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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

Honorable Commissioners:

Dorie Reisenweber <dorierduluth@hotmail.com>
Wednesday, April 02, 2014 2:51 PM

#PUC_Public Comments

Sandpiper April four routing comments PPL 13-474
Sandpiper April four routing comments.doc

Attached are comments urging you to choose to co-locate the proposed Sandpiper pipeline, rather than
disrupt more farmed and forested land and more lives. Co-locating should also save on monitoring and
testing, because the pipes would be in one place. We no longer can say, “First, do no harm,” but we must
not do certain further harm. We all owe that to future generatlons. Again, | urge co-location of the

pipelines, because It seems the lesser of the two evils.

Thank you for your every effort to preserve and protect our land, our water and our people.

Sincerely,

Doretta Reisenweber

111 Garden Street
Duluth, MN 55812
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Doretta Reisenweber
111 Garden Street
Duluth, Mn 55812-1142

March 29, 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
Honorable Commissioners:

The proposed pipeline through organic farmlands means loss of agricultural
Jand, loss of organic certification and losses to the ecosystem. Routes through
farmland should be avoided. In this case, I refer to organic farmlands which
supply food to the greater Duluth area. Those farms are vulnerable to loss of
certification, soil destruction and ecosystem damage.

The area through which the Sandpiper passes is a natural resource vital to
wildlife, as well as the already impaired flowage in the Lake Superior Watershed.
While this area provides a base for organic and other sustainable farming, this
routing issue is not just about profit. It is a matter of keeping that farming alive
and sustainable and about the very health of ecosystems surrounding Lake
Superior.

Whether or not the public wanted this “new” and dirtier oil, was never
asked. I oppose the very idea of fracking & tar sands, because those fuels are
known to be rapidly destroying the earth’s atmosphere. Supporting one route or
another is like choosing which arm you want the poison injected. Now the public
is told we may only comment on routing. The new pipeline route for the crude oil
means not only disrupting forested and farmed land, it greatly affects people’s
lives, both producers and consumers, and people’s livelihoods. Given the long
history of pipeline accidents, it makes better sense to run new lines parallel with
existing lines---co-locating, [ believe, it is called.

While the commission is being tasked with deciding between the lesser of
two evils (the routes), please consider the less disruptive route and decide on co-
location of the new pipeline route along the old one. Further, if the commission
has the authority to demand higher safety and monitoring standards, please do so.
Then let the people know how to ensure that these regulations are enforced.
Preserving a healthy environment is everyone’s responsibility to present and
future generations.



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: La_Mer Riehle <la_mer5@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 6:23 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: larry.hartman@state.mn.us

Re: MN PUC e-docket 13-474 / Public Comment

Mr. Hartman,

Matt Pearce's July 29, 2012, Los Angeles Times article mentions two Enbridge pipeline spills in the U.S. that

already broke my heart:
http://articles.latimes.com/2012/jul/29/nation/la-na-nn-enbridge-wisconsin-oil-spill-20120729

Enbridge has a history of negligence (spilling over 6.8 million gallons of oil during the past decade and a half).
Enbridge was responsible for massive environmental destruction to the Kalamazoo River ecosystem as a result
of the pipeline break in Marshall, Michigan in 2010, which released over 800,000 gallons of heavy

crude. According to Pearce, that was one of the worst inland oil spills in U.S. history.

Canadian citizens (led by First Nations) are refusing to let Enbridge run pipelines west to Vancouver, British
Columbia, because of that pipeline company's failure to prevent repeated, disastrous and unnecessary spills in

Canada.

Like the action of BP's Indiana refinery spill into Lake Michigan, or BP's deepwater disaster in the Gulf of
Mexico or Exxon's tanker crash in Prince William Sound, such crude carelessness can never be cleaned up and
these companies should pay from now to eternity -- or better yet, be forced to take an alternative route; i.e.,
build solar energy plants to power up our people everywhere, without threatening life on Earth.

Proposals to pump heavy crude oil and chemicals through inefficient pipelines across MN, W1, ND, SD or the
sacred Cheyenne River... is unacceptable. It will not happen without setting in motion unalterable degradation.

