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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Bonnie Beckel <jhbb@usiwireless.com>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4:31 PM

To: staff, cao (PUC)

Subject: Say NO to the Sandpiper

Dear Public Utilities Commissioners,

The Enbridge Company wants to continue business as usual with their request to build the new Sandpiper
pipeline and its requests to expand the capacity of the Alberta Clipper. The times we’re in call for something
different. 1 hope you can imagine a future where the generations that follow this first generation of climate
instability will thank you and honor you for the decisions you make related to Enbridge’s requests. The future
is in your hands. The time to shift the trajectory of our human story on this planet has come. Say NO to all of
Enbridge’s proposals. Put a stop to the madness of continued expansion of fossil fuel development.

I’m sure you know that the Sandpiper could also carry tar sands, one of the most greenhouse gas emitting ways
humans have yet devised to produce energy. I'm sure you know that fracking, used to extract natural gas in
North Dakota, can poison the water used by humans and animals in entire watershed areas. Fracking produces
very high carbon dioxide emissions and uses up a lot of clean water. I'm sure you know that Enbridge pipelines
have leaked many times, spilling tremendous quantities of their toxic products, which are apparently impossible
to clean up, especially when they settle into bodies of water. The Sandpiper would cross several rivers and
watershed regions. A person looking at our process from another planet, watching the process of the decisions
in your hands, the continued production of fossil fuels impacting our climate and the transport of gas and tar
sands might say, “What? Are you people CRAZY?”

I am imagining what people have told me is impossible to expect of the PUC—that you will take a stand in
opposition to business as usual and backing industry, in favor of life as we knew it, a return to a climate stable
planet.

Sincerely,
Bonnie Beckel
3519 23" Ave. So.

Minneaplois, MN 55407



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Valerie Coit <dineo89@yahoo.com>

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4:28 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: No more pipelines! (docket number 13-474)
Hello,

| live along Highway 23 near Wrenshall, MN and have been playing close attention to news regarding expansion of
pipeline activity in my area. | am writing to express my firm opposition to such measures.

It seems like every day | read a news article about some pipeline that has leaked causing irreparable damage to what
used to be valuable land and perhaps even more importantly freshwater sources. When are we going to learn that water
and land are more valuable than any amount of fossil fuels! Rather than expanding the amount of fossil fuels we mine
from the earth, that inevitably leads to greater pollution, we need to focus our collective energies on the technologies that
provide clean energy.

Don't get me wrong, I'm not under the assumption that we can all of a sudden transition from our reliance on fossil fuels to
a world no longer dependent on them. It will take time. But we keep moving in the wrong direction. Until we start moving in
the opposite direction we're headed, we'll continue to degrade the quality of our natural resources and as a result our
quality of life.

To avoid being completely negative, I'll tell you what I'm in favor of:

* Transporting fossil fuels in the least damaging way possible and monitoring these methods with regulations that
help to ensure public safety and the preservation of natural resources, wetlands, farmlands and water. | don't feel
bad one bit about making things more difficult for energy companies because who are we kidding? they're making
plenty of money off the backs of those of us with less clout in Washington.

* Pipeline expansion should at all costs be avoided but when pursued, utilize existing corridors to limit their scope
and reach into new areas that could possibly be damaged in the event of a catastrophe. Why would we ever criss-
cross a landscape with multiple potential problems vs. confining pipelines to smaller areas.

Thanks for your consideration,

Valerie Coit



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: cbackes <back3483@midco.net>

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4:29 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Docket Number PL-6668/PPL/PPL-13-374

Connie Kay Backes
22471 Fordham RD
Richmond MN 56368
04/04/2014

To

Larry Hartman, Environmental Review Manager
Energy Environmental Review and Analysis (EERA)
Mn Dept. of Commerce

85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St Paul MN 55101

Re: Enbridge Pipeline's (North Dakota Pipeline Company) Docket Number PL-6668/PPL/PPL-13-374
Honorable Commissioners:

I am opposed to Embridge Pipeline's LLC's proposed southern route for the Sandpiper Pipeline. This route goes through
an area of beautiful lakes, streams, natural habitat and farmland. Underground water is often only 7 to 10 ft below ground
and subject to pollution. To have this pipeline so close to these areas is too risky. | have a cabin on Duck Lake enjoyed
by family since the 1950's. Last year we added sand to our beach for the first time and filled out all forms, paid fees and
had inspections. yet, now we learn a pipeline will be allowed within sight of the lake! | realize if there is no leak it may not
be a problem but if there is the damage would be devastating and there have been numerous leaks in the past. Please
find a path that does not endanger our lakes and rivers. Do not jeopardize the Mississippi Headwaters and the lakes,
streams and rivers of Hubbard County and northern Minnesota.

Sincerely,

Connie K. Backes



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: melodee monicken <mmonicken@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4:26 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments; Hartman, Larry (COMM)
Subject: Docket # 13-474

REGARDING THE ENBRIDGE/NORTH DAKOTA PIPELINE COMPANY (NDPC) LLC SANDPIPER PIPELINE
PROJECT

PUC DOCKET NO. PL9/PPL-13-474. CERTIFICATE OF ROUTE APPLICATION

Melodee Monicken
17456 Half Moon Road
Park Rapids, MN 56470
April 4, 2014

Mr. Larry Hartman, Environmental Review Manager
Energy Environmental Review and Analysis (EERA)
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101-2198

Email: larry.hartman@state.mn.us

Dear Mr. Hartman,

As a long-time resident of Hubbard County | am writing the PUC/DOC to state my opposition to the Enbridge and
North Dakota Pipeline Company's (NDPC) proposed Sandpiper pipeline route through Hubbard County.

| do not believe this pipeline (not to mention the recently announced Enbridge plans to include the Line 3 rebuild in
the same proposed corridor) is at all beneficial to the long-term economic and environmental health of Hubbard
County, adjacent counties and the Minnesota lake country in general. Four pipelines already exist along the west
side of the county and 7 pipelines cross the northern corner of Hubbard County. These pipelines have leaked in the
past. Adding two more pipelines of the dimensions Enbridge and NDPC are wanting is too dangerous to
Minnesota's lake country and Hubbard County's water assets.

Besides being home to Itasca State Park, Minnesota's oldest state park, and the Mississippi River headwaters, this
area also has some of the cleanest, clearest lakes in the state. To date no aquatic invasive species have been
found in any Hubbard County lakes. That's testimony to the diligence and proactive efforts of local residents. But
these pipelines represent the greatest invasive species we can imagine. A pipeline rupture of the magnitude seen

in Enbridge's Grand Rapids, MN spill (1.7 million gallons), or its Kalamazoo, Michigan spill (nearly one million
gallons), would devastate this area, destroy property values and decimate our tourism industry. The Park Rapids
Chamber of Commerce states that over $30 million tourism dollars a year are spent here. People come from all over
the world to walk across the headwaters of America's famous river, the Mississippi. Families enjoy the swimming,
fishing and boating on our area lakes, over 400 of them within 25 miles of Park Rapids.

Hubbard County also is home to one of the most important and sensitive ground water basins in the state, the
Straight River aquifer. It's important enough that the MN DNR has initiated a ground water study of the Straight
River. This shallow aquifer provides drinking water for the city of Park Rapids and numerous residents with private
wells. It also supports the county's largest employer and revenue producer, LambWeston/RDO Industries' potato
processing facility. If you like MacDonald's French fries, they probably came from potatoes grown over the Straight
River aquifer. Locally, Lamb Weston/RDO employs 500 people and earns about $500 million annually. As
proposed, the Sandpiper pipeline would run through the heart of the Straight River aquifer, imperiling both the crops
and our drinking water.



These pipelines also threaten one of Minnesota's prime brown trout streams, the Straight River. The trout thrive in
the cold water springs that support the river. Imagine an oil spill in the porous, sandy soils of this shallow

aquifer. How difficult would that be to clean up? Would the aquifer and our groundwater be permanently damaged?
Could Park Rapids survive such a catastrophic hit to its prime water source?

Wild rice is another valuable crop to local residents and it grows on our numerous lakes. Besides being an important
food source, wild rice is spiritually, culturally, and commercially critical to the Ojibwa Tribes in this region. As
proposed, the Sandpiper corridor passes right through their best wild rice lakes.

Given these issues and Enbridge's history with spills here in Minnesota and elsewhere, | don't believe the "preferred
southern route" is good for Minnesota or Hubbard County. Oil and water are a bad combination, and we have a lot
of it here.

As | don't think Enbridge can keep lake country safe from oil spills, | suggest that the NDPC build this pipeline
across a part of the state that is far less susceptible to the inevitable damage. Why do | say inevitable? One
of the EPA's conclusions in the Bristol Bay EIS was this: "Thus, the probability of a pipeline failure
occurring over the duration of the Pebble 2.0 scenario (i.e., approximately 25 years) would be 95% for
each pipeline. In each of the three scenarios, there would be a greater than 99.9% chance that at
least one of the three pipelines carrying liquid would fail during the project."

| have attached a map of my proposed alternative route.



