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July 15, 2013 
 
 
District Engineer 
St. Paul District 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers  
Attn: Terry Williams 
180 Fifth Street East, Suite 700 
St. Paul, MN 55101-1678 
 
RE: MN DNR Comments on The Draft Supplemental Environmental Assessment (EA), Clean Water 
 Act Section 404(b) (1) Evaluation Supplement and Finding of No Significant Impact for the 
 design modifications to the Fargo-Moorhead Metropolitan Area Flood Risk Management 
 Project. 
 
 
Dear Ms. Williams, 
 
As you aware, the project as proposed requires preparation of a state Environmental Impact Assessment 
(EIS).  The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (DNR) is in the process of fulfilling our 
requirements with completion of the Scoping Environmental Assessment Worksheet being the most 
recent milestone. As we continue in the state environmental review (ER) process we will continue to use 
federal environmental review documents to the degree they address the scoped issues and satisfy state 
EIS content requirements (Minnesota Rules part 4410.3900, subp. 3). As the responsible government 
unit (RGU), the DNR is responsible for determining the extent to which federal ER documents address 
state scope and content requirements.  
 
Based on our review of the documents and considering their scope, the DNR has determined that while 
they can be used to inform the state EIS, collection of additional information will be required to fully 
meet the content requirements of the state EIS. In collecting this information, we will work with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers and other parties to the extent possible to reduce duplication between state 
and federal ER documents. 
 
For questions about our state EIS process and specific information needs, please contact the EIS project 
manager, Stuart Arkley at 651-259-5089. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Nathan Kestner   
Regional Environmental Assessment Ecologist - Reg 1 
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From: Williams, Terryl L MVP
To: Opsahl, Katie MVP
Subject: FW: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site - Von Korff 2] (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 3:30:35 PM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: Comment from Web Site
From: jvonkorff@rinkenoonan.com
Date: Mon, July 15, 2013 4:49 pm
To: comments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Earlier today, we submitted extensive comments both in hard copy and in digital format on behalf of the
Richland - Wilkin Joint Powers Authority. In those comments we urged the USACE to review and make
transparent the potential reduction in the 100 year flow that would obtain if proposed dam were moved
further to the north. In particular, we suggested that doing so had the potential of reducing or
eliminating the additional flooding caused by the project in Richland and Wilkin Counties.

We have asked our engineer to conduct an analysis of that potential, and his work supports the
conclusion that additional modifications in the project can provide very significant reductions in flow at
the Richland-Wilkin county lines.

A 20% flow reduction from distributed storage would lower the flood stage of that option at Oxbow by
about 1.62'. But that does not exhaust the potential reductions.

Moving the alignment to the north as we would recommend presents difficulties in analysis because the
USACE did not consider that option. However, USACE did consider an option called "NWRR" that would
be 2 miles farther north in North Dakota and 4 miles farther north in Minnesota. Our engineer
concludes based on preliminary review that using this option lowers the projected 100 flood elevation at
Oxbow by over 4 ½ ' to a net increase of 1.13'. it should wipe out any 100 year stage increase at the
county line. Once again, that option does not exhaust the available options for reducing upstream
impact. By implementing a supplemental EIS, these options could be fully explored and offers the
potential for finding a solution that intentionally floods Richland and Wilkin Counties. This analysis
demonstrates that the EA simply has not exhausted the viable options for avoiding the flooding of
Richland and Wilkin Counties. Given the great cost and considerable negative impact o!
n communities associated with Ring Dikes, the Richland-Wilkin Joint Powers Authority reaffirms its
position that a supplemental EIS should be initiated.

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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Richland and Wilkin Counties. Given the great cost and considerable negative impact o!
n communities associated with Ring Dikes, the Richland-Wilkin Joint Powers Authority reaffirms its
position that a supplemental EIS should be initiated.

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED
Caveats: NONE
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 11:10:35 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: cisraelson@anyconnect.com
Date: Sun, July 14, 2013 4:43 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

The people who live here know that we have unstable soils on the Red River. Reports coming in from
the Corp. do not fall in line with what we already know. I didn't realize one city could gain the outcomes
they need to move a project forward.