La Mer Riehle
(a Wisconsinite)

Mailing address: P.O. Box 11102, Bainbridge Island, WA 98110
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Public Comment Sheet

: " M}ﬁ?ffﬁg = North-Daketa Pipeline Company LLC Sandpiper Pipeline Project
- COMMERCE

b _in

PUC Docket No, PL-6668/PPL-07-13-474

PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY

Name: /:{/ﬂ; /()m {/ i L’L- f Representing: L{JA ':76 (g?%*/h
Email: ’/fﬂ/ﬂJﬂ/-r/@/Vﬂﬁdﬁ.wm

Address:M_[w%i Tel: »j/gﬁ 20 /- 4 0 4

/7}/?/1/1{) L Vid] IL/r

SLsSs 7

COMMENTS

/A’-/ ujz:rffﬂ-,y z?‘/;._;,urf OUNR ,é';c:e &u/_s

Please submit comments at meeting to EERA staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: larry.hartman@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109

Electronic Submittal: http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.html?projectld=33599

»»If mailing, fold along dotted line in sequence noted and tape closed ««
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Michael L. Risse
1516 79" Avenue North
Brooklyn Park, MN 55444

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
Honorable Commissioners:

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

Organic farms are vulnerable to loss of certification, soil destruction and
ecosystem damage. Whenever possible, routes should avoid organic farms.

In protecting organic farms we are also protecting the wild, natural and forested
areas that provide critical wildlife habitat as well as the waters, such as the
Nemadji River, in the Lake Superior Watershed.

This is not only about money. This is about preserving sustainable agriculture and
the health of the ecosystems surrounding Lake Superior.

Personally | think we should be doing our utmost to move our economy away
from fossil fuel use as quickly as possible. Qil should be taxed to the extent that its
price reflects its true cost, when damage to the environment is taken into
account. Given that isn’t going to happen any time soon, and oil use will continue
to rise for the foreseeable future, 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 help preserve this vital ecosystem.

Michael L. Risse



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: William Risse <rissewl@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 10.07 AM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Letter Regarding Docket 13-474
Attachments: Risse_Docket_13-474_Letter.pdf

Please accept the following letter regarding docket 13-474.
Thank you,

William



William Risse
2812 Silver Lane NE
Saint Anthony MN 55421

04-04-2014

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
Honorable Commissioners:

Northern Minnesota can't afford to lose scarce farmland and recreational
land to pipeline construction.

Organic farms are vulnerable to loss of certification, soil destruction and
ecosystem damage. Whenever possible, routes should avoid organic farms. I'have
a personal affinity to the forests and ecosystems of Minnesota, and I have spent
much of my time recreating in the area surrounding the Nemadjii River and Lake
Superior Watershed. Not only is this ecosystem essential to the people working
off the land, it is also essential to recreators such as myself who bring resources
into the local economy.

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.

This isn’t just about money. This is about preserving sustainable
agriculture and the health of the ecosystems surrounding Lake Superior.

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.

Minnesota is a state that holds its natural resources close to the heart. This
pipeline would put Minnesota’s reputation and long standing record of caution
surrounding such projects at risk. Better routes and solutions are available.

Sincerely,

William L. Risse



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Susan Risse <camprisse@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 10:29 AM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Docket Number 13-474
Attachments: PUC Letter.jpg



Susan K. Risse
1516 79" Avenue North
Brooklyn Park, MN 55444

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

Honorable Commissioners:

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

Organic farms are vulnerable to loss of certification, soil destruction and
ecosystem damage. Whenever possible, routes should avoid organic farms.

In protecting organic farms we are also protecting the wild, natural and forested
areas that provide critical wildlife habitat as well as the waters, such as the
Nemadiji River, in the Lake Superior Watershed.

This is not only about money. This is about preserving sustainable agriculture and
the health of the ecosystems surrounding Lake Superior.

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 help preserve this vital ecosystem.

Sincerely,

Y LLE e A /')'.‘ 3o

Susan K, Risse



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Sara Rockvam <srockvam@tilexdesign.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 12:28 PM

To: 'larry.hartman@state.mn.us’

Subject: Pipeline

Dear Larry,

| am writing to support the protection of Minnesota’s earth and water resources.

The choice between pipelines and rail cars is a false choice. The same as between a car with no brakes and a car with no
steering wheel. Both dangerous, both supporting dirty energy.

| am asking for you to reject pipeline expansions and support clean renewable energy and a livable future.