12 & 194 - MAGELLAN CORRIDOR

JOINS
MINNCAN CORRIDOR HEREY

As you can see, this pipeline route stays away from the lake country. It starts in eastern North Dakota near Grand
Forks, follows the I-29 freeway corridor south, crosses the Red River downstream of Fargo, and bends around
Moorhead until it merges with an existing pipeline corridor owned by the Magellan Company. The Magellan pipeline
corridor parallels the I-94 freeway southeast until Alexandria, then bends south. At Willmar the corridor parallels MN
Highway 12 east until intersecting the MinnCan corridor. At this point, my suggested alternate route follows MinnCan
to the Flint Hills Refinery or the Saint Paul Park Refinery south of the Minneapolis-St. Paul.

| believe this is a much safer route for the Bakken crude oil than the currently proposed route across the lake
country. The soils are heavier with more clay so any spill would not spread into the groundwater as it might in the
porous Straight River soils. It's mostly farmland which even Enbridge/NDPC admits (in public, we were there)is
easier to build on, inspect, access, and maintain. There aren't many wetlands along the route. Since it is south of
lake country there is no risk to the wild rice lakes, our fragile aquifers, sensitive trout streams, and our best vacation
lakes. It's still in Minnesota so Minnesota pipe fitters and labor unions will still have the opportunity for construction
jobs.

Enbridge sometimes claims this oil will be for domestic use, but since they are refusing to tell the public where and
to whom the Bakken oil is going, we don't know. | guess it's closely guarded "proprietary information"--like the
names of carcinogens in fracking fluid. Many in Minnesota would like the idea that oil flowing through our state is
ending up at a Minnesota refinery instead of Superior. Maybe we could fill our cars with gasoline made from North
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Dakota Bakken crude oil-- instead of realizing, down the road, that Minnesota is absorbing all the risks of a pipeline
that only serves the bottom line of those who are selling oil product to China.

Unlike many of my Hubbard County neighbors, | stay here for the winter so I'm really worried that those who winter
elsewhere don't know how important this pipeline proposal is to the county's environment and water quality. | know
that a number of our townships and even the county commissioners have sent resolutions asking the PUC to extend
the public comment period on this pipeline route. WHY haven't those resolutions and letters of support been
posted, as they arrived at the PUC? Some have been there for weeks. When the PUC solicits PUBLIC comment
and the public provides it, surely it isn't the prerogative of staff as to when or whether they will post the public's
commentary, just because that commentary includes the request for a longer comment period.

This was even more confusing to me when | saw that Enbridge was told by the PUC to make public the landowner
list for the proposed Sandpiper route. They had until 3/31 to comply. Instead they wrote a letter stating that wouldn't
comply and asked for a stay while they appealed the ruling. Pretty audacious. They ask for a "stay," but it doesn't
affect any of their docket postings. People in Hubbard County request an extended comment period and PUC staff
decides to hold back the supporting resolutions and letters from local townships, county government, and
individuals. It's called the PUBLIC Utilities Commission. Why is the public treated so much worse than the
corporation in this process?

When my "snowbird" friends return, they will be disturbed to learn the PUC has ignored these resolutions and letters
of support requesting a longer comment period. They will also be angry (I know | am) that Enbridge and NDPC has
refused to cooperate with requests to release their mapping information and landowner lists so that the public can
learn exactly where they are planning to dig their pipes. People want to know exactly where the pipeline is,
especially if it's near their homes. They want to know what will happen to their property values. They need to
understand whether they will be liable if/iwhen the oil leaks onto their land, lakeshore or river frontage. They need to
understand whether construction traffic could impede or disturb their daily activities. Because Enbridge/North
Dakota Pipeline Company, with PUC backing, didn't make shape files or landowner lists available, we don't know.

People always bemoan the electorate's apathy and our disengaged citizenry, but | think the PUC's process around
pipeline routing could be one of the reasons for disengaged cynicism in our area. Many folks up here think it's
hopeless to even speak up, that the "fix" is in, especially when they learn that Enbridge is already buying up
easements, even before any state permits allowing the project have been issued.

You know, Mr. Hartman, | was at the public hearing in Park Rapids. | listened to what people said there. With one
exception, everyone spoke against the pipeline coming through this area. | also heard what you had to say, and |
wondered if you were listening to the people of this area. We are worried about this project. We don't think it's good
idea to mix oil with Hubbard County's wetlands, lakes, rivers, and fragile aquifer. A little quick cash during the
construction will never offset the potentially devastating economic and environmental effects of a spill on our lands
or in our waters. And the thought of Enbridge adding the Line 3 Rebuild pipeline in the same corridor is even more
disturbing because more lines will proliferate.

There is more oil flowing through Minnesota than water flowing in our rivers. Minnesota gets a few pennies in tax
dollars from the pipeline companies while millions upon millions of dollars in oil go by every day.

So why is Minnesota paid so little for so great a risk? And why hasn't the PUC demanded an Enbridge escrow
account that could immediately fund the clean-up of inevitable leaks and spills in Minnesota? Enbridge, a Canadian
company, claims a stellar record with regard to the environment, but Canadian records tell a different story:

2000: 7,513 barrels. Enbridge reported 48 pipeline spills

2001: 25,980 barrels. Enbridge pipelines reported 34 spills and leaks

2002: 14,683 barrels. Enbridge reported 48 oil spills and leaks, totalling 14,683 barrels,
2003: 6,410 barrels. Enbridge pipelines had 62 spills and leaks, totalling 6,410 barrels,
2004: 3,252 barrels. Enbridge pipelines had 69 reported spills, totalling 3,252 barrels
2005: 9,825 barrels. Enbridge had 70 reported spills, totalling 9,825 barrels of oil.
2006: 5,363 barrels. Enbridge had 61 reported spills, totalling 5,363 barrels of oil,
2007: 13,777 barrels. Enbridge had 65 spills and leaks, totalling 13,777 barrels of oil,
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2008: 2,682 barrels. Enbridge had 80 reported spills and leaks, totalling 2,682 barrels
2009: 8,441 barrels. Enbridge had 103 reported oil spills and leaks, totalling 8,441 barrels,

2010: 34,122 barrels. Enbridge had 80 reported pipeline spills, totalling 34,122 barrels,
Total: 132,715 barrels of oil, more than half the Exxon Valdez spill of 257,000 barrels

For Minnesota, the risks are far smaller if the route for this pipeline (and Line 3) is south and west of lake country.
Please make Enbridge and the North Dakota Pipeline Company build their pipelines on a route that doesn't
jeopardize the economy and future of this area. Minnesota shouldn't sacrifice the Mississippi Headwaters, the
Straight River aquifer, and some of Minnesota's cleanest lakes, rivers and streams just because Enbridge "prefers"
a convenient southern route to Superior.

Melodee Monicken



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Sandy Sterle <ssterle777@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4:25 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Comment on proposed Sandpiper pipeline route - Docket 13-474

April 4, 2014

Dr. Burl Haar
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 — 7" Place East, Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

RE: PL-6668/PPL-13-474 (Pipeline Route)

Dear Dr. Haar;

This letter is commenting on human social impacts with respect to the Application for Pipeline Routing Permit
by North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC (NDPC/Enbridge) for the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline Project in
Minnesota.

The human social impacts of this proposed pipeline began when Enbridge approached hundreds of landowners
through their contracted right-of-way agents pushing landowners to sign survey contracts and giving the
impression that landowners had no choice - that it was a “done deal” — otherwise, their property in part or in
whole would be taken through eminent domain. This was in the summer of 2013 long before Enbridge’s
application for a Certificate of Need and Routing Permit had been filed.

As my father would say, “The problem is...” We are good people, who have lived peacefully and privately in
rural Minnesota. But, we are being burdened by the use of power plays upon us and not having our landowner
rights respected. It was reported in the Pine Journal on November 1, 2013 by Wendy Johnson, “Carlton County
Sheriff Kelly Lake stated that dispatch records show at least one formal complaint from a landowner about
Enbridge survey crews coming on their land without permission”. Two days after sitting in open view of
surveyors, we received a letter, in which Enbridge’s lawyer claimed rights that still now have not been granted
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by the state, yet the letter attempted to pressure us into signing survey contracts with warnings of “formal
proceedings”, if we did not comply at that time. Enbridge claimed publicly that landowners were supporting
the proposed pipeline because they were signing survey contracts, but in reality, landowners were being
pressured into compliance.

I have a Masters degree in Educational Psychology and have had a decade of experience working in the
Chemical Dependency field. Texperienced and confronted power plays on a daily basis. What is a power
play? It is the use of power to gain a sense of control over the other in a relationship by using “manipulative or
controlling behaviors directed at keeping the relationship partners in a “one-up, one-down” melodrama”. This
is straight out of a pamphlet from Hazelden Educational Materials. The manipulation is directed to force the
other person into an emotional state, so they have difficulty using their reasoning ability. Power plays are
destructive behavior to a relationship. It prohibits building trust and circumvents honest and open
communication. The concern is NDPC is pursuing landowners to sign easement contracts now even before the
certificate of need is proven or the route decided, so all the facts are not available to them. And, by using power
plays and offering a time-limited signing bonus, this effectively limits landowners’ choices to relieving their
stress, instead of having the time and state of mind to make choices in their own best interest.

