
19.8044.02000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

12/21/2018
Revised
Amendment to: SB 2090

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues $60,000 $60,000

Expenditures

Appropriations

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties

Cities

School Districts

Townships

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

This is primarily a housekeeping bill to clean-up unused language and clarify and simplify procedures related to the 
appropriation of waters of the state in chapter 61-04. Water permit application fees are the only portion of the bill 
having a fiscal impact.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 9 of the bill will modify the water permit application fees that have not been addressed since 1991.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

Anticipated biennial revenues will rise by approximately $60,000 as a result of the proposed modification in water 
permit fee structure. 

Approximately 54% ($32,000) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in industrial water 
permit application fees.

Approximately 42.5% ($25,500) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in irrigation 
water permit application fees. 

Approximately 2% ($1,000) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in municipal/public 
use water permit application fees and number of applications anticipated. 

Approximately 0.5% ($300) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from an slight increase in the number 
of recreation, livestock, or fish and wildlife applications. No application fee increase is being proposed for this 
category of use.



Approximately 2% ( $1,200) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in water permit 
amendment application fees and number of amendment applications anticipated.

All water permit application fees are deposited in the resources trust fund.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

Name: David Laschkewitsch

Agency: ND State Water Commission

Telephone: 701 328-1956

Date Prepared: 01/03/2019



19.8044.01000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

12/21/2018
Revised
Bill/Resolution No.: SB 2090

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues $60,000 $60,000

Expenditures

Appropriations

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties

Cities

School Districts

Townships

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

This is primarily a housekeeping bill to clean-up unused language and clarify and simplify procedures related to the 
appropriation of waters of the state in chapter 61-04. Water permit application fees are the only portion of the bill 
having a fiscal impact.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 9 of the bill will modify the water permit application fees that have not been addressed since 1991.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

Anticipated biennial revenues will rise by approximately $60,000 as a result of the proposed modification in water 
permit fee structure. 

Approximately 54% ($32,000) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in industrial water 
permit application fees.

Approximately 42.5% ($25,500) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in irrigation 
water permit application fees. 

Approximately 2% ($1,000) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in municipal/public 
use water permit application fees and number of applications anticipated. 

Approximately 0.5% ($300) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from an slight increase in the number 
of recreation, livestock, or fish and wildlife applications. No application fee increase is being proposed for this 
category of use.



Approximately 2% ( $1,200) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in water permit 
amendment application fees and number of amendment applications anticipated.

All water permit application fees are deposited in the resources trust fund.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

Name: David Laschkewitsch

Agency: ND State Water Commission

Telephone: 701 328-1956

Date Prepared: 01/03/2019



19.8044.01000 FISCAL NOTE
Requested by Legislative Council

12/21/2018

Bill/Resolution No.: SB 2090

1 A. State fiscal effect: Identify the state fiscal effect and the fiscal effect on agency appropriations compared to funding 
levels and appropriations anticipated under current law.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds General Fund Other Funds

Revenues $31,500 $91,500 $91,500

Expenditures

Appropriations

1 B. County, city, school district and township fiscal effect: Identify the fiscal effect on the appropriate political  
subdivision.

2017-2019 Biennium 2019-2021 Biennium 2021-2023 Biennium

Counties

Cities

School Districts

Townships

2 A. Bill and fiscal impact summary: Provide a brief summary of the measure, including description of the provisions 
having fiscal impact (limited to 300 characters).

This is primarily a housekeeping bill to clean-up unused language and clarify and simplify procedures related to the 
appropriation of waters of the state in chapter 61-04. Water permit application fees are the only portion of the bill 
having a fiscal impact.

B. Fiscal impact sections: Identify and provide a brief description of the sections of the measure which have fiscal  
impact. Include any assumptions and comments relevant to the analysis.

Section 9 of the bill will modify the water permit application fees that have not been addressed since 1991.