Sincerely,
Sara Yoo

Sara Rockvam

Architectural Sales Representative
Tile By Design

P: 763 268-0316

C: 612 554-2279
www.tilexdesign.com




Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Jerry Roehl <jroehl@arvig.net>
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2014 10:19 AM
To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Docket 13-474

| drive a car that uses fossil fuel, | buy products that are delivered by the use of fossil fuels. Pipeline transfer is efficient
and safer than other methods of transport. | am in full support of this pipeline project.

Jerry Roehl
P O Box 835
Walker, MN 56484



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Deb <beerog804@aol.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 10:58 AM
To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Docket Number PL-6668/PPL-13-474

Larry Hartman

Environmental Review Manager
Environmental Review and Analysis (EERA)
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
Docket Number PL-6668/PPL-13-474

Mr. Larry Hartman:

| am writing to express my opposition to Enbridge's (North Dakota Pipeline Co.’s) preferred Southern
Route for their Sandpiper Oil Pipeline Project. This route would bring the oil pipeline through many
miles of Hubbard County's forests and way too close to our pristine lakes and rivers. In fact, the route
goes within just 600 feet of our shoreline on our Duck Lake, which houses over 120 homes and

families!

Enbridge's poor track record of pipeline safety, maintenance, and oil leaks/spills has already been
frequently documented in other correspondences to you. This gives me great concern that a spill or
rupture could occur and have a devastating impact on our environment and our livelihood. In fact just
the possibility of Enbridge locating their pipeline(s) right next to our lake has already proven to have a
negative impact on our residents. | know of one family for whom the pipeline has become a factor in
their decision to sell now because just the proximity of owning a home near a pipeline decreases the
property values! Other friends of mine had been looking at homes on our beautiful lake for several
years in hopes of moving here but have now decided to await your decision on the Sandpiper
pipeline. They won't buy here if the pipeline goes through. Imagine the impact on our property
values if you approve this, and especially if there is a spill. That dirty heavy oil does not float so it
would sink right to the bottom of our lake and be nearly impossible to clean up. Our lake and lifestyle
would be ruined! In addition, all of the land around our lake is sandy, porous soil which is very
susceptible to groundwater contamination.

A spill would also be devastating to Itasca State Park and and the Headwaters of the Mississippi
River, a state treasure, and many tourism dollars for our county and state would be lost. The pipeline
construction may bring some temporary jobs and money into the county and state but it could be very
costly in the long run! If there must be a new pipeline, it should follow a route that avoids Minnesota's
lake country such as one of the alternatives suggested by Friends of the Headwaters. It only makes
sense that an Environmental Impact Statement should be prepared for the Sandpiper Pipeline,
instead of the Comparative Environmental Analysis, to fully determine what impacts it will have on our
natural resources.



Please do not approve the risky Southern Route for the Sandpiper Oil Pipeline Project!

Deb Rogers
21852 Duck Lake Rd.
Park Rapids, MN 56470
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Public Comment Sheet

@ oo~ North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC Sandpiper Pipeline Project-

Y. - ConmmERCE

b dn
PUC Docket No. PL-6668/PPL-07-13-474
PLEASE PRINT CLEARLY
Name: /M//’u’ 4 Z,‘IL 71 DS A Representing: %/éé/}% /47)!;)"/ nanhe
Latdawtg - Email: f/DLtSMZD@ Kyn ail . C &
/ =
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Please submit comments at meeting to @RA staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: larry.hartman@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109

Electronic Submittal: http:/mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments. html?projectld=33599
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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Mary R <maryruth42@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2014 3:43 PM
To: staff, cao (PUC)

Subject: PUC Docket Number 12-474
Hello,

I as a concerned citizen of MN want you to have an extended comment period for seasonal residents and a full
Environmental Impact Statement instead of the PUC's "comparative environmental analysis". The many
residents who return to the area in Aitkin County and environs during the spring for the summer season deserve
to be fully informed of Enbridge's proposed pipeline through the area of pristine lakes, tourism and seasonal

recreation and cabin living.

Obviously, with all the data available for the spills that have happened and that will happen this pipeline needs
to avoid productive farmland, lakes and rivers.

Some people think this is a way for the U.S. to be self-sufficient for oils; however, Enbridge does not say where
this will be shipped. Many believe it will go over the U.S. spilling and polluting and end up in other countries.