There is an interview of a federal Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety Administration inspector, he said
about building a home, “I wouldn’t build it on a pipeline, because they’re all industrial facilities. That’s just the
reality.” In response to the question, but what if people are forced to have a pipeline through there

property? He says, “that is unfortunate, and (pauses)...it’s unfair.”

http://www.truth-out.org/opinion/item/2044 3-just-the-reality-pipeline-safety-official-admits-hed-avoid-
buying-a-home-near-pipelines-like-keystone-x|

When deciding on a route through Minnesota, please consider the social impact on how a whole new set of
landowners are being treated. The Southern Preferred Route with the majority of the proposed route on private
lands (76.6%) seems too great a sacrifice when the people are not given a fair opportunity to make choices with
all the facts and time to assess what is best for their family.

I appreciate your consideration in this matter.

Sandy Sterle
2676 County Road 104

Barnum, MN 55707
10
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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Jjforland <jforland@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4:23 PM
To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Docket # 13-474

To the Honorable Commissioners,

We would like an exact definition of the pinch points, their locations and the conflict they cause in the northern
corridor.

Please provide alternatives around these issues.

We request that the you extend the public commenting period so the public has a chance to examine these issues
in the northern route considering these were not previously disclosed.

Kind regards,

Jason Forland

Sent [rom my Verizon Wireless 4G L'TE Smartphone
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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Paul Schillo <schillop@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4:.04 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Docket Number 13-474 and 13-473

Paul Schillo RPh. BCOP
2480 Garthus Road
Wrenshall, MN 55797
218-428-9837

April 4, 2014

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7* Place East, Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Docket Number 13-474 and 13-473
Honarable Commissioners:

I would like to address the certificate of need for the SandPiper pipeline project. | was notified this past
summer that the SandPiper Pipeline was potentially going to run thru my property on Garthus Road
Southeast of Wrenshall MN. | have commented on the route but | would like to further comment on the
need for this pipeline. America has not had any meaningful energy policy for decades. Some of my last
conversations with my Father who passed away last November was in regards to the fact that he really
thought that in his lifetime, he would have seen much better management of our resources and see
many more viable forms of energy. | have been informed by many individuals from the start that
challenging the Certificate of Need for any public utility project is very hard if not impossible. | am a
realist and can face these recommendations but | would strongly disagree that this is the way it should
be. | realize that the position the Public Utilities Commission is in when ruling on a Certificate of

Need. The oil market is a global industry. Who sets the capacities and needs? What are acceptable
energy prices ? Without a clear cut energy policy that looks down the road for use by future
generations, certainly this is a daunting task. Very simple mathematics and public knowledge will very
quickly tell you that if you would look at this project from a regional standpoint-we are over supplied
with crude oil compared to refining capacity. | will not alter my stance on this statement. So one must
look at what is defined as need. Is the need to allow the Bakken Qil field to be drilled at very fast pace
which includes by recent articles-the flaring off of 36 percent of natural gas while. Is the need to be
looked at for the entire country ? If Minnesota implements sound energy decisions-are they free to be
undone by relaxed standards in other States. Do we look at the need on a global basis ? Certainly |
would not argue against the fact that oil market is a global market. We are often mislead with promises
that if we find oil in the United States it will be used exclusively in the United States and it will give us
energy independence. Meanwhile there are plans that are easily found by large companies lobbying to
make it possible to change the laws to have unrefined crude oil shipped overseas. There are prices to be
paid both socioeconomically as well as environmentally. | have friends and family that live in or near the
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Bakken Qil fields. While the economic benefits to the State of North Dakota and that specific region are
high, I think you would be hard pressed to find anyone that would say the quality of life has not
diminished in some capacity. The bottom line is that in the interest of the need for a pipeline-there are
benefits to some and sacrifices and detriment to others. This is a fact the permeates many facets of our
life. When deciding about the need for the pipeline, there are many questions that | feel the PUC must
ask and consider. One of those is how much sacrifice landowners that are not willing to accommodate a
pipeline on their land should incur. One also needs to look at the environmental effects. Oil leaks from
pipelines. This is a fact. The leaks can be catastrophic large public leaks or small incidental leaks that
are often never accounted for by the pipeline companies own admission. A certain amount goes in one
end and a certain amount comes out the other end and | have read the public reports that acknowledge
the discrepancy. Should a landowner that has devoted a lifetime to their land be forced to have a
pipeline placed in their property or a structure tore down to benefit someone half a world away simply
so the pipelines and oil companies profit margins can be so big. Should property owners have to worry
about their wells being contaminated so that corporate executives get bonuses that are not realized by
the common man ? Do the companies need to look at long range planning with energy corridors and
compensation that is much more in line with the huge profits that will result to the companies ? | guess
that is all up for debate. | certainly have my own feelings. What | would argue is that it is imperative for
these to be factored into the decision process. | do feel that since the Minnesota Public Utilities
Commission is part of Minnesota government-the rights of Minnesota landowners as well as the
socioeconomic and environmental concerns for all of Minnesota need to be taken into account when
the decision to move forward with projects like this and all the expected projects in the future. |
currently do not feel that this is being done.

Regards

Paul Schillo
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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Carter & Florence Hedeen <hedeencf@arvig.net>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 4.01 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Public comment on 13-473 & PL-6668/PPL-13-474
From:

Florence Hedeen

703 First St. West

Park Rapids, MN 56470
April 4, 2014

To:
Larry Hartman, Environmental Review Manager
Energy Enviromental Review and Analysis (EERA)
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7th Place East, Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101

| am opposed to the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline.

Access to heavily polluting fossil fuels doesn’t negate the long-term damage that their use is causing to our
environment into the foreseeable future. Global Climate Change exacerbated by human causes is our reality
and will only be slowed or reversed as we make decisions to seek alternatives to an economy and life-style
that requires the use of fossil fuels. Having them more readily available doesn’t bode well for civilization as
we know it.

I live in an area that will be directly impacted by the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline. The Straight River
Watershed, through which the pipeline will pass, provides our potable water source. It is fragile and already
heavily compromised by an agricultural industry that relies on fertilizers and pesticides that have contributed
to the shut-down of four of our city wells and a $1.3 million treatment facility, for which we, as property
owners must pay.

For several months | have sat in on the Straight River Watershed Task Force meetings and understand better
why run-off quickly reaches our water source and the lakes, rivers and streams that flow through our

area. The contaminants they carry further compromise our fresh water sources and subsequently all the
water sources into which they feed. The risk of a pipeline rupture in this fragile area is intolerable.

As a civilization we will only seek other solutions when fossil fuels are too costly an option. Here, in Park
Rapids, MN they’re already too costly for generations to come.

Thank you for giving my concerns your thoughtful consideration.

Florence Hedeen
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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Mark Schultz <marks@landstewardshipproject.org>

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 3:44 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Cc: Mike McMahon

Subject: Comment on Routing Permit #13-474, Certificate of Need #13-473

551 bast Vitd Nireet,
LAN D Suit M
STEWARDSHIP Minuwapulis, MX 35407
PRO}ECT Biaier dl 2-730-637F

April 4, 2014

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7" Place East, Suite 350

Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147

Dr. Haar:

The Land Stewardship Project is writing to comment on the Certificate of Need and the Routing Permit for the Sandpiper
pipeline (Routing Permit #13-474, Certificate of Need #13-473)

The Land Stewardship Project is a Minnesota-based membership organization of farm, rural and urban people who are
committed to the advancement of stewardship of the land, sustainable agriculture and healthy communities.

The Land Stewardship Project opposes the construction of the Sandpiper pipeline and all pipelines that threaten human
health and long-term care of the land. We urge the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission to deny the permit because
the pipeline is a threat to people, lifeways, watersheds, agricultural lands and wildlife. It is our position that the project
proponents have not sufficiently demonstrated that this project is in the interest of the public.

Rural communities, especially rural indigenous communities, disproportionately bear the brunt of the corporate-led
extreme energy extraction operations that are literally shattering the earth for short-term profit. The Sandpiper and
other gas, oil and tar sand pipelines are part of the proliferation of a larger unsustainable energy system that includes
fracking and mining for frac sand. It is an unstable and dangerous system that puts the short-term profits of major
corporations ahead of the rights of people and the land.

As a farm and rural organization, we have particular concerns related to the threat this project poses for agricultural
land in northern Minnesota, including:

* Northern Minnesota cannot afford to lose scarce farmland to pipeline construction.

¢ Co-locating new pipelines with existing crude oil pipelines is most consistent with the principle of non-
proliferation and minimizes damage to farms, the environment and members of the community that
own land.



* Locating the pipelines along existing crude oil pipelines is preferable to the use of electrical
transmission line rights of way. While using electrical line rights of ways is preferable to crossing
greenfield areas, due to the massive disturbance of soil and the potential for pollution from new
pipeline rights of way, the least damaging approach, should the pipeline project be built at all, is to
follow the existing oil pipeline rights of ways.

* Organic farms are vulnerable to loss of certification, soil destruction and ecosystem damage. Routes
should avoid organic farms.

* Wild, natural and forested areas not only provide essential ecosystem services to support sustainable
farming, they are also valuable natural resources in themselves that provide critical wildlife habitat and
protect the health of impaired rivers such as the Nemadji River in the Lake Superior Watershed.

