Diversion Authority Land Management Committee
AGENDA
3:00 P.M. – Wednesday, January 29, 2020
City of Fargo Commission Chambers
Fargo, North Dakota

1. Introductions
2. Agenda Review
3. Approve December 18, 2019 Minutes - (item A) Page 2-9
4. Property Acquisition Status Report - (item B) Page -10-19
5. Ag Impacts and Mitigation Update
6. Formal Negotiations Update
7. CCJWRD Update
8. MCCJPA Update
9. MetroCOG Update
10. Other business
11. Next meeting February 26, 2020
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Diversion Authority Land Management
Committee Meeting Minutes
3:00 P.M. - Wednesday, December 18, 2019
City of Fargo Commission Chambers
Fargo, North Dakota

Item "A"

The Diversion Authority Land Management Committee met Wednesday, December 18,
2019, at Fargo City Hall. The following committee members were present: Fargo Division
Engineer Nathan Boerboom; Cass County Commissioners Duane Breitling and Mary
Scherling; Clay County Commissioners Kevin Campbell and Jenny Mongeau; Assistant
Fargo City Administrator Michael Redlinger; Cass County Joint Water Resource District
Manager Rodger Olson; and Moorhead City Engineer Bob Zimmerman.
The following committee members were absent: Moorhead City Council Member Chuck
Hendrickson; Horace Mayor Kory Peterson; Fargo City Commissioner John Strand; and
Moorhead Mayor Johnathan Judd.
Others present where: Diversion Authority Executive Director Joel Paulsen; and Eric
Dodds, Advanced Engineering and Environmental Services, Inc.
The meeting was called to order by Ms. Scherling.
Agenda Review
Mr. Campbell moved to approve the agenda. Second by Mr. Breitling. All the members
present voted aye and the motion was declared carried.
Minutes Approved
Mr. Boerboom moved the minutes from the November 20, 2019 meeting be approved.
Second by Mr. Breitling. All the members present voted aye and the motion was declared
carried.
Property Acquisition Report
Mr. Dodds said there was a request to include in the graphics the reaches of the Southern
Embankment and the overall status map, which shows that the Diversion Authority (DA)
has acquired another handful of parcels since the last meeting. He said there is slow and
steady progress and he feels everything is on track to acquire the necessary property
rights for the channel by the deadline next fall. He said progress on the appraisals for the
Southern Embankment reach include a number of appraisals presented for approval at
the Cass County Joint Water Resource District Board (CCJWRD) last week and those
offers will soon be going out. He said the packet also includes information about the
environmental monitoring areas and the easements the DA is working on to acquire for
biotic and geomorphic surveys in North Dakota. On the Minnesota side, he said, the DA
is negotiating to obtain rights of entries and there have been several informational
meetings with property owners. Those meetings did not have much attendance, he said;
however, those who did attend were able to ask questions and he hopes those property
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owners went home and shared the news with some of their neighbors who are in similar
situations.
In response to a question from Mr. Boerboom asking in Phase I of the Diversion Channel,
for example, there are 11 appraisal MOUs pending and are those actual appraisals or are
those all MOUs for townships and utilities, Mr. Dodds said there is either an MOU or some
of these might be a small taking where the DA is only taking a tenth of an acre on a certain
parcel and a valuation waiver was done, which is allowed in the Uniform Relocation Act.
He said most of those were approved at the recent CCJWRD meeting and next month
there will be a status change; however, there are a few MOUs still in process. He said all
of the appraisals for Phase I have been completed with the exception of one parcel just
north of I94 where there were some real estate limits that were changed recently from the
design team. He said an updated appraisal on that parcel should be done before the end
of the year.
Property Acquisition Philosophies
Mr. Dodds said the DA has been working with an acquisition and mitigation plan known
as version four. He said version four was approved by the Minnesota Department of
Natural Resources (MDNR) as part of the permit process. He said there are some things
in version four that need to be updated to reflect the permit conditions and some of the
decisions the State engineer's office and North Dakota is working towards. He said that
he has been working on an update to this mitigation plan and it will be a couple more
months before the DA is ready for version five; however, he wants this Committee to
weigh in on the acquisition philosophies documentation. He said he would like the
Committee to review the philosophies that the DA is applying to acquire property all
across the project, whether in North Dakota or Minnesota. The Uniform Relocation
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act provides quite a bit of guidance
and direction; however, there is some deference given to the acquiring entities, which
primarily are the CCJWRD and the Moorhead Clay County JPA (MCCJPA). He said the
CCJWRD offers a “right of first refusal;” however, as the CCJWRD has evaluated the best
mechanics to do that, the CCJWRD is actually calling it a “right of first offer” rather than
a “right of first refusal.” There are a few mechanical details, he said; however, in practice,
if a piece of land is acquired and then for whatever reason the land is not needed for the
project, the land would be offered to the previous owner to buy it back at the same price
per acre that the CCJWRD paid.
In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking is there an end date, Mr. Dodds said
he does not recall what the deadline is and that representatives from Ohnstad Twichell
would know the answer.
In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking if a property owner counteroffers
