guidelines (40 CFR, part 230) as part of the NEPA process.: Both the US
g Corps of Engmeers and EPA should be consulted in thts evaluation process

’ | FlSh and Aquattc thdhfe Resource Imnacts |

Scoping matenals do not address the aquatic, recreattonal and commerclal fishery 1mpacts _
to the Red River and Hudson Bay drainage of Manitoba, Canada. Timely and close U.S.

" consultation and coordmatlon with Manltoba and Canada, wrth the assistance of the Internatronal



5. - pursuant to° guldehnes that it has prescrlbed the agency- has determined and made publ -
" determination that the benefits of such actions clearly outwergh the potent1a1 harm caused,by

. i potentlally mere sensitive to: env1ronmental change should:beevaluated for the potential 1mpacts

. v'Pallas) ‘may be introduced or enl*anced ifa Mtssuurx Rwer mlef ‘were constructed..‘Co e
: envxronmentally- and economlcally-damagmg, nonnative specres such as zebra mussel ‘has proven -

Joint Commission (IJ C), Internanonal Red River Board (IRRB) and the Garrison Jomt Technical
Committee (JTC), can help to ensure that the United States fulfills its requrrements for
implementing U.S. Executlve Order 13112 on Invasive Specres and the Boundary Waters Treaty
Act of 1909. : : o

It also is. unclear how the State of anesota s mterests will be considered in regard to
concerns about aquatic impacts § from the i importation of Mlssoun River water and potentlally the

= flmportatron of nonnative biota into the Red River. Under Executive Order 13112, the Bureau is

- required, to the extent practicable and permitted by law, to 1dent1fy actions that can increase the
risk of introducing i invasive species; prevent the introduction of invasive species, and conduct
research to prevent introduction of invasive species. Further, the Executive Order prov1des that
- Federal agencies not.authorize, fund, nor carry out actions that are believed likely to cause or
promote the-introduction or spread of invasive species in the United States or elsewhere unless ’

lnvasxve species; and that all fea51ble and prudent measures to mlmmxze rlsk of harm wrll be taken
v _m conjunctlon Wlth the. act1ons ' o -

| The DEIS should assess concems about those specres that are present in the MlSSOUI‘l Rlver-

Basin but not found in the Sheyenne and Red Rivers. Those fish and invertebrate species that are..

on them, - Many 1mportant nonnative specxes such as zebra mussel (Drezssena po[ym

difficult and. ineffective. A Missouri River inlet has the potential to srgmﬁcantly change the Red -

© - River’s ecosystems by introducing native and nonnative Missouri River fish species, mcludmg the

: Asian carp. species such as silver carp (Hypophthalmzchthys malztrzx Valencxennes) and zander -
. (Stzzostedzon luczoperca) Likewise, the potential for mter-basm transfer of disinfectant-resistant
- spore- -forming protozoans (Cryptosporzdzum Whlrlmo Drsease) and other ﬁsh pathogens and

= parasites should be con51dered

The 1mpacts to all aquanc resources ﬁsh and wtldltfe habltats stream morphology,
' _n0nnat1ve and native. brota water quallty, and so on ~ must be balanced agamst the economic

o benefits'and costs from proposed actions. Pricing of adverse 1mpacts to the environment probahlyf} E

will not be possible in the studies; but there should- be some metrics and. other dectston criteria .
developed to the extent practtcable to compare economic beneﬁts and costs with positive and
: negatrve 1mpacts of the proposals that are not monetlzed nor m somie cases even quantlﬂed

There isa clear need for envrronmental rlsk analy51s for the proposed altematxves Such
analysis should consider sensitivity-analyses for the environmental impacts that may occur and the

likelihood of their occurrence. Such a sensitivity analysis would evaluate what effects could occur

 to keystone species, the best available science regarding the potential for the impacts of nonnative
biota to the economic and environmental resources of the Red River basin, and other tools and

~techniques. For example, the scoping materials in the Engmeenng Specific Plan of Study-indicate

- that biota treatment will reduce nonnative biota transfer. Nonnative biota such as fish parasites-
" and aquatic pathogens could have sublethal and lethal impacts to native species that can alter

.

rm
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g ‘ /;

. entire aquatic. systems Evaluations of envxronmental risks should be presented in the DEIS, usmg
Vi .v'} the best avarlable mformatron and scrence ina marmer that is easily understood '

JEISE .

P

Cumula'tive Effécts :

e

' Evaluation of alternatxves which provrde water to the Sheyenne and/or Red Rivers should
{ consider the cumulative impacts of connected actions. In particular, the proposals should .
' " evaluate the cumulative impacts that they may have when combined with the 1mpacts from F ederal
~and State proposals for an outlet from Devils Lake, including the followmg resources and i issues:
- (1) water quaritity / flows,.(2) water quality, (3) riparian lands and wetlands 4 stream
morphology, (5) native and nohnative biota, (6) aquatic fish and wildlife resources and related
' terrestrxal wrldhfe resources (e.g. impacts to fish and bird species listed as protected underthe -~

gy

0 prof listed spec :
mpacts (10) environmental justice’ and comphance wrth E’xecutrve‘Order‘HSQS

| .‘and (11) comphance wrth the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909

%

|
o
2
o
C/)

useﬁul for. preparing the: DEIS. If you have any questlons or would like to discuss our comments _
o and the NEPAiprocess please feel free t to contact Brad Crowder. of my.§ staff’ at (3 03) 3 12-¢ -63 96 or . -
: i -' G ne R tz' 1s our wetlands teamj leadér and can be. - :

A A P R CynthxaG cddy7
e R . Director, NEPA Program '
; L U el e Oﬁ'lce of Ecosystems Protectron and Remedratxonv_ :

Act m_the Missouri River basin and‘_the--p‘otentral: impacts to. Missouri Rlver e

Thank you agam for your wrllmoness to consrder our comments We trust that they. w111 be '_ e

; '—6396 or by email a.t. '::'f" _. -
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8 exercrsed however with: States awardi gnew no

R'BAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFIC
{TATANDING ROCK $TOUX TRIBE
h ' PO Boy &

N
u‘ HF?‘ENEQ QFO_I'L\‘} [E—\7 N. D!

lt?»}ri [701) 85 i
nEe 19 oy | (701) 853
DEC 19 2002 | o1 854
December 17,2002 REPLY yps T e (T01) 85
_ . | S UNROLcoPYTO T
'TO:  Bureau of Reclamation = o R LML T T
‘ - 'Dakotas Area Office = .~ R o jé[” {6?‘@ j kb/vqﬂ!..i*j/
P.0.Box 1017 = s

Btsmarcl\ ND 58302

: The Standmg Rock Sroux Tnbe depends on the Mlssourr river for its pnmary water
source and for thls reason has aIways taken a strong mterest in any: use of Mrssourr nver

g Water

1re need whrch are: not lost 1f they are not -
, Tndian nghts regularly, the tribe has
concerns that prQJected demands on water rnay one day exceed supply

Altematlves 5 6 7a 7b 7c 7d 8 all mclude the development of Mrssourr River water to

~‘meet the water needs of users in the Red River. Valley. We feel that it is well within the
- scope of this EIS to corisider. the cumulative impact diversion’ of Missouri river water will .
- have on: reserved trlbal land water and treaty nghts In the past the standard language :
. bYWth : agencies. ‘TeCogmze’ -

s ",federal planniers must-detetmine that' adequa treatment can'be provxded to uphold tnl)es :
- Winter’ s Doctrine Water nghts BEE . _

Please send Phase IA and IB and Phase I reports referenced in 4310 MN P Scopmg

nOtICC

Srncerely,

~7% m%“)

- Mary leson .
NEPA Coordmator

Tim \lu‘m St. # Tribal Historic Ple\tmuon Officer # e-mail: tmentz @ westriv.com

Tribal Historian # e-mail: @westriv.com : _

'<vm‘ Olkon # Tribal Archi eow st B e-mail: bois nntr wesirivieom

“Mary Wilson @ Envivonmental Proteciion Specialist 9 c-mail mwilsor striv.com
- George lronshield # Repatriation Coordins wor P e-aiiiaishield@westrivieom
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DEC-47-2002 18:16 FROM: TRIBAL HISTORIC PRES ?a18§qa13a_ _ TO: 781 258 4326 P._@aar_acaT_

| gRlBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION o-m:;({ .
' TANDING ROCK SIOUX TRT}
' PO Box 3

Fort Y'm,w N. D ih‘i’%

Tel: (701) 854- 21{ )

(T01) 854-7263

‘ ' - - (701) 854-347¢
Dccembcrl’/', 2002 Sl . Fax: (7()!)854-21ri

{1
[
H S

TO: .. Rureau of Ruclamatm_n
" Dakotas Area Olﬁcc ]

. PO:Box 1017
o _maarck ND 58502‘ _

. s —

SUB}LCF © Red River vgney‘:w‘giér Supply i>r¢jé¢t_ E‘xsfs'caping’ |

 The Standing Rock Sioux Trib de
 source zmd for this rca.son has alway
water

ids on thestsoun river for its primary water
: t..m any use of. M'ss 'rx. nvcr

Bow

! _,pment ot stbourx Rlver watcr to I =
meet thc water needs of usem in thc Rad chr Vallcy. We feel that itis. wcll withinthe .
~ .scope of thx,sL‘lS to. umsxdcr the cunm!dtwc impact. d 'crsmn‘of Missoun river wiiter will -

T -_‘hdve 0n FeSgrv ‘tribal land, 3 1

- :Pr:or to thc cdhatructlon of dlvcrsxonary watér systcms on the Mx%soun both state and

federal planners must determine that. adcquate treatmr.nt can be pmwded to uphold mbEx e =
Wmtcr $ Doctrme Watcr Rx ghts : _ '

" Please scnd Phasc 1A and LB and Phasc H report:. rcferenced in 43 10 MN P Scopmg 3 b

}nouye o | R | | . |
Smccrely, o | A . om | L‘
Mary Wllson - |
NEPA Coordinator -

Tnbd thurun & c-mail: @westeiv. com

. Tim Mcnt7 Sr. ¢ Tnbal lhstcrl(. Prcxcrv.xlum OFfi icer 0 e- mad tmcnu@wcslrw com ' L
Byrun Olson & Tnbd Archaeologist ¢ ¢-mait: bolson @ westriv. tom



AllCla Waters - Comments on Scopmg for EIS on Alternatlves for Meetmg
WaterNeeds m the Red Rlver VaIIey : : S

From: .-*-'“Davrd Conrad" <CONRAD@nwforg> AR
- To: ~ <mbach@gp.usbr.gov>, <ssnortland@gp usbr. QOV> :

Date:  12/16/2002 10:07 PM o ,
;’ 'Subject:‘ : Comments on Scoplng for: EIS on Alternatrves for Meetmg WaterNeeds in. the Red Rlver Valley
oo cc: - <dbreitzman@gp usbr gov> : - o Sl 4 g
i_ L Dear Dr Bach and Ms Snortland

. _‘Please f' nd attached the comments of _Mlnnesota Center for Envrronmental * .
{ o . Advocacy, ‘Minnesota Consérvation Federation, National Audubon Society
1 and the National Wildlife Federation regarding the scopé of the Bureau's

. o Envnronmental Impact Statement on Alternatwes for Meetlng Water Needs
l S en the Red Rlver Valley o . :

. W|th best regards, dawd_conrad _

e

1w conrad@nwf or P

. files/C:\Documents%20and%20Settings\awaters\Local%208ettings\Temp\GW} 00001 H...  12/18/2002



© inthe Bureau of Reclamation’s forthcommg environmental. nnpact statern

e . prov1ded in response to the Federal Regtster notlce of October 6, 2002

anesota Center for Envxronmental Advocacy o anesota Conservatmn '
Federation e National Audubon Society o Natmnal Wlldhfe Federatmn

‘December 16, 2002

Dr Maryanne Bach, Reglonal Director
- Bureau of Reclamation
" Great Plains Region
P.0.Box 36900 '
. 'Btlhngs, Montana 59107- 6900

- Re: Comments on S<:0pe of Issues for EIS regardmg Alternatlves for _M’ ting
'Needs in the Red River Valley - bl , T

'Dear Dr Bach' g

- The Natlonal Wlldhfe Federatlon the Minnesota Conservatlon Federatlon the Nat10na1
Audubon Society, and the Minnesota Center for Envrronmental Advocacy a 'prec:late the: ..
_ opportumty to provrde comments on the scope of issues and alternatrves to ide

Alternatives for Meetmg Water Needs in the Red’ Rrver Valley, ND. These comments are

 The Natronal erdlrfe Federatlon (NWF) is the natlon § largest conservatton educatlon

organization, with approx1mately 4 mrlhon members and supporters, and afﬁhat ,

conservation organrzattons in 46 states and territories: The National Audubor Society .-

, (Audubon) is a network of commumty—based nature centers and chapters, envrronmental -

- education programs and advocacy on behalf of areas sustaining important bird - o

populattons “Audubon engages mrllrons of people of all ages and backgrounds in posmve N

conservation experiences. ‘The Mirinesota. Conservatron Federatlon (MCF), the state s

oldest conservation orgamzatlon is'dedicated to preserving Minnesota’s; ‘atural -

' ,resources -its-air, soil and mmerals, its- forests watets and wildlife - through educatrons" nd_;.-_ : L

,grassroots legrslatwe action. Mlnnesota Center for. Envrronmental Advocacy (MCE "
) nonproﬁt orgamzatlon ustng law, scienice ‘and résearch to protect anesotas natural
resources, wildlife and the health of its people. Since MCEA's founding 1 in 1974, we have
advocated sound environmental policies that provide pos1t1ve long terrn solutlons to the.

most cntrcal envrronmental issues facmg anesota

Collectrvely our organizations have a long history of 1nvolvernent in issues related to
federal water resource development, and in particular with regard to the water and related
resources of the Missouri and Red River Basins, which are the subject of the Bureau's
EIS and water supply study In initiating this EIS process, the Bureau has the opportunity
to make an important contribution to the wise management of water in the Red River - -
Valley. For at least the past three decades huge controversy has been generated over the |
issue of potential interbasin transfer of water and related impacts’ assocrated wrth the

(S




Garrison Diversion Project as well as s the Devils Lake project and others. Concerns about
the impacts of sch transfers go even beyond the Missouri River Basin to the Mississippi
Basin.and the Great Lakes — all of which are linked hydrolo glcally and ecologlcally The
people of these regions find their necessary water supplies threatened by the potential of
such transfers especially during times of drought. It is our hope that through an honest,
thoughtful and cooperative effort, actively involving all who have interests in these )
issues, environmentally and economicaily sound solutlons can be 1dent1ﬁed to meet the

| Red R_wer Valley s future water requlrements

We have learned especrally over the past century that many serious envrronrnental

'. problems as well as enduring, pohtlcally-charged controversies have been created when
- we establish dependencres upon water that is transferred from oneriver basin atthe - .
v expense of another. For example, no river has suffered more large-scale environmental

] 'engendered more reglonal and mternat1onal pohtlcal controversy than th

o RIVCI' Valley Water needs can be developed wzthm the: Red szer Baszn and that the

Bureau and the States of North Dakota and anesota have every reason to work closel'y' o

o together in concert w1th those downstream in’ Manltoba and Canada to find and

,.‘,

L ',"_-comments regardmg the. scope of 1ssues and alternatwes that we beheve should be _ T, G
L addressed in’ the BureausEIS B - BN X " EEE A P

Identrfy and quant1fy the various categones of needs (mumcrpal rural mdustnal »
reoreatlon, streamflow. augmentatron etc.) separately and 1dent1fy alternattves to meet o
those needs 1nd1v1dually and in vanous combmatlons i g R R = .

, Address the highly speculatlve nature of future 1ndustnal water needs such as those
_ meluded in the Red River Valley MR&I Witer Needs Assessmet; and display - '
-alternatives for meetmg future Red River. Valley water needs with and wnhout those
| ',hypothetrcal industrial water demands. Ini ‘addition, the EIS should discuss the -
lik od that, during. penods of prolonged severe drought the voliine of crops
~availdble to agrtoultural processing plants in the Red River Valley will decline .+
- dramatically, resultmg ina correspondmg decrease in the demand for water for those
agncultural processmg operatrons ' Lo R

The Red Rrver Valley MR&I Water Needs: Assessment shows that, other than in.
penods of a 1930s-style drought tural water. shortages constitute the- pnmary future

-~ -shortages in the Red River Valley. Mdst of these rural water systems currently utthze o

groundwater. sources; and the Red River, Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment -
* points out that many of those aquifers. are. cons1dered to be at their limit of supporting
- current uses. Tt also shows that 1rngat10n accounts for 82% to 97% of the current

permitted uses in many of- those aquifers. Therefore, every -alternative for meeting

future Red Rrver Valley water needs considered in the EIS should include at least one L




- than Valley Cityand 10 gpe/d more: than West Fargo Moerhead East Grand For

 sub-alternative involving the transfer of groundwater allocations from irrigation to * -
rural water systems to meet rural water shortages ' '

Recogmze and discuss the dlfﬁculty of pI‘OJCCtlng water needs 50 years into, the

future and develop alternatives for meeting those needs in shorter intervals (e g 10 =
year) in order to avoid building features or proj ects now that may not be needed for_
decades or may never be needed. - : 3

. Address the drfferences between Reclamatron s populatron prOJ jections and the
Participants’ populatlon projections used in the Red River Valley MR&I Water Needs '

- Assessment and develop dernographlcally valid and defensible most- probable

- projectxons - - o : . M B

The EIS should analyze and drscuss the bams for mumcrpal and rural populatlo
‘projections-and the relationships between the two. For example, the Red River:
 MR&I Water Needs Assessment assumed that rural populations will either i increase:
or remain stable while the' populatlon of Fargo will continue to grow, but it did not
- analyze the extent to which Fargo’s recent growth has resulted from a shift of. L
~ population from rural to urban areas. The EIS should identify the factors. respon51ble

for population growth in urban areas such as Fargo (natural increasé, in-state rural to. * |
o .urban rmgratlon 1nﬂux from other states etc ). and evaluate the prebabrl"

oft

F argo 1swa major factor contnbutlng to the growth in mumcrpal populatrons ‘t
should evaluate how much loriger and at what level that shlﬁ is hkely to’ cont1 )
the face of declrmng rural populatrons

N Clearly dtsplay rnun1c1pal water demand pI‘O_] ectlons at various reahsttc levels of
~ consumption and discuss altematlves for meeting future Red Rrver Valley water f
. needs m relatlon to those demand prol ectlons o

B B In the Red Rlver Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment the ﬁgure for re51dent1al
' commercral and public use for, Fargo in the year 2050 was projected to be'131. gallons
.per. captta per. day (gpc/d), which is 31 gpc/d more than Grand Forks, 26 gpc/d more. -

. Drayton and Gafton: These levelsof eonsumptron shoutd be’ evaluated in terms of
- consumption levels that-can be and have been achieved in other areas, and )
ltematrves should be displayed based on these other lower levels of consumptlon

s, Address alternatrves that look at the “demand side” of the ‘equation.. There would

. appear to be tremendous potential for the 1rnplementatron of basin-wide or water
“provider-based water conservation and water reuse measures to meet or substantrally
reduce expanded water supply demands. Great advances have been made, both =

. natronally and internationally, with the 1mplementatlon of innovative, contemporary _
measures such as incentive prograrps for the installation of water efficient apphances
and low flush toilets, leak detection and system loss reduction programs, the use of -
treated waste water for outsrde uses such as lawn watering (especially golf courses

(V8]
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' and public parks), community based education programs, incentive programs for low
* water-use landscaping, and tiered pricing within water systems, to name a few. For

example, “Water Efficient Durham,” a publication of Durham Region Works

* Department, Whitby, Ontario, Canada, reports that average household use per capita -

per-day is 112 gallons in the United States, compared with 92 gallons in Canada, 53
gallons in the United Kingdom, 53 gallons in Sweden 40 gallons in France and

_ Gennany, and less: than 36 gallons in Israel

- f___?style drought: conditions with the alternatrves designed tq-supply future water nee
T under non—drought conditions. Further, an analysrs should be included of the _ '
'statlstlcal correlation between the occurrence of drought and low water supphes in the Sl

Address the uncertalnty of the occurrence of another 19305 style drought whrch was
a major factor in the shortages- identified in the Red River Valley MR&I Water-Needs

" Assessment, and display alternatlves for meeting future Red River Valley water needs

with and without the occurrence of another 1930s style drought. The EIS should also. .
identify specrﬁc additional measures that could be implemented to deal with 1930s- '

*“RedRiver Bain and in the Missouri River Basin. TIsn’tit likely that the Missouri -
R1ver Basm would be in a drought srtuatlon at the same tlme the Red Rlver Basm >

: cumulatrve rmpacts 1n terms of current uthonzed and proposed or antlcrpated ture
i wrthdrawals from’ the river under a full range of flow conditions. Thisis a partic

faces that condrtlon‘? ' T

'larly . 9

~high 1mperat1ve since this study could potentially be considering water withdrawals’ a

represents an “Annual Diversion” from the system and is stated by Dlrector Bad
Moccasm to be the equrvalent of nearly ll rmlhon acre-feet of “Annual Depletron

o : It should also be noted that Reclamatlon s Great Plams Reglonal Dlrector Maryanne
. Bach reported in a letter dated Séptember 6, 2001, that her office has 11 Missouri

from an- already heavily taxed and potenttally over—commrtted nver basm to: meet
prOjectrons for demands of a completely separate basm S

: It xs relevant to note here that Rlchard Bad Moccasm Execunve Drrector of the Mm '
g Sose Intertnbal Water nghts Coalition, In¢., has tabulated a total ‘of-about, 21. 5.

million acre- -feet of water rights for “Tribes Along the Mlssouri e ThlS quantrty

N

. Rlver water ‘withdrawal proj jects in Montana and South Dakota whrch are in the
. planmng, pre-construction, or construction phase. These pI‘O_]eCtS arein addltlon to the . .

“dozens of Reclamation projects and ‘hundreds of other projects that already are in

existence and contributing to the depletron of the water supply of the Mlssoun River

‘ ‘at th1s tlme

The potential compoundlng effects. of the U. S. Army Corps of Engmeers proposed »
decrsron to modify the Missouri Rlver operatmg manual by cornmrttmg larger



_ volumes of water for the purpose of retarmno higher levels in upstream Teservoirs

o 10F TR

. EIS should desctibe the secondary and cumulative impacts of potential Federaland =~ -

-non-Federal lrngatlon development utlllzmg those fac1ht1es for water.conveyance. . - .
For example; the Dakota Water Resources Act Section 9(a) delays the transfer of the - .

would be partrcularly srgmﬁcant in this context _

- In drscussmg the env1ronmental 1mpacts of altematrves involving the mterbasm

transfer of Missouri River water to the Red River Valley, the EIS should not- only
present a rlsk analysis of foreign biota transfer, but it should provide a detailed
discussion of the potential environmental impacts of such foreign biota mtroductrons
for all alternanves for which the risk is greater than zero. -

For alternatrves not 1nvolv1ng use of exrstmg Gamson Dlversron Umt fac111t1es the

EIS should discuss abandonment options that would reduce or ehmrnate the perpetual

F ederal marntenance costs for those features

For alternatrves mvolvmg the use: of exrstmg Garrrson Drversmn Umt facrhtres

" title to the Oakes Test Area from the Federal Government to the. State of North

Dakota or its designee until up to two years after “executmn of the record of .

~ decision...on whether to use the New Rockford Canal as a means of dthenng water Lo
- _tothe Red River Basin.” The manager of the Gamson Drversmn Consert R

o _Dlstnct has stated that- irrigation under the Dakota Water Resources Act
R _developed pnmanly through state and ‘private rnmatrves He also has sta’ )
7+ pursuing the Warten Act (wh1ch prov1des for-the conveyance of water in' Federal

" facilities for non-Federal uses) as a means for expandmo 1rngatron development in’

" . the Oakes Test Area beyond the acreage that could be supplied from the Jamestown - - -

" Reservoir. With additional water supplied from the Garrison Dlversron Unit. pnncrpal b o

o supply works through the New Rockford Canal and the James River Feeder - T
... Canal/New Rockford Canal Emergency Outlet, 1rngatron could be developed through

- state and private initiatives beyond the 5,000 acres in the Oakes. Test Area authiorized = =

in the Dakota Water Resources Act.. The EIS should drspuss thoroughly the potentral o

- for expanded irrigation- development beyond that authorized in the Dakota Water.