The amended preferred route submitted by the pipeline proponents includes plans to follow existing pipelines for five
miles in the eastern part of Carfton County. The Land Stewardship Project supports this change to the route, as it is an
improvement for the people and the land in that portion of the state. However, we believe that the best decision in the
interests of stewardship of the land and care for all people is to deny the permit for Sandpiper pipeline and urge the
Commission to act accordingly.

Sincerely,

W AN W

Mark Schultz, Associate Director/Policy Director
Land Stewardship Project

Mark Schultz

Associate Director/Director of Programs
Land Stewardship Project

612-722-6377



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: epsaunders@frontiernet.net

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 3:38 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Enbridge Pipeline Route, Docket Number PL-6668/PPL/PPL-13-474
April 4, 2014

Eric Saunders
26237 Flint Court
Wyoming, MN 55092

To: Larry Hartman, Environmental Review Manager
Energy Environmental Review and Analysis (EERA)
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Honorable Commissioners:

I am opposed to Enbridge Pipeline's (North Dakota Pipeline Company) LLC's proposed southern
route for the Sandpiper Pipeline.

Our family has owned property on Duck Lake in Hubbard County for over 40 years. This route will
threaten the lake we reside on seasonally, the recreational river (Crow Wing River) we canoe on and
the wildlife in the area. There is an active Osprey nest every year above this route along with grazing
deer and wild turkeys routinely seen in this area. There are also a number of Eagle nests along the
Crow Wing and Shell Rivers. A spill in the Crow wing would devastate miles and miles of a beautiful
wild river that flows into the Mississippi.

For these reasons, if the Sandpiper Pipeline is deemed necessary, Enbridge should be required to
route the pipeline through an area that will not jeopardize the Mississippi Headwaters and the lakes,
streams and rivers of Hubbard County and Northern Minnesota.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Eric Saunders
651-428-9367
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From: Elden Lindamood . 3/29/2014
1420 Jefferson Street
Duluth, MN 55805 B ECEIVE D
To:  Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission APR 02 201 -
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 MINNESOTA I‘_"UBUC
St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 UTILITIES COMMISSION

Re: Docket number 13-474

Honorable Commissioners:

My partner and I own a farm south of Wrenshall Minnesota, and although our
property will not be crossed by Enbridge’s proposed Sandpiper Pipeline, it is within
a mile of our land. This letter is regarding the routing of the Sandpiper pipeline
through the eastern portion of Carlton County.

Iam in STRONG support of the route that directs the new pipeline along the existing
utility Right Of Way (ROW), north of the originally proposed Sandpiper ROW. 1
believe Enbridge is calling this the “preferred route” now.

[ have learned that there is little that can be done to counter Enbridge’s contention
that this pipeline is “necessary”, or that there is a “need” for it. However [ am sure,
beyond a shadow of a doubt, that there is no “need” for a new ROW across eastern
Carlton County.

Pipeline Right of Ways are destructive to the land they cross, and destructive to the
communities they divide. They scar and devalue public and private land, and impose
the risk of massive environmental damage, far exceeding the initial incursion, for
generations to come. Despite Enbridge’s claims of jobs and benefits all along their
desired routes, when I pressed them, Enbridge could make no solid statement as to
the benefit to the residents and farmers of Carlton County. Unless a community is at
either end of a pipeline, which Carlton County is not, I can see no positive impact.
Enbridge has no basis for any claims regarding benefits to the “in between”
communities, other than broad generalizations about the “greater good”. Most land
owners, and especially the farmers I know, are altruistic and will selflessly sacrifice
their own interests for the greater community good. The fact is, when the limited
good of a new pipeline ROW is weighed against the potential for bad outcomes, any
new pipeline ROW has no value whatsoever to our community.

In an effort to put lipstick on the ROW pig, Enbridge will generously offer "fair
market value” as compensation for letting them cross our land. It is no surprise that
Enbridge sees only the taxable physical value of what land IS rather than the
intangible value of what it MEANS. Corporations such as Enbridge pacify their own



conscious’ by providing monetary consolation prizes to the landowners whose
properties they cross, but they turn a necessary blind eye to the dreams, ideals, the
spiritual sense of well-being, and the connection to greater things that they plunder
when they forcibly place an incompatible element into the landscape of our rural
communities. That Enbridge must resort to the use of Eminent Domain for any
portion of their proposed ROWSs speaks to that fact.

The use of Eminent Domain should be a LAST RESORT, not a means to a convenient
end, or a tool, to ensure the free flow of corporate profits through the land of
individuals who will see no benefit. The fact that the law favors corporate profits
over land owner’s rights, as long as they are thinly veiled with subjective need, is
depressing. The arrogance with which Enbridge exercises this process, when there
are other less divisive and less destructive alternatives at hand, is infuriating.

The PUC’s ear is the only tool we have, as land-owning individuals, to say “NO” to
Enbridge’s arrogance and greed. Please tell Enbridge that they must use existing
utility corridors to the maximum extent demonstrably possible, not to the extent
they feel is convenient. Please, tell Enbridge that they must make do with what they
have already taken, because it is plenty.

Sincerely, —

’ =~
Elden Lindamood
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Dr. Burt Haar APR 0 92 9204
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission SOTA PUBLIC
121 7th Place East Suite 350 NNESU A

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147 U"F{Ill_\'nES COMMISSION

Re: Sandpiper Pipeline Royting Permit 13-474
Honorable Comissioners:

| am writing in regards to Enbridge’s proposed preferred Southern route for their
new sandpiper pipeline (routing permit 13-474). Enbridge has stated that this preferred
route would follow (mostly) existing utility corridors. However, much of this existing utility
corridor is for electric transmission lines. My points below are concerned with the
fundamental difference between electric utility line corridors and pipeline corridors:

1. Pipelines can leak into sensitive wetlands and soil and contaminate aquifers and
agricultural land forever. These spills cannot be fully remediated.

2. Electric transmission lines can cross over wetlands and streams without digging into
the streambed and wetland.

3. Apipeline corridor proposal contains no “buy the farm” provision: According to MN
statute 216.E.12, if a landowner on a proposed powerline corridor decides he doesn't
want to live with such a liability, there is a provision to make the utility buy his land at
fair market value. No such protection exists for the landowner on a proposed pipeline
corridor.

4. Pipeline construction involves digging up and overturning soil layers along its entire
route with resulting soil structure damage, erosion and runoff into wetlands, and
invasive plant species introduction. Soil between powerline poles is not as greatly
impacted.

5. Inspection for problems is completely different for powerline and pipeline corridors.
Powerlines are above ground and visible. Pipelines are underground and leaks,
suposedly detected by distant operators, have been shown to continue for some time
before detection. There are many examples of this problem with Enbridge pipelines.
Any real inspection for leaks depends on the private landowner happening to observe
leaks on his land.

According to Minnesota statute and state supreme court opinion, the PUC is charged
to consider “non-proliferation” of any new utility corridor in its decisions. Enbridge’s
preferred Southern route would_not follow the spirit of this non-proliferation criteria. Any
new pipeline should follow an already established pipeline corridor. In this case that
would mean the Northern route. Enbridge has stated that they have problems with the
Northern route. As a citizen | don't have the resources that a corporation has and
cannot finance an engineering and environmental study of the Northern route. But such
studies were done for previous lines on the Northern route. The Northern route should
not be removed from consideration by the PUC just because Enbridge says they have
problems with it. I’'m confidant that the PUC will reach a decision that is in the best
interests of all the citizens of Minnesota and not allow a new pipeline along Enbridge’s
proposed preferred Southern route. Thank you.

Betsy Dugan 909 County Road 4 Wrenshall, MN 55797

5[5% &ij
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Draft To: "larry.hartman@state.mn.us;" <<larry. hartman@state.mn.us>

We are Doug and Julie Kuehn seasonal homeowners on Long Lake in Hubbard county. We oppose
certification of the preferred southern route for the sandpiper pipeline and the Hubbard pump station. We
oppose this route because it exposes an elemental precious water resources to possible oil leaks. We
oppose it because of fire hazards of volatile fracked oil and it's toxic fumes. We oppose it because of
questionable liability issues compounded by pipelines running in the same route but owned by competitors.
We are not at all confident that protective safety and policy regulations are in place prior to approving these
projects. We have not researched the northern route as a viable option but we are STRONGLY opposed to
granting certification for the preferred southem route.

Thank you for taking cormments,

Julie Kuehn

17159 Dreamcatcher Trail

Park Rapids, MN

Sent from my iPad

Julie Kuehn <douliekn@gmail.com>
To: "lamy.hartman@state.mn.us;" <<larry.hartman@state.mn.us>

Fri, Mar 28, 2014 at 6:41 AM

[Quoted text hidden)

httns://mail.gooele.com/mail/w/0/h/mbeSazeniigl/ 2& v=pt&s=d&ser=AIKcX54TREWa-l1X.., 3/31/2014
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Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary D E @ E V E

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Place East, Suite 350
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147 : APR 0 1 2014

Re:.Docket numbgr 13-474 ) MINNESOTA PUBLIC
March 28, 2014 UTILITIES COMMISSION

Dear Dr. Haar,

l'am writing to express my opposition to the proposed sandpiper pipeline to run through the organic farm of John, Jane and
Janaki Fisher Merritt, known as the Food Farm. Their farm is located near Cloquet, MN. My understanding is the
Enbridge company has submitted a different route that does not cross the valuable and irreplaceable organic land owned by
the Fisher Merritts and instead follows and existing pipeline route in the eastern part of Carlton County. The eastern
Carlton County route is the preferred route and the one that your commission should approve.