with an appraised value and are they encouraged to support those counteroffers with
factual data and would that be a requirement to provide facts rather than just encouraging
them, Mr. Dodds said the DA would certainly like to have facts and he knows the
CCJWRD is wrestling with these details. He said some of the challenge gets into when
there is an appraisal and, while the appraisers are trusted and well qualified, an appraisal
is an art mixed with science and therefore it is an opinion of value. He said it forms the
basis of the offer and it forms the basis for negotiation; however, the appraisal is not an
engineering formula or a mathematical formula that produces a precise number. He said
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in negotiations the DA would have counteroffers supported with facts; however, in reality
there is always a bit of art in the negotiations as well.
Ms. Scherling said some property owners think their house is worth more because, for
example, that is where they raised their children. These appraisals are subject to review,
she said, so there has to be something to back up the appraisal.
Mr. Olson said everyone has a reason why their land is worth what they feel it is worth
despite what the appraisal says. For instance, he said, he has been told that a person’s
land is worth X amount due to the fact that it has been in the family for 150 years. He said
the appraiser does not take generational ownership into consideration; they look strictly
at the value of that land.
Ms. Scherling said for consistency, there should be something to back up a negotiation
for both parties. She said just because someone is in a crisis and needs to sell their
property or they are just not a good negotiator should not mean they get less than their
neighbor for the same type of property. There should be a consistent procedure. She
said she has been in real estate a long time and she understands the emotion that goes
with selling property; however, there has to be something to back it up.
In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking if another appraisal should be done
and are property owners allowed to get their own appraisal and how is that handled, Mr.
Dodds said there have been a few instances where property owners have done their own
appraisal and in some cases the DA has paid for it when it was reasonable and it helped
reach a settlement. In other situations the property owner hired an appraiser and the cost
of the appraisal was exorbitant and the DA ended up in court and ended up paying for
the appraisal. In Minnesota, he said, the law indicates that property owners are granted
the opportunity to get a second appraisal and will be reimbursed for the cost of an
appraisal up to $5,000.00 on agriculture land and up to $1,500.00 for residential. He said
the appraisal can be used as a data point and there have been discussions about
adopting that same approach for properties in North Dakota; however, to date 350 parcels
have been purchased and very few of those have had to get a second appraisal. He said
while there are always opportunities to improve the process, the process is working and
recently at the CCJWRD meeting a realtor explained that their company had sold a lot of
land and brokered a lot of deals over the past few years and it was impressive; however,
the DA has also acquired a lot of land over the last few years; therefore, that is proof that
the DA’s process is working and the DA has been fair. The Uniform Relocation Act is
there to make sure people are treated fairly, he said. Drawing a hard line on only taking
the appraised value or the appraised value plus a percentage is generally something the
DA has shied away from due to the fact that every property is different. He said the DA
has had property owners say “you paid $10 for Joe's property why don't you pay $10 for
mine,” and the answer is their property is different. All of those subjective things are
supposed to be accounted for in an appraisal and the appraisers are doing a good job;
however, beyond that, he said, there is some value in negotiations and he thinks
negotiations are a critical part of the acquisition program.
Ms. Scherling said it seems the Minnesota second appraisal sounds reasonable,
especially if the DA can have its eyes on that appraisal it might help everyone come to
common ground quicker. She said she does not see a downside to doing it. There have
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been many voluntary acquisitions, she said, and people are eager to move on; however,
down the road it will get more difficult and if it works in Minnesota why not adopt it?
Mr. Zimmerman said he would agree. One of the issues Minnesota experienced in the
past is clearly defining the problem for the appraiser that the property owner hires. He
said different appraisers will view things differently and there has to be a clearly defined
scope, which could be adapted and provided to the property owner to say “if you are going
to get the most value from that appraisal, the most important information from that will be
done if the appraiser follows this scope of work.”
Mr. Olson said the first land purchases made were easy. He said there have been many
willing sellers. However, at some time in the future, he said, it is going to be more difficult
and he thinks it is an excellent idea if a more defined process is adopted or perhaps some
boundaries of where or what can be done. It is up to the CCJWRD and it is up to the
members to decide if an offer is something that is reasonable; however, any rules that
can help define those would be welcomed, he said.
Mr. Breitling said for the past year, he has been attending the CCJWRD meetings. He
said a large share of the meetings have been attributed to review of appraisals and offers
and to determine whether or not additional negotiations need to take place or counter
offers. He said the CCJWRD Board has leaned over backwards to be fair with every