3. State fiscal effect detail: For information shown under state fiscal effect in 1A, please:

A. Revenues: Explain the revenue amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each revenue type and fund 
affected and any amounts included in the executive budget.

Anticipated biennial revenues will rise by approximately $60,000 as a result of the proposed modification in water 
permit fee structure. 

Approximately 54% ($32,000) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in industrial water 
permit application fees.

Approximately 42.5% ($25,500) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in irrigation 
water permit application fees. 

Approximately 2% ($1,000) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in municipal/public 
use water permit application fees and number of applications anticipated. 

Approximately 0.5% ($300) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from an slight increase in the number 
of recreation, livestock, or fish and wildlife applications. No application fee increase is being proposed for this 
category of use.



Approximately 2% ( $1,200) of the anticipated increase in revenues will come from the increase in water permit 
amendment application fees and number of amendment applications anticipated.

All water permit application fees are deposited in the resources trust fund.

B. Expenditures: Explain the expenditure amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency, line item, and 
fund affected and the number of FTE positions affected.

C. Appropriations: Explain the appropriation amounts. Provide detail, when appropriate, for each agency and fund 
affected. Explain the relationship between the amounts shown for expenditures and appropriations. Indicate whether 
the appropriation or a part of the appropriation is included in the executive budget or relates to a continuing 
appropriation.

Name: David Laschkewitsch

Agency: ND State Water Commission

Telephone: 701 328-1956

Date Prepared: 12/26/2018
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2019 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
Fort Lincoln Room, State Capitol 

SB 2090 
1/11/2019 

Job Number 30692 
 

☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

Committee Clerk: Marne Johnson 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
 A bill relating to permits for the appropriation of water, the appropriation of water, appeals of 
permit application rejections, change in point of diversion or use, surplus water delivery and 
a prescriptive water right. 
 
 

Minutes:                                                 2 attachments 

 
Jon Patch, Director, Water Appropriation Division of the Office of the State 
Engineer/State Water Commission (0:15-12:55) introduced the bill, please see attachment 
#1. Attachment 2 is a supplemental table.  
 
Senator Cook: How’s life going to change for anybody wanting a water permit? 
 
Mr. Patch: There are some increases in fees that we’re proposing, especially somebody 
applying for an industrial permit. We don’t get a lot of municipal applications these days. 
Taking away the distinction of population is not going to affect many people. The irrigation 
fees are going from $200 to $500. We get about one hundred of those a biennium. Those 
folks end up paying more on a one-time basis for a filing fee, which can become a water right, 
if it’s put to beneficial use and serve them very well for their future of irrigation. They’ll make 
the return on that money very quickly; the same can be said of industrial permits. We didn’t 
know about fracking in 1991, the levels of industrial use were not accounting for the fact that 
an acre-foot of water can be sold for $5000, so their application fee of $1000 is easily paid 
back. The other changes in this bill are mainly clean up and organizational changes to make 
it clearer and easier for us to explain to people. We’re modernizing the statute, which hasn’t 
been done for quite some time. It would not have major impacts. 
 
Senator Cook: It’s not going to do anything that’s going to cause someone to call us in an 
uproar.  
 
Mr. Patch: I can’t guarantee that. Any little change can cause uproar in the world of water, 
I’m used to that, I would recommend that you refer them to me, I will explain the reasoning 
behind it.  
 



Senate Energy and Natural Resources Committee  
SB 2090 
1/11/19 
Page 2  
   

Senator Piepkorn: Explain to me section 4 and fossil byproduct water please. 
 
Mr. Patch: Fossil Byproduct Water(FBW) has no definition right now. What we’re planning 
on doing is in House Bill 1086, section 61-01, Waters of the State. FBW is water that’s 
entrained with oil. As they pump the oil, they pump a lot of water. They have to deal with it 
and there’s a lot of interest in reusing that water for another frack job. Essentially if we don’t 
define as not a water of the state, they need another water permit. We’re exempting it from 
the need for a permit, and defining it as a water that is extracted from the production of oil 
and gas, and below the deepest potable aquafer separated by a practically impermeable 
layer. That puts it down into the oil producing zones of the state.  
 