L

... Resources Act under Red River Valley Water Supply Pro;ect altematrves that 'lrze . _.
e .exrstmg Gamson Dlversron Unrt facrlrtles - i u

In evaluatlng and descrlbmg the’ costs of mumcrpal water under the vanous Red Rrver.' .

' Valley Water Supply alternatives, the EIS should present the information in terms and

contexts that are comprehensible and relevant to decision-makers and the pubhc For -
example, for Altematrve 7C utilizing the existing Garrison Dlversron Unit facilities,
the Red Rrver Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment shows coristruction costs of-

- $305,185,000, annual ‘operation and maintenance costs of $9, 243, 000, and annuahzed

costs of $31,000,000, and it shows a high-range . Typical Added Water Servrce Cost
for municipal systems of $1.91 per month for that alternative. For Alternatrve 3,
Enlarged Lake Ashtabula, the Red River Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment
shows construction costs of $245, 862 000, annual operation and maintenance costs of -
$3,976,000 and annualized costs of $21,500,000. ‘However, despite construction .




g .
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costs that are $59,323,000 less, annual operation and maintenance costs that are
$5,267,000 less, and annualized costs that are $9,500,000 less, the Red Rwer Valley
MR&I Water Needs Assessment shows a high- -range Typical Added Water Service "
Cost under the Enlarged Lake Ashtabula alternative of $2 96 per month.

i Thus desplte constructlon costs for the Enlarged Lake Ashtabula alternatlve that are
- 81% of the construction costs for the Gamson alternative, annual operatlon costs that -
“are only 43% and annuahzed costs that are 69% of the- Garrlson altematlve the

typlcal added monthly mummpal water costs for the- enlaroed Lake Ashtabula
alternative are 155% higher than for the Gartison alternative. Slmllarly, the Red .
River Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment shows the Bismarck-to- Fargo p1pehne - '

~ alternative would have constructlon costs223%, annual operation and maintenance
P

| the Garrison alternative. In order for decision-makers arid the public to be able'to -

costs 102% and annualized, cost5187% those of the 7C Garrison alternative, but the '
typlcal added monthly mumc1pal water service cost for the plpehne is 464% that of -~

evaluaté the various alternatives obj ectively and make informed decisions. regardmg "
altematlves for meeting future Red River Valley water needs, the constructxon cost,’

- -annual operatmg and mairitenance cost, annualized cost, and water service cost
, fﬁgures should be dlsplayed so that comparisons can readtly be made and such.- _ )
 discrepanciés as these should be explained fully and clearly in the EIS. Otherw1se the -

' alternatlves that cost more than the Gamson alternatlves

e -‘_--ﬂoodmg at Devils Lake, including construction of an outlet from: the lake to the - S
Sheyenne River, and the State of North Dakota has authorized and has lmtlated

reader will be unable to understand why water service costs are more for. alternatlv ok
that cost less than the Garrison alternatives and they are dlsproportlonately hxgher for- ‘-

Engmeers is preparmg an EIS on altematlves for"'addr Ssin

The U S Army Corps

~ construction of an outlet from West Bay of Devils Lake to the Sheyenne River. -

~ Therefore, the EIS for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project should dlscuss the +
-impacts of the operanon of an outlet from Devils Lake to the Sheyenne River onthe - =
-quality and quantity of. surface water supphes available for. mumc1pa1 use in the' Red E

River Valley and how the operatlon of an outlet would: affect the- ‘various Red River

- Valley Water Supply Project alternatives’ con51dered In addltlon the State of North -
*. Dakota has repeatedly stated its interest in and its intent to pursue an- inlet to dehver :
Missouri River water to Devils Lake to stabilize the lake wher precipitation Tevels:

' decline. Therefore, the EIS should also discuss the cumulative and secondary impacts

of Red River Valley Water Supply Project alternatives mvolvmg the use of Garrison

. Diversion Unit project features associated with their potential use to supply Missoturi
. R1ver water for an mlet to Devils Lake v

13

The effects of 1mplement1ng water conservation measures in the Red River Valley
MR&I Water Needs Assessment were assumed to be offset by increased demands for -

- water during droughts for uses such as lawn watering. DrouOht contingency .

measures were not mcorporated because they were deferred for droughts more severe
than the 1930’s drought that was modeled in the study However, the EIS should:
incorporate state- of-the- art water conservation measures and aggresswe drought



e DaVe;Moran

: contmgency measures m all alternatzves conszdered 1nc1udmg the “no action”
altematlve - S : . :

: Once again, we apprecrate the opportumty to prov1de these comments on the scope of
- issues to be considered in the Bureau's upcoming Environmental Impact Statement on
Alternatwes for Meeting Water- Needs in the Red River Valley If you wish to further
* discuss any of the issues identified in these comments; please feel free to contact -

- David Conrad, Nat1onal erdhfe Federatron at 202 797-6697 or by emaﬂ at
' conrad@nwforg) AU BT ) .

"_'Damel P Beard N . ”}:-DawdR Conrad _
- Chief Operating Ofﬁcer o 'ﬁ o R Water Resourees. Spemallst
Natlonal Audubon Soc1ety T i -‘-j_:‘-"Natlonal Wlldl_eiFederatlon

o ,Mark Ten Eyck

' Executive Board Member g i o © ' Senior Attorney .
: anesota Conservatron Federatlon el e ".‘-‘anesota Center for. Envxronmental

o ‘VCC Dakotas Area Manager Denms E Breltzman
RRVWSS Study Manager Signe Snortland

oy

-
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December 16 2002

Ms Stgne Snortland '
Bureau_ of Reclamatlon':* BT

5":-f'v'."vBlsmarck N'D 58502 ra

0 o Re Red Rlver Valley Water Supply PrOJect EIS Scopmg Comments : R i [ gl

el 'DearMs Snortland

( ‘ - ;llHowever in the mterest of cooperanon and inan attempt to promote a more thorough proeess '
Wi fWe subrmt the followmg 00ments : °F = S AE!

! ? , Independent esttmates of the populatlon and water needs completed by a party or partres
e - outside the. basm should be 1nc1uded as part of the: study, ’ . . :

- _'_'the current StudICS‘

[ &
T . All alternatives 1nvolv1ng the mterbasm transfer of water should be evaluated in relatton to
| - - existing. and pro; jected in- basm depletrons and w1thdrawals m the Mlssourl River basm and
e "Smce the MlSSOLII‘l River contnbutes over two-thrrds of the ﬂow of the MlSSlSSlppI River at -
( 4  St.Louis depending on ‘the time of year, MlSSlSSlppl River basin states should be kept abreast
3 . ofthe developments in the studies and mvrted to pamcxpate in. the process as affected
- states.” : P ‘




“’

. "'EIS Scoping Comments
: Page Two

We also share the concerns of our colleagues in Manitoba and Minnesota, as well as the national -

and reg10na1 env1ronmental groups participating in this process regardmg transfer of harmful
biota, invasive species and water-quality.- While these issues do.not dlrectly impact Missouri, as

. a natural resource agency we recognized the critical nature of these concerns. Therefore, we ask
- 'that you also carefully con51der the comments of these entmes as you move forward w1th thls '
e prolect L ‘ :

t at P. O.-Box 176, Jefferson City, MO 65102 or by phone at (573) 751-7840.

E Smcerely, E

L DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

o Thank you for your attentlon to this matter. If you have any questlons please contact_ ‘Leanne 1a]
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I*I Enwronmem Environ_nement
Canada ' Canada

TRANSBOUNDARY WATERS

ENV!RONMENT CANADA
Room 300, 2365 Albert Street

REGINA SK CANADA S4P 4K1

" Tel: 306-780-7004

T Fax: 306-760-6810
December 18, 2002 I

Our File: 7031-36/4268-1

Denms Brertzman L
- Area Manager, Dakotas Area Off ice
" U.S. Bureau of Reclamation. -
- 304 East Broadway Avenue .
o Blsmarck N D. 58502 ’

v Dear Mr Breltzman

- | : :"300 oing Comm_ents Red R:ver Vallev Water Su“fl; Pro
T Statement LR

- ‘On C)ctober 8 2002 the Bureau of Reclamatlon Depa - : _
. Notice of Intent to prepare an enwronmental impact statement for the Red Rlver Valley
Water Supply Project (RRVWSS) in the, U.S. Federal Register (Volume 67, Number~
195, Page 62813-62815): The Bureau of Reclamation's RRVWSS,; authonzed by the

Dakota Water Resources Act 6f 2000 (DWRA), will study the water quality and quantxty :

requlrements of the Red. River Valley in the State of North Dakota. The DWRA requires
* - that an Environmental lmpact Statement (EIS) and feas[bmty -level study bepreparedito
 aid decision-making on a preferred alternative for meetmg water needs in. the Red Rrver

E Va!ley in. Nor’ch Dakot e

ln response to th nment Canada, along w:th Fashenes al
Oceans Canada,‘and

issues to be considered in preparing the EIS for the RRVWSS. It'is our understandmg

that a full Environmental Impact Statement will be prepared, circulated for comment; and .

considered by the Bureau in accordance with Section 102(2)(0) of NEPA the CEQ
regulations and the Bureau's NEPA regulations before any fi nal agency actlon is taken
on the Red River Valley Water Supply Pro;ect (RRVWSS)

It is also our understandxng that. e,Bureau cf Reclamatlon wull abade by its decrsron in
the Northwest Area Water Supply (NAWS) Environmental Assessment that NAWS
would be considered a unique pro;ecx and would not be consrdered as a precedent for -
other projects

10f3

I#l

Cana

nitoba Censervation have jointly prepared the atiached list of ~ -
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o --,f:i-'aCCepted approaches through peer review:but be ;
"} refer for.example, to:our comments o 'August 17 1998 {0 ye
" Water Needs Report: which; we believe; used’ techmques'

_' Furthermore ‘because of the scientific uncertainty surroundmg accur&e:y predscti_ i s
future climate scenarios, it is recommended that a phased-appmach be used.: To ’chls :

Letterto D. Bre:tzman December 16, 2002

Because of the env:ronmental and socxo—economtc importance of the Red Rwer and

’ Lake Wanmpeg. where the Red River eventually drains, projects. that could potenttally

impact these: waters are of sugmﬁcant interest to Canada and. Mamtoba _Consequently, -
Canada and Manrtoba agencies have previously providad comments on Phases { and H o
of the Red River Valley Water Needs Assessment between 1998 and 2000. Comrients
have aiso-been provided on the Master Plan of Study for. the RRVWSS. and the drafts of
the’ Spec:ﬁc Plans of Studyfor. the Engirieering, Environmental, Hydrology, Water Needs.
and Biota: Transfer components All of these comments, some of. which are refterated in

 the attached document, should be considered as part of this submission. Of partlcular
 concem is the mcons:stencv ofthe language of the DWRA and the guestion of |

complation of the feasiblity-lavel study relative tothe EIS; We find the wording: of the

" 'DWRA confusing and inconisistent with the currerit accepted practices of water .
' management planning. We wolld encourage that: these inconsistencies be addressed
. and a basin approach to ﬂnd solutrons to possxble future water nneds in the Red szer _

valid and which therefors, resulted in an over-estimation of future Watcr needs -

end. it is recommended that a planning horizon of no more than 15 years be used to. -

. project water needs and to develop and xmplement reasonable options to mest these L
<actuaineeds o . , .

lt is our.view that m—basm s::lutlons are the most sustamable and preaant the g eatest

- protection to the environment. Canada, as part of its public policy, opposes the transfer N
" of water between river basins. 'Although such transfers have occurred in both countnes S
-in the past; Canadlans are no longer willing to aceept the damages to tnerr economy SEERU

envnronment and health caused by such transfers

in provxdmg these comments and any comments made dunng the partxcqpatnon of staff

" from Canadian federal or provincial agencies at meetings of any of the committees

established to help carry out work to oomplete work on the RRVWSS, it is lmportant to
note the following: ~

¢ These comments are not consndered consultatxons with Canada

¥
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These comments are specxﬁc to thzs prolect '_nd dc,no:’:address Govemment of
s broader policy. concems wnH need tobe

agency, .will have comphed with all
- federal arid state. !egmlatnon and. with: treaﬂes and: agreements ente Mo DBy 1N
* “United States; including the Convention for the: Protection of Msgratory Blrds ith
. Canadaof 1998, and the Canada-United States Boundary: Wate
L '.-‘_spemﬁcaliy, addressing Article IV of the Boundary Waters Treaty whlch prowdes that

[ ‘-"_“boundary waters and waters ﬂowmg ,acrass thﬂ“bcundary shall not be pol lluted on '_-’_-';‘_' N

e.othe

Thank you for the opportu.nnty to review'your documents and provnde commen. s for

 developing the scope of the Environmental Impact Statement for the Red River Valley

rmed on:the progress of

‘ply Pro}e‘ -E‘We hcpe that you st:li keep Canad
_ e

L ;}-‘Attachment

L D Wllhamson R
R Cooper

‘3of3
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§ el .
E R Environment Canada Comments on
, ' ~ Developing of the Env:ronmental Impact Statement
.. - for the - .
! R . Fted River Valley Water Supply Study
: by the , :
U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
December 16,'200‘2 ‘

: Development of additional water Supphes in the Red aner Valley in North Dakota has
‘been discussed by local residents; U.S. and North Dakota government officials and -
.- local agenCles Similar to the remamder of the Great Plains, flows in the: streamsof
- eastemn pnhiDakota are prone’ to p, riods of high runoff; suchas the early~.-1 9 '
o the 1990s and.of low. flows, such as'during the 1930s and. 19805 Flows have also
? I ’vaned from very hlgh to, very low in the followmg year suoh as 1979 and 1980

_ ‘The Dakota Water Flesources Act of 2000 (DWRA) authonzes the Red Rrver Valley
Suf ct and directs the Secretary of Interior to conduct a comprehenswe _
S -studv of the water duallty and quantlty neéds of the Red River Valley in North-Dakota:
> and poss:ble optlons for.meeting thoee needs. The neec identifisd-include: A
MR&H, Water n_yuallty; aquatlc ‘snvironment; recreation;-an
' d the Secretary prépare-anEn

lh’tpact 'Staterr‘tent for the proleot

RN The Bureau of. Reclamatron (Fleclamatlon) iS conductmg the study of water supply
g demands’ dnd alternatives within the-Red River Valley.in North: Dakota. Between: 1998 ‘
] P o and 2000, Recfamation had reported on. appransal “level studies for the Red River Valley :
T ,_'Water Needs Assessment. Phase 1A (April 1998) appralsed municipal; rural and -
. windustrial (MR&I) water needs assessment, Phase |B (August 1999) addressed:
i . instream flows in the Sneyenne and Red Rivers. Phase M {January 2000) reported on -
-alternatives to meet the MR&! needs identified in‘Phase 1A.In August 2002; the - ,
IR ‘Bureau'of Reclamation. deSCt‘lbed the individual studies’ and overall study t tasks for the B
o needs and options: study in accordance with the pr ¢ass reqwred by National oy
7 Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) These study documents explain the: public:scoping,
data’ collection, analySrs, and synthes;s needed toprepare two: documents: a draft
a feasnbrllty-level engineering report and associated draft Environmental Impact. . ‘
Statement (E1S). The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)-requires federal
jencies o, lntegrate environmental values into their.decision making processes by
, consndermg the envnronmental lmpacts of thelr proposed actlons and reasonable
J alternatwes to those actlons ' K : X

i k The U s, Army Ccrps of Englneers is conductmg two related studles in' the Red Fllver
' basin: the EIS for an outlet from Devjls Lake to the Sheyenne River and the Red River
_Reconnaissance study. The State of North Dakota (State Water Commission) has _
authorized and mltlated construction related to an outlet from West Bay of Dev;ls Lake

lx - . . :
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to the Sheyenne River. Reclamation should be co-ordinating its work on the Red River
Water Supply Study with the studies by the Corps of Engineers and the State Water
Commission to eliminate redundant work and fo assure consistency between the
studies. Since construction has-begun, Reclamation should consider the State outlet,
with reasonable operating plan, in the analyses of all its alternatives..

Scope of EIS
(1) Fully Assess Transboundary Impacts.

“In 1997, the C'oun‘cil on En'\)ironment_al Quality A(C’EO)_ issued a definitive policy -A ot

statement conceming agency-obligations under NEPA fo consider “ransboundary =

" impacdts” in a Memorandun to Heads of Agencies ot the Application of the Na
Environmental Policy Act to Proposed Federal Actions in the United-States witt
Transboundary impacts, dated July 1, 1997, the CEQ unequivocally concluded;
requires agencies to include analysis of reasonably foreseeable transboundary effects

- of proposed actions in their analysis of proposed actions in the United States. The -
-same ffijemdrand-um?i.ndica_ted_tha,ta“[a]‘genqiqs must analyze indirect ef {=]e

' caused by the [proposed Federal] action, are laterin time or further removed in-. -
© distance; but:are stil reasonably. sreseeabls; incl vth-induicing effects and:
o relé'tédf_;»éﬁéé:fts!on;.jth‘é_-:Ee‘cosystem‘:;’fas:fweli'rv‘a_s:j. cumulatiy scts.” It went on to ‘state,

. “Agencies should be particularly alert to actions that may aff Vi

gencies sho to actions that may affect migratory species, ai
‘quality, watersheds, and other components of the naturél"ecosyStémf_-_th‘at:,'chis: ‘bord

as well as to interrelated socio-economic effects.”

i The El’Sg; must ‘a_déq&altely. address -f,hésé lssues 'or_ ‘th‘e; envu ron mentat analys
: c‘oanide‘r;eda:i'n’?suffic_iem.j-,The;neédito _.as'sess'the'nt,ial-_trajn_sbdundafy-ﬂi" yacts
particularly strong in for the Red River Valley Watter Supply Study-given that

International Joint Commission (IJC) concluded in 1977 that construction of el
~'the Garrison Diversion Unit should not take place until “the Governments of Can

- and thé United States agree that methods have been proven that will gliminate th
" of biota transfer, or if the question of biota transfer is agreed to be. e

e ¢ohcern§; (_IJC’-,‘:_-»Repcrt-pn the Transboundary implications of the Garrison Du ':
1677, p. 121). In the May 25, 2001 letter from the Canadian Ambassador to tf

.

States Michael Kergin, to Secretary of the Interior Norton, stated that Canada has

~emphatically not “agreed” that biota transfer “is no longer a matter of concs ‘rnfv‘,;'tb'-je'é"riije‘r "

comments in U.S. federal documents. The Bureau must, at least, analyze the

consistency of any proposed action with (1) the conclusions of the 1JC regarding the hp

inter-basin transfer of Missouri River water to the Hudson Bay Basin; and (2).U.8i

obligations under the BWT to avoid poliuting, on the U.S. side of the boundary, waters -
crossing the boundary causing injury to health or property in Canada. The EIS mustnot

conclude, without scientific or technical data, that biota transfer risks in Canada are not
“reasonably foreseeable” within the meaning of the CEQ memorandum.. . -~

\NEPA

pich are:

[T
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Furthermore, the Bureau must develop specific technical data in the NEPA process’ fhat
would ensure that Canadian natural resources are sufficiently protected from biota,
transfer in addrtron since the CEQ guidance states that agencies should “set[] forth:

~ clear steps to evaluating effects . . - when information is unavaitable,” the Bureau must

provide details in the EIS on-how rt has met the CEQ requirements for dealing with

: rncomplete scientific information regarding inter-basin biota transfers and the: risks
" associated therewith, including’ statements about the relevance of unavailable technical

information about biota transfer and its impacts, or.any evaluation of such rmpacts
based on theoretrcal approaches or generally acoepted research methods

The full Els should also examrne invasive species issues in accordance wrth Executrve

,.Order13112 64 Fed. 'Reg.:6183(Feb. 3, 1999). Executive Order. 13112 requires that |
5 Fede'ral agenCIee “not authorize, fund, or carry.out actions that it believes are likelyto - .-
use the introduction of invasive species in the United States of elsewhere” (emphasis-

d). u.feassble and prudent measures to.minimize risk of harm will be taken.
Although these obhgatrons are qualmed by the phrases o the extent practrcable” and

~ *“within Administration budgetary limits,” this Executive Order |mposes an obligation on -

the Bureau to minimize the risks of the spread of invasive spegies to Canada. The EIS
should identify prudent measures to eliminate'the risk of transfer of invasive species,’

o - mcludmg not _rransferrmg water across'the basin divide.or srgnrfrcanﬂy lowering the risk -
© factor by ing Iudrng fuu treatment of water. to drmkmg water standa Wi 0s
o system M B Pl s Sl -

The CEQ regulatrons specrfy a number of factors relatrng to the “intensrty of pot ,ntial. =L
- environmental effects that bear upon the question whether an agency must preparean’ - -

“EIS. Canada and’ Manitoba's expressed policy and technical concerns about Garrrson o
. Diversion prolects, including Northwest Area Water Supp!y (NAWS) prorect and K
- RRVWSS, ‘demonstrate the issues are substantial relating to the size, nature and eﬁect

- ofthe’ p.rojects thus frttmg Within the CEQ's “controversy intensity” factor. The j g a
~ controversy mvolves genume drsagreement as. to the envrronmental effects of the

proposed mterbasm transfers of water

(2) Plaf' 4 ed Mrtrgatro: "~_.Measures Should Not Prevent the Need for an EIS

A hst of envsronmental commrtments should not be used to avord the preparatron of a
full E1S. Full analysis of all risks and méthods to lower these risks are appropriate. -
National Audubon Society v. Hoffman, 132 F.3d 7,17 (2d Cir. '1997) declared that

~ "agencies : should define ‘significance’ broadly and not rely on ‘proposed mitigation
measures as an excuse to avoid preparing an EIS.” In particular, “A mere listing of
mrtrgatron measures is msuﬁrclent {o quallfy as the reasoned drscussron requrred by
NEPA = o e oy .

(3) ldentlfy Planned Mrtlgatron Measures in Detarl

~ The Bureau should describe, in reasonable detan how proposed mmgatron measures
would shape the RRVWSS projects to resultin less than significant envrronmental
-3



'~-'?-testing_.bu‘t:;;;sg.»by,_sta'r;\dard\pragi't,ic:fg.s.-.,Mu'nicrp'al percapita demand would be' TR
example. Human beings need only a few litres of water to survive but “demand’ greater.

impacts and to allow evaluation of the effectiveness of the proposed measures. The

EIS should also be consistent with the 1JC’'s 1977 Report conclusion that there isa .
“necessity that such introduction {of alien species] be prevented at all cast. .. " (MC
Report, p. 102). The EIS needs to disclose and discuss in detail specific mitigation

measures that compensate for possible adverse environmental impacts. Also,

mitigation commitments should be legally binding with assurances for performance of -

the commitments. Environmental compliance and mitigation commitments should not
be subject to future state appropriations or bonding authority. =~ i

(4) jEvaluate_ All Alternatives

Previotis Bureau reports, for all practical purposes, evaluated only tWo":gs’olUtidn“s,» o
yradin _ Missouri River watér, The EIS should present -
~aifull range of options and information to demonstrate the true costs of each alternative -

- upgrading existing systems and importing’

for comparison purposes. -Co__mpar‘able-irﬁ_formation;_ of all costs and potential impacts,
litati'\{e_,»are'critica_l_r,equi_rements‘,of;any__projéqt’. assessment. -

* both guandtative and qua
() Include Total Costs”

e The EIS should 'ﬁbt-;é;f(ter'naliz&e;.t_h'ésé_ costs ".hat;\ﬁof@id. occur 0 ui#iqe fﬁé{Rethva
 Valley in North-Dakota, inéluding eosts. to neighbouring jurisdictions. Full cost

__ .abco’Untingprbcédure_sshou'ld;,be_us‘e'd‘,' ST e
L Ve,lr_"iW;AéS'uﬁ\pti‘Ons"

 Nssumptions used in justifying each alternative must be veritied, not just by berch

amounts based upon life-style and economics. North Americans have increased per

capita water use as homes were equipped with in-door plumbing and modern .