Here is information from the recent quote about Minot's flood protection. "They had a bad flood in
2011. It's the one Fargo says they don't want to happen to them. Good idea. So how do you think the
U.S. Army Corps wants to solve the problem? Here's a quote from a Prairie Public Broadcasting story
from last week:

"Col. Michael Price with the Corps of Engineers says everyone realizes that the Souris must be managed
for the entire basin. 'We can't just protect the city of Minot,' said Price. 'We just focus on Minot, we're
foregoing all the other downstream communities . Right now, the agreement is clearly focused on a
target flow in Minot, but it takes into account the entire basin. So what the Souris board, the Corps and
the state are looking at doing is looking at the entire basin to see what changes we can make so that
this doesn't happen again.'"

Go ahead, read that last paragraph again. The supervisor of the St. Paul Corps office that is planning the
Fargo diversion, says basin-wide water management is the only solution for protecting the flood ravaged
city of Minot. He said they can't just look at protecting Minot without foregoing the other communities
downstream".

I was at the Harwood, ND land owners meeting. If our only way to discuss our land is by submitting a
note at the meeting or a letter the point of the meeting must have been to tell us your plans for our
future.

What I heard at this meeting was when taking our land for the diversion our options are take what you
offer, meet with the Fargo Diversion Board or go to court and deal with a paid Fargo judge. Sounds fare
for the Fargo Diversion.....not so much to all the people and businesses you plan to steal from and run-
over. To-date the Corp and the Diversion Authority have made no effort and appears to have no
intention to work with land owners or business owners. That much is very clear. Thanks
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From: EA Comments
To: Coleman, Brett R MVP; Williams, Terryl L MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Wednesday, July 10, 2013 9:36:15 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: cdmiller75@gmail.com
Date: Tue, July 9, 2013 11:12 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

I attended the June 25th meeting at the civic center and was disappointed in the format in that I felt
like our concerns were not too important nor were they even recorded. In the meeting we learned that
the latest diversion path ran directly adjacent to my home property, only my property is on the outside!
I also learned that my neighborhood has an increased flood risk based on the latest diversion plan and
according to the representatives from the corp, there was no plan to help us out. There is no question
in our minds that with this diversion, our home value will go down and our flood insurance will just go
up. I hope you can understand how frustrating it is that my home property (exactly 10 miles west of the
red river) will be adversely affected by this project just so the properties along the river can be
protected!

Supplemental Environmental Assessment 
Fargo-Moorhead Flood Risk Management Project Appendix E

 
E-34

mailto:eacomments@fmdiversion.com
mailto:Brett.R.Coleman@usace.army.mil
mailto:terryl.l.williams@usace.army.mil


From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2013 12:19:19 PM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: cdmiller75@gmail.com
Date: Wed, June 26, 2013 8:05 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

I live in the community east of Mapleton on highway 10. 3583 166 1/4 ave SE. Our property line to our
east lands on the west red line boundary of the proposed diversion.

I propose that you seriously consider compensating us for the loss in our residential property value. The
reason for loss, however difficult to predict the amount, would be because our lot would be adjacent to
a huge diversion. Even if you succeed at maintaining our current flood risk level, there will still be a
significant loss if value and in turn equity in our home.

Regards,
Collin Miller
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Friday, June 28, 2013 10:11:38 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: brian.higgins@skanska.com
Date: Thu, June 27, 2013 2:54 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