Senator Piepkorn: Is the use of this type of water restricted? Domestic livestock, fish, 
wildlife. Is it not used for anything other than more commercial use? 
 
Mr. Patch: Because we remove it from one of the waters of the state; it could be used for 
anything. Right now, this is the only thing it could be used for, because it’s very poor quality 
water, it couldn’t be used for anything other than fracking or injecting it down into the Dakota 
formation as disposal water.  
There is that request in testimony to amend section 13 to clean it up. The main point is we 
have been using in our framework, the criteria of a water permit as numerical, then subsets 
alphabetical. They changed that to be alphabetical, then subsets numerical. Now all our 
documents change from 4-c to 3-d, for example. It’s minor I know, but it’s a big deal for us, it 
would be nice to keep in the same format.  
 
No further agency, in favor, or opposing testimony.  
Public hearing closed. 
 
 



2019 SENATE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
Fort Lincoln Room, State Capitol 

SB 2090 
1/31/2019 

Job Number 31911 
 

☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk: Marne Johnson  

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
A bill relating to permits for the appropriation of water, the appropriation of water, appeals of 
permit application rejections, change in point of diversion or use, surplus water delivery and 
a prescriptive water right. 
 

Minutes:                                                 No attachments  

 
Chair Unruh: This was one of our first hearings, it does have some clean-up language in it, 
I think the biggest thing it did was increase the conditional water permit fees on page 6. Water 
can be a difficult topic to discuss, I’ve not had anybody contact me with any issues included 
in here.  
 
Senator Schaible: I move do pass. 
Vice-Chair Kreun: Second.  
 
A roll call vote was taken. 
Motion carries 6-0-0. 
 
Chair Unruh: will carry. 
Chair Unruh: Closed the meeting.  
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Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
Coteau A Room, State Capitol 

SB 2090 
2/28/2019 

32967 

☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk, Kathleen Davis 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
relating to permits for the appropriation of water, appeals of permit applications, change in 
point of diversion or use, surplus water deliver and a prescriptive water right  
 

Minutes:                                                 Attachment 1 

 
Jon Patch, Director of Water Appropriation Division of the Office of the State Engineer: 
presented Attachment 1.   
 
8:15: 
 
Rep Heinert: You made a statement “except those reusing fossil byproducts water”, about 
taking that out of Century Code but creating administrative code. 
 
Jon Patch:  Right now there’s no definition at all of fossil byproduct water. So what we’re 
attempting to do, is exempt fossil byproduct water from the need for a permit but we want to 
define it in Administrative Code, on the advice of legal counsel. I would have no problem 
putting a definition in code, we worked on one, and could provide that to you. 
 
Rep Heinert: How many will look at administrative code before they start calling and asking. 
 
Rep Heinert:  I agree. 
 
Chairman Porter: Do you have that with you? 
 
Jon Patch:  I can get that for you today. 
 
9:48  
 
Rep Heinert:   Page 6 under application fees, you said we’re just trying to catch up with other 
states. It appears to me most of these are 100% increase. Is there a reason for 100% or 
simply to catch up or do we need the financial aid in the water department? 
 
Patch:  We haven’t looked at these fees for over 30 years. We’re balancing fees. The real 
drive was with municipal fees, the real drive with industrial use fees. With the advent of 
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fracking, there’s been a dramatic increase in water permit applications for industrial use. 
These are waters of the state being used to drive the oil industry and water has become a 
commodity. The value of the water is such that one acre foot as a commodity is $5000. We’re 
asking to increase the fee from $250 for up to 724 acre feet, to be increased to $1000 for 
anything over one (1) acre foot.  These are waters of the state and deserves to have more 
than a nominal fee to be able to make copious amounts of money selling the waters of the 
state.  It’s not being used by the person getting the permit, they’re selling that water.  The oil 
industry is putting it to use in the fracking of wells. It deserves an appropriate application fee. 
 
