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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 106th 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 (c)(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 
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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. 



 

 3 

 
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. 
 

• 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 
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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.   
 

• 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. 
 

• 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 
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Water 
Comment:  Issues 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 
 

• 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. 
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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 
 

• 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.  
 

• 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.  
 

• 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. 

 
• Wetlands 
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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. 
 

• 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.  
 

• 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. 
 

• 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.   

• 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. 

 
• 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. 
 

• 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. 
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• 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. 
 

• 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.   
 

• 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. 
 

• Paleontological Resources 
 
Paleontological resources were not 
identified as a significant issue. 
 

• 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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