What is the timeline for construction of this project? How many contracts will be involved? What
method of delivery will be used to award these projects?
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:52:25 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: abreimeier@live.com
Date: Mon, July 15, 2013 12:33 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Revised version 07/15/13 11:30 a.m.
The Diversion Authority recently announced its construction sequence for its diversion project, a plan
that builds the northern reaches of the project and the southern dam and reservoir first, leaving the
connecting section between to last. This plan has been referred to locally as 'the $1 billion option'. Let's
assume that construction proceeds along this path and these 'first two phases' of the project are
completed. Let's also assume that funding runs out at this point, that only this much of the project is
built and that the connecting section between the north end and south end does not get built or is
delayed for many years. Questions:
1) Assume this reduced project is put into operation for a 100-year flood event: How will the lack of a
full diversion channel affect storage duration within the storage reservoir, euphemistically referred to as
'the staging area'? Will the storage duration be prolonged as a result of the project being incomplete
and if so, by how much? We have heard that storage duration could as much as double so it is
important to understand the storage dynamic with this 'no-diversion diversion'.
2) Questions on geomorphology: How will extended duration affect the integrity of the river channel
within the reservoir area? With extended storage and saturation, will the banks slump, pulling in the
large existing trees? Even without slumping, will the trees and vegetation survive extended storage? Will
trees survive a summer storage event?
3) With regard to the safety of the communities of Oxbow, Hickson and Bakke, what are the possible
implications of the extended periods of reservoir inundation for these communities? When surrounded
by 200,000 acre-feet of water for perhaps two to three weeks at a time, will the water table within the
community be affected? It would seem logical that those structures nearest to the levee will be most
affected by ground water changes. Can and will the Corps guarantee to the residents of these
communities that they will experience no negative effects resulting from the inundation of the reservoir?
If there is damage, how will property owners be compensated for said damage? Does any version of
homeowner's insurance cover damage resulting from ground water issues, be they seepage or hydraulic
shifting?
4) Assuming a worst-case scenario, a breach of the levee surrounding Oxbow, Hickson and Bakke, has a
life-risk assessment been completed? What do the results show? In such a scenario, how do property
owners recover financially from what may well be a total loss of personal property? Will the Corps or
diversion authority pick up that tab? Or will that be left to FEMA? Does a homeowner need to carry
flood insurance in order to have any coverage at all against such a loss?
5) FEMA has discussed the possibility of flood insurance being a requirement for any levee-protected
property as a significant majority of its losses are to such properties. Given the insolvency of the NFIP,
the recent changes to the NFIP (Biggert Waters) and with additional changes to the NFIP potentially on
the horizon, will residents of Oxbow, Hickson and Bakke be required to carry flood insurance? Properties
in this area are currently above the 100-year flood plain but with 8-feet of inundation added to the
surrounding area of the city, may FEMA ultimately deem this community to be 'high-risk' despite the
presence of the levee?
At the most recent meeting of the diversion authority, several statements made by board members,
support staff and the Corps stand out for me. First, the project is purported to protect 215,000 people
and the 'economic engine' that is Fargo-Moorhead. Second, "Money is not a problem, guys!" And, finally,
"The staging area is local storage that benefits Fargo." One would think that with the importance of the
storage component of the project to the financial interests of the FM area and the State of North
Dakota, the people so negatively impacted by said storage could be treated less shabbily. Sadly, such is
not the case. The unseemly, bullying process that has taken us all to this point reflects very poorly on
local and state leadership and on that of the Corps.
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Arden Breimeier
614 Evergreen Cir
Oxbow, ND
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Monday, July 15, 2013 11:19:09 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: tranarogne@gmail.com
Date: Sat, July 13, 2013 12:18 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

1.1 Description of Alternatives Considered

"It is estimated that there is a net gain of approximately 700 acres of floodplain with the modified
alignment when compared with the FEIS alignment."

Is this a loss or gain of protected flood plain?

1.1.3 Western Alignment - Sheyenne River to Maple River

This is a rehash with new arguments of the West Fargo development area that is discussed in the FEIS.
This is an argument that what is good for Fargo is not good for West Fargo. West Fargo Flood plain is
good for storage and the south Fargo flood plain is good for development. This is a plan that benefits
Fargo, not West Fargo.
The issues of the flood plain are not noted. The 11988 order is ignored, and the loss of storage for
flood reduction is ignored.

1.1.4 Southern Alignment - Red River Inlet and Tieback Embankments to Sheyenne River

North of Wild Rice River (NWRR)
"This alternative was screened out because it would result in impacts to more people and would remove
benefits to areas that are currently developed and would benefit from the Project. In addition, it would
not reduce downstream impacts to the extent that additional mitigation would not be required.
(Appendix O section 8.4.2.1.6 of the FEIS)"

This argument is not valid; the areas to be flooded or protected are currently developed. The 8.4.2.1.6
does not address the reduced extent of downstream impacts, or reference the reductions in mitigation
that would be achieved by the use of the NWRR.

These NWRR issues listed above have not been addressed as the area is the future development area
for Fargo developers. In spite of numerous requests for amount of the reduction in downstream impact
by the single use or in combination with other flood risk reduction measures in the flood plain, the
information has not been provided.

See Appendix C Table C-14 and Table C20 to see the future development cost savings, EEAB.

Under ND state law, this project cannot use Eminent Domain to take property as it is a development
project.