person involved and particularly those who might not have the same ability to negotiate
as some others; however, they have gone further than they should in being fair.
Mr. Dodds said timeline is another consideration. He said there is talk about the property
owner’s attachment to the property and those are all real things. He said one of the other
components is if the land is needed tomorrow versus a year from now. He said that
dictates the urgency and as negotiations are ongoing with these parcels, keep in mind
the negotiators are being paid, second appraisals have to be paid for, a team to review
the acquisition summaries is being paid and then it is brought back to the next board
meeting and maybe the next meeting and the next and the next. He said if a deal is not
done, sometimes time does not make things better and there is value to expediency.
Ms. Scherling said there is a danger to a second appraisal whereas that appraisal may
not come in as well as the first; however, having a little more definition might be helpful
to the CCJWRD.
Mr. Olson said the CCJWRD does consider a lot when an offer comes to the table and
the owner wants to talk about their land and maybe the land agent that is presenting
reveals some extra things that the landowner thinks brings value to their property. He
said the Board certainly looks at and considers those things in the offer acceptance.
Mr. Campbell said it is the hope and goal that acquisitions on the Minnesota side are
voluntary and eminent domain is avoided. He said with the Clay County law enforcement
center project, two blocks of residential properties were acquired and there was a
guideline of 110 percent of the property’s assessed value. He said if the appraisal came
within that, there was no need to have another appraisal. Out of the 20-plus properties,
he said, there might have been one or two that requested a second appraisal; however,
in the end, the owner went with 110 percent of the assessed value. In Minnesota, he
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said, assessed values are supposed to be within 90 percent and 105 percent of actuality;
therefore, you have to be careful what you wish for due to the fact that a second appraisal
might be lower than the first one. He said he spoke with a couple on the Minnesota side
recently who were not pleased with their appraisal. He said he thinks they are willing
sellers and perhaps in order to comfort them a bit more, have a second appraisal done
as long as it is reasonable. In terms of the total cost to do the appraisal, he said, it can
sometimes be beneficial to both parties.
Formal Negotiations Update
Mr. Dodds said the CCJWRD is following the statutory process in North Dakota and one
of those steps is that once the 60 days of informal negotiations has passed, the formal
negotiation process begins and there are several steps. He said there are more than 70
parcels that the CCJWRD has authorized the start of formal negotiations. He said when
those offers go out, if the informal negotiations started at, for example, $100.00 and it was
negotiated up to $105.00 and the deal did not get done, when the formal offer goes out,
the offer goes back to $100.00 due to the fact that it is based on the appraisal and
following the process. He said that is a requirement and it might ruffle a few feathers.
In response to a question from Ms. Scherling, asking if the land agents are explaining this
to property owners, Mr. Dodds said they are to the extent they are capable. He said North
Dakota law prohibits any mention or reference of quick-take; therefore, land agents are
talking with property owners and undoubtedly the property owners are asking “what is the
next step and what is the process” and the agents cannot say they are following the
quick-take statute due to the fact that is considered a threat and the Legislature explicitly
said not to do that. He said it is awkward; however, the agents are able to refer property
owners to the Attorney General's website and the DA has put some information on its
website.
In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking what the quick-take process is in
Minnesota, Mr. Dodds said the process is different, wherein there is an informal process
that lasts for only 90 days.
CCJWRD Update
Mr. Olson said the CCJWRD rejected some offers that were valued too high. He said
under the direction of Pifer’s, some cash rents were increased, which he did not want to
do in a year like this; however, it was recommended that certain rents come up due to the
fact that they were below the market.
MCCJPA Update
Mr. Campbell said the MCCJPA has acquired a few parcels and there is a task order for
consideration at the next meeting to start an appraisal. He said another property owner
has come forward and asked that the process move along; therefore, it seems like some
momentum is building.
MetroCOG Update
Adam Altenburg said MetroCOG is continuing to refine some of the recreation concepts
and they have had some conversations with the City of Horace about specific recreational
ideas. He said there have also been conversations with the North Dakota Parks and
Recreation Department to better understand what they feel their role as a stakeholder
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would be. He said governance structure is also being discussed and who will be the
potential lead agency for planning and programming of possible future recreational needs.
He said there are a of couple different scenarios with one looking at MetroCOG as a
potential lead agency. He said there is precedent for this; however, MetroCOG is
organized under a policy board represented by elected officials. Funding for operations
and maintenance with the identified recreational concepts is another topic.
In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking what kind of reception did MetroCOG
get from the State, he said the State would be interested in some coordination with a