With the pipeline under the lake at Sault St. Marie at high risk right now for breaking re an article last week
regarding urgent requests to Congress to deal with that issue it seems the PUC should be very alert, cautious,

and conservative in giving the go ahead to this company.

Thanks, Mary R. Ruth, Owatonna, MN



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Robert Rydell <bobjeanrydell@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, May 12, 2014 5:03 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Sandpiper Pipeline

Mr. Hartman,

| am responding to your invitation for public comments on the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline. From the directive that
public comments should focus on alternative routes, human and environmental impacts and specific methods to address
these impacts, it appears that the pipeline is a certain thing and public comments about the wisdom of even having this

pipeline are not going to be considered.

However, | believe that the proposed pipeline is a significant threat to the land, lakes and communities as it is
constructed and an even more significant threat when there is a leak in the pipeline to justify not granting Enbridge the
right to build as proposed. The maps so far provided on their website are so small and general as to be very little
benefit for analysis and making intelligent suggestions. The statement that Enbridge will be updating with more detailed
maps suggests that no one is serious about informing the public adequately now. As it is often said “ the devil is in the
details”. | think that with newer reinforced rail tank cars the threat of leaking and resultant threat to the environment
would be less than the 612 mile long pipeline as well as providing the flexibility to ship to many other sites.

The possibility that Lake Superior water would be piped to the west to be used for the intense water use for drilling and
/ or supplementing the water resources for the large populations being attracted to the oil fields and agricultural uses
is another problem. The Great Lakes have had their water levels diminished greatly in recent years by drought
conditions , which would be an alleged reason to ship water and would be compounded by such uses. With the mining
proposed in the arrowhead area of Minnesota that could pollute that environment and Lake Superior for hundreds of
years, shipping those pollutants and the AIS that already is a serious menace in the Great Lakes would be another
environmental concern of spreading those problems that should be stopped .

Unfortunately, one can see who benefits from this idea and who bears the risks of the problems as they occur. The
adage “ follow the money” comes to mind. | own a cabin in the area east of Park Rapids, on Ten Mile Lake , which could
be impacted by this project, but details are not sufficient for me to be satisfied with your proposal.

Thank you for the opportunity to make my thoughts known to you.

Robert Rydell



Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7™ Place East, Suite 350
St Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Enbridge Sandpiper Pipeline Route, Docket Number 13-474
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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: mkjmm2550 <mkjmm2550@frontier.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 6:43 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: docket number 13-474

Honorable Commissioners,

We have concerns about the Sandpiper pipeline project being in the best interest of
Minnesota. It appears that a foreign company, Enbridge (Canadian),may have an over
sea's partner (China), but is not releasing this information because of trade secrets.
Canadian's are condemning American's property. Enbridge, and the unnamed partner,
are trying to gain access to the port in Superior, Wisconsin. If this happens, it will cause
an increase in the price of crude oll in Minnesota. If this pipeline Is built and the oll is
shipped overseas, we believe the property owners along the pipeline route should be
paid rent. Thank you for your consideration.

Michael Schoephoerster & Kim Marinac
Mound, Minnesota

13



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: patricia schoephoerster <paschoep@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 12:19 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Sandpiper Route Permit 13-474

Honorable Commissioners
I am writing in none support of the oil pipe line being purpose by Embrigde company.

Since the report came out this week about the warming of our plant, I think new technology is more important
then pipelines. Even our cars are changing. I don't think our planted can handle to much more and we need to

think of what we are leaving for future generations.

If you won't listen to the earth and I hope you do, then build your pipeline over existing lines. The earth still
won't like it but at lease you won't be destroying more of it.

Thank you

PATRICIA SCHOEPHOERSTER



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Mike Scholiz <MScholtz@htkmarketing.com>
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 1:12 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: Docket # 13-474

Honorable Commissioners,

As a resident of Carlton County, MN, | wanted to take a moment to share my feelings about the pipelines being planned for
my part of the state,

My top concern is that these pipelines have as little Impact as possible on existing farmland. Carlton County is extremely
fortunate to be on the forefront of a revolution in community-supported agriculture that is seeing more of our food being
grown locally and organically. We're lucky to have many such farms in Carlton County. And the number is growing. But it won't

if these pipelines spread laterally across our map.

I'm also concerned about the impact of future pipelines on our forests and wetlands. | chose to move to this state (and to this
part of the state, in particular) nearly 15 years ago because | wanted to live closer to these natural areas. Keeping them safe is

very Important to me.