. appliances. The simple ap’proach_for.predicting;futuref water use by ising projécted..
- gross per capita water use rates and-projected population is very dependeniton
" population growth scenarlos and varying assumptions about future changes in s
per capita use. Observed relationships between water use and causal factors,

determinants, of utrban demand for water may result in more défensible estimate; of

fiiture residential and non-residential use: Similar estimates of future industrial water
- use should have a base in the economic growth of the region and access to markets. -

The EIS should also explain and, perhaps, resolve the d,iffjefencés.betiz’vé,eﬁihe Bureau B

of Reclamation demand estimates and participant city. demand estimates used in the

Red River Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment. A demographically defensible range |

of most-probable projections, which includes 2000 census information, shouldbe =
developed. The EIS should analy'zeviand-’discussthe basis for municipal and rural
population projections and the relationships between the two. For example, the Red -

River Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment assumed that rural populations will either- -

increase or remain stable while the population of Fargo will continue to grow; but it did
- ' 4 : C Ll ke
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.+ notanalyze the extent to which Fargo’s recent growth has resulted from a shift of

| : populatron from rural to urban areas. The EIS should identify the factors: responsible for .
= - . population growth in.urban areas such as Fargo (natural increase, in-state ruralto |

! urban migration, interstate migration, etc.) and evaluate the probability that this growth

| : wrll continue. For example, if migration from rural areas in North Dakota to cities lrke ‘

gt Fargo is a major factor contributing to the growth in municipal populations, the EIS

l should evaluate how much loriger and at what level that shift is llkely to contlnue in the

face of decllnmg rural populatlons

[ : : Cautlon must be exercrsed by the Bureau of Reclamatron to address the speculatrve
. nature of future industrial water needs such as those included in the Red River Valley-
= MR&I Water Noeds Assessment. “These hypothetrcal industrial water demands may be
' - used to justify consideration of alternatives for meeting these.water demands. The. E =3
should consrder alternatives based on reasonable growth expectatrons not thos >'that

( A g " requrre large subsrdles tooccur, - i

) ln addmon the ElS should dlscuss the lrkellhood that, dunng penods of prolonged
e ‘severe. drought the volume of crops avallable to agricultural processing plants in the
| lver Valley will decling dramatrcally, resulting in a correspondmg decrease in the
r those agrlculturaltprocessmg...operatrons. in. L B 2l

=) 3 iration’ hould be glven to all optrons Concems are expressed that" :
: because the study has been limited to the North Dakota portion of the Red River Valley,
Tt that other options have been eliminated. Also, in previous Bureau reports, minor 3
’ L changes in water allocation by the State were-notconsiderad; thus giving-an. lmpressmn ‘
LE . of real water, shortages rather than administrative shortages One example w0uld be the_
" SR alltematrve of combmlng adjomlng munlClpal water supply systems. g
b - The various. categones of ne ds’(munrcrpal rural rndustnal recreatlon etreamflow
s augmentatlon etc.).should be identifi d and quantmed separately andthe alternatlves
fonie to meet those needs identified individually and in various combinations as partof.-

c ect ng'j‘water heeds 50 years into the future and develop alternatives for meetmg -
! . those: neads in shorter intervals. (e.g., 10 year) in order to avoid: building features or '
' Jrojects now that may not be needed for decades of may never be needed '

j B . Al detailed benefrt—cost evaluatlon of all optlons should provrde a more accurate
| ' companson of alternatlves ThlS evaluatlon would mclude all costs to somety assocrated

- : with each alternatlve

Tlhe Red Rrver Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment shows that other than in perlods
olf a 1930s-style drought, rural water shortages constitute the primary future shortages
in the Red River Valley. Most of these rural water systems currently utilize groundwater

o gources, and the Red River Valley MR&! Water Needs Assessment points out that

the project alternatives. The EIS should recognize and discuss the: drftrculty VL



. (loy Amalyas the Potential fo Interbasin Transfer of Biota

" trbatment proposal Is valid, The EIS must analyzé the potential for interbasin. tr

many of those aquifers are considered to be at their limit of supporting current uses. It
also shows that irrigation accounts for 82% t0 97% of the current permitted usesin .~
many of those aquifers. Therefore, the EIS for the RRVWSS should consider atleast.

or'}e alternative which involves the transfer of groundwater allocations from irrigation to"
- rural water systems to meet rural water_shoﬁages__',_ » e

 (8) Characterization of Risk

Al'Und_amenta_t oroblem with any development is characterizing the benefits and risks.

Some projects can cause damages that will be irreversible and non-mitigable. The EIS
should carry out a scientifically based risk assessment on all options to demonstrate the
 degree and significance of that risk and characterize these risks, including probable and -
- possiblecosts. o D e N8 i i g

(9 Include a Modiibffn‘g Plan for All Aspects of thePro]ect A

 AMonitoring Plan for all aspecs of the project should be an integral part of the EIS.
The monitoring plan should include, but not be limited to, such things as the parame

~-uarpd"monito.r’ihg frequency for monitoring the water quantity and quality, aquatic biota,”
~ water supply and water treatment, growth, etc. Since some of the afternatives
. “potential to cause ireversible damage; a well designed and.impleme
" Plan will be critical. The proponent should address the *what " questio

. of the project alternatives and lay out how the monitoring and coritingenc
- would be incorporated into the routine, legally binding framework within the s
-~ neighbouring jurisdictions, including responsibilities for compliance monitoring.

 Bbth the Plans of Study and previous Bureau and consultant reports mention pre<
* treatment of tha raw water would reduce the risk of interbasin transfer of forsign biota .

 from the: Missouri river.basin. This assumption was based on a closed system that -
- irlcluded full treatment to drinking water standards before release to the environment -

' Lhlike the open system proposed for the RAVWSS: The Bureau of Reclamation has |

not sat thetefore the Bureal cannot now assume a:

- slated that a precedent was

biota and define ways to eliminate pathways that would permit biota transfer.

(11) Impacts on Water Quantity

The effects. of the prdjet:ts on the flow rates'ar'id v0iu_rﬁeé Shdukd be 'ev;améted: ’aﬁd_{h o

- impacts of these changes in flows on the aquatic environment, recreation and =
ternational obligations should be estimated. = N

:_‘.
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. quality of the Red River and its triutaries. ':he_potem prog p
cha: e odntav_ qua,ty“ ind eleased ir s
ln}clude nthe EIS; Changes in water chem_rstry-wrleﬁectt 2:aqu

re the economics’ of- treatlng water from the stream {o dnnkmg wat

" rémove the water from further use and cause the concentrations to exceedfzth 'se noted -

o "-ZStru R(e
- effect gro_ Adwater recharge Thie EIS should evaluate: the long 3
ol structural flood control projects;-both now.under construction and’ planne:

| _ﬁ_’future on water supply qualrty and potentral recharge of surfrctal aqulfers -

BNt lgratory birds’ survival®. Changes in-wetlands. will also- etfect late season surface water
' ﬂow volumes surtace water quahty and groundwater recharge R T

(112) Eﬁects on Streams and Lakes Water Quality:

The potential for proposed projects to change flow rates and volumes or change the -
concentration and content of materials dissolved in the water. These changes in water
chemistry will effect the aquatic biotain the streams, the economics of munrmpahtres

" treating water from the stream'to drinking water standards, remove the water froma

use and cause the concentrations to exceed thcse noted in. state and federal standards

and in mternatronal agreements

(1 3) Effects on Groundwater

-G oundwater has a srgnrfrcant poertrve and negatlve eftect on the*water -quantrty.and. i | '

i __state and tederat standard‘ “and in mternatronat agree

hs could change the fidod levels in a
-ter

es to the amount tccatron and qualrty ot wetlands wm'fhave- an effect-on.-;..

Use lmpacts

- é"Any ‘changes; in the type trmrng and votume ef water use coutd"change chemrcal

c 3ncentratton/poltutron levels in the streams, ‘changing the type and amount of
treatment’ requrred by downstream users and effecting the survrval of aquatrc Irfe The

, EIS should estrmate these types of rmpacts for each alternatrve

- Banada-United States Migratory Birds Convention, 1996
-7




- emargency eutlet from Devils Lake to the Sheyenne River has been issue

‘(1 7) Impacts on Aquatic and Riparian Terrestrial Plaht_s and Animals

The EIS Should»-determiheahd_'examine'the imbactsof,each alternative on aquatic and
terrestrial plants and animals and their habitats, including species thatare”

of of special concern. - =
(18) Gumulative Environmental Impacts

The EIS should evaluate the potential cumulative enyironmehtal‘ impacts to the Red . -
. River-and its tributaries by the combination of alternatives under study and other S

- this project m 15t be included in the:analyses ’Of-',éll‘::alt_"é_métiygsi_:‘ie;s'be‘Cié{lly_.fth > effect
rdduced water quality and increased summer supply available to downstream u
 Other projects under study include the U.S. Army. Corps of Engineers study of D

Lake flood control, which also may have an outlet to the Sheyenne River. The eff
~ Minnesota proposed environmental projects and the flood control projects under.

cénstruction along the Red River should also be considered. Also, population growth

* ahd changes in water use in the Minnesota part of the valley may also have a long-term

jality in the Red River and the alternatives stud

(o) Stakeholders -~ .

" We have some concermns over the term “identified stakeholders’ in \thé'fddéunﬂé;rii'is_fuséd

1q develop the EIS. We suggest that alk people living in or near the Red River and jts -
" trjputaries are stakehclders. Reclamation must ensure the processes used inthe. =~

- RRVWSS are as open and transparent as possible, and those individuals; groups and .

*- agencies involved or concerned are kept appraised of the activities and progress o

f the
“ sludy. . '

abtions. To meet this requirement, federal agencies prepare a detailed statement

known as an Envirorimental Impact Statement (EIS). The NEPA compliance process
should ensure that the American public has opportunities to review and comment on
Igng-term water supply and management alternatives for the Red River Valley Water

Supply Project. Public comments should be encouraged regarding both the scope of.
e

U .
vironmental and socio-economic issues and altemative that should be evaluated in
- the EIS. | S 4 - ‘

internationally, federally or state/province listed or-proposed as threatened, endangére‘d |

plojects proposed and under construction. The first contract of the North Dakota state -

. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires federal agencies to intégrate .
- envirgnmental values into their decision making processes by considering the - wae
- ehvitonmental impacts of their proposed actions and reasonable alternatives to those - -




The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers is preparing-an EIS on alternatives for addressing

‘ fldoding at Devils Lake, including an alternative with an outlet from the lake to the

i Sheyenne River. The State of North Dakota has aithorized and initiated construction
related to an outlet from West Bay of Devils Lake o the Sheyenine River. Therefore, the
E|S for the Red River Valley Water Supply Project should consider these agencies as
sgakeh'qld_g;rs- and should discuss the impagcts of the operation of an outlet from Devils
Lake to the Sheyenne River on the quality and quantity of surface water supplies
aVailable for municipal use in the Red River Vailey and how the operation of an outlet

- wbuld affect the various Red River Vau’eysw,_ater-S_upp;lyl_z?;,@jarctija'l;erhaitives. In-addition,

the State of North Dakota has repeatedly stated its interest in and its intent to pursue an’ -
| - injet to deliver Missouri River water to Devils Lake 10 stabilize the lake when o :
—~ . plecipitation levels decline. Therefore, the EIS should ‘also discuss the cumulative and

ey,




i




J
“

_From: "rbetting" <rbett|ng@|ctc com®

“Tor x "Snortland,S rrveis’ <rrvwspmau|@gp usbr gov>
Date: _ 12/16/02 4; 38PM ' _
. Subject: scop_m_g cpm_yr_n_e,nts

To: ‘Red River Valley EIS | _
‘Bureau: of Reclamation
B|smarck ND 58502 _

- From:". Rlchard Bettmg
... 1163039 St. SE -
'{ s Valiey Clty, ND- 58072

o Re; Red Rlver Valley Water Suppty Pro;ect

tion, It seems quite backward to.p
'ter ﬂowmg to the Red R;Ver v_y_ﬂth

i o -Rlchard Bettmg )
R _‘_'(51gned)
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. 1

- identification. - Gettmg to'a species level: of identification requiresa
-~ different type of sampling approach and technigues. No study has been
- ‘done that prov;des a complete species list of Sheyenne river: R
. macrolnvertebrates ‘How c¢an you tell if ‘something- has been mtro juc _d RTINS
when you do not even know what is there to begm wnth'7 C s n

Wy

- should be several years of data that establishes the "baselin
" thatriver, Béfore any water pro;ect is completed:that would. impact the

7

From: "Andre DeLorme” <Andre DeLorme@maul VeSsu. nodak edu> ‘

" To: <rrvwspmail@gp.usbr.gov>
Date: 12/3/02 5:03PM
~ Subject: Comments on EIS

Comments on the Red River Valley Water Supply Project EIS:

Since several of the proposed alternatives for bringing Missouri water .
to the Red River Valley involve using the Sheyenne river to transport
the water, | feel it is very important to document the existing biota of
the Sheyenne river and to initiate blomonltonng programs that would
indicate changes in water quality in the Sheyenne due to'this water -

_project. Since my expertlse is in ‘aquatic macroinvertebrates, | will -

limit these comments to that component of the Sheyenne rlver blota

An issue that Canada wil surely raise is the |mportatlon of forelgn gf TR i'
species into the Hudson Bay dralnage -While having biota freatment - - -

" "plants to prevent such introductions may be viable ( 1 am riot an expeft ; ST
in such. systems so I'do not know their efﬂcacy) it is il very T

important that you do the groundwork of establishing what biotais

. actually in the Sheyenne and Missouri River systems. This'is especlally

true of macromvertebrates inthe Sheyenne While there have been -

- several macromvertebrate sampllng projects.on the Sheyenne river, these -
~ have all focused on biomonitoring aspects. Blomonltormg protocols are
' meant to provxde enough pertinent data with.a minimum of effort.

Therefore these studies. ofter only go'to the genus | level of

R Although blomomtonng protocols may not provxde accurate spec:es
- 'lists, they are an important tool for documentlng changing water
~ quality. Biomonitoring is the cataloging of what organisms live iri a.
“particular habitat and then, from' knowledge of what conditions those
‘organisms tolerate, determmlng the condition of that particular.
~ habitat. For river systems, the biomonitoring of aquatlc invertebrates -

is recogmzed as an lmportant tool for determining a rivers health and _'
documenting any-changes in that health, To bé of use, however there

Sheyenne River, this type of sampling-should be initiated and then -
continued after. complet:on of the pl‘Oject : :

Mussels in the Sheyenne Rlver should also be sampled Mussels are -
recognized as an important component of aquatic ecosystems. They are-
also one of the most endangered groups of animals in North America. The
last thorough sampling of mussel populations in the Sheyenne was done it
1992 by the North Dakota Game and Fish. This sampling showed an -
alarming reduction in the number of young mussels for several’ specnes

| have had some casual conversations with Game and Fish employees and
they seem to agree that repeating the 1992 sampllng would be an
important project. Consideration of mussel populatlons should bean .
important consnderatlon for any EIS. :
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" year of a series of future
- c':c‘s_r‘ne'.prdduced by sale of power from a generating:
. facility, Future payments are discounted to-reflect

g

higher loads than the Kootenai Falls option over the’
forecast period. If the forecast were carried out over -

a longer period this situation would reverse, because
power from the proposed project would be cheaper

than Colstrip power after 2001. By that year Kootenai

Falls energy would cost 19.43 mills, compared to
120.08 mills for Colstrip. _

 The Dam/Conservation/Retrofit option relies on

Kootenai Falls power along with power provided by
. residential conservation and dam retrofits. In the

“ medium demand scenario, power from this option is
. cheaper than any except from Colstrip by the end of

"the forecast period. In the.long run the Dam/Conser-
yation/Retrofit option would show the fowest retail

 rates and consequent highest loads of the five sup-
. ply options. R S R UL A it
Although the Dam/Consérvation/Retrofit..option- ..+
‘Jevelized cost resources, it has

. uses the lowest

: “higher costs initially than either the BPA or Colstrip
option. ‘ o o

Definitions

* In discussing cost-benefit analysis, it is necessary

to use some economic terms that are notincommon -
use ‘with’ the public. These terms are. defined as

follows. " = | o L
Present vaiue is the value today or in any given
payments, such as:the.in-

* the.idea that society.at any given time values a dollar
that would be received next year less than one

- electricity that would be produced. e
©“External:costs are project related costs borne not

' by the project owners but by others or by the en-

2

As shown in table 6-9 the retail prices for electrici-
ty from any of the supply options increase at dif-
ferent rates over time. The price of power from each
resource is predicted to decrease at some periods .
during the forecast period, but by different amounts g

‘and in different years. This variation makes the -

prices hard to compare. There are also different load

patterns. over time associated with each supply op-

tion, so DNRGC used the concepts of consumers’
surplus and net present value to:compare the alter-
natives (see.the following section). Furthermore, thé
levelized. costs used in examining the Dam/Conser-
vation/Retrofit option‘considered only internal costs
borne by WMED exclusive of external or environmen-
tal benefits and costs, Whic;h’.muS_t_-be:coh‘sidéred in

. any ..comprehensive: comparis6n -of _alternatives.

- DNRC did this in.its _cq'st,ben_e,_fi_t-analysi's,+n‘the next

section. -

| COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS

benefit of the Kootenai Falls dam s the value of the

vironment. -An example of an’ externali. cost
associated with building the Kootenai Falls dam is

" the loss of the falls in its_prese.nt-undev_e‘ldpe“d state.j |

- received today. This concept is reflected in the pay-

"~ mentof interest on'savings accounts. . _
d to-adjust. future:
 discount rateis a.
measire of how much less payments next year are

” is the discount

" Discount rate is.the factor. ust
valyes to-their-present value. Thi

worth today. The real discount. rate
rate adjusted for the rate of inflation. -
.. Net benefits.of a project are determined by sub-

tracting the project costs from the benefits. If the -

costs exceed the benefits the difference .is called

net cost.

Internal costs are project costs that must be borne

by its owners. If dollar values can be assigned to
these costs, then they are added 10 the price of the
output from a project. An example of an internal cost
" is the turbines in the Kootenai Falls dam, whose
costs are part of the cost per kilowatt hour that will
be paid by the utility customers.

Internal benefits are benefits: received by the
owners of a project. An example of an internal

131

“estimated. The

. costs can be-

 External benefits are the ,fco'unter'p'a'_rtfi:Qf..?"e_xtérri’al-

costs. An example of an. external.-benefit of the
Kootenai Falls.-dam would be the ‘picn icarea .im-

provements proposed by the applicant as part of the
project, .. ... L0

~ Monétary.costs are pro gct related costs that can
be quantified in dollars. Many:costs; such as worker. -
salaries or benefits, or a given amount of electricity;
have a market value, and their dollar value is easily.
monetary value of other costs and
benefits can be estimated using ‘techniques
developed by economists. Both internal and external
monetary. An example of a monetary
cost associated with the Kootenai Falls dam is the
cost of turbines that would be used in the dam.

" Monetary benefits are the counterpart of monetary
costs. An example of a monetary benefit is the value

of the electricity that would be generated by the pro-
ject. - _ o
Nonmonetary costs are project-related costs that
have no market value, and which cannot be express: ..

ed in dollars. Both internal and external costs can be
‘nonmonetary. An example of a nonmonetary cost

R

o]




associated with. the Kootenai Falls dam is the
_ aesthetic impact of dewatering the channel
i downstream from the dam:

l ' -~ Nonmonetary benefits are the counterpart of non-

monetary costs. An example of a nonmonetary
r benefit would be the increased control the applicant
|- would have over its power supply if the dam were
! built.
Consumers’ surp/us is.a measure. of value that
( reflects the difference between what consumers are

wnlllng to pay for a product and what they actually
- pay. _

3 "‘P'u'rpos‘e_ of ‘Cost-senefit 'Analysis

1 prOposed pro;ect with alternatwe propas

- . society would be mcreased or decreased
~of burldmg a pto;ect s also used in'm
* sions ‘about whether - soc1ety would be
a1 burldung an alternatlve rather than the _
o ject. Cost benefit" analysls can.‘gid- in
‘ ‘ "suons becaUSe rtv ws costs,a"d

,values to-some costs and benefits; so there must be

'monetary values.
- _ ~This"¢ost- benefit analysis prowdes a framework
i . for makmg these’ compansons in order-to show how

... pare-to the costs and beneflts of ‘alternatives to’ the
. project. The analysis-also |dent|fres the fact
. could caUSe thts rankmg to. change "
.. The result.of a-cost-beriefit analysis

: e expressed'a abenefit-cost (B/C) ratio
- 1to1, meaning the benefits are equal 1o the costs.
l .. But such ratios can be misieading. For example, a

i A - Cost: beneflt analysrs rs ‘a method of comparmg_
{V' © . -the costs and benefits’ of a prolect and’ comparmg a

' to socrety However rt is rmpossrble to assign dollar' )

s t_h'a__t'_v

1

change slgniflcantly depending on. how certain
costs and benefits are defined. For example, recrea-
tional losses, when expressed in monetary terms,

“can be treated either as "‘negative benefits” or as

costs, and the B/C ratio of a project will change ac-

~ cordingly. For these reasons, DNRC did not use B/C

_ratios.
Limitations of Cost-Benefit'Analysis

Cost- beneflt analyses are based on assumptions’

" about future events and their accuracy depends on
- the accuracy of those assumptions. These analyses

assume that society’s preferences in the future will
be the same as they are today.  However, when
calculatmg the present value of. 'the benefrts and

: costs of a'project, it is. assumed that the benefrts

L ed: to help’ determrne if the' economlc}welfare of

_(and costs would be worth less inthe future than they

are in the present, which rgnores the value of these

'|mpacts on future generations.

‘Cost- beneflt analysis: does not address the ques:

| tlon of equity: Collectlvely, socuety may be: better or

“ worse off if'a project is built; but the issue’of who
i beneflts and who pays rs not addressed in the
f-‘_"analysls

. The- most senous lrmltatlon of cost-benefrt

e analySIsresults from the problem of how to compare

3 and. costs that: can‘be measured in dollars

. with, those-that cannot. For example, how does the

loss: of trout fisheries compare wuth the value of

© electricity génerated from a dam?

. 'a companson between monetary values and non- |

Normally, dollar values are used for companng
costs and benefits, but.it.is difficult to determlne the

' monetary value ‘of . certain costs. and beneflts when
‘there is no- ‘market for them. Further,. there is great

_ variation in how the costs and beneflts are valued by

- the costs and benefits of the proposed pro;ect com- .

'.dlfferent individuals and. groups mcreasrng the dif-

ficulty of maktng a statement about socnetal lmpact

Economlsts have - developed methods to- place.

orexample, -

L - project with a B/C ratio of 2 to 1 could have benefits

of $200,000, and costs of $100, 000 for a net benefit
of $100 000, while a larger project with a ratio of 1.5
to 1 could have benefits of $1.5 million and costs of
~ $1 million, for a net benefit of $500,000. Thus, society
i <>would be better off selecting the proyect with the
j : lower B/IC ratio because of its greater net benefits.
- Furthermore, impacts that cannot be expregsed in
dollars cannot be incorporated into a B/C ratio
analysis. Finally, the results of a BI/C ratio can

monetary values - on - certain - |mpacts -and’ these

‘methods have some ment in 'decision: maklng “The

magmtude of.an lmpact must be determlned -before
a monetary value can be assigned. Assrgmng dollar

‘values to impacts, if done cautiously, can help put

the value of external costs in perspective so they can
be compared to the internal monetary benefits of a_
project.

The most’ common misuse of cost benefit analysis
is to consider only monetary benefits and costs and

~ignore - the nonmonetary impacts of a project.
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Although there is no easy way to integrate monetary
and nonmonetary impacts, both must be consrdered
when making a decision concerning soclety’s
welfare.