1.2 Tieback Embankment Alignment
"The additional storage required to mitigate downstream stage impacts has been reduced to
approximately 150,000 acre-feet." ( It has been 200,000 acre-feet)
The staging and impact areas have not been appreciably reduced in accordance with the reduced
storage needed.
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The use of the " Wet" 46.7 feet, Corps flood level that has been changed to the FEMA level of 43.3 and
the impacts to the Expected Annual Average Damages is not discussed. This is critical as the "Wet"
flood level increased the damages from 77 million to 194 million. This should require a revision of the
Record of Decision.

Needed Additional Wetlands
2. page 41&42 note that additional wetland are need, from 990 to 1705 acres.
"The wetland impacts will be compensated for with the creation of wetlands in the diversion channel."

The wetlands in the diversion channel, low flow channel, are of a high erodible condition subject to
yearly destruction and reconstruction and no provisions for funding of maintenance of the low flow
channel is noted. If in fact the wetlands in the low flow channel cannot be maintained, what is the
alternate wetland mitigation feature?

5."The loss of these wooded acres would be permanent but would be mitigated for by converting
farmed wetland along one of the rivers into floodplain forest at a 2:1 ratio."

Where is the "farmed wetland along one of the rivers" that is to be converted and what is the cost?

5.6 Controversy, /5.2 Economic Effects, Public Facilities and Tax Revenue: "The full
Oxbow/Hickson/Bakke alignment would benefit the church, community center,and businesses in Hickson
and Oxbow. The full alignment would maintain this area's tax base for the Kindred School District,"

The stated rational "maintain the tax base for the communities" for the ring levee is conjecture and not
fact. The DA and the FM Diversion are the reason for the loss of tax base and are responsible for
making the communities whole. No mention of the loss of tax base to Pleasant Township.
If there is not a return to the tax base the DA is responsible to all those who have higher school taxes
now and in the future until if and when the tax base returns. Currently we are paying higher school
taxes due to the tax loss incurred by the future project. The DA has not provided for our loss.

6. Coordination,
The list of public meetings excluded the Horace Public Meeting at which Fargo officials admitted Fargo
was unable to control unwise building in the flood plain due to threat of legal action. They stated they
would expect to buy out some of the new construction.

Additionally
The Agriculture issues of crop insurance and farm headquarters relocations have not been resolved.
The transportation impacts have not been resolved.
The staging and flooded areas are not consistent with elevations.

Summary
This project was envisioned to take land out of the natural flood plain and convert the former flood
plain into development area.
The expected damages, EAAD of 77 billion dollars at a 43.5 elevation were changed in the development
of the project to achieve higher C/B ratio 194 billon dollars at a 46.7 elevation and then changed back
to a elevation of 43.1or 43.3 without a change in the EAAD. The Corps has not been forthcoming with a
rationale for this occurrence.
For these and previously listed reasons the Record of Decision was based on conditions that now are
not accepted. Also the project as fundamentally a development project should have the Record of
decision revisited.
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Wednesday, June 19, 2013 2:57:25 PM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: tmathern@nd.gov
Date: Tue, June 18, 2013 4:17 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

I encourage that restrictive building codes limiting building in flood prone lands be in place for the entire
Red River basin.
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From: EA Comments
To: Coleman, Brett R MVP; Williams, Terryl L MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Friday, July 12, 2013 11:47:24 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: tldubord@yahoo.com
Date: Thu, July 11, 2013 3:25 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

Is there a process for requesting a buyout for property owners who now fall just outside of the
diversion? As currently drawn, my home and property will now fall just north of the diversion channel.
As such, I will now have a highway on one end of my yard and a 15-foot bank on the other end. On
top of that, it appears the current grove of trees that now surrounds my property will be removed. This
not only detracts from the beauty and comfort of my home but also causes me safety concerns,
especially during the construction period. According to the latest map, my yard will now house a
temporary pass-through route for construction equipment. During this time, my yard will not be safe for
pets or grandchildren and will make for a miserable and noisy environment. This certainly detracts from
the peaceful farm my family has enjoyed calling home for the past 120 years.
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:52:51 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: perry@rustsales.com
Date: Mon, July 15, 2013 1:12 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