Of course, | realize we need to make some accommodations to the economy that these pipelines help to support. That's why |
think we should always put any new pipelines in the ground next to pre-existing pipelines. And, in a perfect world, | would
urge all Minnesotans to look towards the future at developing technologies for energy independence that don't rely on

pipelines at all.
Thanks for taking the time to read this.

Sincerely,

Mike Scholtz

2291 Hwy 23
Wrenshall, MN 55797



Samuel Schulstrom
2631 County Rd. 4
Carlton, MN 55718

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7% Place East, Suite 350
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Enbridge Pipeline Route, Docket Number 13-474

Honorable Commissioners:

I am a fifteen year old who loves to farm, to make hay, boil sap, cut and split wood, milk cows,
pick apples, haul feed, plant and harvest the garden, shovel snow, and butcher chickens. | like some
better and some worse than others, of course, but all of these activities are vital to the personal balance
of our farm.

iIncompatible is the word | would use to describe this pipeline, completely and utterly
incompatible; with our way of life, with our animals, our trees, our land, and with our morals. | love to
run through the woods with our dogs, chasing them, looking for wildlife, or another pristine place of
natural glory to remember to come back and find again sometime. I've found so many of these places,
all different, all perfect in their own right, too numerous to count, but always memorable.

| go out there to immerse myself in the magic of outdoors. | go out to be alone- from people if
not from nature. I've come to know this land like- nay, better than the back of my hand, every tree,
every rock, every hill and rise, every deer trail, every mystical circle of mushrooms. lama druid of this
land, and | love it. | cherish it.

That is why a pipeline is incompatible. It would ruin or take away most of these things, and
certainly upset the delicate balance that we strive to preserve. Oh yes, we could still make hay, but part
of our back field would be defiled. The sap would still run, but not in the part of our maple groves that
would be in ruins. Part of our land would have a swath of destruction and havoc plowed straight
through it. So what are we left with? Parts. Parts of what used to be perfection. All the natural
eloquency of our land would be chopped into parts that might still be salvageable.

There are two perspectives to this issue for me, the perspective of the boy who helps his family
with the farm, and the boy who runs wild with the dogs, and deer, and natural beauty of everything in
the woods. The points of view are much different, but the outcomes of their thoughts clearly resolve
into the common fact that you cannot allow a pipeline to destructively bisect our small bit of the Earth.

So, honorable commissioners, | ask you, on behalf of Spectrum farm, my family, our animals, the
wild animals, the trees, the fields, the water, and me, please do not put this “Sandpiper” pipeline, if in
fact it must be built at all, on the proposed southern route. Thank you.



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From:
Sent:

To:
Subject:

"
Mr. Hartman,

ferdrinievenbreak@gmail.com on behalf of Gretchen Seichrist
<gretchen@evenbreakgallery.com>

Monday, May 05, 2014 12:33 PM

Hartman, Larry (COMM)

sandpiper pipeline PUC Docket Numbers (13-474)

I am writing to oppose the building of the Sandpiper Pipeline. There are a number of reasons.

The desire to transport oil from the Bakken fields to the port in Superior for export is not in the national
interest or in Minnesota's interest. It serves only the profits of the companies involved, with no benefit to
Minnesotans or Americans not directly involved in those companies.

Enbridge is not a trustworthy company. It has been involved in numerous pipeline spills, which have not
been identified promptly and where cleanup has been pitifully inadequate. This history of theirs should
be taken seriously, as you propose to put Minnesota's lands and waters at risk.

The proposed pipeline runs through lands which are precious for many reasons: the White Earth
community, which is rebuilding traditional ways such as harvesting wild rice and much more, will be
severely damaged by even a small spill. If you insist on continuing this process, you must hold hearings
on the reservation so affected parties can attend.

The lands of northern Minnesota are precious to many people who come for recreation and spiritual
restoration. In addition, there is a tourism industry based on these lands, which would be destroyed both
during the construction period and particularly by a spill.

If you want to count the few permanent jobs created by the pipeline, you must subtract the many
permanent jobs jeopardized or destroyed by it. If you want to count the temporary jobs created during
construction, you must also count the social damages known to be caused by the man camps at the
Bakken and elsewhere. This will cost Minnesota taxpayers money for increased social services and
policing. Worse, lives of innocent local people will be damaged. Does Enbridge plan to pay for the
additional cost of protecting local people? You should require it as a cost of doing business.