The Fisher Merritts have held the title of “MOSES Organic Farmer of the Year”, a high profile award given annually at the
largest Organic Farming Conference in North America. They received this award for the outstanding land stewardship
they perform on their working lands, as well as the help they provide to aspiring farmers. John Fisher Merritt has been a
mentor in the yearlong MOSES farmer to farmer mentoring program, for each of the seven years that we have had this
program. Numerous young farmers have developed a strong foundation in agriculture, due to his tutelage.

Agricultural production in Northern Minnesota is not easy, however, the Fisher Merritts have developed systems that
provide fresh and stored vegetable crops to their community. They supply tons of carrots, squash, potatoes and other crops
through the cold Minnesota winters in addition to fresh vegetables during the spring, summer and fall. They accomplish
their exceptional yields of high quality produce through careful consideration that builds soil as well as protects
biodiversity. The many decades of work to build their soil will be destroyed forever, by the digging and damage a pipeline
would cause. In addition their organic certification, an important marketing tool, could be jeopardized by both the
construction of the pipeline and any accidents that may occur in the future. It is their type of operation that should be
cherished, and not destroyed, in order to have true homeland security. What is more important that having a stable,
sustainable and healthy food supply? This agricultural gem of the North Country must not be compromised.

My understanding is that there is a mitigation agreement that requires the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission and
pipeline companies to do all they can to avoid running pipelines through organic lands. This agreement should be put in
place now, to protect Food Farm for this generation, as well as future generations. John and Jane’s son Janaki is taking
over the family farm, and he should be able to continue the tradition of supplying organic vegetables and livestock products
to thousands of consumers in Northern Minnesota for the next 50 years and beyond.

The Midwest Organic and Sustainable Education Service (MOSES) is an education-outreach organization working to
promote sustainable and organic agriculture. MOSES serves farmers striving to produce high-quality, healthful food using
organic and sustainable techniques. These farmers produce more than just food; they support thriving ecosystems and
vibrant rural communities.

Sincerely,

%«4 /3441\_.

Harriet Behar

MOSES Organic Specialist

Home office: 43299 Patton Road Gays Mills, WI 54631
harriet@mosesorganic.org
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March 29, 2014
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Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary MAR 3 1 201‘!
Minnesota Public Utilities Commmission U]"\I/'L,H-,I\IEESSgB%ﬂ,;},J'gHgN

121 7*" Place East
Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Routing Permit #13-474

Certificate of Need #13-473

Dear Dr. Haar:

Please do every one in the world the favdr of deny_.___g Enbrldge Energy the opportunity to create a new
pipeline route through Carlton County. We do hot all Ilve near the land at issue here but the stories we
hear more and more frequently about oil spills and the ensuing damage to lands, rivers, streams, wildlife
and humans cut across geographical boundaries. If not immediately, this kind of activity threatens us all
in the long run. There is no “Planet B.”

Here’s how you could support such a ruling. Rest it on the case for protecting Minnesota lands, ensuring
the viability of the Lake Superior watershed, and protecting local wildlife. Make the argument for
sustaining the property values of local landowners, securing the livelihoods of local farmers,
encouraging and promoting best practices-in the production of healthful and nutritious food. Offer the
importance of respecting the local citizens who, in this case, have voted against new pipeline routes in
Carlton County.

While not a resident of Minnesota, 1 am a deeply concerned bystander, inasmuch as some of my family
members are Wrenshall residents and would be directly and adversely affected by the development of
new pipeline routes. Much as you would do were you in my position, | am advocating on their behalf.

Beyond my personal interests, | write as a ”cmzen of the world, " concerned about what we humans are
doing to the earth.and each otherin thefgq gf ”er%y prolducnon

B e o
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Dr. Burl Haar
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
Page Two

March 29, 2014

Ground contamination, air and water pollution, destruction of wildlife are not in our interest. Shall we
leave it to the drug companies to create a pill to protect us from all this. Responsible people do not
trash their houses. Why are we trashing our biggest house, the earth?

| do not envy you the burden of solving the problems this letter addresses. You and fellow
commissioners are more educated than | on the science behind the issue. But even an average citizen
such as myself can deduce from the daily news that wQ .n?.e'd to rethink the way we go about energy

production and consumption. e Wit "

| hope that you have received all the information, evidence and arguments that you need to vote for the
people and land of Carlton County and against new pipeline routes for Enbridge Energy. |suspect that
Enbridge knew that such a decision would be the best they could hope for anyway, so let’s hope they’ll
just quietly go away. Guess that’s unrealistic.

Good wishes and thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Anne |. Dugan \ﬁ\ﬂ\d
P.O. Box 1207

Brooklandville, MD 21022-1207
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7338 Harriet Avenue
Richfield MN 55423-3050
March 27, 2014

DECEIVE
Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission MAR 31 2014

121 7" Place East, Suite 350
2 , Sut MINNESOTA PUBLIC
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147 UTILITIES COMMISSION

Re: QOil Delivery
Docket #13-474

Dear Dr. Haar:

We are sure that you have seen them - the many articles in the newsprint about
pipelines that deliver oil from one place to another. Many times the name ENBRIDGE is
presented as a company that is in that type of business - the moving of oil.

Many of us Minnesota citizens are well aware of the importance of oil in our daily
lives, as is the importance of the land on which the deliveries take place.

It is of great importance for you as Executive Director and the other members of
the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission to retain as much as possible the areas of our
state that currently are in use for transporting this commodity for the new pipeline and/or
the future pipelines, and protect the lands that at present do not have existing pipelines.
Much of these areas now being considered for a route are in Certified Organic agricultural
use, tree farms, etc. and should not be dedicated to new or improved oil routes. A term
heard recently for this matter is “nonproliferation” but we like to see it as: Keep oil
transportation AWAY from agricultural areas, organic and non-organic as much as
possible. If a present area for pipelines is in use, that is where new and additional lines
should exist. On a bright side, we understand that Enbridge has recently agreed to some
improvements in its current plans.

Thank you for your continued attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

/{/g:é//«/fﬂ / Zéz’/’é{.&é//?!'\

DOROTHY L. VAVROSKY
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17849 Jasmine Drive
Park Rapids, MN 56470
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Minnesota Public Utilities Commission MAR 31 2014

121 Seventh Place E. X

Suite 350 MINNESOTA PUBLIC
St. Paul, MN 55101 UTILITIES COMMISSION

Re: Enbridge Pipeline Route, Docket #PL. 6668/PPL/PPL-13-474

Utilities Commissioners:

At the March 11, 2014 Annual Meeting of Clay Township in Hubbard County,
the following motion was unanimously passed: “That Clay Township go on record as
requesting more input time for the public to comment on the proposed oil pipeline
through Hubbard County.” The rationale was that many people involved are seasonal
residents and have not had a chance to share their concerns.

Those at the township meeting stated that the environmental impact of the
proposed pipeline potentially affects everyone, not just the year round residents of our
township. People felt strongly that seasonal residents needed to have a longer comment
period for this very important proposed change to the watershed area environment.

Sincerely,
/ =] /
47 Ve -'/;.." P ‘,.J__,((_—'/?_‘.:._;;.A-—’

Norman Leistikow
Clay Township Supervisor
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Larry A. Weber
2602 County Road 104 E C E ﬂ VE

Barnum, Minnesota 55707 MAR 31 2014

MINNESOTA PUB
UTILITIES COMMISEII((;)N

March 27, 2014

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7" Place East, Suite 350

St.Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Docket Number 13-474
Sirs:

I am a resident of Blackhoof Township in Carlton County. | live on an old farm that has become forested
with a thriving woods of maple, oak and basswood. The land of our neighbors is quite similar. And
though it is hard to apply word pristine to any modern day environment, this region of Carlton County is
very close. Wetlands of ponds, swamps and lakes are scattered through the land as well with trout
streams that also flow through the scene.

Wildlife abounds here. We have a large and diverse number of birds and mammals living on our sites.
Whether it is the white of a winter snow cover, the yellows of spring wild flowers, the greens of summer
or the red-orange leaves of fall, the woods is a delight to behold. We are fortunate to live in such a place
and we plan to leave it in this same untouched condition.



This ecosystem is not the place for an Enbridge oil pipeline and the wide corridor that comes with it.
Such a project would have harmful effects on all of us that live here; be they humans or not. No, a new
pipeline that is likely to become several more in the future is not needed or desired by those of us who
call this place home. And we are not interested in the “fair market value” that Enbridge claims to be
paying. Our land is worth far more than money.

No new pipelines in Blackhoof Township of Carlton County.

Sincerely,

77 C“?/g

. Larry A. Weber
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Frances Ann Weber
2602 County Road 104

Barnum, MN 55707
March 31, 2014

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7" Place East, Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147
RE: Docket number 13-474

Sirs,

| am a resident of Blackhoof Township in Carlton County. |am very concerned
about a pipeline that is proposed to come through this part of the county and |
am writing to request that there be no new pipelines built in this area.