DNRC'S COST-BENEFIT ANALYSIS FOR THE PROPOSED PROJECT

' DNRC limited its cost benefit analysis to the ef-

fects the proposed project would have in Montana. It _'

is possible that the most beneficial. method of pro-

viding power to the WMED service area or to Mon-

_tana in general might not be the most beneficial to
“the Pacific Northwest or the natuon as a whole.
Nevertheless, the Board of Natural Resources and
- Conservation ‘is responsrble for ensuring that the
- facitity represents the. minimum adverse en-
vironmental
- available. technology and the nature and economrcs
~of the various alternatives. | ¥

_ Most of the |mpacts of burtdmg the Kootenar"FaIts-’
dam would occur within Montana. Kootenai Fal_ls rs '

near the border of Montana and has nati

-rmportance 's0 some of the costs" rdentrtred in . -
o tuatly measures the change tn what economrsts caH ,

'chapter four would be felt beyond the state border

power elsewhere in.the United States.": :
"DNRC analyzed the benefits and costs to Montana
- ',of five alternative suppty optrons ldentrfred earller in
_‘.thrs chapter , :
- To determrne the retatwe ment of each supply op-
tion, the changes to Montana that would result from
each optron ‘are measured by companson wrth a

) “busmess as ‘usual’™ alternatwe referred to as the .

when - compared to the relatrvety hrgher _c_osts of -

- Calculation of Internal

‘ Monetary Net Benefits

The internal monetary beneflt of each supply op.
tlon is the benefit that the WMED customers would

- receive if that option would allow them to purchase

impacts, consrdenng the state of .
. partrcutar option being . compared b‘y‘» t'he ‘average
- yearly elgctrical toad. ‘The total'annual d¢

power more cheaply than it could be purchased
under the BPA supply option. Monetary net benefits
of an optron are calculated by multiplying the price
difference between the BPA supply optlon and the

- are -then. discounted over: ‘the :50-year life of the

- _,Kootenar Falls. pro;ect ‘to. determine the: -present
' ,value of the mternat monetary net benefrts An exam-

ple of. the calculation is grven in table 6:11;. and ac-

trrctty Pnce and consumption estrmates come from- _
- the retail rates and load- growth: forecasts made in
the Supply Demand |ntegratron sectron i

_ Assumptlons used in.-the rnternat monetary net

g benefrt catcutatrons are as fotlows

"'-base case, For the purposes. of this. analysrs the. -

. BPA suppty optron is the base case and represents

' the: hrstorrcat practrce of WMED rn obtammg all rts_ -
. power. from BPA,

This analysrs separates the. costs and benefrts in-

“totwo major categories, ‘internal and external: These

two categones will be further divided into monetary
and nonmonetary components :

Internal Benetrts and Costs
By definition, the internal benefits and costs of

~any of the supply options would accrue to the
members of WMED. Only the internal benefits and

costs in excess of those that would result from the -

BPA supply option are considered. . '

For each resource optron DNRC s medrum de-
gmand scenario is used to predtct prrces and loads'up -
to 1998 and loads ' are ‘forecast to grow at the
. 1897-1998" growth rate throughout the
‘the projected hfe of the Kootenar Falls dam (Nordett

19820)
2. 'All prices for each suppty optron are a welghted

.average of the‘ price of power from each individual

supply source in that option (i.e., under the Proposed

~ Project’ supply option, the price would represent the

weighted average of 58 average MW from Kootenai

“Falls and the additional power that would be re-

~ quired from BPA) (see Supply Demand Integratlon)

The price includes the cost of energy, distribution,

- administration, and payback of the completed por-

- tion of the WPPSS plants (Nordell 1982c).
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optlon is'calculated:to the year 2038 -¢orresp
' _to the assumed. 5Q-year lifé of the -Kootena
- ‘dam it'it were to_become operational in-1988..The
i Colstrlp plants are assumed to become operatlonal_ ;

3. The dlfference between the amount of . power
available from any option and the projected load is -

__-7et by purchasing power from the BPA.
.. Mtis assumed the’ supply optlons are indepen-

dent. :

5. Implementatlon of a partlcular supply optlon is
the only change from the base case, i.e., real prices
of other goods and services, consumer preferences _
population, and mcome dlstnbutlon are assumed to

- remain the same..

6. The entire WMED service area is assumed to be

_in Montana because the. only available load pro;ec

tions are for.the entire service area.. However, bet
ween 85 and 90 percent of the WMED load is in Mon-

- tana.

7. The lnternal monetary net beneflt of each supply :

“tion/Retro

in 1986 and have a useful life of 37 years, after which
their share: of the Joad would be met by purchase
from  BPA.. All mtenm power would be purchased
from BPA. _

8. All values are calculated in 1981 dollars.

9. A real discount rate of 4.31 percent is used (see
DNRC Cost Estimation Method in’ chapter five). .

Resuhs

Table 6-12- presents the estlmated internal
monetary net beneflts tor ‘gach supply optlon dis-
counted to 1983, the first year any costs would be in-
curred for the ‘Kootenai Falls dam. A real discount
rate. of 4.31. percent. is: used. Based on internal
monetary net. beneftts only, the DamIConserva
i supply option: would have the greatest_
fs,'ffollow‘e‘d-;by-‘the ‘Proposed Prolect op-
“the ConservatlonIRetroflt option,’ and'

TABLE 6 11 INTERNAL MONETARY BEN

vCalculatlon

_Price of power under
the proposed projeot o
-_: "-optlon " '

' (table 69) - -

;"'Q.Load pr01ected underl- _
o the'propOSed prolect RERR

 Load projected under', --.-,--f"(téiblé 610) .
_f._,the BPA: optlon-j_ Sl ¢ Ladel -

i h‘ipefvear perAVQ MW
Computatlon for 1998 1%

(3. 05098 -$. 04981) X (203 2 + 202 8) X. 8 760, OOO = $2
L2 ' B

. (able10)

EFITS OF THE PROPOSED}PROJECT

for 1998

49 81 mllls/kWh' . 04081

2028 AVg. MW

080, 588

..'.Dlscountlng to 1983 '$2,080,588 x 1 = 51, 059,183 .
: . 0431“s o
=
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‘Supply Option
DamlConsefvati‘othetrofit".-" '
- Proposed Project” |
Colstnp o
ts Cthen)éﬁothétrof_it ,

because the possible Canadian diversion

Rights section, chapter four) js not in¢luded,

 TABLE 612. PRESENT VALUE OF INTERNAL MONETARY NET BENEFITS
| TO MONTANA FOR EACH SUPPLY OPTION (1981 ‘dollars) -

" The intefnal manetary net benefits of the proposed project and .
the DamiConservation/Retrofit options - may. be overstated
in 2024 (see Water -

7 iay raccrue:to- non-Montanans, .and. sedimentation. may ~stop
" “operatior in.Jéss than 50'years; ool iy g

_** The analysis_ rhea'sures deviations from-the base case (the N
 BPA supply option), so this valueis zerg. ... . LN

Internal Monetary
Net Benefits.
- Millions of Dollars
3837
46.7
378
279

some of the benefits

Sensitivity

' Themtemal ‘net monetary benefits from ‘each 0p- -
tion are ‘'sensitive to two: major factors. The firstis.
srtainty. about future prices of BPA.power. .~

“‘the. uncertai : -
‘The price of BPA power would affect the ranking.in

two ways. First, BPA power would be purchased .

~ undér any of the supply. options; because no single
aption: can meet all ‘projected needs. Second, each. -
supply o

when ca

Iculating net benefits. .~

t'discount rates to calculate the.

vhighér'disc':o'unt rate places a lower value on future

benefits and a higher value on benefits that occur in

the near rather than distant future, whereas a lower

~ discount rate places a relatively higher value on
benefits in the.distant rather than near future. The
results of using different discount rates are shawn in
~ table 6-13. DNRC regards the 4.31-percent real dis-
count rate as reasonable (see chapter five for a
discussion of how this rate was derived). The other
results are shown to illustrate that changing the
value placed on the future can change the results of
the analysis. ‘

ption is compared to the BPA supply option .

scond factor affesting sensitivity.is-the use- -

" sent’value of internal monetary ‘net benefits. A

Internal Ndnquhétéry:;Be't"-e:fiiés’__"l h

_ If the Kootenai Falls dam were built, the memb
of WMED "would  benefit . by - reducing:
dependence on. BPA asa'suppliefof e
" benefit: would have two major:component

cooperative members would have more €o ntr
their rates and be less susceptible toB

tuations over which they have no ‘control...
also would be less vulnerable to BPA. curta

policies, should.they be invoked. Gonservation
the dam retrofits would:provide these
. to a much lesser extent. Purchi
" strip would give WME
of the output, but'the

d'egtfq'eftiof-con-trol woul

less than that of Kootenai Falls: be"c':étl,s'e-;othe_r'par-‘?'

ties own a larger share of the Calstrip plants. .

EXtemal ﬁen_e:fits_‘v'ar',-d‘_-c‘dsté

Ttie WMED decision to-apply.to build the Kootenai
" Falls dam is based on the internal costs and benefits "

that would accrue to it. External costs - and

benefits—impacts and-advantages  that accrue t0"

others or to the environment-=would not necessarily
enter into the WMED decision. f_jo_wever,’these costs

i
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N (R Dlscount Rate (Percent)

[ ..3 S 1 6

| Rankmg

| 1 DamiCon-  DamiCon-  DamiCon:

IR sewatlon' ©_servation .. servation
: - “[Retrofit - /Retrofit ~  [Retrofit

| 2 eropossd  proposes Gostip

: © . Project © . - Project . ]

bk 3 5'.._'CQ|.s'trj'.p_f_ Colstrip. - -,Conserva-

i - o e e *-f_Retroflt

o 4 ‘-,.f-;,_(f;‘gﬁsefyé., "Conserva- PrOPCS'ed-

’ V' -‘_f’tion‘/Retkoflt-"" tlonIRetroflt Proje’c_t, il

BPA. . BPA .. . BPA

TABLE 6-13. RANKING OF SUPPLY OPTIONS BASED ‘ON” INTERNAL
MONETARY NET BEN EFITS USING DIFFERENT DISCOUNT RATES

%1 = highestinternal monetary net-benelits; 5 = loviest. .

8 10 12
Dam/Con-  Conserva- Conserva-
servation tion/Retrofit  tion/Retrofit
IRetrofit , ‘ "
Conserva-'- | Colstrip .~ _BPA'
tion/ -
Retrofit. =~ . . e e
Coistrip - BPA COIS'mp o
BPA = Dam/Con- 'oaiml‘c:oh--*‘ [&
" & - servation/* - servation/- -
] ,.'Fletroht o 1Retrof|t 1
Proposed P:ropos_ed;_ Proposed;_f_ o
Prolect - Project © Prolect

F ) ‘be consndered by DNRC under MFSA. As with the in-

f I ternal benefits and costs,‘only the external benefits .

-+ and costs in excess of the BPA supply option are™
. conSIdered : L o :

I _External Benehts

o DNRC‘estlmated the external beneflts of taxes
| _and lab r,'fwhlch from the perspect:ve ofsoc:ety, are';
v adjustments to_the Costs of the project..
" “Labor. From the perspective of society, the cost of :
’ © building a project is reduced lf laborers that would
i otherwise be unemployed are used to construct the
project. Wages paid for such workers are costs to.
1 . the ownet, but not to society. Lincoin: County has
. -high levels of unemployment and a number of ex- -
’ penenced dam workers that were employed on leby
. Dam. To assess the effects the Kootenai Falls pro-
I ~ ject would have on these workers, DNRC calculated
* the probability that unemployed workers in the coun-
~ ty or elsewhere in Montana would be hired (Davis, A.
1982) using methods developed by Haveman and
tilla (1968). The percentage of unemployed Mon-
, a workers hired on the dam was estimated to be
! 13.7 percent of the work force. This figure was ap-
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..tboth;.mon_etary and nonmonetary, mu tj ::'_plled to the total yearly work force and multlphed by

Jthe-average: wage rate. to determine .

_____ e amount of
Davis, A. 1982) Employment value was

the bene

calculated for each of the five years it would: take to

complete the .dam and discounted using-a. real dis-

~_count rate of 4.31 percent. The resulting valué'is $1.9.
" million whzch shatld be added to the. monetary net

benefits of the Proposed Pro;ect supply’ optlon and

~the DamlConservatlon/Retroflt option. No data were ~
" avallable to make these

same computatlons for the._,.f'_.
Colstrip and. ‘Conse atloanetroflt supply options,

- but patterns of unemployment among properly train- - '

ed workers in ‘counties where these projects are or
would be are not the same as for potentlal dam
workers in Lincoln'County.

Taxes. Frorrrthe perspectnve of soc:ety, the power
cost estimate used in calculating internal monetary
net benefits overstated the cost of the dam:to -Mon-

tana because it lncluded the taxes paid on the dam.

For the purpose of cost benefit analysis, taxes are
considered transfer payments that have a neutral ef-
fect on society since one group incurs the costs
while another reaps the benefits. This perspective

~ obviously ignores. the equity consequences of taxa-

tion.-In the case of Kootenai Falls, the Montana
customers in the WMED service area pay the cost of



. net? present value, of: the Colstrip ¢

~ and_tie. Dam/Conservation/Retrofit e
‘total to be added to' the DamlConservatlonIRetroflt'f B

B taxes in thelr electric bills, while the resrdents of Ltn~

which are not served by WM ED, reap most of the tax -
benefits.
To. properly adjust the costs of the ‘dam to a
- societal perspective, the. actual cost used in the.
price computations for the. forecast and net benefits
calculations should be reduced by the value of these
tax payments. As with the labor -adjustment, the
‘value of taxes, patd can be added as a monetary net.
benefit. Assuming a §0-year. dam life,a constant real
level of payments over the life of the prolect and a
4.31- percent real discount rate, the net present value
of tax payments for the Kootenar ‘Falls dam is $21.0
million in 1981 dollars (Davis, A. 1982) Using the
~ same assumptions (except assuming a 37-year life)
‘for the: Colstrip. supply option,. the net monetary'

. g ibenefrts of taxes paid on the- WMED share of-Gol-- - " -
- strip would be $139 million . (Daws, A, 1982)'The :

value of .the taxes -on the dam retrofits: using the
same assumptions as the Kootenal Falls calculation

' would be $4.0. mllllon The $21.0 mllllon should be
added to the: net present value of thie Proposed Pro-

~ ject and. the DamlConservatloantetroflt supply op-
tions,. and the $13:9 million should be added_‘to the

: mrlllon should be added to the

E optlon lS $25 0 mllllon

A recreattonaln loss :
estimates. The total 1mpact of these an ual values |s

calculated over the 5-year constructlon period-and
“the ‘assumed 50-year lite of the dam. The annual
. values are assumed to. grow at the. game rate as lntla-

_constant

: ,understates the future value that wQ
Ain the future. were 10. {ricrease; The
counted using a feal discount: rate o

L External Costs
coln - County, including those of Libby and: Troy, T

Although most external costs cannot be valued in.-
monetary terms, DNRC made monetary estrmates«

for one external cost, the ‘value of therecreationa: [’
- resource that would be lost if the Kootenai Falls dam

were built. Other external costs that cannot be quan-

- tified are descrlbed followmg the Recreatlon sectlon

below. . ‘
Recreatlon Loss Duffield (1981). estrmated the net.

annual loss to Montana of current recreational uses
" of the Koatenai Falls. area should the Kootenai Falls

dam-be built. The’ estimates of net recreational loss:
were based. upon total visitor use of the falls (in<

_cluding non- Montanans) so the value of the net’

recreational: 10ss ‘was'scaled back to address only

the use by Montanans .
m s ere used to _'

tion, which means the estlmate ‘each year. remains
when valued in - 1981 "dollars."

be consnstent w:th the, rest of the
analysns and are shown in table 6-14,

o ) _Meth’“d'_'of Estlmatlon

Wllllngness -{o- Pay
Travel Costs

Dally Entrance Fee

TABLE e14 ESTIMATED VAl,_UE OF RECREATIONAL ‘LOS ‘_{To MONTANA
CF THE KOOTENAI FALLS DAM WERE BUILT (1981 dollars)

. (assummg 50-year llte and 4 31 percent real dlscount rate)

g j"Compensatlon el

Mllllons of Dollars.
470
-_3'.4»

21

i ol 6
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' 'Dam/Conservation/Retrofit option.

These values are actually estimates of external

'monetary net costs assoc:ated with building the

™ at Kootenai' Falls‘and should be subtracted

“n the monetary net benefits (table 6-12) of the
Proposed Project supply option. and the
There are no
recreational adjustments to be made for the Colstrip
and Conservatton/Retroflt option.

' Othe'r External Costs

- A.cost- beneht analysns is not complete unless rt.-‘
consrders all costs and benefits. Table 6-15 shows a.
general plcture of those environmental effects to o

Table 6-16 ‘Shows - ways -in. ‘which these en-
vuronmental “costs” could be reduced. The tables

summadrize the detarled rmpact dISCUSStonS from :
-chapter.four: -

As in. the case of the assessment of monetary
beneflts there are uncertainties inherent in the sum-

. maries contamed m tables 6 15 and 6-16 and chapter
four. -

For example there are differences in the prec1snon :

,"_'.wrth which the ‘actual. magmtude and likelihood of

ch resource can be predlcted The

, __ftype and extent of vegetation that would be inun-
dated by the eservolr is known 'more orless precise-

ly, but: the nurmber of fish that would be killed: in

which no: -monetary values have been or can be

| passmg through the turbmes is estlmated wnth Iess
R assrgned .

premsron

. TABLE 615, SUMMARY;CF"LQN'G'T:EIRM:EN,\'JVI_'_[RQNM:ENTALflﬁff’f\éfé;”- &

Magmtude of Ettect _

nghly adverse E

- fovement of. 'fish and ‘
aquatic. mvertebrates _
“ downstream; reduced water K
- velocity and sedimentation, -
the preventmn of. upstream
- movement of fish, turbine -
" mortality to frsh loss of
~ the falls:as a source of - :
oxygen to reduce. defrcnency» P
L N caused by Libby Dam, re-
ok o placement of “blue. nbbon” P iy
PR .. trout'stream segment with
reservonr : lSh ha,,‘ at

= Hrghly adverse
to adverse,
_.-although new
reservoir habitat
could benefit some
" aquatic mammals

! -1 wildlifer Declme_.of wuldhfe and )
=5 - : "and habitat diversity, -
_ AR D through loss of riparian .
e b o _ vegetation, foss of the’
i : G harlequin duck popula-
' ' tion, probable josses to .-
. : , mountain sheep from effects .y
! S N on the Corps replacement '
= s habrtat ) ey
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TABLE 615 (CONTINUED) i e Gl cie alle

' Recreation -~ Loss of recreatlon and - 7Y Highly adverse ‘
cand . aesthetic resources UL g
‘Aes;hetics_ " through mundatuon of N

China Rapfds dewatenng
of falls and canyon,
placement of a'con- _ . L Bl L :
crete and steel structure - I Lo R . : ’ =
inan otherwise natural ' g PRI
scene, decline’in: flshmg,
Ioss of op ortunity to

view' harlequm ducks and o R NS B o 1

‘possible decrease in - STy A e T s :

opportunities tosee ~. P e gl I e S

A . ‘mountain sheep - R R N r
‘History . . . Cumulative loss. through . ... ... .. Highlyadverse | . o s
Hang ey e e ccnstrucnon '-'mundatlonr'a-_.""f B A e T T SN (EE :
Archaeology - vandalism,”and theft .. [

LA T (impactsof Libby. Dam

SRR | and the proposed ... . . : ORI . s
Kootenai Falls and re- =~ e A E M

regulating dams) of - I o " o l '

historical and . -

archaeologlcal matenals S T

h:story and prehstofy off-_i ,
the: Kootenai valley, L

3 Kut'érlxéi'?f‘ ~ Loss.of sacred’ area, andii';‘a_' : i H:gh!yadverse :

" .indians = ‘of sources of. food tha
m. ‘ have cultural or religi
S significance. ' Frni il it .
‘1 Water ' - " Loss of water oxygenatlon'.- Lo Adverse
-1 Quality - provided by the falls - <@ 0oL e R
L - . causing reduction in’ =
the number of stoneflles
_ an important trout food:
specxes below the-fall

-Safety hazard fro i,
" wadeability of the
partially dewatered _
reach, combined with: the :
possible malfunction in - -
the powerhouse (predicted - .~~~ ..
to happen once-ayear) - . L
leading to sudden major: -~
increases in water level- - -
in the dewatered area. o

. Advetse”

. Long-rerm is deflned as extending past the constructlon penod Only rhe'most s:gniﬂcant L o » s
impacts are included in the table. As a resulr few beneticial enwronmental impacts’ are llsted :
because most are minor. ‘ ¥

** In most mstances, rhese /mpacts could notbe reduced in. the sense that the effects on. .’
‘'specific resources in certain places could be softened.: That is fo. say, r‘or example that lit-
tle or nothing can be done to prevent loss of trout stream habitat i in rhe reservoir, although
it might be poss:ble to create or enhance a trout fishery within reach of the people that how -
: hsh above the falls, thus somewhat easing the losr apportunlties to f:sh far rrout

)




e e

4
e i
: .

. Construction of

. Mamtenance of mm- S
,mum flow-of ' L

Method | | - Resource 'Affectve'_d‘_ Ry

Wndhfe flshery
“recreation and -
_aesthetics, history

and archaeology

dam at Kootenai
Falls withares- -
ervoir elevation ...
of 1,990 ft, rather. - -
than 2 000 ft '

.»;Wlldln‘e flshery
. .-.recreation and 2

_vwhen ﬂow may be: C R
- reduced to 2, 000

- preférably in: combmatnon '
wnth (3) above T ol

'Bundand operate e, 2 Fishery -~ y

an artlfvmal
spawning channel o
downstream from . -

+ thedam.. .. . .

Plant trout from = ' : Fishery
suitable brood - -
stock

TABLE 6-16 POSSIBLE METHODS OF REDUCING IMPA

- Reduction.

moderate' .

as above

Moderate“ Poss:bly

 Amout of - Cost
- Impact + .~ Effec- - -
“tiveness + +.+

Lowto. - ,' L._OIW'_
~moderate -~ -

Low to

. Moderate

- high.-

CLow. - ‘Unknown
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(TABLE G5 (CONTINUED)

8 lmprovement of
fisherman ‘access
dowhstrearm from
the dam '

Fishéryl ' : L Lowto ' . Possibly
recreation . . moderate” ™ high 28 flad

9  Purchase of trout 7 Fishery ‘Moderate”* Unknown {!

' water elsewhere . . - : e T fosbe e

© with-permanent - S o SRR Rt
protectlon from = cm o om R e B , . R B
development - . = S B A e 1

10  Procurement of - ST Fishery -~ .  Unknown** - “Unknown L

~ flow reseivations 5
"trlbutaries

1 Dgslg'n tu:rbl.he»s'_-‘tc . Fishery | o SR Unknown
. improve fish - - .o ' S
- survwal

'Purchase and im- o Wit High**

' - ensure-proper:. . [
N reclamatlon S e R SR T e T e N i
14 Same as above BRI '.,_Wlld“fe S High o

s Excavatlon of o o 'Afchaeou;gy T L Low =it i Uniknown . -
‘:.,some affected = o F o " -, b T
. prehlstonc

.