Rep Heinert:  So the increase is not because your agency needs additional funding. It’s 
because you feel they should pay more. 
 
Patch:   We’re a special funded agency from the Water Resource Trust Fund. These fees go 
into the water development fund which I think end up in the water resources trust fund.  I 
don’t think it’s meant to fund our department. We put way more time in the evaluation and 
management of the resource to appropriate the waters of the state. It’s a matter of fairness 
for the citizens of the state, and may prevent some frivolous applications that add backlog, 
administrative time, potential holding adjudicative hearings, and the administrative law judge.  
 
Rep Heinert: Page 2 of your testimony, you ask for an increase in irrigation application fees 
from $200-$500 fees. What people ask for this application, farmers, ranchers, oil industry?  
 
Patch: A permit has a purpose and has to be identified, municipal, rural water, industrial, 
irrigation, fish, wildlife and recreation. An irrigation permit would be a farmer.   
 
Rep. Keiser:  Page 14- What criteria will the state engineer use- objective in rule or some 
other? 
 
Patch: We’d look at it as if it’s a new application.  If someone has a senior priority date, and 
wants to add a point of diversion where other applications have already been filed and 
established a priority date on their application, it may put them senior to them, we would look 
at that as a new ap in that area. 
 
18:30 
 
Chairman Porter: Page 14 on those transfers, currently I can buy a quarter that’s irrigated 
and it transfers to me.  Is this changing that? Now I have 2 transactions to be completed?  
 
Patch: No you wouldn’t need to get our approval. Point of clarification, when we use the word 
transfer, it’s actually transferring the acreage from one area of land to another area. You’re 
talking about an assignment, as owner you’d have the ability to have that assigned to you, 
it’s routine, we do them all the time. You only have to show a legal document to show you 
own the land. 
 
Chairman Porter: You’re talking about moving it inside the acreage I own. 
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Patch:  Yes, you’d have to have a legal interest in that. We’re not moving the point of 
diversion; all you’re doing is transferring the acres approved. You have an approved acreage 
tract on your permit for X of acres.  
 
21:28 
 
Chairman Porter: Page 14   If I’m just moving the water to another quarter, why do I have 
to go back and show it won’t adversely affect the rights of other appropriators when I’m 
already appropriated that amount of water and I’m just moving water from the same well to 
someplace else I own. 
 
Patch:  This language is existing language, underlined for you to see better. There should 
be no adverse effects. You wouldn’t have to prove anything other than you own the land and 
the evaluation of the effects on existing appropriators would be easy to evaluate because 
there should be no adverse effects on existing appropriators.  
 
Chairman Porter: The danger of opening up and changing code, we find things not 
necessarily not correct. It seems like the burden of proof shouldn’t be on me. I’ve already got 
the water and own the land, I should be able to move it inside my ownership without you 
saying I have to prove it’s not going to hurt others.  Look at that to word in a better way that 
isn’t saying potentially stealing or restricting someone else’s property. This permit really is 
property. It says the State Engineer has the authority to sever it and I don’t know that’s fair.  
Also Page 7 and a couple other areas, 61.04.04, are all areas of denial able to be appealed 
and have a hearing and end up in District Court if the person so chooses?   
 
Patch:  Yes, denial, all of those actions taken by the State Engineer could end up in District 
Court. 
 
Chairman Porter: Page 8 Line 9, is it the right language to say “must be signed” because 
signing electronically is totally different than to make sure your name and address appear as 
part of the email?  Is your intent to make sure the name and address must be by the submitter 
or are you looking at an electronic signature to be included in the email.   
 
Patch:  No, we’re not looking for an electronic signature. We’re saying I write an email and 
sign my name, rather than an unsigned anonymous email.  
 