small section of the corridor to the north as a potential State park; however, there are
conversations that need to be had with the State Legislature and if funding would be there
for operations.
Ms. Mongeau said Commissioner Dave Piepkorn, Councilmember Chuck Hendrickson,
Commissioner Breitling and herself are on the Executive Committee for MetroCOG and
there was a conversation about what that undertaking could mean for MetroCOG, which
would change the structure and scope of MetroCOG’s work plan. She said that while
MetroCOG is not closing the door on the opportunity, she thinks more conversations are
needed.
In response to a question from Ms. Scherling asking if MetroCOG is involved in the bike
path across Minnesota, Mr. Altenberg said the Heartland Trail exists between Park
Rapids and Walker and the idea is that it could connect through Becker County and then
to Clay County. He said those conversations are still ongoing and there is potential to
study it further over the next couple of years; however, at this time it is only planning.
Other Business
In response to a question from Mr. Olson regarding the CW Valley Co-op and some
confusion regarding the alignment and how it affects their business, Mr. Dodds said the
Plan B alignment follows Highway 75 and as it approaches County Road 2, which goes
through Comstock, the CW Valley Co-op has an agronomy center and a fueling station
at that intersection on the north side. He said primarily for safety purposes, the DA wants
to bump around that intersection to move the levee west so the road raise was not coming
into the intersection. He said the Co-op has the option to buy land west of its current
facility and the Co-op also has two driveway accesses to County Road 2. The design
team has looked at the situation, he said, and realized that the road raise would impact
the access points into the Co-op and would disrupt their business. The design team has
been working with the USACE to shift the alignment a bit further west and the hydraulic
modeling team has also looked at that and the modeling showed the impacts in other
parts of the staging area were minor and only occurred under a Noah-type flood event.
He said there was some advantages from a safety standpoint and from a property impact
standpoint to push the alignment further west.
Mr. Boerboom said the Corps has agreed that they will follow that bump out and as they
progress with their design through that right reach, it will follow that alignment.
Mr. Dodds said just recently Mr. Paulsen met with the Co-op, a land agent and the design
engineers and shared maps that address this issue and the DA has been responsive to
the Co-ops concerns. He said the DA is requesting a right of entry from the Co-op for soil
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boring and cultural work adjacent to the Co-op’s property; however, with the alignment
moving further west, it is not touching the Co-op property and there is a question in to the
USACE as to whether that right of entry is still needed or if it could just be done on the
adjacent property. The Co-op is in a tough spot, he said, due to the fact that he Co-op
understands that while the project might be going forward, they have some customers
who are very much opposed to it and they want the Co-op to also oppose it; therefore, as
a board they have this tug-of-war and are feeling they should not voluntarily sign the right
of entry.
Mr. Dodds said a draft of the 2020 calendar of meetings is in the packet today and he
wants to follow the same cadence as in the past, with the DA board meeting on the fourth
Thursday and the committee meetings on the Wednesday prior. If everyone agrees, he
said he will continue with the same plan.
Ms. Mongeau said she is on the MetroCOG committee and a couple of other committees
who plan their meetings around the DA meeting. She said it is difficult to achieve a
quorum when there are conflicts with the DA meeting.
In response to a question from Ms. Mongeau, asking if the DA is planning on meeting
twice a month next year, Mr. Dodds said at times the DA has talked about reserving the
second Thursday for a second board meeting each month but it is rare that a second
meeting happens.
Ms. Scherling said a second DA meeting was scheduled a few years ago as things were
ramping up; however, a second meeting should not be needed unless something comes
up. She said at the next DA meeting committee assignments will be solidified; therefore,
this month is the time to make decisions on who wants to serve or not serve on a
Committee or serve on a different Committee . She said those recommendations will go
to the DA which will also be the time the vice chairman of the DA will be selected and that
person needs to come from Minnesota. She said the chairman this year will be the Mayor
of Fargo.
Mr. Paulson said enough internal processes have been implemented and the
once-a-month DA board meetings are sufficient.
Mr. Olson said he wants to be involved in more discussions on ag impacts and is looking
for support from this Committee to get his ag committee together again to get more input.
Ms. Scherling said it is important to get the ag committee together along with other
producers, lenders and insurance representatives, mainly to help determine when to have
Phase Two of the flowage easements study.
Mr. Dodds said FEMA concurrence of the hydraulic model should come after the first of
the year and the DA is also working with the State permitting agencies to have them help
define exactly where the flowage easements should be; however, it will likely be a few
months before that determination can be made. He said it is critical to have those details
before the start of a full-blown Phase 2 study. He said he has engaged Crown Appraisals
to start the thought process of Phase 2. An update to Phase 1 is also needed due to the
fact that it has been more than two years since Phase 1 was completed and there are