T e These’ measures would reduce the :mpacfs to a glven resource in a glven anea, ‘for example by Impmvtng flshery qua :ty elsewhere in the
Kootenai, but would have no eﬂect on the impacts that would result from’ the dam. = ) il ) 1

+ + Excavatlon of preh/stor/c s:tes would not reduce the lmpact to the Kutenal Indlans wha do not want the sues dlsturbed . '{ & ol

++ 4+ A cost effecrlveness ranng ol “low" mearnis that re/at:vely httle would be gamed‘for the money spent
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, anservatroanetroflts

Weatherrzatnon restricts air movement in and out

to maintain adequate air mterchange when

i satherizing.

vrronmental impacts, largely downstream sedimen-
tron during construction, and fish mortality caus-

Lybythe

smallif,

1 6 ft mcrease in the Broadwater Dam reservorr

BA

i

Id occur. if- BPA were to contract fornew

| ) load that would ‘otherwise have.
g proposed facnllty DNRC belreves other:

.and that- there would not be.
~chis supply optlon

)amIConservatlonIRetroht

: ’)am/ConservatlonIRetroflt optton are the sum of all

| ‘houses, which can contribute to indoor air poltu-"
an. This problem. can be alleviated by taklng steps -

i The dam retrofits would entanl placement of tur- |
pines. in: existing dams. There will be some en- -

rbrnes The long-term: rmpacts should be -
rmal river flow patterns: ‘were ot ‘affected.
ne archaeologlcal site, a- prehlstonc campsrte -
ould be-inundated when’ the retroflt resulted in: a

4 The env1ronmental |mpacts assocnated wrth the. .
ith : pply optton are-the rmpacts to: Montanﬂaf-that, L

generatlon f'a'cilities to. meet that portion of - _‘
been-met by -

proposed |

The enwronmental lmpacts of the Colstrrp supply ' }
ption are” ‘difficult to” ‘determine. ‘The |mpaots._
1ssocnated wnth burldmg and operatlng Colstrrp,

SUMMARY OF. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
~ OF ALTERNATE SUPPLY" OPTIONS

Units 3 and 4 wrll occur whether the members of
WMED purchase a share or not. it can be argued that, -

" as with the BPA supply option, the environmental im-
‘ '-pacts associated with the ‘Colstrip option are the

" ones that would occur in: Montana jf- WMED's. pur-

chase of a 7 percent share (73.5 MW) were to require
the members of the Colstrip consortium to build or

'purchase a share of .new facilities. In other words,

-othér customers will. demand another 73.5 MW from

-,-the consortium members. Seventy percent of the -
"~ - Colstrip: output is owned. by_ utilities operating out-

“.:side of Montana, 0. 70 percent of the 73.5
_would be'met by new facilities outside:M ki =N
: would cause no envrronmental rmpact sl Montana IS

g Thus the. enwronmental impacts that might resultin - ik

4 Montana from the Colstrip . supply optron 'would he

MW of the 73.5. MW- th t
" Power.” : . .
The next major facllmes scheduled for construc AR

’ ,;-‘the Missouri: River'and 1
“Falls. 1f the schedule @ Hese- proposed : 5 :
were to be accelerated asa result of Montana: Power' S
needmg the: 22 MW or it sellnng 22 MW to WMED: .-

‘were 1o ‘force . Montana . Power:: o biile

or: planned sources could meet these future loads' :
_facxlltles, then the environmental impacts. fr

any additional en- "

wonmental impacts’ to’ M0ntana assocnated wnth'--'-'--f. bur
s ... chaseof the Colstrlp power If the 22 MW is'met: i
. conservation, on"the. other hand, there would ‘be

The envrronmental lmpacts assocrated wnth the L _ - e X r
: Drfterentral ..Compa___ on ot Nonmonetary-

| Costs and Benefrts 'of Supply Opti ns E

those impacts’ associated with the 30 percent (22: - - -~
N o’uld belong to- Montana R

tion: by Montana Power are & dam’ at,C rter' ,
oal-fired

new. facilities would resiilt in “part from WME

almost. no- environmental rmpacts in. Montana as: a‘_i'_
result of the purchase o L it i

The: major nOnmonetary costs and-:-beneflts to""'

: Montana of the five supply optrons are compared in-

he indiy i pact' ‘assocrated with the: :

-"pro;ect ‘dam:r rofrts, and conservatlon, asv Ty
drscussed mdlvidually above § Al i
..olstnp e
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,table 6-17. Each optlon is compared to the BPA op- Tl
’ tlon BLH

MW _Share wi

theeej_‘.
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TABLE 6-17. COMPARISONS OF MAJOR NONMONETARY EFFECTS

OF ALTERNATE SUPPLY OPTIONS

Probosed
Project.

Nonmonetary Costs*

Fisheries "Substantiallyf '
: ' Worse b
- Substantially . .

~ Bighorn Sheep '

Habitat

| Restnetis - substantially
~ Substantially <

 Archaeological - ‘
Worse.

- ~and Historical = -

.t Theftests of ea
" of the BPA option -

' Dam/Conser: -
vation/Retrofit’

_ Substantially
Worse :

Substantially
~Worse .

- "Subs:_'t'ant'ially
~Worse .

o _‘_é&bstantially-[
~Worse '

- Substantially,
. Worse

o Cons_ervaiionl :
Retrofit

N.eufrz-zll-, s |
”::Né""‘fr’al_ - o
Neural

Worsé‘

Neuiral s

Colstrip - || :

Nei_it"ra!_._ :
Neutral -

Neut'ra'l'j:.v'

'As stated.

' the introduction to the cost-benefit

-analysis, this analysis only provides: a. framework

- method for comparing
i3 it b olant

ly optien listed on one side can be compared to
the adverse effects.on the other side. Although all
impacts - must be considered when evaluating the
project, only the major nonmonetary ‘impacts are

. the relative.importance:

further consideration.

"tion that has a net ‘mbnetéry_ cost is-dropped: from
~ The most difficult portion’ of this analysis is the

comparison of monetary benefits and nonmonetary
- “ladverse effects. In order.to. make this'comparison, .

~_ major importance. However, such weighting is not

listed in the table. DNRC defines impacts as major if
they are sufficient to alter the relative ranking of the

-supply options. -

Table 6-18 cdrhpéres nonmonetary benefits and |

costs of the alternative supply options. The supply
option in which the beriefits surpass the costs by the

- greatest amount is the best option. Implementation
of a supply option with higher costs than

- would reduce Montana’s welfare. ‘ .
There are no major - nonmonetary “benefits

benefits

- associated with any option in vtable'6-18,' S0 any op- »
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possible in some cases. For example, the impacts'to

- the Kutenai Indians appear.to be to their.civil rights -
- and religious freedom; which cannot be assigned a

relative vajue.. .o

As with. the comparison of monetary costs and .

benefits, only the options with higher benefits than
costs should be compared in the final analysis. This

- final analysis is the determination of which of the re-

maining alternatives has the greatest benefit to Mon-

fana. If no option yields greater benefits than the

BPA option, then BPA is the best choice. It is the
role of the Board to assign the weights to the non-
monetary impacts, and to decide which is the best
supply option for Montana, primarily on the basis of
information contained in this document.

‘impacts of

ik




DAMICONSERVAT!ON/RETROFW

.Monetary $1106 ST

N con.smu:

TABLE 6- 18 COST BENEFIT SUMMARY
' (mtlhons of 1981 dollars)

Benefits SRR E .~ Costs

PROPOSED PROJECT

© Monetary - $696* | Monetary $06$470“

Nonmonetary Major Adverse
Impacts to R

o Flshenes e -
'_‘:_-Blghom Sheep. Habltat L s e

' Religlous Freedom of Kutenal
lndians B

M 3-.:Monetary $517 o : R '- Nd Major lmpacts '

. Monetary benel/ts mclude prlce benems to the consumer and ad;ustmenrs to taxes and labor costs

b The range /n dollar figures shaws the present value al Kootenal Falls as est:mated by varlous methods
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' NDSHPO REF.: 03-0033; Red River Valley Water Supply Project EIS Stoping.

DearM F. NelSon

In’ en =Alternat1ves for Meet/ng Water Needs n
OV ""non and

o Alvin A, Jaeger |

. cofresponden . - project.. If you !
contact DUane Khnner at (701) 328 3576

. Department of Transpontation. | C
AllanM Stenehjem ]

Diréctor .

Tourism Department | *
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SquirrelMail

Slgn Out a
“nm QOS Addresses Folders ODtlons Search H elp

Message Lnst| Delete - v ' o O . Prevxouslcht 0

Subject FW: Red River Valley Water Supply Needs Assessment Meetmg r{,‘/ v
From: "Dale Frink" <dfrmk@swc.state nd us>
Date: Mon, November 11,200212: 21 pm

To: "Dave Koland" <davek@ndrw org>, (more)

4————Or1g1nal Message —————
From: Dale Frink ([mailto: dfrlnk@swc state nd us]
Sent: Monday, November 11 2002 12 20 PM .
To-'chalcrow@webtv het R N . : :

R Subject. RE Red Rrver Valley Water Supply Needs Assessment Meetlng

Mac...This'ls has alﬁays been a problen. Alot of c1t1es and rural areas
don’t make their needs known-.until. we are ready for constructlon "Some fj ,
farmers don’t get excrted untll they can see constructlon out thelr kltchen

, From: chalcrowd@webtv.net' [_a1 j'.chalcrow@webtv et]
: sent;f aturday, November 09, 2002 11: 28 AM '

. df znk@water swé,stata.nd us f ' : o K RS
aubject Red' Rlver Valley Water Supply Needs Assessment Meetlng

Thls week I went to the aforementloned meetlng in Pemblna conducted
jOlntly by the Bureau of Reclamation- and ‘the "C" District. What concerns
me - about these meetings is who doesn’ 't show up As an example, there
was not gne’ town -in Pemblna, Cavaller, Towner, or. Walsh Countles e
offlcially repwesented ' : : I

. there. to speak for themselves. Thls fellow went ‘o to say he was ready
to” take ‘on a much blgger area than he currently services and. that the
water ‘quality of: the Red River is bad. These comments were all recorded

by. the”moderators. :

My problem wrth thls type of collectlon act1v1t1es are: .

a. When ‘the needs assessments are eventually turned into an EIS many are

going. to be left: behlnd , :

- b. The power hungry are going to "win",

¢c. Decent dlSCuSSlOn ‘will not occur because not all the players knew

what was going on. One example is the Minnesota Rural Water people

weren’t there. In some cases, I would guess it would make more sense for

them to supply ND border towns than Raral ND prov;ders much further

way? g -
«.-d. The approach they are currently usrng w1ll not only exclude people, .

it will ultlmately cost the tax payer a bundle of money"'

e. Etc.

- - —E .. s ae moA - T PP, . a e N

Forward | Reply l&ply_.df

NG

=




MOORHEAD PUBLIC SERVICE

<, Your commumty -owned elecmc and water utility

- 500 Center Avenue u P.O. Box 779

CO\TTROLLED - Moorhead, MN B 56561-0779

' R . 218.299.5400 ® Fax; 218.299,5193
www mpsutlhty com® mps@mpsutlhty com

- peEEe - iy j2e
i_”v_ ) ; ) . ‘ ‘ , B &’(\[[‘ ; /{//
~ . October 31,2002 . o I /i -vt'
[\ RedRiver Valley EIS.. T il | DL AT
U, . Burcal of Accla.rauou
i P 0. Box 1017
o i ‘_“Blsmarck ND 58502 1017
{ ‘ - RE: Clty of Moorhead’s Comments to the Red Rlver Valley EIS

..DearSrrorMadam ' o

L _lt recently w i _v '“ght to' the Moorhead PUbllC Servrce Comrmsston S attentron Ihat |
* December 2000, Congress passed the Dakota. Water Resources Act of 2000.: The Act is now bemo"-
mterpteted ._o"‘-exclude the Miniesota cornmumtres in the Red: River Valley that have partrcrpated in

o 'the studles smce 1994 and have been lntended to be mcluded in future water supply pro;ects

[ e " The Moorhead Publlc Ser» ice Commxssmn and \Ioorhead Publle Servxce staff were represented at .
' ~ 'the Red. River Valley . Environmental Tmpact Statement Scopmg meeting held on Mondav,-
October 28, 2002 atthe Fargo Ctvxc Audttortum N : o - .

'The Moorhead Pubhc Service Commlssmn has been very actwe in. water supply and water

ok I »_'protectlon xssueq m our_,reglon Moorhead Pubhc Servrce contmues o ﬁght "for protegtion of our

| " water supply Fesource: the R Aquifer. Mgoorhead - -
7. -Public- Service p nmerits du rial plants upstream -
r . from ourcity and is currently in the process of developmg 2 plan to protect the' sensitive Buffalo -

[ Aqutfer Moothead Public Service has been very involved in all water supply- issues, mcludmg the

, . Garrison D1versron prOJGCt Cliff McLain, Moorhead Public ‘Service’s water division manager, has
™ . .~ been actlve ‘with the prevrous studles mcludmg Phase II of the Red Rlver Valley Water Needs

3 R Assessment study

Moorhead Publlc Serv:ce is very concerned that the anesota cmes that were prevmusly mcluded
~in studies are now being removed from future studies and possxbly the Red River Valley Water
" Supply. Project. On- Tuesday, October 29, 200 the Moorhead Public' Service Commission.

approved the attached resolution formally requesting the Bureau of Reclamation to once . -again

mclude the anesota cities of the Red Rtver Valley in the water supply pI'O_]CCt With this letter I

" »  Providing innovative, efficient, reiiable municipal services since 1896 ®




“Red River Valley EIS 5
U.S. Bureau of- Reclamat:on s T
October 31, 2002 - 10 LR - TR ™
: Page 2 ’

Comnussxon s. request

I you néed t6 contsct tie‘in the futare concermng thlS effort plcase do not hesuate o caJ me. My
telephon «’mmber 15 218 733 2495 '

'Moorhead Pubhc Servme Comxmssmn

' BS:KN.-"cug '
“-enclosure’

o

J




to the success of the regron and provrde resources for the regronal econom

i North Dakota (emphasrs added) and possrble Optrons for meetrng those needs ;

'RESOLUTION

WHEREAS the development of a relrable water supply for the Red Rrver Valley has been
~ asubject of great interest to Red River Valley residents of both eastern North Dakota and western
_Minnesota, government agencres, and entities. concerned wrth water, management and
- development and . :

\.,_;.WH}EREAS although rrve‘rs rn._ the Red Rrver Valley are prone to ﬂoodrng and excessrve :

WHEREAS Moorhead and _

o WHEREAS in. 1994 ‘the'U. S, Bureau of Reclamatron began a plannrng study called the Red -
River Valley Water Needs Assessment to rnvestrgate and evaluate existing and future munrcrpal j

- rural and rndustnal water use |n the Red Rrver Valley communltres, and

thad J

S WH S--' from ]994 to 2000 Moorhead East Grand Forks, and Breckenrrdge were ,
: ';‘rnclude in the study, and - , AN : -

WHEREAS Phase ll of the Red Rrver Valley Water Needs Assessment rncluded water needs ‘2 "
and several alternatrves to meet the needs. of both eastern North Dakota and western Mrnnesota: -

" communltres in the Red River Valley, and

, | WHEREAS the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 (DWRA) was srgned into Iaw on
» _' December 21, 2000 whrch authorrzes the Red Rrver Valley Water Supply Pro;ect and

A WHEREAS Sectron 8 b )(1) of Publrc Law 106 554 states ”l' he Secretary of the Interror shall
o conduct a comprehenswe study of the water quality and quantity: needs of the Re

- WHEREAS, a 2002 Memorandum of Understandrng was developed between the U S.
Bureau of Reclamatron and the State of North Dakota for rmplementatlon of the DWRA; and

v WHEREAS Mrnnesota cities in the Red River Valley were removed from the Red River Valley
Water Supply Projectin both the DWRA and in the 2002 Memorandum of Understandrng, and

. WHEREAS Moorhead and other communities have been asked to provrde comments at
“the public scoping meeting in Fargo, North Dakota, on October 28, 2002, to discuss the Red River
Valley Water Supply Pro;ect Envrronmental Impact Statement; and : :

i “"r Valleyf;_



WHEREAS, Moorhead shares the Red River as a water supply resource wrth other
Minnesota and North Dakota communmes, and

WHEREAS the City of Moorhead rs very concerned about water resources for the existing
and future munrcrpal and rndustrral water usein the crty, and

B WHEREAS the City of Moorhead belreves it and other anesota Red River Valley
iy f_ ‘communrtles should be lncluded |n_ the Red Rrver Valley Wat ) 'Supply Pro;ect and

WHEREAS the Eastern'Dakota Water Users Group has srmrlar concerns regardmg
Mrnnesota berng removed from the Red River Vailey Water Supply Pro;ect S _

PASSED by the'M‘oorhead Pubhc Servrce Commtssron of the Cn:y of Moorhead thrs 29th

day of October2002. . .. . -
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S ok I P A I : ) (‘ARYLBPEARSON,DVM
i et ‘ S . + 1308 Business Loop East
i - [ BEPLY DATE - - - I o Jamestown, North Dakota 58401
i . LINFo.copyTR: o o ) : Tel:phcnc(?ﬂ])’5’~6036 )
BRI - vy s S Facslmllc("Ol)?Jl-GlGO
Boram — . ’ oY AE-maill apearsoniy &
L e o ey | AT

S D |

S » Y Marvanne Bach _
N ‘Regxonal Director

- "_-'Great Pldins Reqxon ‘

F TS * & S Bureau of Regl amation,

' lhnnk vou tor prm 1dm2 ine wnth a cop\« of your October 18, 7()02, lertex to Mr Bob Harms in .
North Dakota Governor Johr Hoven’s office regarding the Governor’s designation of the . _
. Gamson vaersxon Conservaucv DlStTlct to represent the interests of the‘_State of North deom o

'_represent the Staté oes, n tact have the necessaw legal authontv to represcnt the State
interests in jointly preparing the EIS for the Red vaer Valley Watex Supplx PrOJet.t as's peuhed
' ‘under Sectxon 8(c)(”\(A) of the Act -

. i~ by :

s : ; irector Karl Wtrkus re\ 1ewing the apbm ent lack“of'
{";‘” ' O authontv for the Governor {6 dengnate the Garrison Diversion
: _ Conservam:v District to represent the interests of the State in the preparanon ot the-ELS for the
i Red River Vallw Water Supplv Project. o
| . o o | . ‘ . - Smcerelv,
“'w - i R . L , v / izl /Oﬂl " ,q,(b/
- ' . e - Gary L: Pedrson D.V.M.

S - .
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PRESENTATION FOR THE o | |
RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT ENVIRONMENT

IMPACT STATEMENT SCOPING MEETING
October 28 2002 ‘

s To partmpants of the: U S. Bureau of Reclamauon s-Red River. Valley Wate’ Supply P " OI

s : My name is. Mayor Mark Voxland I'am the Mayor or Moorhead anesora :F would like: to:

o of the Red River VaIIey Water Supply PrOJect

It 1s my understandmg that anesota commumtles of Moorhead Breckenrxdge | d
_East Grand Forks were: mcluded in the U S: Bureau of Reclamatxon Red Rwer V‘aI ey. ] Water -

. Moorhead éompleted a new water treatment facmty that strategically. shlfted xts resources away

vef of the North. Moorhead has worked extremely hard to develop measures to protect
h-}-the_ensxtwe Buffalo Aqulfer Moorhead, like the U. S. Bureau of Reclamatxon is Iookmz

. 50 years into the’ future when Moorhead has grown and there is more demand for 1ts water ’

supply resources . ,._

 thank you for the opportunity to speak-to you this evening on an. issue that is very important to . . {7
" the ‘city of Moorhead We would like to have the comments and the resolution that Twill L

= 'prov1de submxtted for your: con51derat10n as you work on thxs Envxronmental Impact Statement' -

"akmg water” “from our Buffalo Aquifer in order to reserve that ‘water for perxods of
term drought. Therefore, Moorhead takes approxlmatcly 80 percent of its water from the

e




The Phase II report shows sxgmﬁcant shortages under either the U. S Bureau of Reclamatton s,
or Moorhead s and other parttclpants year-2050 pI'O_]CCthﬂS This is the concern of Moorhead

TTh

IR ', "The mgmﬁcant concern of Moorhead at: thts ttme, is the fact that Moorhead and other' 1
l Mtnnesota communities could be ehmtnated from further studies of the Garrison: Dwersron:, »
Project. Moorhead believes that it would be very unfortunate when the MlSSOUl‘l Rlver project -

I .

is finally completed and Moorhead may not be able to. Teceive water. from that project. for -
L future economxc orowth of all Red Rlver Valley communtttes on both s:des of the Red River.
( 1 '_ Corl ’_ As I menttoned prev1ously, at the present time- Moorhead has enouch water for normal growth A
_ L _even ina drought situation because: of- the: strategtc efforts that will’ continue into- the. future. .
. o Moorhead however does believe that_future economtc development: efforts to attract bumnessi

' '-Mtnnesota and North Dakota cornmumtles The cuy of Moorhead
,-._-_water resources for the: exrstmg and future rnunlcxpal and mdustrtal /

,,.‘_‘;;_and me; whtch I would ltke to submtt to: you
PR Once agatn thank you for the: opportumty to speak to ' about this.issue.. We ask that you‘j{ B

Poa ’thl take our comments very sertously If there are any questtons or concerns l encouraoe you'_ -
o 3 | tO please Contact me i . . . . AN . - : ,




RESQI..UT_ION: _

WHEREAS the development of a rehabte water supply for the Red River Valte/ has T

been a subject of great interest to Red River Valley residents of both eastern North Dakota and

western Minnesota, government agencxes and. entities concerned with water management and -

v deveIOpment and

WHEREAS although rrvers in the Red Rtver Vattey are prone to ftoodmg and excessxve

runoff there are atso pehods of Iow flow and drought condlttons and

- : WHEREAS Moorhead and other Mtnnesota commumttes in the Red: Rtver Valtey are '
i) vrtal to the success of the regton and provsde resources for the regxonat economy, and

S WHEREAS a 2002 Memorandum of’ Understandmg was devetoped between th_e U S o
o Bureau of Rectamatton and the State of North Dakota for lmptementatlon'of the DWRA,“_ahd

= WHEREAS anesota cmes in the Red Rtver Vatley were removed from the Red Rlver i
’ '_f_‘Vattey Water Supply Pro;ect tn both the DWRA and m the 2002 Memorandum'of Uvnderstandtng,

the Public Scoping meeting in Fargo North Dakota, on October 28, 2002, to discuss the Red
Rlver Valley Water Supply Pro;ect Enwronmental Impact Statement; and 1

WHEREAS Moorhead shares the Red Rtver as a water supply resource W|th other.
Mtnnesota and North Dakota communttles and

WHEREAS the City of Moorhead is -very concerned about water resources for the

existing and future municipal and industrial water use in the city; and

¥

WHEREAS Moorhead and other commumtxes have been asked to prowde comments at




| WHEREAS; the Crty of Moorhead belleves it and other. Mlnnesota Red River Valley -
e ow communmes should be lncluded in the Red Rlver Valley Water Supply F’l'OJGCt and ' .

Lo | _' WHEREAS the Eastern Dakota Water Use . "«Group has s:mllar conCernS regardlrlg
| ys " om anesota belng removed from the Red Rlver Valley _.;ater Supply F’l’OJGCt : '

:  NOW, THEREFORE; BE IT RESOLVED that the Mayor and City Council of the City of‘:‘ |
. Moorhead request the U.S. Bureau of ‘Reclamation to, once agaln lﬂC‘Ude the anesota.
J e commumtles in the Red Rlver Valley Water Supply Prolect ’

| PASSED by the Clty Counc:ll of the Clty of Moorhead thls 215‘ day of October 2002

b n Rt e APPROVED BY

o siKaveE/Buchholz
I -‘_,-__‘KAYE k. BUCHHOLZ Clty Clerk

';::,;"(SEAL)

“COUNTY QF CLAY

| - STATEOFMINNESOTAY . -
W« OTYoF MOCHHEP.D }

© #2002-1059
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October 30, 2002
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United States' Forest v'Dakhta Prairie Grasslands Sheyenne Ranrrer Distru:t
Departmentof =~ Serviee - .t N ) 01LMain$t. ' i

&Y Agriculfure - aspg b R P.O.Box%46 a0 N

. Dear Ms Snortland

oL} ThlS letter isin response to your NOtICB Of ’ ; E e -
- evaluatealternatives for meeting future witer needs of the Red River Val ¥ Water in North Dakota T he '

| : “We look forward to cooperatmo thh u-on thls pro;ect If you have any. quest:ons please contact
. Colleen] Rufsvold ' :
g 250-4443

Lisbon,ND 58084 . i ©

File Code: 1950/2700. T
~ Date: October 28,2002

Signe Snortland

" - Bureau of Reclamation

P.O.Box 1017 .
Bismarck, ND 58502

scale of the maps prowded makes it 1mp0351b1e to determme whether or not the: proposad plpehne

o alternatwes wxll cross the Sheyenne National Grassland. -

o We are requestmg a set of alternative maps depicting the proposed plpelme _routes ata scale where we canvu
- determne whether they ay. cross the Nauonal Gr assland Once we.can make that determination, we will -

th sland of '

‘ t1ve plant spemes on the grassland
e'12 sensitive wildlife spemes on the grass}and of h1 hest _

=

' P
J Sensmve Wﬂdhfe Speexe
~ concern would be the Northern Leopard Frog and the Powesheik Skipper. .- -
o TImpacts to ground water and the aquifer, which would impact habitat for the orch1d and many of
- . the sensitive species as well as hvestock water developments . : -
¢ Cultural/Heritage impacts - e [ o
L. Noxxous weeds especxally leafy spurge _‘ :

0 2 683—4342 or Charlene Bucha Gentry in our B1smarck off' e

Sincerely, _

~ District Ranger_.f

.Ce: Charlene Bucha Gentfy, SO .