Chairman Porter: You may want to revisit that language, you’re looking for the name and 
address of the individual not a signature.   
 
Patch: I will do that; I think that’s reasonable. 
 
Chairman Porter: Page 10, Lines 9-10-11 cost of the transcript paid by the applicant. You 
have all their information and you’re taking away the ability to ask for it even though they’re 
willing to pay for it. Is that what we’re doing here? 
 
Patch:  I’m trying to recall the last time we had a request. But we did have an adjudicative 
proceeding, brought by 3rd parties.  We would provide a copy, usually now electronic. All our 
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records are open. Does this mean we need a court reporter every time we hold a hearing 
now? There’s not really a transcript. 
 
31:31 
 
Rep. Keiser:  I’m not sure this isn’t correct regarding signed electronic transmission.  Check 
with legal counsel.   
 
Chairman Porter: I agree but I think it needs to be expanded so you have their name and 
address. Just a signature by itself doesn’t prove anything. You need a way to make sure who 
you are talking to. 
 
Rep. Marschall: You stated to prevent frivolous applications, how many have you had over 
the years? 
 
Patch:  You could look at the number of aps that we approve and never get developed, and 
now we have to go in and do cancellations, hold hearings. It’s a lot of time on both ends.  
 
Rep. Marschall: They may not be frivolous but have good intentions and change their mind.  
 
Patch: I agree. I maybe should not have used the word frivolous. It may cut down on the 
ones that don’t have the serious intention. 
 
Chairman Porter: Work on those amendments and get back to me.  Further support?  
Opposition?  Closed the hearing? 
 
 
 
 



2019 HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE MINUTES 

Energy and Natural Resources Committee 
Coteau A Room, State Capitol 

SB 2090 
3/15/2019 

33817 

☐ Subcommittee 

☐ Conference Committee 

 

      Committee Clerk, Kathleen Davis 

 

Explanation or reason for introduction of bill/resolution: 

 
relating to permits for the appropriation of water, appeals of permit applications, change in 
point of diversion or use, surplus water deliver and a prescriptive water right  
 

Minutes:                                                  

 
Chairman Porter:  One of the things we talked about was the definition, using the word 
inside of the code on Page 4, Line 12, fossil byproduct water. We had a concern during the 
hearing it was not defined. We asked them to go back and make a definition of what that is. 
So inside of the definitions on Page 2 Line 21 fossil byproduct water would be defined. 
There’s the definition they came up with. From our discussions of the pore space and 
injections discussions, this would be down in the Dakota Formation which is somewhere 
between 2000 and 5000 feet deep. It’s non-potable because it is high saline content water 
but does have some uses. It does still belong to the State of North Dakota. That was very 
clear as we were discussing the pore space bill. Once that fossil byproduct water is injected 
into the Dakota Formation it becomes the property of the State of North Dakota.  
 
The other things brought up as we were discussing the bill on the electronic and permits 
and those areas.   
 
Rep. Zubke: I’ll move the amendments. 
 
Rep. Eidson:  second. 
 
Chairman Porter: We have a motion and a second for the amendments on SB 2090. 
Discussion?  Voice vote. Motion carried. 
 
Rep. Ruby:  I have a little heartburn about the fee increases for irrigation specifically on 
Page 6 Line 18 I would overstrike $500 and put back at $250. That’s more than doubling. 
 
Rep. Anderson: didn’t they say fees hadn’t changed in over 30 years?  
 
Rep. Ruby: yes, I believe so because I think Rep Heinert asked that question. 
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Chairman Porter: the other thing I think we have to be clear on, these are not annual fees. 
These are the permit fees when they go after a conditional water permit. When that’s 
perfected then it’s done. It’s a one-time fee to do all the work on it. 
 
Rep. Ruby:  I don’t have a problem with the other one but that goes up 2.5 times what it 
was before.  I’m just curious what others thoughts were. 
 