Page 8

new sales that have occurred since then, which reference Plan A and now there is Plan
B. He said this topic was discussed with the Technical Advisory Group and the ball is in
his court now to start putting some scope together for that flowage easement study. He
said the ag community will be interested; however, it is at least a year or more away
before those results are in.
Mr. Olson said he hopes an ag solution is reached soon. He said it will be difficult to
negotiate due to the fact that they will have this hanging over them, not knowing how they
will be protected or supported if harm is done to them.
Mr. Dodds said he had discussions with Watts and Associates several years ago and the
company has expertise in developing crop insurance programs. He said summer flood
crop insurance was discussed as well as some type of prevent plant program. He said
he will bring forward a proposal for Watts and Associates to do some additional work.
Ms. Mongeau said she had recommended the name of a farmer in the northern valley
who can offer input and it is important to have someone who is not impacted yet
understands the pulse of what growers are experiencing.
Mr. Olson said that was done on the North Dakota side early on with some farmers who
did not farm in the area yet could bring a level-headed approach to the process. He said
there was a lot of value in those discussions.
Mr. Paulsen said he has spent a significant amount of time reaching out to impacted
people and the number one thing is people want an answer. He said he was at a water
topics overview committee meeting recently for the North Dakota Legislature and a
question came up of how the DA is handling these things and he was criticized for not
having the mitigation plan in place at this point and having all the answers. He said he
would recommend to this Committee the idea of initiating the ag committee sooner than
later so the process can start. He said there are a few technical pieces that need to be
in place; however, those are going to be available in the near future and so the quicker
there is an answer to these questions the quicker the DA can take away that level of
ambiguity. He said it would be nice to have that information available going into the North
Dakota legislative session. He said not only providing answers to the Legislature, but
also providing answers to the people; they are being impacted and it is the DA’s duty to
do this as quickly as possible.
The meeting was adjourned at 4:01 p.m.
The next meeting will be January 22, 2020.
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Property Status Report