This part of the county is unique in its greenspace and organic farms. While
organic farms are vulnerable to loss of certification and soil destruction, the
ecosystem is critical for wildlife habitat. It is not the place for an Enbridge oil
pipeline and the wide corridor that comes with it. Such a project would have
harmful effects on all of us that live here, be they humans or not.

It isn’t about money. | am not interested in the “fair market value” that Enbridge
claims to be paying. My land is worth far more than money.



This is a chance to preserve sustainable agriculture and the health of the
ecosystems surrounding Lake Superior. Therefore co-locating new pipelines with

existing crude oil pipelines would minimize damage to farms, the environment
and landowner’s rights.

I hope you will recognize the value of wildlife, greenspace, and locally grown food.
Please, no new pipelines in Blackhoof Township of Carlton County. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Fhsnirs O 250

Frances Ann Weber
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Larry A. Weber

2602 County Road 104

Barnum, MN 55707 E @ E ” v E

APR 03 2014

MINNESOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION

March 31, 2014

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7" Place East, Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Docket Number 13-474

Sirs:

We, the residents of rural Carlton County, Minnesota, live in a region of outstanding beauty. The forests
of maturing trees blend with wetlands of ponds, swamps and lakes. This is the habitat for a large variety
of animal and plant life. And though we are not wealthy in money, we find this as an ideal place to live.

Last summer, we were abruptly notified by Enbridge Pipeline Company that they chose our land to place
the new Sandpiper Oil Pipeline to carry oil from North Dakota to Superior, Wisconsin. We were not
asked about it, we were told.

Pipelines with their wide corridors do not fit into the ecological habitat that we live in; nor will they.
While we were working to have this Sandpiper line rerouted further to the north onto an existing
corridor, we got word of plans for another pipeline in coming years. There is no need for this. | urge the
Public Utilities Commission to deny this Sandpiper route and further plans for additional pipelines to
send oil through this beautiful part of Carlton County.



Other routes and methods of shipment can and must be found. Our homes and environment need not
to be damaged by outside forces wanting to use us for their transportation of oil.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

JUA

Larry A. Weber
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Brenda Schillo
2480 Garthus Road TN ER SN\ S
Wrenshall, MN 55797 c) ke CEIVE
March 30, 2014 T
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NESOTA PUBLIC
i COMMISSION

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission T
121 7th Place East Wi
Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Docket number 13-474
Honorable Commissioners:

I grew up in the city limits of a small town, attended college in the twin cities, and always
considered myself a “city girl.”

When my husband approached me 18 years ago with his dream of living in the country
and owning land, who was | to squelch his dream. One of his selling points to me was
the fact that land is a finite resource and once you have it, land can never be taken from
you.

Last summer, upon receiving a certified letter from Enbridge stating our property was on
their proposed sandpiper crude oil pipeline route, | learned that legally obtained private
property could be taken from an individual. Sadly, my view of the integrity of private
land ownership has been tarnished.

Allowing a new crude oil pipeline corridor to cross Carlton County would be a breach of
trust to many hardworking Minnesotans in this region. Co-locating new pipelines with
existing crude oil pipelines is most consistent with the principle of non-proliferation and
minimizes damage to farms, the environment and landowner rights. Please follow the
Minnesota Statute regarding the principle of non-proliferation when determining a route
for Enbridge’s sandpiper crude oil pipeline.

Brenda Schillo



Fraom: "Congressman Rick Nolan" <MNO8RNIMA @mail.house.gov>
Subject: Responding to your message
Date: January 29, 2014 3:02:38 PM CST

To: <ouhiliggiidameicion:-

I #

Conqress of the United States
Pouse of Nepresentatives
Washington, DE 203135-36053

Dear Ms. Schillo,

Thank you for contacting me regarding your views on the routing of the Enbridge "Sandpiper” Pipeline. My
apologies if there has been some delay in responding to you.

Please know I understand and share your concerns regarding the Southern Route proposal. The communities most
likely to be affected by the Southern Route have already given a lot to energy infrastructure in the form of a crude
oil pipeline, two natural gas corridors, and another pipeline carrying refined fuel products. Because of the
associated soil damage that stems from the construction, testing, maintenance, and repair of such operations, many
farmers have specifically chosen locations for their lands that are away from existing constructs. A new pipeline
would be a breach of trust for these hardworking Minnesotans, and would limit the growing movement of new
farmers planting crops in the region.

Because of the existence of alternative, less damaging proposals, as well as the severe negative impact that the
Southern Route would have on local communities, I have expressed my support for the Northern Route and Soo
Line proposals. Both of these proposals would preserve valuable tracts of farmland without disturbing acres of
forests and wetlands.

Again, thank you for your advocacy. I appreciate your advice and counsel and hope that you will continue to stay
in touch. Please let me know whenever I can be of assistance.

[ encourage you to follow me on Facebook and Twitter and visit my website at nolan.house.gov to receive daily
updates.

Sincerely,

H o kol flpda_

Richard M. Nolan
Member of Congress

Please do not reply to this email. The mailbox is unattended.
To share your thoughts please visit my webpage.
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Ron and Shanon Thomsen
2604 Friendship Lane
Carlton, MN 55718
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March 31, 2014

APR 03 2014
Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary MINNESOTA PUBLIC
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission UTILITIES COMMISSION

121 7™ Place East, Suite 350
St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

RE: Docket number 13-474
Honorable Commissioners,

Northern Minnesota residents, and Carlton County specifically, do not want any loss of
valuable farmland and forest to another oil pipeline. We do not understand why another
pipeline would need to be constructed on a new route. It would seem to make better
sense to have this new Sandpiper line follow the existing route of the last pipeline that
Enbridge constructed just a few years ago through Carlton County.

There are many of us in this area that believe in growing and providing food for our own
families rather than having to buy from other sources. By taking away more of our
precious and valuable land will only reduce our ability to provide for our families. This
isn’t just about money. This is about preserving our way of life and the healthy option that
raising and growing our own supply of food provides us.

Combining any new pipelines with existing ones would be the best solution. This will
provide the least amount of damage to farms, the environment and the rights of we
landowners.

We respectfully request that you rule that the new Sandpiper pipeline should follow
existing routes and to minimize the damage that would occur to our sustainable
agriculture.

Sincerely,

’4 @K%M b\f"‘fh\c\’“\ .5)(‘01'1/\33.@,1’\

Ron and Shanon Thomsen
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Steven Schulstrom
2631 County Rd 4
Carlton MN 55718

April 3, 2014

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Place East, Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Docket number 13-474

Dear Dr. Haar:

I am proposing that the Minnesota Public Utility Commission select the proposed option of the Northern Route
for the Sandpiper pipeline. In examining the previously approved Alberta Clipper crude oil pipeline that was
placed in Enbridge’s current corridor (The Mainline) from the North Dakota/Minnesota border to the
Minnesota/Wisconsin border there are no major constraints to building additional pipelines in an adjacent
corridor along this route. Given that substantially all of the siting criteria remains the same as when the
Alberta Clipper pipeline was approved by the Minnesota Public Utility Commiission it seems only logical to
place the Sandpiper pipeline (and all future pipelines) adjacent to the current Mainline in a new corridor.
When one compares the approximately 42 additional miles for the Southern Route in comparison with the
Mainline route, it is obvious that this is a compelling argument that would warrant prudent consideration.

There are several areas that constitute constructability “pinch points” near the current Enbridge Mainline
corridor that would require “major re-route work” for another crude oil pipeline corridor to be placed adjacent.
Nore of these re-routes would be as disruptive as the establishment of an entirely NEW corridor as the proposed
“preferred” Southern Sandpiper route would be. There are small revisions that would be needed to avoid
natural features and to accommodate landowners along the route, but these would not affect the constructability
of the Northern Route. This proposal would co-locate an adjacent corridor essentially shadowing the current
Mainline.

There are three identified areas of concern. These are the Pike Bay/Cass Lake isthmus, Cohasset/Grand Rapids
area and Chub Lake in Carlton County. ‘

Chub Lake in Carlton County: RE R

The Carlton County revision submitted by Enbridge/N orth Dakota Pipeline Company from Sandpiper (13-474)
mile about 582 (map 116 of 123 filed Jan. 31, 2014) just west of Interstate 35 to the Wisconsin border,
Sandpiper (13-474) mile about 601 (map 123 of 123 filed Jan 31, 2014) resolves the congested area near Chub
Lake by establishing a new corridor adjacent to the Mainline from Sandpiper (13-474) mile about 591.5 to
about 601 (map 120-123 filed Jan. 31, 2014). This is novel solution in that it establishes a new corridor and co-
locates current and proposed crude oil pipelines near each other.



Apr 03 2014 11:05 SMS 80060113870 p.3

By applying a comparable approach to the other areas along the Mainline route there is no reason that similar
accommodations cannot be accomplished.