Rep Heinert: when I was questioning this, they had no real reason in my mind for raising 
the fees $300. They used the time frame but the time frame was all across the board on 
this and there’s other fees basically staying the same, some are doubling. This one seemed 
to be going up excessively compared to the other ones. I don’t have an issue with raising 
the fees but they didn’t need to raise the fees to pay for the services as well. That bothered 
me more than the raising the fees. I think the fees should be associated with what the costs 
of the state are. If $200 covers it, I don’t have a problem with $100 increase to make sure 
we’re going to cover it for the next couple bienniums. 
 
Chairman Porter: One of the problem inside of this agency with fees, is they are running 
out of water resources trust fund which is tied to oil production. They aren’t short on money 
but they also aren’t long on charging those who are requesting their services. It’s kind of a 
balancing act. 
 
Rep. Zubke: there’s absolutely no way, from my experience, that these fees are covering 
the cost they put in. For example, irrigation permit or an industrial permit. There’s extensive 
man hours that go into any of those permits. The other thing you can keep in mind is 
there’s a number of these irrigation permits that were converted to industrial permits out in 
the oilfield. There’s a lot of people that might apply for an irrigation permit and then try to 
convert it also. I don’t know if that practice is still being allowed but was for a period of time. 
I would oppose any attempt to reduce that fee. I don’t think we’re even coming close to 
covering the cost of it. 
 
Rep. Anderson:  I would pay quite a bit more money if I could get a water permit like these 
guys are getting. I don’t think the cost is excessive. If they have the water permit they’re 
making money. 
 
Rep. Devlin: Is there a difference between, on Line 17, they crossed out for an irrigation 
and made it for irrigation use. Is there a difference between those two terms somehow?   
 
Chairman Porter:  that’s what the actual use, they wanted to make sure that was clarified 
because of the conversion of irrigation permits to industrial permits, this is agriculture. If you 
want to use it for industrial, you have to come in and ask. 
 
Rep. Anderson: does anyone have any idea how many of those permits went over to 
industrial?  
 
Chairman Porter: as a temporary. We’ve had that presented to us in the past but I don’t 
recall.  Probably almost all of them up in that area because that turned into a whole other 
revenue stream that irrigated alfalfa wasn’t able to compete with. 
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Rep. Marschall: I don’t have a problem with increasing the fees as long as they’re able to 
justify it. Listening to the testimony I didn’t hear any real reason for raising them other than 
comparing us to SD. What other states charge is irrelevant.  What we need to charge is, if 
they can justify because of increased labor costs, or whatever costs, go ahead and raise 
the rates. 
 
Rep. Lefor: looking at John Patch’s testimony, second page, he does talk about, “minor 
water permit application fees will remain at $250 but industrial hydraulic fracking purposes 
require new paradigm. The holders of industrial water permits make copious profit in the 
sale of waters of the state to the oil industry. The profit incentive and value of industrial 
water right to divert and sell waters of the state justifies the new paradigm of fee structure. 
The were additional fees will be $1000.”  That’s taken directly from his testimony. It doesn’t 
address the amount of work it takes, but basically says they’ve got the money so let’s 
charge them.  
 
Rep. Zubke: If any of you have seen the hydrologists reports that come out when these 
permits are applied for, you would know there are, I don’t know how to tell you how many 
hours that go into one of those permit applications.  You’d be in the thousands and 
thousands of dollars if you were going to try to recoup the cost going into these 
applications. There’s no way we’re even reasonably covering the cost.   
 
Rep. Anderson: I will agree with Rep. Zubke; they monitor the water in my area. There’s 
numerous wells within miles of my house that somebody had to drill and put those 
monitoring wells in. At one time there was going to be irrigation in our area so the state 
came in. Even though there is no irrigation there they did drill the wells and spend some 
money.   
  
Rep. Lefor:  move to adopt a Do Pass as Amended.   
 
Rep. Eidson:  second. 
 