This study does not show how water draining from farmland, township ditched, legal drains, and natural
drains will be channeled into the diversion channel. this needs to be addressed if not water will backup
and cause flooding in areas that have never flooded in the past
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Monday, July 01, 2013 3:32:15 PM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: mayer000@hotmail.com
Date: Fri, June 28, 2013 4:46 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

With the 3 bridges only crossing the canal north and west of County Road 20 and I-29, alot of traffic
using the mile gravel roads is be pushed to the 3 County Roads which 2 of them are gravel. Are
roadways and traffic studies being included during the assessments? I suspect not. Proposal is to
include traffic flow and include on/off ramps to I-29 on County Road 32. County Road 32 must be
paved at least to and over the canal.
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Tuesday, July 16, 2013 12:53:42 AM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: donnelso@hotmail.com
Date: Tue, July 16, 2013 12:49 am
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

1 Where are the detailed studies for the Oxbow Ring Dike? With the Ring Dike and Hwy 81 raised to
get out to Interstate you have now created a new dike that is basically from the Red River on the ND
side to Interstate. You are now pushing all the water to MN side that has never had flooding problems
and even further south. Where are the detailed studies showing the effects of this ring dike and the
raised roads out to Interstate? Furthermore, if this Oxbow Ring Dike project is put in before it becomes
a Federal project which is the plan, who is going to pay for the effects of pushing the extra water onto
the MN side? And also, if this Oxbow Ring Dike project is put in and the rest of the Diversion Project
never happens who is going to pay for the effects of pushing the extra water onto the MN side? How is
it legal to push all this water into MN?

2.1 There is a severe problem with the alignment of the "Red Box". There are many issues but the one
I am really concerned with is on the MN side at the location of the southern "Tieback Embankment".
This Red Box line needs to be extended out to the East end of the "Tieback Embankment". You have
created a storage area there but are claiming "no effect" which is absolutely not true. The Southern
Tieback Embankment here is stated to be 8 feet high so you can't claim "no effect" behind it. The
southern embankment goes through a coulee east of the Red Box. That will create a severe restriction
of flow even during non-spring flood events. This will cause issues just during a summer rain. The other
issue is local drainage at the location near the Red Box and the "Tieback Embankment" on MN side.
That water currently runs South and then West. This will no longer work with your plan. How are you
going to fix this drainage issue? This has been brought up for a very long ti!
me now and all that is said is "We will look into it" but there are never any answers to the problem.

3.1.1.3 The elimination of Storage Area 1 should not happen. That was roughly 50,000 acre feet.
Moving the alignment north got into part of Storage Area 1 but there was still more storage to the
north. There has to be over 25,000 acre feet that should still be there. Put this back and extend the
storage area even further north to take advantage of the natural floodplain.

3.2 It mentions a study of 30 to 37 feet and then picking 35 feet. Why not always let a minimum of 40
feet through town? During the 2013 spring flood that never happened, Fargo built up protection to
handle a 40 foot flood by only using 100,000 sandbags. This was proof that it would take very little
effort to build permanent dikes for permanent protection and allow a minimum of 40 feet through town
for all flood events (50-500 year) which would greatly lessen the need for the staging area.

3.2.1 With the top of the 2nd Street floodwall going to be at 45 feet there is no reason 40 feet can't
always be ran through town for all flood events (50-500 year) which would lessen the need for the
staging area.

3.3 It was stated at the June 25th meeting at Civic Center that the height of the "Southern
Embankment" dike is changing from 927 to 930 although I don't see that mentioned in this document.
Why not? Maps are still mislabeled as 927. But I do see that the height of the Oxbow Ring Dike is listed
as 926. The "Southern Embankment" is only 2.5 miles north and is 930. That means the Oxbow Ring
Dike is 4 feet less than the height of the "Southern Embankment". Why is that? This seems to indicate
that the Oxbow Ring Dike is 4 feet too low.

3.3.1 It is stated that the estimated cost of Oxbow Ring Dike is 65 Million dollars. In the September 13,
2012 Public Meeting Post-Feasibility Analysis packet on page 22 it says the VE13-A option had a cost
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savings of 53 Million dollars. The Oxbow Ring Dike came after this so actually the VE 13-A option is now
costing an EXTRA 12 Million Dollars (53-65). The North of Wild Rice plus Oxbow Levee option was
stated to have a 6 Million dollar savings. Actually it now has a 71 Million dollar savings over the VE13-A
option (6 + 65). The South of Oxbow option was stated to cost an extra 29 Million dollars. It now
actually has a 36 Million dollar savings over the VE13-A option that was picked (65-29). So what this
now means is that you have picked the most expensive option and if you were to go with the North of
Wild Rice plus Oxbow Levee option you would save 71 Million dollars over the current plan, correct?