Cohasset/Grand Rapids Area:

Assuming the worst case scenario that would necessitate a complete re-route from Alberta Clipper (07-361)
mile about 1003 to 1006 ( map AC-100 4407910 filed 06/22/2007) and from Alberta Clipper mile about 1008 to
1011 (map AC-101 and AC-102 4407910 filed 06/22/2007). The total mileage for this would be 6 miles. It is
likely that at least some of the new corridor could be co-located adjacent with the Mainline so the mileage
would be less than the worst case 6 miles figure.

Pike Bay/Cass Lake Isthmus: '

While it appears that the town of Cass Lake lies directly in the path of an additional co-located corridor, there
are two alternatives. From Alberta Clipper (07-361) mile about 954 to 956 (map AC-082 4407909 filed
06/22/2007) there is the option of working with the railroad right-of- way to the south and co-locating the new
corridor again at Alberta Clipper mile about 957 (map AC-083 4407909 filed 06/22/2007). This option would
not add any additional miles. Another option would be to re-route around the town of Cass Lake by routing
from Alberta Clipper mile about 954 (map AC-082 4407909 filed 06/22/2007) completely around Pike Bay and
joining the Mainline at Alberta Clipper mile about 960 (map AC-083 4407909 filed 06/22/2007). This option
would add approximately 11 miles.

Adding up the extra mileage from the above suggestions the worst case option for these combined areas would
be 17 additional miles. This would be a much preferred solution to the current Southern “preferred” route based
on mileage alone. Also, the principal of non-proliferation of pipeline corridors that has been affirmed by the
MN Supreme Court would provide another persuasive reason to build the next pipeline in a corridor adjacent to
the current Mainline. With these parameters in mind the preferred route for the Alberta Clipper should be the
blueprint for a new corridor that would be the preferred route for the Sandpiper and all future pipelines from the
Dakotas to Superior, WI. ’

I have enclosed:
2 pages of explanation of proposal (this letter)
8 maps indicating the overview of the Alberta Clipper Route
10 pages that list land requirements for the Alberta Clipper with the Right-of ~way
configuration
9 pages of typical crossings that would be needed for the Sandpiper pipeline
6 pages of Alberta Clipper area maps for the areas of concem

Thank you for your consideration,

e pe i

Steven Schulstrom
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Alberta Clipper/Southern Lights Diluent Projects Saction 4415.0125
Pipeline Routing Permit Application - PUC Docket No. PLY/PPL-07-361 Page 1

4415.0125

LAND REQUIREMENTS

For the proposed pipeline, the applicant shall provide the following
information:

A.

permanent right-of-way length, average width, and estimated acreage:

The Alberta Clipper Project and the Southern Lights Diluant Project will
be constructed concurrently within the same construction footprint and will
generally be located adjacent to the existing Lakehead System right-of-
way. In Minnesata, the Lakehead System right-of-way carridor extends
southeasterly in a contiguous manrer from the Minnesota-North Dakota
border near Bowesmont, North Dakota/Mattson, Minnesota 1o the
Minnesota-Wisconsin  border near Wrenshall, Minnesota/Oliver,
Wisconsin. The Alberta Clipper Praject will extend the length of this
corridor from the Minnesota-North Dakota border in Kittson County to the
Minnesota-Wisconsin border in Carlton County. The Southern Lights
Diluent Project will extend from EELP's Clearbraok terminal facilities in
Clearwater County to the Minnesota-Wiscaonsin border in Carltan Gounty.

The existing right-of-way corridor consists of undefined and defined
permanent easements. In locations where the right-of-way is held
through undefined (“blanket”) easemenits that do not limit the width of the
right-of-way, new easements will not be required to install the pipelines.
However, the Applicants will negotiate compensation with the landowner
for exercising the existing multiple pipeline rights. Where the right-of-way
is held through defined eassments that fimit the width of corridor, the
Applicants will require new easements to install the pipelines and thesa
will be nagotiated on a tract-by-tract basis with each landowner. The
actual right-of-way requirement for each tract will be determined on the
basis of field surveys and final ergineering designs. As. identfied in
Tables 4415.125-A and 4416.125-8 below, a significant portion of the
existing right-of-way coridor is held through undefined easements.

.12
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Alberta Clipper/Southern Lights Diluent Projects Section 4415.0128
. Pipeline Hg:lll‘ng Permit Apgiicatiort — PUC Docket No. PLY/PPL-07-361 Page 2
Table 4415.125-A: Minnesota/North Dakota Border to Clearbrook, MN
Minnesota | Pipeling Undefined Enbridge Fee Unknown Defined
County Crossed Easements Property Further Title Easements
in Work Required
County
Total Miles | Percent Miles Percent Miles | Percent Miles Percant
(milas)
Kittson 15.3 1.26 8.2% 0.52 3.4% 13.52 88.3%
Marstvall 346 6.33 18.3% 0.30 0.9% 0.10 0.3% 27.87 B80.6%
Pennington 19.7 1.97 10.0% 17.73 80.0%
Red Lake 155 1.89 12.2% 1.22 7.9% 12.40 80.0%
Polk 13.6 1.70 | 12.6% 0.37 2.8% 11.53 84.7%
Clearwater 9.0 123 | 141% 7.77 85.9%
Total 107.7 | 14.38 | 13.4% 2.42 2.2% 0.10 0.1% 90.51 84.3%
Table 4415.125-B: Clearbrook, MN to Minnesota/\Wisconsin Border
Minnesota Pipeline Total Number of | Delined Easements By | Undefined Easements
County Crossed In Tracts Tract By Tract
. County
Total Miles Percent Mifes Percent
(miles)
Clearnwater 11.6 83 71 B86% 12 14%
Beltrami 227 169 147 87% 22 13%
Hubbard 78 40 36 90% 4 10%
Cass 344 171 142 84% 29 16%
ltasca 504 610 356 61% 254 39%
Aitkin 1.1 3 o 0% 3 100%
St, Louis 24,6 110 62 57% 48 43%
Carlton 248 121 87 72% 34 28%
Total 177.2 1,307 901 69% 406 31%

Given the Alberta Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent pipelines will
generally be installed in paraliel adjacent to the southern boundary of the
existing right-of-way corridor from the Clearbrook terminal to the
Minnesota-Wisconsin border, Enbridge’s design configuration and
anticipated construction execution methods are intended to take
advantage of the proximity of the pipelines to each other to minimize
right-of-way requirements.  This typically results in a maximum
construction footprint of 140 feet for the combined projects for standard
pipaline construction, with typically up to 75 feet of additional permanent
easement for both pipelines and 65 feet of temporary workspace from
Clearbrook to the Minnesota-Wisconsin border. Both the permanent
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Alberta Clipper/Southern Lights Diluent Projects
. Pipeline Routing Permit Application - PUC Dockat No. PLY/PPL-07-361 Page 3

easement and the temporary workspace areas may be retumed to uses
by the landowners that do not impact the pipelines. A depiction of the
typical contiguration of the existing right-of-way corridor and the propqsed
configuration of the Alberta Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent pipelines
and their construction tootprint is provided in the attached figure, “Alberta
Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent Projects, Right-of-Way Configuration
- East of Enbridge Clearbrook Terminal (Typical).” As depicted in this
figure, up to 75 feet of additional permanent easement is necessary to
accommodate a 25 foot offset between the existing and new pipelines
and a 25 foot bufier zone to the newly located southern boundary of the
right-of-way corridor. :

In ceraln limited areas, the right-of-way corridor encounters
environmental features (such as extended wetiands) that require special
construction methods (such as winter construction). While the typical
construction footprint will remain 140 feel in these areas, the Applicants
will typically require up to 110 feet of additicnal permanent easement and
30 feet of temporary workspace to accommodate construction and
installation. A depiction of the typical configuration in these limited
special construction areas Is provided In the attached figure, “Alberta
Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent Projects, Right-of-Way Contiguration
— East of Enbridge Clearbrook Terminal (Winter Construction Typical).”

“The Applicants have presently identified approximately 60 miles of right-

of-way in the following areas that contain environmental features that will
necessitate these special construction methods, which will consist
primarily of establishing a winter construction working area between the
pipelines by means of ice roads from which the pipelines will be installed
concurrently:

« Existing milepost 974 to 992 (18 miles), upstream of Deer River
Station (MP 992)

e Existing milepost 1019 to 1045 (26 miles), upstream of Floodwood
Station (MP 1045)

» Existing milepost 1055 to 1071 (16 miles), downstream of Floodwood
Station (MP 1045)

ight-of-Way R ire —Wes Clearbrook

From the Clearbraok terminal west to the Minnesota/North Dakota border,
the Alberta Clipper pipeline will generally be constructed and installed
adjacent to the existing Lakehead System right-of-way. The Southern

Lights Diluent pipeline is not proposed to extend weslerly beyond the
Clearbrook terminal.

However, as liled in the pending application PLS/PPL-07-360, EELP has
also proposed to install the LSr Project pipeline generally within or

.14
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immediately adjacent to the southem boundary of the existing right-of-
way corridor of the Lakehead System. The LSr pipeline wil be
constructed prior 1o commencement of the ‘Alberta Clipper pipeline
construction. As proposed, the LSr pipeline right-of-way requirements
include typically up to 50 feet of permanent easement and 50 feet of
temporary workspace. The additional permanent easement is required to
provide a 25 foot offset from the southernmost pipeline in the existing
right-of-way to the LSr pipeline and a 25 foot offset to the newly located
southern boundary of the right-of-way.