Dave Pieper, Grasslands Supervisor

Caring for the Land and Serving People Printed on Aecyded Paper

at 701'- L




ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR

f | . | SR Red River Vauey Water Supply Pro;ect

Date‘ -”'/’C 1 L()\! ME

Quesnon: Commems '

) 2 'f\ =2 af el __.{;/_-'AI J C{(")/-i. Y I /-/>/
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR
Recl Rrvel Va]ley Water Supply Pro;ect

T ! L :ijU\l\tC\I‘ C\t‘
: i 2‘_? wo a./a' Cuﬁetm—é l«g({{ cxl a.f'
"—'éufak Maz/mq¢ agc[ a[m i Camzo r - O

r "“’ evu /«wz 0"*”‘/ "”L 4:{*
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M&S’ CU*J'#‘-} om 3[50[630;'0&me ’gmrrr.f

Name (Pleuse Prinn éa}“kt/ V 2’ g/”{on

Mailing Address 559(/ é’ﬂ/uﬂu«f szff ¢ Uabley Lﬁ; AL
' 58072

“Cander Federal Law uil queestions or comments will e puniisied aniess speciticaily noted vtherws




ENVIRONMENTAL TMPACT STATEMENT FOR

Re(l River Valley Water bupply Pro;ea,t

iy Name (F-"l‘?'-‘é'é’i{!’/. — i

' Mailing Addiess 3 3 L7 ¢

A’z‘;& \/mL;’\l L«Lw
N S[Fr, :

G'."

I

s
o




Name LUAJ}J a L’ﬂﬁt
“Kiew LthD (‘,DJMT‘.. '-Cz_s-,.;;m_.'cgmy{_

Address

st‘% )] Av: SE
e CHRASTIUT AD <eDis

Emal] LCU'\ILS\C’, NTC, MAIL, /\Jir
Pios. 701- 4b9- 231S




Red Rwer Va]ley EIS Bureau of Reclamatlon
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"Ramona{Klem" <ramonak@ akiel.coms.




a Shframpton@eventlde org> <marg|e@fargotheatre org>, <smcl|ster@forum" mm.com>,

<m|ke hamerllk noridi -'.; 1§ <chelmstetter@paces Iodgmg com> <Jkasper@state nd
. <kg‘o‘rde'r@s e. n'd.u's>, <rdisru @state.ndius> o
- <mark. msbei@xce]energy com> ' '
’ -‘1,0/18!02 11:44AM
.For your mformatnon

' jpnmary reasons for thts senes of meetings in our region is to ldentlfy and consnder lssues and optlons oy

R re!atmg to meetmg future water needs in the Red Rlver Vaney, mcludmg our bl-state metropohtan"

_ Warm regards always l'“'f -

:‘DaVld

:'Y,CC <roger@cbfplus com> <bwfurness@c: fargo nd us>,’ o
~<mark. voxland@ci moorhead.mn.us>, <r2b2@corpcomm net>, <swenson br"dl y@dorseytaw com>

A.com>, <DeborahSoliah@meritcare.com>, <b$chwandt@mp utility. com
*<Jd|ck@romanmealmllhng com>, <dagather@statebanks net> .
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T To: *J. Signe Snortland" «sspo

-

From: . . "Gary Pearson" <gpearsén@: ' el _
landegp .usbr.govs>
Date: - . 4/20/01 11:01AM . ; ’
Subject: RRVWSS feature_s/al’tjegn-a'ti_v _

Signe—e’

When . T got back yesterday ard opened my e- mall last night, I had a messagé

,,that these had not been dellvered I'1l try again.

. Gary’
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- 1305 Business Loop East. "
Jamestawn, North Dakota 58401
* Telephone (701) 252-6036 -~ . - o SEE o
- Facsimile (701) 25161607 "~ =~ ., . . - - M
. E-tnail:. gpearson@daktel.com ‘ ' ' ' l

'__.»GARYL PEARSON, DY M, - g U r
o i . | N s N ‘3

April 18;2001

 VIAE-MAIL.

SR Semor Environmental Spemahst :
" Dakotas.Area Office . '
+° " --U. S: Bureauof Reclamatlon '
U POBOX 1017
© - Bismarck; North Dakota 58502

' "-,:{Assessment Phase 14 Appralsal of Altemanves to Meet Proj ected Shortages Draft Report

mcorporate simiilar basic concepts, these proposed features/alternatxves supplement or e‘(pémd L -
. upon those features and suggest several nEw ones. : :

'Natlonal Wlldllfe Federatlon Representatlve
! ‘Red River-Valley Water Supply Study
Study Rev1ew Team '

C e




B = e  ADDITIONAL RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY
Lo | | FEATURES/ALTERNATIVES RECOMMENDED -

| .o o§ '~ FOREVALUATIONINTHE .
| | - a ! RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY STUDY

' - Submltted by ‘
Natlonal Audubon Socrety/Natlonal erdlrfe Federatlon o
- Apr1118 2001 o -

e . r

et

the' Red RlVer Velley Water Needs' Assessment Phase 1 .
Altematrves to Meet_Shortages report under “Altemanve 1 - :,' "1

PR N P "'-Controlhng and’reducmg, were pos51ble the maximuim pressure ,
| . water delivery systems, and regulatmg pressure to new . PR
— . . subdivisions S gt "
e Active water audit and leak detectlon repalr and replacement o |

. . programs |

e Water reuse
- Demand management programs .

e Active public education, outreach and demonstration programs =




'A ‘-'.the Colorado RIVCI‘ :

e Education about and enforcement of ex1st1ng plumbrng codes or
development of addltlonal codes _ gt
o Encouragmg or requlrlng low water-use landscapmg, efficient
irrigation, and irrigation desrgns for new developments
* Retrofitting kits and/or. programs to lower interior water use in
- existing homes, or rebates for the 1nsta11at10n of new water
‘conservation fixtures - ° : :

e Conservation-oriented rate structures (both supply and wastewater) -

~to provrde incentives for efficient water use.

- __;There are addmonal conservatron measures that eould be 1mplemented o .
. increase that 5% reduction, part1cu1arIy dunng perrods of shortage

reduce water u e-‘gand enhance water supphes For. example a
used in'Southetn California invelves water btlhngs which are |
- requirements of each domestic and business user and the weather on :
tlrne ba51s The crty actually does an. aud1t of each household _an kn

pmg for th : t’parncular yard 1n that parttcular m_ )

SEi higher than the crty s calculation of reasonable need, they are charged ata

' 'Slgmﬁcantly higher rate. -Each homeowner was gtven a soil tnoi fest
.-~ and various other conservatlon tools and reminders and the utlhty has a

5 , _actlve' county agent” type of service where they send knowledgeab € peop e“f'- ok
-+ out.to advise resrdents on improving their water use efﬁmency We w1ll takez A

) '_;the time. to find.the namie of the city and come up ‘with more . >
_Specrﬁc information. We believe that those types of: measure_s are not” s
' nal in Southern CA as they have to tnm back on therr:wr

2 _We strongly encourage that the "No Action" altematlve w1th conservatlon
built in be used as the "Baseline" condmon for applylng the other water
. supply alternatives. | o - ¥

2. Water Reuse |

The worst- year (1934) shortage at Fargo under Reclamatron s year 2050
_prOJectron is:24,960 acre-feet (Phase II report Table S.4, p. S- 8), based on:
the current configuration of the City of Fargo municipal water intake on the -

Red River located upstream from the city’s wastewater discharge. However, -

73

haad



- concept, the RRV. project would to invest in systemn efﬁc' ncy ntnprove” _‘ents_ '
.. such as; automated 1.mgatton scheduhng systems, lmper -d wate el
measurernent 1mproved on-farm water apphcanon methods ,e-tc The saved - S

. »5 Water Bankmg o : :
" The BOR has some expenence w1th "water bankmg 5
Cab e Thls method of water rnanagement requlres some surface storage facrhty )
aqulfer suttable for storing water to carry over. from wet to dry years. Thus,. -
~ "banking the water". This requlres changmg the traditional notion that
- water rights pertatn to only one year's supply.. BOR should investigate. and
cemploy all of the innovative technlques that have been used for water . -

the worst-year net shortage at Fargo is 4, 892 acre-feet (Phase I Part A MR&I
Appraisal Report, Table 41, p. 123). ThlS suggests that increasing reuse of
water at Fargo, at least durtng times of drought, could substantially | reduce if
not eliminate the prOJected shortages. Dual distribution systems in larger
towns could re-use treated sewage for industrial users and '

urban 1mgatlon

_3 Irrtgatlon Water Use Efﬁcrency

Improving irri gatton efficiency in the Red Rlver Valley should be evaluated
as a means of obtaining "new water" for meetlng MR&I needs Under th1s

water would be leased for. MR&I use as an incentive for the farrn operator S
partlcrpatlon Some 1rr1gat10n pI'O]eCtS for Wthl’l BOR had done efficiency
studies have showed as much as 30% to 40% water. savings pOSS1ble

I Conmdermg the volumes of water requlred for rmgatlon that could ﬂush a g N

Ty _An exarnple of this feature is buymg out agrrcultural water and perhaps: the o T
. water it serves. Priority could be placed on lands that wrll eventually serve . el
. '__..as urban growth areas. CltleS such-as Tucson have. done SO when water.. '_
' became tight If conversions were donei n selective locatlons it the. water
o '(and perhaps 1dled land) could be leased back to the: farmers w1th the ._
= understandrng that the MR&I system can call the water n dry years

p :.‘m

management and re-use around the West

- 6. Artlﬁmal Groundwater Recharge : -
' Rechargmg groundwater in the vicinity of the demand centers could reduce
~ losses from that of surfacc storage and provide valuable carryover from -

water abundant to dry years. The BOR spent about $5 mrlhon on the




a through increased efﬁcrency, conservation and perhaps local -

S an example of that belng done "There; they dtdn t Just assume that th

SR -Ashtabula BOR should be perfornnng are- Operatlon study- of t

i Bl save evaporatlon and seepage loss § 9t

members may have some 1deas in thls regard

Groundwater Recharge Demonstration Program in the late 80's for the ~ ~ N
purpose of improving and spreadmg recharge technology Part of Denver's I
present water supply if from one of those prOJeets BOR should put the
lessons from that - program touse. - Ly |

7. Independent Community and Rural System Solutrons

Rather than Just assume that the smaller commumt1es and rural systems need _
long term service from a centrally supphed system ‘each ‘of those small users
should be evaluated in ‘terms of measures that can make them self-sufﬁcrent

: groundwater augmentatron Lyman ~Jones/Mni Wiconi in South Dako"

” project had to be served from the Missouri River diversion, but rath'er served e f
| .many rural systems and small communrtles from local sources Ry Nk SO

| 8 Improved management of ex1st1ng water storage ‘
An example would be optimizing use of the increased storage in ’-Lake P

el component of the total water supply. Piping MR&I water from th,:‘
" reservoir there rather. than running it all down the Sheyenne RlVe - wou

9. Water Supply Sources Avallable in anesota b B L S T

B Although the Red River Valley MR&I Water Needs Assessment consrders ST 1
- shortagés'in the Mirinesota cities.of Moorhead and Grand Forks, it does not:f:-‘ S

" consider water supply alternatives: 1nvolvmg sources in anesota S TLE

- Alternative water supplies in Minnesota should be identified and evaluated ST
g :-lneludmg both surface and groundwater The anesota Tech Tea :.‘ R

'10 Demand Reductlon Alternatxve Locatlons for New Industrles |

The Red River Valley Water Needs Assessment Phase II Appratsal of N

Alternatives to Meet Projected Shortages report (Table 2.4, p, S-8) shows L
‘that 16,480 acre-feet of the total 61,286 acre-feet 1934 “worst-year” Water = I ‘_
shortage under Reclamation year 2050 prOjCCthl’lS would be the result of -~ - , L
four new hypothetical high volume water-use industries locating in the Red'- 1’
River Valley One obvious alterfiative for reducing future shortages,: "
- therefore, is to eneourage the location of new hlgh water use 1ndustr1es 1n '




- areas where future water supphes are projected to be adequate, such as over
the Splrltwood Aqulfer near the MISSOUI‘I Rrver or in- anesota

11 Streamflow Augmentatmn

. Under the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 streamﬂow augmentatlon 18
‘included as one of the needs to be met by a Red River Valley Water Supply
'._PI'OJCCt The alternative of reducing withdrawals from streams for purposes .
_such as irrigation during penods of low flows should be evaluated. Montana

- water law, _for example has a prov151on for leasmg of water for rnamtarnrng -

| ®. '-lUnder the Dakota Water Resources Act of 2000 groundwater recharge is
R rncluded as one of the needs to be met by a Red Rrver Valley Water Supply

: v:---_for purposes such as 1rr1gatron in order to allow for natural recharge of
& groundwater resources should be evaluated el
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 [CLASSIFICAT

{PRoJECT .

I CONTROL NG, ..

RRVWS prolect IS of. the;--

- [FOLDERTD:

greatest; -rmpOrtance as the VClty of. Fargo:'a-nd, the' S

rl .- surrounding regioncontinues . to;grow We are fully aware ‘of the social and -
. economic ramifications should we experience an’ inadequate supply of water. .To"

g L stress the lmportance of the:
T take this- opportunlty to

R - Reclamation in written forr
RN of technical comments perta
ot _'Plans of Study forth '_ VWS pro

'S project to: the City of Fargo | would like to

' "gformal ‘comments to. the Bureau - of . _
m. “As. support documentation, enclosed is-a summary. .~
ork to be completed under the.S ecific .

E R Water is a top prlorrty for the Clty of Fargo second only to publlc safety The ) .
. entire region has expenenced significant . growth in the recent past,. and our

‘prolectrons indicate that this growth will contlnue lnto the: foreseeable future. As

our region grows, the City of Fargo will be- reqULred to. meet' rncreasmg resndentlal -
commercial, institutional and industrial water demands and to. support economic -

-growth. ‘We recognize the value of our current water supply and dlllgently
practice water conservation measures, as necessary. However, we remain

concerned that existing water supplies will be msufﬁcrent to meet our future water

demands during drought condltlons

!

Q Printed on Recycled paper.

F;arg'n-Mdor_héad

Al:Amarica Chy
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| ‘Zavoral at (701) 241 1553

UBWEst

3 »The “No Actlon alternative of the RRVWS prOJect is absolutely unacceptabl

considering the water demands of the area in’ conjunction with historical Iow-ﬂowv.
‘data for the Red River, it is evident that drought conditions would- have

" devastating social and economic effects on the livelihood of the region. In- basin
alternatives could be evaluated for limited support, but the City of Fargo believes

that alternatives importing Missouri River water to the Red River Valley provrde- :

the most benefit and reliable assurance of a sustamable future water source.
- The. Red River Valley has been promised 100: cubic feet per second- of water
- from the MISSOUI'I RlVer in an effort to meet future water demands and the Clty of
: ;Fargo deswes to see that commltment fulfllled v

v source to the Red Rrver Valley

‘Enclosure - il
cc:  PatZavoral, Clty Admrmstrator . M
 Mark Bittner, P.E., City Engineer

- ‘Bruce Grubb, P.E., Enterprise Director

' ffssd

L _The possnblhtnes or drought condmons that would cnpple our economy and.'_

y-'., efforts but also to- |mplement a solutnon that provudes a | ', _

Steve Burlan PE,; Advanced Engmeenng & Envrronmental Servrces Inc .
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L growth rate:established in the RRVWS pro;ect study effort could be the basis for fi L
'~ supply prajects. Failure to adequately pravide for future demands could have ramlfcatlons that--,j it

- result in ultimate failure of a proposed RRVWS project. Undersized mfrastructure oF: lnadequate, R
‘water allocation could result in the Inablllty to meet the demands of growrng commun 1 .

i .The data analysls mcluded in the Red Rlver Valley Water Needs Assessm
- based; 131 _
- Farg carinot rely-on: average river flows based on monthly and/or anntal data due to a lack o,
. natural (i
- term basis;ithe o

' Unuted_States Geological Survey (USGS) dally flow data from' 1902 fc 2001 mdlcates that - ;o mm

_ multiple:individual days;and even.7-day. periods, would yield *no flow” in the Red: Rtve o N
- Certainly, 1 the use of this data would better represent the actual shortfall that could be 2"

- expenenced by the City of Fargo, surrounding communities, and mdustnes of the Red River .
" Valley that rely on surface water. Therefore, the City of Fargo strongly- urges that futg -

- -research and paleocllmatlc mformatlon (tree nng data lake and dune sedtments e
“archaeological remains, etc.) presented on websites such as that administered by staff of the

. Hea e}
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TECHNICAL COMMENTS
CITY OF FARGO '

RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
December 16 2002

‘ ANTICIPATED REGIONAL GROWTH

The City of Fargo has expenenced approximately. a 2- percent growth rate per year for the last
20 years, and projections indicate that the City can be expected to sustain a similar annual
growth rate for the foreseeable future. It should be noted that the growth rate for the Clty of
Fargo has:exceeded all recent estimates by the Bureau of Reclamation. It is critical: that
continued-work on the Red River Valley Water Supply (RRVWS) pro;ect not be-based on v
population’ projectlons that continue to underestimate the growth potential for the City:of: Fargo
and the surrounding region.: In-addition to. populatlon growth, increased water use associated’
with future institutional, commercial,. and industrial growth: should be considered as'we

throughout the reglon

EVALUATION OF EXISTING LOW—FLOW CONDITIONS

nannual and monthly flow-condition’s in the Red River from1

ohannel) raw water storage: If the fiver-flow falls below adequate levels ona short-
Cityof Fargo would be unable to'meetits darly water demards. Htstorlcal

hydrology work be based on no more: than 7-day, preferably 1—day, Iow-ﬂow dat

Furthermore |t lS prudent to assume that data collected m the 1930 s_does_not repre ,nt the :

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Paleontology Program Accordnng to
the NOAA Paleontology Program website, the paleocllmatlc record indicates that 20" century _

- droughts.do not represent the possible range of drought vanablllty and duratlon that have

accurred in parts of North America as recently as-500 years ago, which suggests that Red River |

- flows were potentially lower than that measured and recorded during the 1930s: Although it-

may not be reasoriable to plan for a 500-year drought, this information suggests that no
compromlses can be made when plannlng for a drought stmrlar to the 19305 Fi o

'When consndenng low. ﬂow condltlons in the Red Rlver it is lmportant that the RRVWS pro;ect

impose peak day demand projections onto these conditions to estimate water supply shortages
Since peak day demands typically coincide with dry conditions, this would serve asthe'most
appropnate set of circumstances with which to develop: and evaluate alternative’s proposed to.



TECHNICAL COMMENTS (CONT.)
-CITY OFFARGO
RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
December 16, 2002
Page 2 of 5

meet the water supply needs of the Red River Valley.” The City of Fargo understands that the -
Bureau of Reclamation intends to utilize peak day demand. pro;ectlons under the RRVWS
pro;ect in lreu of average day demand prOJectlons as utilized in previous study work _

,LIMITATIONS OF lN BASIN FEATURES

. vThe Clty of Fargo is concerned that i in- basm alternatlves could prowde marglnal benef‘ t and
_ would be insufficient to meet the comprehensive water quantity and quality needs of the Red
RlVer Valley.: Various. entities throughout the region have been involved in alternative water -

- supply studies in recent years. These studies have considered similar concepts: presently ‘ _
.- included in the in-basin alternatives. Based on the conclusions of these studies; the in-basin ]:‘,f',:_"-; S
T features and.assotiated ‘alternatives will llkely have: lrmltatrons as to therr ablllty to me; i

'demands J;A_feummary of these llmltatrons is provrded below

) vV'COnStTUCtIOH of Klndred Reservorr or Enlargl_n_g Lake Ashtabula

The construction of a new Kindred Reservoir or enlarging Lake Ashtabula: could prove to

be the most politically challenging features being considered in the RRVWS- prolect It:

" could be expected that a significant number of stakeholders may- have: reservatlons or-’-‘-.»

‘ outrlght ob}eotron to the envxronmental and/or personal rmpllcatlon's of oonstructl

o co’uld;'be put forth to stop the lmplementatlon of ralsmg Lake Ashtabula based ori the

limited amount. of benefit when compared to the antlcrpated exorbltant costs assocrate’ _

o wrth thls'feature as well

.' Rlng-Drke Reservorrs

 The ring-dike reservoir feature is. burdened wrth multlple factors that have the potentral to: i

 significantly limit their environmental, operational, and technical feasibility. The -
L constructlon of rlng-dnke reservonrs would necessttate the acqursmon of thousa

More lmportantly, there are a host of operatlonal rssues that should be consndered when
- evaluating. the technical feasibility of ring-dike reservoirs.. The. ultimate success of the
ring-dike reservoirs would require that excessive spring. runoff be retained for gradual. -
- use during ensuing water supply shortage penods Itis quite possible thata drought. -
. season would not be proceeded by the required amount of excessive runoff to o
adequately fill the ring-dike reservoirs.. In addition, runoff is typically. very turbld
therefore, the buald -up of organic and inorganic solids in the base of the retentlon g

structures could also be expected to occur during the extended period of time over whlch '

‘the water is stored. The organic miaterial would likely undergo anaerobic conditions and
require aeration to control potential-odor problems. - Unless controlled; algal blooms: -
could also cause undesirable taste and odor problems that would require advanced

~ water treatment processes and/or lncreased chemical dosage rates. Penodrc dredglng




TECHNICAL COMMENTS (CONT.)
) _ : - .CITY OF FARGO _ '
ST . : RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
I e _ December.16, 2002
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o of the inorganic solids would also be required to maintain the design capacity lntended of
o the reservoirs. Overall water loss from the ring-dike reservoirs, as a result of - -
i : evaporatlon and seepage, also has the potential to limit the ability of nng-dtke structures
o to meet project objectives. Given these operational challenges, the nng-drke reservour

) c feature should be carefully evaluated for its technlcal feasublllty ' -

- _ o .Groundwater Supphes and Water nghts : K e
- -+ . The availability of groundwater resourges are hmrted and are Ilkely to become more :
o limited: as a resuit of both drought conditions and increasirig interest in groundwater for

‘oo oots various uses. The:awareness of limited groundwater resources has prompted a more” -

]} AT SR conservative.approach by the North. Dakota- State Water Commlssnon‘(_NDSWC)"when i S

R T ;;..conSIderlng the approval of groundwater permit apphcatrons ‘The level:of shc

s Lot ¢ould potentially be identified for the City of Fargo coupled with the NDSWC's +- T

r .-+ conservative approach could ultlmately require. a series of wells spread over numerous

| _ . .wio sections of tand ‘The number of wells-and land requirements could be further - S

. ;cexacerbated if the’ mandated well spacing necessitates: the: construction of wells in areas

[ .. of aquifers with relatively low production rates. Conveyance via éxisting river h:annel

| =R .,.,.w__._:.»-.-'could be. comphcated due to in-stream. water, quality: Ilmltatlons, evaporatron ‘and

. . 5o channellosses. . Furthermore, the water: quahty could i matety require the constructx
ologrcally advanced treatment proceSSes to remove const’ituents that exzs i

: \.'Artlﬂmal'Aqwfer Recharge | = '
. . . The City.of Fargo is mterested in studymg the techmcal feaSIbrh rtific
recharge The. identification of all groundwater resources as candldates for aqu
L .--;recharge and thetr respectlve amounts of avallable hydrauhc storage capacrt y

b -‘-v-permeab'rllty, porostty, specn‘" ¢ yleld etc ) that make: them |deal candrdates for recharge'?:r
S If 50; do the aquofers belng consmered meet or exceed these ndeal parameters’?“ i

R -v:-.;;;.-su 4ace water be compatnble wrth one another? erl addltlonal treat ent bearequu.red‘.to: i LT
£t - makethe waters compatible? Recognizing there may be others, these are a few. of the .
[ ; - obvious: techmcal questions that will need to be addressed dunng the feaSIblhty

‘ ' 2 evaluatlon assomated with this feature. - A kot

| wReverse Osmosis to Treat Groundwater from the Dakota Aqu:fer _
o Water quality data has indicated that the Dakota Aquifer and other groundwater sources g
- .. - 'would be difficult to treat with existing conventional facilities due to water quality issues,
thereby requiring desalination treatment. Physical aquifer characteristics, mcludmg
- porosity, permeability, transmissivity, and specific yield, remain to be investigatedin -
. great detail. These factors would uitimately determine well production rates, well -
- spacing requnrements -and costs associated with supplying‘water to the: desallnatlon
-facilities.. It is likely that the desalination facilities. would have the ability to treat. reglonal
groundwater sources to a quality wrthm requnred standards; however, reverse osmosrs




E .’the Clty of- Fargo to complete a study on the relatlve cost. of treatlng Mlssoun Rlver wat

: TECHNICAL COMMENTS (CONT.)
. . CITY. OF FARGO : ’
RED RlVER VALLEY: WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
December 16, 2002
' Page 4 of 5

' membranes are not necessarily a silver bullet treatment process Naturally occurnng
water quallty constituents can limit the applicability. of membrane technology dueto

' excessive scale formation potentlal and compounds that cause lrrever5|ble foullng of the o

membrane material. .