3.4 Why is the Diversion Inlet not on the river? It is 6 miles from the river. Bring the inlet to the river so
that water starts moving down the diversion channel immediately when the Red River control structure
is closed. It also mentions road crossings at 3 mile intervals. On the MN side which roads will no longer
be passable? It says "A gated control structure would be constructed adjacent to the Red River in Holy
Cross Township, Clay County, Minnesota". Why is the control structure created entirely on MN side of
river rather than putting it in center of existing river channel? What will be the flow rate at site of new
control structure once the river is re-routed compared to what it is today under existing conditions with
no flooding? Basically, how much is this "control structure" going to slow the existing flow compared to
not having the control structure there? What will the cfs flow rate be at the Red River Control Structure
for a 10, 50, 100, 500 year even!
t? What will the cfs flow rate be at the Wild Rice River Control Structure for a 10, 50, 100, 500 year
event? What will the cfs flow rate be at the Diversion Inlet Control Structure for a 10, 50, 100, 500 year
event?

General:
This project will take away the ability to build on land in the Staging Area that sits above the current
100 and 500 year Army Corps flood levels so that development can happen in Fargo at levels well below
the 50 year flood plain levels. How is that anywhere close to a plan that makes any sense? What is the
compensation for never being able to build on land that sits above the current 100 and 500 year Army
Corps flood levels? This has been asked many times with no answer given.

Eminent domain can't be used on land that will be used for development purposes. It has been stated
that the intent is to start on the Oxbow Ring Dike ASAP before this becomes a Federal Project. How do
you plan to get around the Eminent domain issue?

Regarding the 500 Year level of 46.7 vs. 43.1 at Fargo gage. It is said that the river would be a height
of 43.1 under existing conditions for a 500 year level. With emergency protection it is said the river
would go to 46.7 at Fargo gage. So how can you justify using 46.7 to determine the Cost Benefit Ratio
for this Federal Project when that number is 3.6 feet too high? If the real 43.1 number is used then the
Cost Benefit Ratio is much, much lower correct? The 46.7 number is only what would be between the
dikes in the river channel and not what would be the height if it spread out in town. The 43.1 number
would result in much less disaster costs than the false 46.7 number correct? Your Cost Benefit Ratio
needs to be recalculated using the correct 43.1 number. And then that number would no longer meet
the criteria of being greater than 1.0 correct?

There is no doubt that Fargo needs reasonable permanent flood protection. But flooding out land in the
staging area that currently sits well above the Army Corps 100 and 500 year floodplain levels is
definitely not the answer. This project needs to be done without the use of the staging area and 13 mile
wide dike (southern embankment). To prevent the downstream impacts caused by the diversion channel
there needs to be retention projects put in place in the correct places. Not on this land that is above the
100 and 500 year floodplain levels. The Red River Basin Commission and Red River Retention Authority
have proven that retention projects can offset the downstream impacts by more than double. And NONE
of their retention sites have a residence or farmstead located in the retention site.
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2013 12:16:38 PM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: dchristians@cableone.net
Date: Thu, June 27, 2013 8:10 am
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

What I do not understand is that people that built within the flood plain, along the river are now being
offered buy outs at a very comfortable amount. Now with the changes that are being made to the route
of the diversion you are decreasing the value of property but are unwilling to offer them a buyout even
tho it comes up to the property line and creates a hazard with young children residing within these
properties. If you are saving this much money that you say then I would think there would be funds to
buy out these properties.
Thank you,
Doug Christians
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From: EA Comments
To: Williams, Terryl L MVP; Coleman, Brett R MVP
Subject: [Fwd: EA Comment from Web Site]
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2013 12:17:11 PM

---------------------------- Original Message ----------------------------
Subject: EA Comment from Web Site
From: dan10mcconnell@gmail.com
Date: Wed, June 26, 2013 11:53 pm
To: eacomments@fmdiversion.com
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

How many acers of farm land that can not be replaced be destroyed?
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