Cultural Mitigation Areas
Sheyenne River Site #1
(32-CS-201) Target Completion: Complete

As of January 22, 2020

North of Maple River Site
(32-CS-5139) Target Completion: Complete

OIN 952
3 parcels total
(Part of Channel Phase 1)

Phase 3 Cultural Mitigation (Excavation) Complete

3 parcels total
(Part of Channel Phase 1)

Phase 2 Cultural Investigation complete.
Archaelogical Monitoring required during construction.

South of Maple River Site
Sheyenne River Site #2

(32-CS-5127) Target Completion: Complete

(32-CS-5126) Target Completion: Spring 2020
OIN 543N
1 parcel total
(Part of Channel Phase 1)

Phase 2 Cultural Investigation will commence Spring 2020
Appraisal Pending
In Negotiation
Agreement Signed
Acquired Parcel
Condemnation
Change from last report

3 parcels total
(Part of Channel Phase 1)

Phase 3 Cultural MItigation (Excavation) Complete

Drain 14 Site
(32-CS-5135) Target Completion: Spring 2020
OIN 936
1 parcel total
(Part of Channel Phase 2)

Phase 2 Cultural Investigation in work. Preliminary Cultural Corings will occur
Winter 2019/2020. Additonal work planned Spring 2020.
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Property Status Report

Environmental Monitoring Areas
North Dakota

Cass
County

(BIOGEO)

As of January 22, 2020

Minnesota

Richland
County

Clay
County

Wilkin
County

Hard Costs paid to
Property Owners

$500K

$400K

$400K
budgeted

$300K

$200K

$100K

$87K*
spent

$0M

277 parcels total

36 parcels total

67 parcels total

Easement Document in Work

In Negotiations

ROE Granted

Bio/Geo Easement Secured

USACE Easement Bounds In Work

Change from last report

Preliminary COS In Work

On Hold

9 parcels total

*includes payments for
monuments and easements.
Budgeted
Purchase Agreement
Spent
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Property Status Report

Diversion Channel

As of January 22, 2020

Phase 1

Phase 2

Phase 3

Target Completion:
Fall 2020

Target Completion:
Fall 2020

Target Completion:
Fall 2020

(WP LAP01)

(WP LAP02)

(WP LAP03)

Hard Costs paid to
Property Owners
$100M

$80M

$84.3M
budgeted

$60M

104 parcels total

68 parcels total

59 parcels total

$40M

$38.6M
spent

$20M

$10.3M
asset
property

$0M

$1.1 M
purchase
agreement

11 Appraisal/MOU Pending

5 Appraisal/MOU Pending

15 Appraisal/MOU Pending

Budgeted

20 In Negotiation

41 In Negotiation

43 In Negotiation

Purchase Agreement

5 Agreement Signed

0 Agreement Signed

0 Agreement Signed

Spent

68 Acquired Parcel/ TCE Secured
0 Condemnation

22 Acquired/TCE Secured

1 Acquired Parcel/TCE Secured

0 Condemnation

0 Condemnation

Asset Property

Change from last report

Change from last report

Change from last report
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Property Status Report

Southern Embankment Control Structures
Diversion Inlet
Control
Structure
(WP 26)
Targeted Completion: Complete