If technlcally feasrble the desallnatlon of groundwater would result in the generatlon ofa

substantial volume of waste concentrate (brine solution) that would requure an.
~ environmentally acceptable disposal strategy. Itis antlcrpated that direct dlscharge of
.- the concentrate would'be prohibited by the contrelling environmental agencies;-
g .:especrally given the low-flow conditions in regional waterways dunng drought. condltlons
- thatwould be unable to dilute regulated parameters to acceptable levelson a
“+* . balance basis.. The concentrate disposal issue was not consrdered tthea
g of effort expended dunng the prevrous study il S Sl :

: ‘-‘Based on the potentlal Ilmltatrons of the in- basm alternatlves wnth respect to thelr abi y"to meet '
future water demands, the City of Fargo strongly urges the Bureau of- Reclamatlon to. consnder _ '

j-ellmlnatlng the currently identified in-basin alternative’s from further consuderatlon,.‘%‘ uld be -
difficult for'the City of Fargo to justify signific cant fi nancial support for'the RRVWS proje' t-she
Lt Ul mately be».abased on: alternatlves dlsplaylng potentlally llmlted ablllty to meet the:

compared to'Red River water. The report concluded that the Missouri River water could’ be

treated for approximately 50 percent less than the current water source. Benefits such as: these

would prompt the City of Fargo to support a long- -term investment in an appropnate share ofa
recommended RRVWS prolect alternatlve

BIOTA TRANSFER

' Although the Clty of Fargo understands the blota transfer issue, the Clty does not feel that the

- issue should be a limiting factor for the consideration of the inter-basin import. alternatives..
Biota treatment facilities |mplementmg multiple barrier technology-could be utilized to mrtlgate

- potential environmental impacts of inter-basin water transfer. It is antrcnpated that cost-effective
aiternatives are available to address reasonable envrronmental concerns of lnter-basm blota -
transfer. : : SRR

"




’

( o - _ ~ TECHNICAL COMMENTS (CONT.)

| S CITY OF FARGO
L - RED RIVER VALLEY WATER SUPPLY PROJECT
o 3 . December 16,2002 -
P -’ ' - . Page50of5

i ¢ should also be noted that the order of magmtude of nsk assoctated W|th mter—basm blota
- " transfer could be considered much lower with an -engineered system than by other human
, S related or natural transfer methods. ‘The risk of inter-basin biota transfer to occur in assocnatlon ,
| - with recreational boating, “bait-bucket” transfer, or migratory waterfowl should be assessed and
: compared agalnst the l’ISk of blota to cnroumvent a multlple barner treatment facxhty ’

i o NEEDS OF NEIGHBORING MINNESOTA WATER SYSTEMS

' Contmumgthe-RRVWS pro;ect study effort wrthout consndermg the water"needsof’.nelghbormg 3

' 'noludes anesota water demands oommumtnes such as: Moorhead and East
_ currently use water supply sources wnth Fargo and Grand Forks resp ctive

nciuded m previous studxes by th
: ‘v‘la the mctuszon of anesota water needs the study eﬁ’ort wouid

“Bureau of Reclamatton

o oy base upon®
S _"wt tch to-_.sprea__ ,the costs of the RRVWS pro;ect thereby lmprovmg the proposed prOJect s level~-_ )
S 'of feaSIblllty - . ,
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f 1 Re: Grand Forks ElS Publlc Scopmg Meetmg Comments i [CONTROLNQ, -~ -~
- Red Rlver Valley Water Supply Pro;ect el Ly FOLDER L0, oo i iR
|

- -’Thank you for the opportumty ' résent'd i cor omments at the Red Rlver Valley Water ".'upply

L (RRVWSY prOJect Envrronmental Impact Study (ElS) Scoprng meeting held on: Wednesday, wr

- Qctober 30,:2002. Inan effort to.summarize my. previous comments. and reinforce to the -
i .- Bureau of: Reclamatlon the. srgnlflcance of the RRVWS pro;ect please accept ‘this document as ...
o _.my formal comments on. behalf of the Clty of Grand Forks ol il , TRy

-~ The Olty:of ’nd‘ Forks is unlquely challenged wrth water quantlty |ssues on both ends of the
© spectrum: “Inthe, midst of a “wet cycle’-and. having. recently expenenced record: floodmg, it .

|- seemsiodd to ‘express: ssuch coricern over the possrbrllty of an extended drought occurring in the E
£ | near future. Although the Crty of Gr ' ‘ reparmg itself for future ..
| i ] . flooding, the City has very linit ence of an extend erio‘dﬂ_.,;" b
o " of severe-drought. ‘Unfortunately; : Z irea groundwater: sources and
#2 - .  the relatively flat terrain of the Red Rlver Valley are riot conducive to the feasible-

l S T implementation of a readily available alternate source or. mfrastructure mtended for stonng large .
volumes of water for the Crty ofGrand Forks s by . by :

l L E The economlc Ilvelrhood of our commumty and surroundlng regron depends heavrly on havrng a
‘ - reliable, long-term water supply. ‘As a stakeholder of the RRVWS project, the City of Grand _
= Forks wants to be assured that water quantity provisions are included in the alternatives to meet

’ ~ 50-year planning period projections for resrdentlal institutional, commercial, and industrial
growth-in-Grand Forks and the surrounding region, lncludlng applicable existing and future
.water needs for communities and industrial water users.in Minnesota. In. addition to mainstream
Red River: users such as Moorhead and East Grand Forks it is imperative that the Bureau of




Jur '-'*;-‘:prudent capltal lmprovements plannmg perspecttve

e implementation of advanced treatment technologles ‘When coupled with the aging ¢ conditior

Ms. J. Signe Snortiand
Bureau of Reclamation ‘
Re: ~ Grand Forks EIS Public Scoping Meeting Comments
Red River Valley Water Supply Prolect
. December 31, 2002 -
] Page20of6

_ Reclamatlon also consrders extstmg and future water needs on Minnesota trrbutarles of the Red

R|ver and their potentlal reductron in overall water supply to the Red Rlver

The Ctty of Grand Forks is concemed that the 50—year plannmg perlod as defrned through the
year 2050, will not coincide with the 40-year repayment strategy defined in the Financial

' "Specific Plan of Study. The 40-year repayment period should be defined to commence from the

“ point in time that construction of the proposed project could be substantially completed and -
- placed-on-line. Based on a planning horizon of 2050, the project would need to on-line by the
- year.2010.. Due to the anticipated magnitude of the project and potential fiscal funding. .1

w0 limitations, a prudent implementation timeline would inclide provisions. for-a:series. of phased.. s
- projects; ‘much like that for the Southwest Pipeline and. Northwest Area Water Supply prolects
.. Based on'an estimated completion daté of late 2005 for the draft Environmental: Impact -
. Statement and draft Needs and Options Report; it wotld séem mevrtable that the: remarnlng

period of time through 2010 is inadequate for project implementation based on the City's recent -

" experience with relatively large water system and flood control projects. - Without accountrng for '

reasonable project implementation timeline. requirements, the debt service:period. would likely -
_._extend past the planning period horizon, which is an undesxrable set of crrcu nst £ from a..

) ,:‘;{%_}WWater Quallty

ln addrtlon to water quantlty, water qualrty lS a major concem for the Clty of Grand Forks
. quallty objectives and microbial contamination concerns have prompted the Clty to consid

'~ and limited expandability of our existing treatment facilities, these factors have prompted the -

* City to plan for the construction of a new water treatment facility within the ensuing décade.. As s "

} part of the RRVWS project, the Clty of Grand.Forks wants to be assured that water- quallty
provisions are included in:the alternatlves that meet current proposed and: antIClpated Safe

- Drinking Water Act regulatlons Aesthetic water quality concerns’ such as hardness, taste, odor, -
- ... - color, and water qualrty parameters sub]ect to secondary maxrmum contamlnan evel standards; LA
L ’-should be addressed as well el X RS SRR R

Prevrous Study Effort Assumptlons, Methods;»’and Conclusmns

: vThe assumptrons and methods used in prevrous study efforts completed by the Bureau of
Reclamation led to the conclusion that the City of Grand Forks would not expeérience a water
‘'supply shortfall during drought conditions. The City of Grand Forks is concerned that these
“assumptions and methods may have led to an underestimation of shortages and ultlmately an. .

- erroneous conclusron leen the detarled scope of the current study effort, the Clty requests the’
e followmg s = v P g g

| 1. An evaluation of worst-case drought events should be completed to verlfy the N
~ appropriateness of the 1930s drought as a baseline. There is-the possibility thata more
severe drought event could oceur, and the study should address that possrblllty )

-
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2. Low flow conditions should be based on no m_dre thén a 7-day period, preferably a 1-day
. .period, in lieu of a 30-day- period. - The Red River provides limited in-channel storage;
l ; .. therefore, the availability of water on a daily basis is critical. The use of 30-day low flow

~ 'data would incorrectly skéw the water quantity and water quality analyses.to be -
~ completed under the Hydrology Specific Plan of Study.. - EELL

] v -+ 3. Due tothe likely coincidence of peak day demands during drought conditions, peak day

demands should be utilized to detérmine estimated water supply shortages with respect .
to low-flow/limited water supply: conditions and practical water conservation measures. ,

- Major tributas he el
‘analyses, Previous stidies assumed that the Red Lake Riv rwould meeta major-

Lo 4 Majer tributaries of the Red River should be incliided in the detailed hydrology n

; SR - -portion of the City's water needs during a drought, ‘The ensuing study effort should -
-+ 'reconsider and determing the validity of this assumption.. In addition, the Pembina River,
L “the Park River, and the Goose River systems, at a minimum; should: be included in the
‘ i - hydrology model analyses for the benefit of’.Oth‘er‘.comm‘unities_'of"th-é_r‘-ég-ioh*;{-‘_ '

. “Do Nothing” Alternative =

t an‘acceptable alternative for.the region. Witt RRVWS'- -

of water quanitity and quality needs fail to be addres d-Asa . o
iit, the "do iternative does not-exist because communities would be foréedto - - -

- “address challénges indepéndently with very costly ramifications, The'RRVWS project serves as.

- address challeniges indep _ A _
“ 57 g mechanism for the Red River Valley to address its water supply challenges as a:united entity,
: perspective. .

- whichikely provides the most advantageous approach from an economy of scal

FeaSiblhtv of lndwiduaIWater Supply Featires

Prev:ousstudles :idé‘nt:i_fiéd 'sé_ve‘ral‘-“i_h-‘ba.sin’?{ 'élt'ern:ét’i\kes compfr_’i‘sied of a’_s.e_rj'iés-‘af,-Wé{ef'évu'pply
- features. ;Al'tjh‘c')‘ugh_the.--'co_‘r'n'binatidnv of several water supply features may meet the demands of
the Red River Valley during drought conditions on paper, the City of Grand Forks questions the =

e _';_ :._"_'jfé_asibil'ity of many of these features. -

1. Enlargement of Lake Ashtabula and Construction of Kindred Reservoir::-Modifications to
- and/or the new construction of reservoirs has become an extremely. challenging
“endeavor due to the socioeconomic and environmental issues that must be resolved in
order for implementation. - Since the creation of Lake Ashtabula via the construction of
Baldhill Dam, a significant amount of permanent and seasonal residential and. ‘
~_recreational development has occurred, and new areas continuge to become prime
 targets for additional development. The United States Army Corps. of Engineers
- . 2 (USACE) has recently completed a project to increase the maximum pool leve! of Lake
L " Ashtabula by 5 feet for flood protection purposes only.. If the reservoir were allowed to.
- ' . ‘reach this level, some of these development areas would become inundated, which is
' reportedly requiring the procurément of flowage easements from adjacent property
- owners. e - m YTy
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B Inoreasrng the permanent level of Lake Ashtabula by 10 feet (another 5-foot lncrement

over and above the intermittently utilized 5-foot raise by the USACE) would ultimately
" ‘require the buyout and/or relocation of numerous properties; shoreline stabilization

measures to protect the relatively steep hillsides indicative of the Sheyenne River Valley,
highway crossing raises and associated bridge replacements, and another phase of
construction work on Baldhill Dam, if technically feasible. It would seem reasonable to -
assume that the costs associated with these features could be qurte extenswe when

ih compared to the relatlvely smatl amount of beneft recerved = - '

2. The Crty of Grand Forks is presently gomg through a very compllcated and at t
: ’”’adversanal property relocation/buyout process for its flood protection: system 1t would
- ‘seem- togrcal that the Lake Ashtabula and Kindred Reservoir features would receive Lo
-~ similar. opposmon from-area property. owners. Anecdotally preliminary drscussmns
o "'regardmg the possible-construction of a Maple Rrver dam- recelved SO much opposrtron
that the projéct entered into the legal arena: O R I

2. Ring- Drke Reservoirs: ln order for ring- drkes to be technlcatly feastble ade j
- flows 'would be needed to fi Il the reservair. if spring flows are: abhor all
- Gertainly. possrble during & drought, this feature.could fail to meet.its we
. objectives.: Itis. antrorpated that the' nng -dikes ‘could: cover: numerous

-'._'_negatrve publlc comment. The reservoirs will hkely require: perlodrc dredgrng a8
. .spring run-off water is ‘typically very turbid and contains high. concentratron'
~ “suspended solids. . Finally, water quality- degradatron is likely via ‘algal growth‘an

- decomposition of organic matter. . These water quality issues could srgnrflcantly rncrease Lo

operational costs by requiring the addition of copper sulfate, the ;mplementatlon of
advanced treatment technologles and/or increased dosages of certain water treatment
chemicals to minimize undesirable tastes and odors:: Aeratton of the rrng-drkereservoxrs
-+ would likely be required to address other operatlonal challenges ansrng from ‘
turnover and anaerobrc brotogrcal actrvrty R

e '3.': ,Purohasrnq and/or Secunnq Groundwater Appropnattons Dunng drought on

* regional agncultural producers would likely utilize their irrigation rights more: aggressrvelyﬂ" .
- to address the lack of precipitation. Under these circumstances; mumcrpalttles and rural. -

water systems would be in direct competition for water with rrrrgators that are unwilling to
. sell their appropriations. This could ultimately resuit in mrsmanagement of the ‘
s groundwater sources and deplete thetr short—term productlon abrhty

‘i-Groundwater resources are hmrted wrth respect o locatton the quantrty of water
: avartabte -and pumping/production rates. In general, the use of groundwater resources
- to meet projected shortages of large proportions. would require an extensive network of -
wells to generate meaningful volumes of water. ‘Due to production rate limitations, the
practicality of relying upon grouridwater resources could be questionable, especially .
considering that the water quality may not be suitable for in-stream transport and/or
compatlble with existing treatment processes.

- the most: agnculturatly producttve land in the nation. - This: could réceive a ralr am'ount of

i

-
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7 water avalable from the Dakta Aquifer, here is sorne co

s

35

Ms. J. Signe Snortland
Bureau of Reclamation
Red River Valley Water Supply Project
December 31, 2002 '
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4. Aquifer Recharge: The City of Grand Forks encourages a thorough evaluation of this
_feature. The physical characteristics of the aquifers proposed for recharge should be
"evaluated to gain reasonable estimates of the volume of water that can be stored and

" tHe rate at which it can be withdrawn for future use. In addition, chemical eharacteristics
_ should also-be considered to predict the potential implications of introducing treated .

“surface water to a groundwater source.

5. Dakota Aquifer Désalination Plants: Althiuigh there may be’

_ rates and well spacing requirements associated with developing the aquifer for sustained
- periods of Use. A desktop study to détérmine the estimated yield and wel'spacing -
. requirements from the aquifer should be-completed prior to considering treatment of
" water from the aquifer. Certainly desalination via reverse osrmiosis wiould be 2 wise
. consideration from a conceptual perspe &: however, the applicability of r & . .

osmosis has technical limitations related o the presence ofceftain -
elements in-the source water that cause excessive scalin fouling of -
the me_m»brzane,_efemént's-." o nE Ty Ce NS ST

" Evenif desalination facilties could treat water from the Dakota Aquifer to's

standards: there would be a significant volume of concentrate (brine) waterthat would '_

require disposal and/or containment. It is anticipated that the discharge of concentrate -

- to aregulated waterway would likely. be- prohibited, thereby requiring the construiction'of
" an extensive containment pond system. . The issue of concentrate dispos s'not
adequately addressed in previous study efforts. - T S L N o co

res: The City of Grand Forks regularly practices water.
conservation measures and has also developed a detailed protocol to follow during -
. times of water shortages and/for during peak use that approaches and threatens to
_ exceed that of existing treatment capacity.” Although the City supports the-concept-of .
- reducing consumption via water consefvation measures, per capita-water demand: R
" information indicates that most Grand Forks residents.tend to use jesswaterwhen
~ compared to the national average.” As a result, more aggressive water conservation’
measures may need to be considered in order to.obtain the same amount of success as
experienced in other areas of the United States. At any rate, the Bureau of Reclamation
should recognize potential limitations associated with the implementation of various '
water conservation measures for the City of Grand Forks. - o

6. Water Conservation Measures:' The Cf

- Grand Forks Desires

.R'ealizi'ng the level of financial burden asso_ciated with the élternativésy being considered,under

~ the RRVWS project, the City of Grand Forks will need to justify its investment in the project with

the identified benefits. Based on the technical concerns of in-basin features listed above, the

 City of Grand Forks strongly supports the implementation of an alternative utilizing imported .

water from the Missouri River. The most desirable alternative would deliver high quality treated



-, of the study for the RRVWS project would greatly
- -and making imprtant decisions about the fuiture of our

Ms. J. Signe Snortland

Bureau of Reclamation ]
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December 31,2002 - _ S

Page 6 of 6

water directly to the City. If treated water cannot be delivered directly to the City of Grand Forks
under the RRVWS project, the City is interested in being considered for a regional water
treatment facility at the site of its proposed new water treatment facility. The City of Grand
Forks believes alternatives including these-concepts would provide the most benefit to its

" residents and the surrounding region.

* Without an adequate backup water supply, the City of Grand Forks continues to play the odds

against the inevitable-occurrence,of an extended drought event. The City is also facing a.

..crossroads regarding water reatment somewhere in the timeframe from 2010 to 2015, - -
e it 2 tivisly 65 McviR o

uld greatly assist in maintaining

Representatives of the, City of Grand Forks look fofward to participating on thie Technical Team
- and Study Review Team arid monitoring the progression of the RRVWS project. If you have
_any questions or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me.

- CityEngineer.. .. .
‘& - Todd Feland, Public Works Director =~ 7 ot e
 Hazel Fetters-Sletten, Grand Forks Water Treatment Plant Superintendent
- Steve Burian, P.E., Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc..

jater supply and treatment systems. -

-y
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Red River Valley Water Supply Project
Consolidated Flipchart Notes

From the First Rouhd of Public Scoping Meetings
From October 28" to November 8™ 2002

o 'Comment

Would llke a compllatlon of all comments

NEPA Process received during the EIS pubhc scopmg
£ meetings.
NEPA Procéss Concern about how the pubhc can access
S W the EIS public scoping meeting comments.
g NEP A Prbcess Commur.ncate_study progress and include
| e 5 : all constituents. |
T : Suggestl'on that _s_tu‘dy.New§1v§t_t¢fs be send
to organizations as well as individuals.
| 'y - Would like to see comments from Fargo
'NEPA Process pubhc scoping mesting as well as all public
i scoping meetings. - ;
. ‘ S 'Length of time vs. permitting process.
NEPA Process (analysis) = groundwater: mvestlgatlons
' s | take a long time.
0P Yol] o T e B - | Ensure that the right partles are mcluded in
" . NEPA Process | the project (like tribes) from the begmmng
' ‘ to keep the project on schedule.
NEPA Process .Canadlan concerns — can they delay or stop
Bl 1 el e o the project?
" NEPA Process lNlll final altgrnatwe be welghed against
-, No Action?
T ! e T | Can “Preferred Altemat_lve”- be a
NEEA P-rocess ! combination of other alternatives?
NEPA Process. Need better scale maps.
| ?
NEPA Process | isu ’;he draft of the report out? The ﬁnal is
NEPA Process. What screening cr1ter1a will be set for
' v selection of alternatives
NEPA Process Need to coordma:te with cities to aid c.ex.p_ltal
planning and avoid duplication of facilities
NEPA Process ; Scale of maps is inadequate for analysis.




How could needed groundwater

NEPA Process investigations be completed under the EIS
timeline?
Schédule Concerned about timeframe. Find a
: solution before a drought.
There should be timely delivery of the
Schedule Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
development of the project.
all With a minor delay, the December 2005
Schedule completion date for the EIS is essentially
’ : 2006. =
~_Schedule Concern for meeting schedules
, e o Agricultural needs, like stock watering,
- Purpose and Need should be included. Highlight areas that
A T B could benefit from additional water.
Categorize the types of water needs —
P ‘ Alternatives should address specific water
. Purpose and Need needs individually, as well as in various
M. : | combinations.
M&R Wants supporting data on MTBE
M&R What is future water demand?
------ . M&R Sensitivity analysis of all needs
Projecting future water needs will be
- J “difficult — Look at estimating water needs .
- 'M&R in 10-year increments, as well as,
" “developing options to meet those water
néeds in 10-year increments. -
Needs assessments in Phase I and II could
M &R be underestimates, espec1ally considering a
- 50 year time horizon. .
M&R “What is the planning horizon (50 years or
e the year 2050)?
M &R Provide adequate water supply to
‘ municipalities.
M&R The valley needs good quantity and quality
' water supply for the future
" M&R Would it be more cost effective to bring the
' 0 people to the water?
Industrial - Concerns about how the future industrial
o water needs will be projected.
Industrial Beet plants need a guaranteed source of

water. Need reliable source.

R
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Population

“Concern about the adequacy of population

projections for Fargo.