Rep. Zubke:  Mr. Chairman, Rep. Eidson and I have already moved that amendment and it 
was carried. 
 
Chairman Porter:  withdraw this motion and let the record show that Rep. Zubke and Rep. 
Eidson also felt strongly and wanted to move it. 
 
Rep. Lefor:  I move a Do Pass as Amended. 
 
Rep. Eidson:  second. 
 
Chairman Porter: we have a motion and a second for a Do Pass as Amended. 
Discussion?  Roll call vote.   11 yes, 0 no,  3 absent.  Rep. Zubke is carrier.   
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Minutes:                                                 No Attachments 

 
Chairman Kreun: Opened the conference committee. All conferees were present.  
 
Representative Zubke: The amendments we had proposed were developed by the State 
Water Commission. After the bill went through the Senate, they discovered a few issues to 
address. Primarily on page 2, the definition for fossil byproduct water, which we call brine or 
produced saltwater, they realized they needed that in this section of the code. On page 7, 
they had corrected line 11, they struck water facilities and put permit holders, but they missed 
that on line 13, we corrected that error. On page 8, line 10, they asked the words ‘mailing 
address’ be inserted after ‘and’; on line 11, the electronic comment letters must state the 
name and mailing address of the person filing the permits. On page 14, line 25, we struck 
the words ‘upon reasonable proof the transfer will not adversely affect the rights of the other 
appropriators.’ That is ambiguous, that is something the State Engineer does go through in 
that process of working with those permits.  
 
Senator Unruh: How do you sign an electronic letter; does it have to have a signature?  
 
Representative Zubke: I’m not sure the definition of electronic letter, but I’m assuming it 
could include a scanned copy of a letter. There is a member of the State Water Commission 
here, he could address that question.  
 
Jon Patch, Director, Water Appropriation Division, State Water Commission: When we 
accept comment letters on water permit applications, we do accept them if they are typed 
emails, as long as they have the name of the person on there, we are asking for also the 
mailing address, because these people that submit the comments become permanent parties 
of record that receive a recommended decision that we would prepare on the water permit 
application. They have opportunity to comment on that. We have to know where to send 
those. We’re not worried about having a true signature, it’s more the name. We can get an 
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email that just says, ‘I object’ or ‘I have a problem,’ and all we have is the email address, 
which doesn’t tell us the name of the person. All we’re asking for when we say signed is a 
name and the address of the person that is making the comment.  
 
Senator Unruh: If you get something that is signed, but no address, do you correspond with 
them typically, or does that just not become part of the record?  
 
Jon Patch: We would attempt to respond via email, asking for that information. When we 
have it, every comment letter, we send a response that we have received your comment to 
let them know that they are a party of record. We would make an attempt to identify who the 
individual is.  
 
Chairman Kreun: This would make it easier to make contact back.  
 
Jon Patch: That’s correct. It also was solidifying that we can accept emails in addition to 
traditional letters.  
 
Representative Ruby: could we removed the signed part of that? If you’ll just accept 
somebody’s name at the bottom of an email, if I were to submit something, I would assume 
that I would have to print something, sign it and upload it back in to send it in. If you are 
accepting just an email, does it even have to have ‘signed’ in there?  
 
Jon Patch: I would have no problem if the word ‘signed’ was removed and it was just that 
we would accept the comment with the name and address. That would take out some future 
ambiguity that might come up. 
 
Senator Unruh: I’m not convinced we need to make the change. After the explanation, it’s 
now clear on the record what they intended as well, and that their practice will be as we 
understand it.  
 
Senator Piepkorn: I agree with Senator Unruh. 
 
Representative Ruby: We didn’t have this discussion in the House, I could go either way.  
 
Senator Piepkorn: I move to accede to the House amendments. 
Senator Unruh: I second. 
 
A roll call vote was taken.  
Motion passes 6-0-0. 
 
Chairman Kreun and Representative Zubke will carry. 
Chairman Kreun: Closed the conference committee.  
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