As the Southern Lignts Diluent pipeline will not extend beyond
Clearbrook, the right-of-way requirements west of Clearbrook are limited
to the Alberta Clipper Project. |n order to maintain a 25 foot of offset
batwean the southemmost existing pipeline {which at the time of
construction of the Alberta Clipper pipeline will be the LSr pipeline) and a
buffer zone to the newly located southern boundary of the right-of-way, up
to 25 foet of additional permanent easement and 65 fesl of temporary
workspace will typically be required to accommodate construction and
installation. A depiction of the typical configuration of the existing right-of-
way corridor west of Clearbrook and the proposed configuration of the
Alberta Clipper and LSr pipalines and their construction footprint is
provided in the attached figure, “Alberta Clipper and Southern Lights
Diluent Projects, Right-of-Way Configuration — West of Enbridge
Clearbrook Terminal (Typical)." Similar to the design configuration east of
Clearbrook, the Applicant's design configuration and . anticipated
construction execution methods are intended to take advantage of the
proximity ot the Alberta Clipper pipeline to the LSR pipeline west of
Clearbrook to minimize right-of-way requirements.

Right-of-Way Reguirgments — Acquisition Program

To achieve the right-of-way requirements of all propcsed pipelines in a
timely manner, the Applicants have implemented a right-of-way
acquisition program thal is intended to meet the needs of the previously
flled LSr Project and the Alberta Clipper and Scouthern Lights Diluent
Projects in a coordinated and cost-effective manner. The intent of the
program is to achieve this acquisition goal while at the same time simplify
the process for affected landowners through one set ol negotiations,
which should reduce the complexity of the negotiations and minimize time
and resource commitments on the landowners’ part. To that end,
acquisition efforts are directed at establishing a contiguous 140 foot
construction corridor along the Minnasota right-of-way for typical standard
construction methods.  Regardless of the nature of the existing
pasements involved (defined or blanket), acquisition of the required
permanent easement and temporary workspace will be on the basis of
fair market value per acre.

.15
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i i d in conjunction
The Applicants acknowledge that any approvals issue .
with tﬁis application will not include the LSr Project right-of-way
requirements.

p-16
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Southern Lights Diluent Projects REVISRD. 6202007

Right-of-Way Configuration
East of Enbridge Clearbrook Terminal
(Typical)

DATE: 8/9/2008
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|

For snvironmenin ravisw purposes oﬁz.

Alberta Clipper and
 Southern Lights Diluent Projects

lOATE: &/9/2008

REVISED: &/21/2007

gt g gt , Right-of-Way Configuration sc’“'E:_ L1f)
~ENBRIDGE East of Enbridge Clearbrook Terminal [ERAAR e MHNATS
(Winter Construction Typical) |?%W“m
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# LINE 2 (26") PIPELINE=—=

Ling 13 (18°) rifELNE—

LINE B (347) PIPELINE—-

5 ROW.

LINE 4 (36/48") PIPELINE=

LINE 4 (20) PIPELINE—
| e, Py e —— v P R (_._. ___________________ o R iy
0
|
é }, PREVIOUSLY PROPOSED LER LINE (20%)
F4Y : BO* ApUMONAL ROW FOR LER
5 o 8
§5 s
3 = g PrOPOSED ALBERTA GLIPPER LUNG (387} ;
& x’l 26' ADDITIONAL ROW FOR ALBERTA CLIPPER

. EXIGTING ROW BOUNDARY DEFINED' BY LOCATION OF HORTHERN 08T PIPELINE: 25 PEET TO THE NOXTH AND 100 PEET YO THE S5OUTH.

- BECAUSE PPELINE BPACING VARIES DUE YO CONSTRUCTION REQUAREMENTS AT THE TIME. OF INGTALLATION, THE DIBTANZE BETWEEN THE SOUTHERN HO8T UNE
(LNE 1 (20™)) AND SOUTHERN EXSTING ROW DOUNDARY YARIES BETWEEN O AND 35 PEET.

. NEW ADDITIONAL ROW EEQUIREMENTS WILL VARY ALONG THIi PROPOBED ROUTE FROM THE MINNESOTAINORTH DAKOTA BORGER Y¢ QLEARBROCK,
MINNESOTA, THEBE ROW REQUIREMENTS WiLL DEFEND ON THE LOCATION OF ENBRIDGE’S SOUTHERN MO6T ENATING LINE AND THE EXGTING ROW BOUNDARY.
ENBRIDGE WILL NEED UP (0 B FEET OF ADDITIONAL PERMANENT ROW FOR THE LOR PROUECT, AND WILL NEED ANOTHER 25 FEET OF ADOITIONAL PERMANENT
ROW EOR. THE ALBERTA CLPPER PROJECT. THIS ADRITIONAL 28 FEET OF THE PERMANENT ROW pOR THE ALBERTA CUPFER PRQJECT |9 KECESBARY TO ALLOW
FOR APPROYINATELY 25-POCT BPALING BETWEEN THE PROFOSED LER AND ALBERTA CUPPER PROJECTS, Witile ALOG ALLOWING FOR A BUFFER 1O THE
BOUTHERNMOST PERMANENT ROW BOUNDARY,

o TEMPORARY WORKSPACE ADJACENT TO NEW ARDITIONAL ROW WiLL BE REGUIRER TO INSTALL THE FIPELINE(S). TYPCALLY 65" IN WIDTH AND THE LENGTH OF
{HE RDW WiLL BE RENTED FROM LANDOWNERS. ADDITIONAL TEMPORARY WORKSPACE AT OIVE. AND ENVIRORMENTAL CROBSINGS OF UP T0 76' N WTTH AND UP
1D 300" IN LENGTH ON EACH BIDE OF THE CROSSING WILL BE RENTED.

For anvirg roview LLE)

[oATE: evor2008

. o Alberta Clipper Project ErisEn: o imaT
. Right-of-Way Configuration SCALE: WTS .

)
x ;1;;&#” BRIDGE West of Enbridge Clearbrook Terminal [ORAWN aY: MHNGTS
(Typical) Ifcﬂ%mm,mns\

S R
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B. temporary right-of-way (workspace) length, estimated width, and
estimated acreage:

The Alberta Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent Projects will be
constructed using a 140-foot-wide construction right-of-way consisting of
existing or new easemsnts and generally 65 feet of temporary work space.
Additional temporary extra workspace of up to 75 feet in width and 300 feet
in length will be required at feature crossings (e.g., roads, waterbodies).
For the 285.1-mile-long portion of the route that will cross Minnesota,
construction will affect approximately 4,743 acres of land. No pipe storage
yards or private or new access roads have been identified at this time. This
information will be filad when available, approximately July 2008.

c. estimated range of minimum trench or ditch dimensions Including
bottom width, top width, depth, and cubic yards of dirt excavated:

Trenches will be dug using a backhoe or crawler-mounted wheel type
ditching machine. Typically, the ditch depth will be a minimum of 56 inches
deep 1o allow for a minimum of 36 inches of ground cover to the top of the
pipe. Trench width at the bottom will be a minimum of 4 feet and

. approximately 17 feet at the top for the Alberta Clipper Project and 2.7 feel
at the bottom of the trench and approximately 13 feet at the top for the
Southern Lights Diluent Project. The fotal excavation will comprise
approximately 4.2 million cubic yards of soil for the Alberta Clipper Project
and approximately 1.6 milllon cubic yards of soil for the Southem Lights
Diluent Project.

D. minimum depth of cover for state and federal requirements:

In accordance with federal requirements {49 CFR Part 195.248), the depth
of cover between the top of the pipe and the ground level, road bed, or river
bottom will range between 18 to 48 inches, depending on the location of
the pipe and the presence of rock.

State law requires that a minimum depth of cover of 54 inches be
maintained in certain areas unless waived by the landowner.

Since the adjacent pipelines are buried in accordance with federal
requirements, both safety and land use considerations have led the

Applicants to propose the installation with a minimum 36-inch depth of
cover. This approach will:

e« minimize the amount of sail excavated and therefore reduce the total
. acreage temporarily impacted,



—
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« avoid the potential perception by future excavators that all other paralitel
pipes are also at a depth of 54 inches;

o create no additional limits on deep plowing;
« facilitate crossings of pipelines at similar depths by other facliities;

« alloviates the potential for existing lines to subside during installation of
the new pipslines by installing new lines at close to the same elevation.

To implement the proposed depth of installation, where necessary,
landowners will be asked to waive the 54-inch minimum cover requirement,
as was done during the 1984, 1998, and 2002 expansion projects.

right-of-way sharing or paralleling: type of facility in the right-of-way,
and the estimated length, width, and acreage of the right-of-way:

Generally, the Alberta Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent Project will be
constructed within and/or adjacent to existing right-of-way and parallel to
existing facilities described in Section 4415.0120 Subpan 3, Description of
Proposed Pipeline and Associated Facilities. No other facilities owned by
other parties share the existing route. However, the praposed route often
parailels near by other railroads, pipelines, highways, and other utilities and
is crossed by such facilities.
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at Waterbody Crossings
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