Population

Population of ND is declining so is water

‘use increasing? Larger cities are growing

and smaller towns are losing population.

Population

Concern that the two different levels of
population projections presented in the
Phase II report be resolved in this phase of
the study.

PopUlation

Population projections ~ will you contact
cities to get their data?

" Population

Need progressive outlook for projections of
future needs — Population and associated

MR&I water needs should include capacity .
for Ag processing :

Population

Take a realistic look at future rural water
needs; specifically, population projections
— revisit the assumptions made in the Phase
IA and I reports ~ ~ -

_.Recreation

Is recreation being considered?

" Recreation

Consider recreational aspects and water
quality of river greenways =

~~Water Conservation Measures

How much water could really be saved

-with additional conservatlon‘7

' “Water Conservation Measures

Water conservatlon should minimize the -

amount of water used for irrigation, golf

_courses, and all aspects of water use, not

just household use,

Water Conservation Measures

Conservation of water should be
implemented now — need a practical plan

- Water Conservation Measures

How much water conservation would be
necessary to provide water for one '
industrial water-hog plant?

- Water Conservation Measures

Can we have incentives for industrial re-
use of water?

Water Conservation Measures

American culture is ant1 conservatxon and
very wasteful

Water Conservation Measiires

Educate children about water conservatlon

- Water Conservation Measures

Consider re-treatment/re-use of water

Study water conservation further.

Water Conseryation Measures:

 Water Conservation Measures

Water conservation plan and standard
measures are important.




Water Conservation Measures

How and when will water conservation
measures be incorporated?

Water Conservation Measures

Do you have to use drinking water to water
lawns?

Water Conservation Measures

Concern to look at waste water reuse.

Water Quality Quality of the supply is of great concern
Concern about maintaining water quality in
Water Quality proposed water storage features, such as
ring dikes.
Water Quality Ring dikes have water quality problems,
. particularly taste and odor
- - Water quality of Red River is of concern.
Water Quality Wants more information on Biota treatment |
' plants.
» L Concern about affect human domestic
- Water Quality - runoff (washing cars) has on streams,
o wetlands, groundwater, etc.
Water Quality MTBE - octane additive in gasoline should.
' ' test for it in groundwater. :
I Concern over disposal of waste by-
Water Quality products and the cost to the end water
users.
- Water Quality Concern over desalination waste products.
_ Geogr apl}_iC.,Sco.pe Examine water needs of MN
"'Geog‘rap'hic Scope How will this impact our relationship with
1R Lt Canada?
Geographic Scope Will we ask Canada if they want/need a
n : : portion of water from this project?
P  Need to consider the needs of the
- Geographic Scope Minnesota cities along the Red River in the
bR Needs and Options Report -
| Geogl.'ap'hic‘ Scope ﬁs:i( at supplying water to MN side of the
Geographic Scope The project should include Minnesota
= Py g communities on the Red River.
Geographic Scope Include Minnesota communities in the Red
- = L River Valley Water Supply Project.
: DR T Has the opportunity already passed for
Geographic Scope Minnesota commumtles to benefit from the
B project?
Moorhead, Breckenridge, and East Grand
Geographic Scope Forks want to be considered for supply by

the project.
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Concern about the exclusion of the cities of
Moorhead, East Grand Forks, and

Geographic Scope Breckenridge, Minnesota from the Needs
and Options Report.
u 3 What authority does Reclamation to
Geographic Scope conduct studies outside of the 17 western
" United States (specifically in Minnesota).
R _ ?77777Does 7DWRA ?Restrict needs to ND
- Geographic Scope . but not optlons (couldn t read this
Lo % ‘ sentence)
Geographic Scope Are we considering comprehensive studies
it S on statewide water needs?
e I L i o Consider MN’s resources from a supply
ke, .G_,eovgraphlc Sgppe and needs standpoint | g
i T AR ' Fox Island area on the Missouri River
.. Geographic Scope

needs dredging.

a WaterSupply (Hydrology)

If we use the Sheyenne River to transport
water, what is the impact to instream water
quantity and quality?

 Water ‘Supply':(Hy(‘_‘lrologY)

Did we adequately estimate the water
supply — Were the small tributaries
adequately modeled?

~Water Supply (Hydrology)

Are there different ﬂow rates for different
alternatives? :

Water Supply (Hydrology)

‘Will water system have fo use pro;ect water

or can it use its water or a mixture? -

X WaterSupply (Hydrology) |

Need to get agreement with Corps of
Engineers regarding operanon of the Red
Lake Dam :

Should we use a 1 day low—ﬂow rather than

- Daily Stepmodel
el a 30-day for hydrologlc modelmg‘7
v cop o Need better modehng of major tributaries
: ,];)__a.:_lly Stf:p.model : such as the Red Lake River
Do R Extend the Hydrology Modeling up the
-PDaily Stepmodel major tribes Pembina, Red Lake River,
[T I Goose, Park River
Bk L Hydrology study — reduce intervals of low
Daily Stepmodel flow from 30 day to 1 day - '
s Should time-step for hydrology modeling
DailyjStepmadel _ be shortened from 30 days to 1 day?
Concern that the 30 day increment for
modeling surface water does not
Daily Stepmodel adequately address short-term low flow

events in the rivers — Consider using a
daily flow increment in modeling.




Drought

What is the impact of drought in western
North Dakota?

Drought

Study reliability of water sources during

~droughts

Drought

How do we handle getting water now if
there is a drought?

Drought

Is the 1930’s drought the appropriate
drought to design for?

Drought

The 1930’s drought situation would affect
the Missouri River — how would there be
enough water?

Di'oﬁght

How are we going to handle the uncertainty
of the magnitude of future droughts in the
Red River Valley — We may want to look
at a potential drought event that is less than
the severity of the 1930’s drought.

Is 1930’s drought an appropriate baselihé?

, Drought

Drought

Whether designs based on 1930’s drought
are adequate — Could the valley experience
a more severe drought than was
experienced in the 1930°s?

Drought

Are we considering climactic changes?

Drought

All of the stakeholders are aware that water
supply problem exists — - There will be
another severe drought

' Droilght ’

Would there be enough runoff during a
drought to fill ring dikes and reservoirs?

~ Drought

How much water is available from the
Missouri River during drought?

Alternatives

Are plpelmes gravity- ﬂow or would
pumping be required?

AlfernativeS’

When you transport water use a plpelme
instead of the Sheyenne River. Why
release treated water into the river when

- evaporation will result in water loss?

Alternatives

Use a pipeline to avoid contamination and
water loss but questions the importation of
water.

" No Action

What is the impact or outcome of No
Action; what is the need?

T
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Under No Action, would each system have
to fend for itself, and would the 200 million
authorized for the Red River Valley Water

No Action Supply Project be made available to
individual systems if No Action is
selected?

No Action Opposed to “No-Action” alternative.
No-Action is not an acceptable alternative

No Action

. General Alternatives |

Prefers Missouri River water because it is
easier to treat, more reliable, and part of
ND’s claim to the water.

_Gelieral ‘Alternatives

Recognition that during -drought the Red

General Alternatives

River Valley is arid — look east, not west.

Will political factors filter alternatives?

" General Alternatives

Make sure alternatives included in EIS

' don’t have any fatal flaws and are not just

an academic exercise

. General Alternatives .

Could features of several alternatives be
combined in the end? Yes, we can do that
and invite your comments on which
features you would like to see.

" __"Génera_} Alternatives

_Concern that there are too many

alternatives under consideration.

s _f._:‘G__en:eral Alte_rnativ_es: '

_ | Concern about the adequacy (available

water supply) of in-basin solutions.

_ General Alternatives

Terrorism could threaten a single water
source. i

Generaerlternative.s'

Conditions in the Missouri River Valley
are currently drier than in the Red River
Valley. Is there a way to have water go
both ways in a pipeline?

“~General Alternatives

If water was brought in from outside basin
— this could free-up in-basin water for other
purposes. a2

General Alternatives

Make sure alternatives included in EIS
don’t have any fatal flaws and are not just
an academic exercise

General Al‘térl.la'tivvé,s

Big solution needs to include a lot of little
solutions — impoundments, local
alternatives, and regional alternatives.

“General Alternatives

Consider the benefits of combining flood
control with a water storage component.

~ General Alternatives

Import Garrison water to fulfill industrial,
etc. needs




General Alternatives

New reservoirs would be extremely
difficult to develop and might require
another EIS.

General Alternatives

Concerned about feasibility of Missouri
River transfers

General Alternatives

Consider costs in determining which
alternatives are feasible.

General Alternatives

It is more cost effective to use existing
GDU supply works rather than pipeline
alternatives from Missouri River

General Alternatives i

Consider Devils Lake for water supply,
although the water is of poor quality.

Specific Features

Who would control releases from Baldhill
Dam? i

Specific Features

Consider bulldmg the Lonetree Dam in heu
of the inner-connecting pipeline; acreage
has already been purchased; increased
recreation benefits of reservoir.

Specific Features

'Regional treatment facilities to serve rural

water needs.

'Sp_ecific Features

Manitoba citiés have an interest in
Rembiliar? Dams. Consider these dams in
the study. Originally Manitoba opposed
the dams but now are interested in it.

Specific Features '

| Question in reference to Alt 6. Is Lisbon
still getting served or just using their own

system? Answer — we dldn t look in that
level of detail.

Specific Features

Alternative 8 seems to have least:

 environmental impact.

Specific F eatures .

Phase I by Horace may be 1nterested in
artificial recharge.

"~ Specific Features -

Alternatives 5 & 6 — consider service to
cities and systems along the plpelme west
of the RRV

Specific Features

Prefers alternative 8 because less O&M and
fewer W.T.P.P.

Specific Features

Why are there water towers on 6 but not 5

Specific Features

Consider James River and Devﬂs Lake as
water supply. '

Specific Feafqres

Alternative 7D and 8 are of interest to
Grand Forks — These alternative provide
treated water

Specific Features .

City of Grand Forks interested in becoming
regional water treatment plant

it
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‘ Specific Features ‘

Red Lake River water could be piped to
Fargo from Grand Forks — Also from Lake
of the Woods

Specific Features

Consider artificial re-charge

_ Specific Features

- Will all the rural water systems be

connected?

Specific Features

In Alternative #3, w1ll Baldh111 Dam be
raised higher than the present embankment
elevation (the Corps of Engineers recently
completed a project to raise the dam five
feet)? ' '

" Specific Features

Can we use the extra capacity in Valley
City water treatment plant?

Specific Features

Regional treatment hubs could be used for
rural systems.

- ‘S.peci_fic Features

Pipeline conveyance is preferable to using
open conveyance features (i.e. canals or
rivers).

'Speciﬁc F.ea_ture'_s' ,

Alternative 6 should not be considered.
Move the plpehne further north on the Red
River.

- .. Specific Features

Prefers alternative 8 because less O&M and
fewer W.T.P.P.

. AS‘pec‘iiv'iC- Features,_:

| Question in reference to Alt 6. Is Llsbon
| still getting served or just using their own

system? Answer — we didn’t look in that
level of detail.

- Specific F_éatui*es .

Pembina by 2004 will have water treatment
issues — prefers alternative 8 but if North
Valley system serving Pembina would be
better. - Might be a short term fix.

. Spgqifié‘Féétufes |

Maple Lake Dam should be a multi-

| purpose dam to retain water with Ring

Dikes near Kindred Dam location.

~ Specific Features

| Rural Walsh and Grafton depend upon a

reservoir behind Drayton Dam in poor
condition needs upgrade.

Specific Features

The Red River needs additional dams in
order to be a reliable water supply.

Specific F_eatufés

North Valley (Langdon) just acquired a
federal pipeline 12” that could be a
connecting link in a Red River system.

Sp'e'ci'fic' Features

Construct water treatment plant at New
Rockford (treat to drinking water
standards.)




Specific Features

Short term alternatives while working on
long-term solutions

Specific Features

Look at small tributary storage benefits.

Specific Features

Conjunctive use of water — consider all
supply sources

Specific Features

Study a Wildrice River diversion from the
Sheyenne River as a water storage option.

»'S_pec‘ific Features L

Favor alternative 8 — replace biota plant
with water treatment plant at the end of
New Rockford '

Specific Features

Does the authorized purpose of reservoir
determine which agency has jurisdiction
(i.e., flood control vs. water supply)?

| Specific Features

Soils are poor in the vicinity of the
proposed Kindred Dam location. The dam
would wash out if constructed.

Specific Features

Would strategically placed ring dikes offer
relief in times of drought?

Specifié Features

How about using the “waffle” (EERC) for
groundwater recharge?

Specific Features

How about dry dams?

Speci}ficv'F eatures

Surface water plants located on the Red
River (to serve future rural water system
needs) could be cost prohibitive — Have to
pump treated water up-hill - -~

~ Specific Features

Any wetland restoration features to
recharge aquifers? Could this help to be
another source of water?

| S.p_ecifivc Features

Re-charging all closed aquifers in the Red
River Valley

Specific Features

May be pressure to use wa{er supply
reservoirs for flopd control.

‘Minnesota Source.

Look for MN water source for Wahpeton
and Breckenridge. It is better quality.

Minnesota Source

What is the political reality of getting water
from Minnesota?

- Minnesota Souarce

Concern about the political likelihood of
getting water from Minnesota.

Minnesota Source -

Look at Minnesota water source
alternatives — These alternatives could be
more cost effectlve than MlSSOllI‘l River
alternatives.

Minnesota Source

Drayton and other towns have similar
concerns look east to MN systems.
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Minnesota Source

Concern about the “real” availability of
water source in MN.

Minnesota Source

Are Minnesota sources of water being
considered?

Kindred Dam Kindred already studied and rejected.
Lake Ashtabula Is additional congressional authorization
needed for Alternative 3 (Lake Ashtabula)?
" Lake Ashtabula Why build another dam when Ashtabula is
N o ' already impacted?
. Ring Dikes How are Ring Dikes handled when there is
_ - J not sufficient water to fill them?
i o B Ring Dikes — need more information
r Ring Dikes - | investigate the effect thoroughly.
_RingDikes Are ring dikes a viable opt10n'7
= -Ring Dikes - Concern about impacts of ring dikes on -
agriculture,
‘ ng lees Ring dikes could have sedlmenta'uon
problems
- ng lees _ Hlustrate key features like. Ring Dikes so

that everyone can understand these.

',»,Envi_ronmﬁntal',Co_nSe_quences -

General concern about raising Baldhill
Dam and the many impacts related to the
raising of the dam,

Environmental Consequences

Similar concerns about the proposed

' Kindred Dam as was ralsed for Baldhill

Dam.

© Biota Transfer

Is there somethmg the pubhc should be
concerned about with regard to Biota
transfer? - If there i 1s, please tell us.

<..Biota Transfer

What are you considering for biota
treatment. (what type) '

" Biota Transfer

How will you address return flows with
biota treatment disinfection will it affect

‘the biota in the receiving stream?

What process will be used to control biota?

" Biota Transfer

‘Biota Transfer

What is the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources position on interstate
transfer of drinking water?

Biota Transfer

“Concerned about biota transfer between -

basins.

Biota Transfer

Biota transfer should consider all pathways
including natural ones.

Biota Transfer

Identify natural biota transfer risks, such as
Lake Traverse.




Biota Transfer

Resolve Canadian objections to biota
transfer.

‘Biota Transfer

Is Reclamation aware of the Dr Jay
Leitch’s report on biota transfer?

Biota Transfer

Is Biota Transfer limited to this project or
does it come up elsewhere?

- Biota Transfer

| What is the standard for an acceptable limit

of biota transfer risk?

Biota Transfer

How is the above standard going to be
established? Qualitative or quantitative

- Biota Transfer .

Do we have the technology to treat biota to
the satisfaction of Canada and Minnesota?

. Biota Transfer

What are the advantages and disadvantages
of different locations for biota treatment?

Biota Transfer

Biota treatment plants are not failsafe

Bif')ta’ Transfer

Biota treatment plant failure is low risk

Biota Transfer

P'ipelin'e (Alternative 8) would help
minimize biota transfer concerns. Seems
silly. ;

" Biota Transfer

Alternative 8 provrdes addmonal
safeguards against biota transfer.

- Socio Economic

How does eminent domain play a partin -

" easement procurement"

Socio Economic

Study economic development that is less
water consumptive — because ND Red
River Valley can be very arid.

Socio Economic

How do you purchase ex1st1ng water
rights?

Socio Economic -

Purchasing existing water rights (irrigators)
will be controversial and will drive folks to
look-outside of the basin.

Socio Economic

Concern that supplying witer for urban
development will impact agricultural uses.

Socio Economic

Purchase of i 1rr1gators water r1ghts is poor
idea

- Socio Economic -

Ring dikes would inundate valuable farm
land and could have water quality
problems.

Socio Economic

Is it practical to put treated water back into
a river? :

Socio Economic

Alternatives 5 & 6.— biota treatment before
dumping water into surface water
(Sheyenne) doesn’t look economically
feasible.

Socio Economic

Consider economic effects of purchase of
irrigation water rights

-
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‘Socio Economic -

Will their be a cost analysis of each
alternative? Phase II — costs were
estimated; they’re on the website.

Socio Economic

Want a cost analysis of each alternative
considered in the studies.

Socio Economic

Concern about how the project costs would
be spread or allocated among water users.

Socio Economic

Concerns about the economic impact to
Barnes Rural Water Association if there is
a project — How will a potential project

| change of cost of water of 2 Barnes Rural

Water Association water user member?

‘Socio Economic

Those communities that have the ability to
pay get the cheap water.

2
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Socio Economic -

Ability to pay — Federal/local share — how
will it be determined

- Socio Economic

Consider the economic impacts of the
project.

Socio Economic .

Concern about the economic impacts of

| purchasing additional water permits.

'Socio Economic

Concerned about the ability of water users
to repay cost of project.

Socio Economic

.| Would state MR&I funding be available
- for short term fixes?

“Socio Economic .

Concern that the end users understand that
there are costs to be re- paid for the
proposed project.

. Socio Economic

Need to provide water to the “heart” of the

-rural water systems (accurately location the

main distribution point for.each of the
RWS) — Important for cost analysis

- ~Socio Economic

Concern that the procurement of project
easements be done in consistent and fair
manner

‘Socio Economic

Need to prov1de ‘water to the “heart” of the
rural water systems (accurately location the
main distribution point for each of the
RWS) — Important for cost analysis

Socio Economic

Cost of water wlll bea con51derat10n for
Grand Forks

Socio Economic

Cost of impounding water and releasmg
later is very high

Socio Economic

Water rights permitting, purchasing —
concerned about economic impacts




Socio Economic -

Economic feasibility of water supply to
small communities and rural water systems

Socio Economic

Why would we purchase existing
groundwater rights? Concerns about the
economic impacts of the purchase of
groundwater.

~ Socio Economic

Concerns about the purchase/sale of water
rights.

~ Socio Economic

Is purchase of existing water rights a
Pandora’s Box?

~ Socio Economic

How would you legally purchase those
rights? Does the state have imminent
domain to procure rights?

Financial

‘Are operational costs of existing GDU

facilities being considered in the study?
Are we not paying those costs anyway?

Financial

Is 200 million enough money to build this -
project? '

Financial

How are project costs dlstrlbuted
particularly for small communities (how
much will be paid by Federal, local, etc.)

Financial

Comments about Alternative #4 — Concern
about the treatment costs and capital costs
of desalinization of Dakota aquifer water

T & E Species

What impacts would there be to the
Sheyenne National Grassland? Also
concerned about pipeline and groundwater
impacts to the grasslands. Have 1 T and E
species, 46 sensitive plant species and 12
sensitive fauna.

T & E Species- -

Expressed concern O-B-T will indirectly
affect endangered species dén Missouri
River because it will affect lower-basin in
their opposition to the master manual.

Aquatic/Riparian Habitat |

Concern over water banking up into
smaller tributaries and the impact to
riparian, marsh, wetlands, etc.

Aquatic/Riparian Habitat

Will benefits of instream flow be credited
to offset (mitigation) other project impacts?

Aquatic/Riparian 'H'abi’t‘ét '

How would the Sheyenne River be
impacted by alternatives that use the river
for conveyance? B

Aquatic/Riparian Habit_at

Concern over impact to Sheyenne River!

L
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Ground Water

Will there be enough aquifer capacity to
meet future rural and municipal needs?

Ground Water

What would happen to aquifers if we
started depleting them?

Ground Wafe_r

How much unappropriated groundwater is
really available?

G-round Water

Digging a well for the Ethanol Plant may
affect other wells in the area

Ground Water

Are aquifers showmg a drop in water
levels? ' :

' Grom_id_ Water

Concern about meeting the capacity of

rural water systems and the depletion of

their present aquifer water sources.

Ground Water

Concern that quantity and quality of water
are considered- surface or groundwater.

. Ground Watér_ 5

Injection from oil fields into the Dakota
Aquifer is of concern. Also concerned
about treatment costs.

- Ground Watér

What is the name of the aqulfer under
Valley City? )

‘ Gr‘ound Water '

Concerned about the proposed ethanol
plant in the Valley City area both in terms

| of water need and return flows: Valley City

is currently short of water:so how can the -

| city supply one million gallons of water per

day to this plant?

‘ Ground Watér '

How much can you draw down aqulfers?
(recharge vs. mining)

~Ground Water

Cass Rural water Phas_e III Galesburg
Aquifer is nearly fully appropriated.

Ground Water '

What are the potential impacts to springs

| from construction of Kindred Reservoir?

Ground Water

Enlarging Lake Ashtabula isvery . ,
controversial. Groundwater contamination
is of concern

Ground Water

What would be the environmental impacts
on aquifers and habitats without

| introduction of Missouri River water?

Ground Water

Look at the whole ecosystem including
impacts from aquifer drawdown

Ground Water

Concern about impacts to aquifers if
recharged.

Conversion

How do you quantify the amount of water
available for purchase from existing
groundwater permit holders?




Conversion

Purchasing irrigation water rights is a
double-edge sword — loss of economic

potential from irrigated crops — loss 50% of |

allocated acre-feet moving to higher
priority

Conversion

Buying out irrigation permits — that can be
very expensive. The farmer needs to
expand or leave. What is the compensation
for ehmmatmg a livelihood. It is a way of
life.

Desalination

How would we store and dispose of brine
from desalination plants?

" Desalination

Need to take a hard look at all of the
features included in Phase II in-basin .
alternatives — Is desalination practical?

~ Desalination

Desalination of the Dakota aquifer is the
least viable alternative.

Recharge

Entities should get credit for recharge in
their ground water allocation.

Rechéufge

Include artificial recharge of Moorhead
Aquifer.

. Cultural Reso_urce :

Impacts to CR by Alternatives 5 & 6.

~ Cultural Resour@e _

What is cultural/env1ronmental 1mpact of
the alternatives?

CumulatiVe- Effects

Standing Rock Sioux Tribe is concerned

| about water rights on Missouri River,

concerned about Maple River Dam.

i Cumulaﬁve Effects

Diluting Devils Lake water with Garrison
water

Chmula:tivé Effects

Downstream states are: concerned about
navigation. Consider other sources as a
back up plan.

" Cumulative Effects

Water required for this pl‘Q] ject from the _
Missouti River is a very small proportion
of its total flow

Cu'mulative_ Effects

How large is the surface water permit that
Garrison Diversion Unit has for Missouri
River?

Cumulative Effects

How much water would be taken from
Missouri River and what will be the
impact?

Cumulative Effects _

How would that withdrawal impact the
master manual opera‘uonal considerations
on the Missouri?

=
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Cumulative Effects

What are cumulative effects of withdrawals
on the Missouri River.

Cumulative Effects

Will it affect current users?

Cumulative Effects

How are we accounting for the Devils Lake
Outlet in the Red River Valley Water
Supply Project studies?

Cumulative Effects

It makes sense to.tie in Devils Lake in the
project. '

How will additional water impact urban

Indirect Effects

v | sprawl or unplanned development?
Indirect Effects Concern over bank development along Red
o B i ‘| River with add1t10na1 water. . ,
Indirect Effects Would this project increase erosion on the

Mlssour1’7
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