Wild Rice
Control
Structure

(WP 30)
Target Completion: April 17, 2020
for “option” parcels

As of January 22, 2020

Red River
Control
Structure

(WP 35)
Target Completion:
July 2021

“Option” Parcels
“Base” Parcels

9 parcels total

4 parcels total

24 parcels total

0 Appraisal Pending

0 Appraisal Pending

1 Appraisal Pending

0 In Negotiation

1 In Negotiation

9 In Negotiation

0 Agreement Signed

1 Agreement Signed

0 Agreement Signed

9 Acquired/ TCE Secured

2 Acquired/ TCE Secured

13 Acquired/ TCE Secured

Condemnation

Changed from last report

Changed from last report

Change from last report
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Property Status Report

Southern Embankment

As of January 22, 2020

Southern Embankment

Southern Embankment &
Control Structures

(WP Reach SE-1 to SE-5 and I29)
Targeted Completion: September 2025

Hard Costs paid to
Property Owners

124 parcels total
SE-1

Target Completion: Sept. 2020

SE-2

Target Completion: Nov. 2021 & Oct. 2022

$40M

$33.0M
budgeted
$30M

SE-3

Target Completion: Sept. 2025

I29

Target Completion: Sept. 2020
$20M

ND
SE-4

Target Completion: Oct. 2023

SE-5

Target Completion: Sept. 2024

$10M

MN
$0M

$0.8M
purchase
agreement
$27.9M
spent
$2.4M
asset property

Budgeted
Purchase Agreement
10 Appraisal/ MOU Pending

22 Acquired/ TCE Secured

Spent

32 In Negotiation

0 Condemnation

0 Agreement Signed

Asset Property

Change from last report
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Property Status Report

Upstream Mitigation Area-MN (UMA)

As of January 22, 2020

Flowage Easements
without structures (MN)
Flowage Easement
Structure Sites (MN)

Approximately
138 parcels in MN

Approximately
32 parcels in MN

0 Appraisal/MOU Pending
1 In Negotiation
1 Appraisal/MOU Pending
2 In Negotiation
0 Agreement Signed
5 Flowage Easement Secured

0 Condemnation
Changed

0 Agreement Signed
1 Flowage Easement Secured
Condemnation
Changed
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Property Status Report

Upstream Mitigation Area-ND (UMA)
Flowage Easements
without structures (ND)
Approximately
471 parcels in ND

Flowage Easement
Structure Sites (ND)
Approximately
132 parcels in ND

As of Janaury 22, 2020

ND + MN UMA Hard
Costs paid to
Property Owners
$250M
$225M
$200M

$229.7 M
budgeted

$175M
$150M
$125M
$100M
$75M
$50M
$25M

6 Appraisal/MOU Pending
24 Appraisal/MOU Pending

57 Flowage Easement Secured

40 In Negotiation

0 Condemnation

2 Agreement Signed

Changed

$0M

$1.7 M
purchase
agreement
$14.5 M
spent
$2.3 M
asset property

22 In Negotiation
0 Agreement Signed
15 Flowage Easement Secured
Condemnation
Changed

Budgeted
Purchase Agreement
Spent
Asset Property
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Property Status Report

OHB Projects

As of Janaury 22, 2020

OHB Ring Levee

Hickson Main Ave ROW

WP 43

WP 43D5

Hard Costs paid to
Property Owners

Hard Costs paid to
Property Owners

$100M

$80M

Parcels needed for
remaining portion
of OHB Project.

$60M

$1.5 M

$80.2M
budgeted
$0.0M
purchase
agreement
$77.1M
spent*

$1.2 M

$1.2 M
budgeted
$1.2 M
spent

$.9M

$30M
$.6M

$20M

13 parcels remaining

4 parcels total
$0M

3 Appraisal Pending
10 In Negotiation

$1.2 M
purchase
agreement

$.3M

* Includes parcels
purchased outside the
OHB Ring Levee

$0K

0 Appraisal Pending
0 In Negotiation

0 Agreement Signed

Budgeted

4 Agreement Signed

Budgeted

0 Acquired Parcel

Purchase Agreement

0 Acquired Parcel

Purchase Agreement

0 Condemnation

Spent

0 Condemnation

Spent

Changed from last report

Asset Property

Changed from last report

Asset Property

Page 19