The Bakken oil fields are a temporary phenomenon. They are made possible only through hydraulic
fracturing, an environmentally extravagant procedure which causes earthquakes, wastes and poisons
water, and depletes wells rapidly. Do not invest in a near-permanent structure for a short-term energy
source.

Climate change is becoming more and more obvious. Witness our bitterly cold winter, the droughts and
fires in some places, the floods in others, and a world-wide average temperature increasing. We should
not be investing in fossil fuels. We should be investing in every method that avoids or reverses climate
change. This would include conservation, wind, solar, and alternative agriculture that sequesters
carbon and improves rather than degrading the soil.

Have you considered the impact of this pipeline on the White Earth Land Recovery Project, a major
work that does this kind of restoration?

I oppose the building of this pipeline in any location, and its function in developing the Bakken fields is one
reason I oppose it. We do not need the oil. We need to change the way we live so we can protect the world that

our grandchildren will live in - we hope.

Sincerely,



Gretchen Seichrist
Artist/Musician
612 - 481- 2621

ww.evenbreakgallery.com

:];l
=N www.patchesandgretchen.com




Hartman, Larr¥ (COMM)

From: Karen Shragg <ecoyenta@aol.com>
Sent: Sunday, May 04, 2014 7.58 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Stop the Enbridge Sandpiper pipeline

This is a transgression of the land ecology and water inspired by an overpopulated world which continues to gobble up
our remaining resources with a vengeance. stop the pipeline now.

Dr Karen Shragg
Sent from my iPhone
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Lorraine Slabbaert-Norrgard
345 Prevost Rd.
Cloquet, MN 55720

December 4, 2013

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7" Place East, Suite 350
Saint Paul, MN 55101-2147

Re: Enbridge Pipeline Route, Docket Number 13-474
Dear Honorable Commissioners:

I am very opposed to Enbridge Pipelines (North Dakota) LLC's proposed southern route for the
Sandpiper Pipeline. | believe it violates the criteria listed below.

Subp.3. Criteria.

B. the natural environment, public and designated lands, including but not limited to natural areas,

wildlife habitat, water, and recreational lands;
D. economies within the route, including agricultural, commercial, or industrial, forestry, recreational,

and mining operations;

I am very unhappy with the proposed southern route because it endangers the prime sustainable
farming operations In our county. | am opposed to it going through Jay Cooke State Park at all. 1am also
opposed to it not following existing pipeline easements. Please consider a different route that is not so
damaging as this one. If the Sandpiper Pipeline is deemed absolutely hecessary, then Enbridge should
be required to route the pipeline through their existing northern corridor, or along existing utility
corridors!

Sincerely,

Lorraine Slabbaert- Norrgard
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Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Joan Solomon <joan@joansolomon.com>
Sent: Monday, May 12, 2014 5:56 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: please honor treaty rights

Dear sir

please reject any permits requests fro the dangerous pipeline proposed to run through treaty territories.

i write tn favor of honoring the Native Peoples rights to clean water and protection from the proposed Enbridge
pipeline.

We need more more careful study how this will effect the land both on and off the Rice Lake area.

We need much more focus on alternative energy sources now.

Thank you

Joan Solomon



May 28,2014

TO: Public Utilities Commission

RE: Docket 13-474

A full environment impact statement (EIS) is absolutely necessary when you
consider the Enbridge preferred pipeline route is a new route through Minnesota:
600 miles of 30-36” pipeline, access roads, crossing rivers, going near wild rice
beds and the Mississippi Headwaters, big equipment, all of it changing the
landscape and the environment. We can never put it back to the “way it was”
when that pipeline is no longer needed. We need to take the time now for a full
EIS, we do not want to look back with regret.

Margaret Sorensen
4300 West River Parkway #376
Minneapolis, MN 55406

msorensen70@hotmail.com



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Sorum, Erin <esorum@carisonwagonlit.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 11:51 AM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: PUC Docket 13-474 - Sandpiper Pipeline

Good afternoon Mr. Hartman,

I am deeply concerned about the proposed pipeline route through Hubbard County. | am a property owner in the area
and have spent considerable time there in the past 20 years.

There is an acknowledged level of risk for a pipeline leak. This would be catastrophic in an area with very sandy soil and
numerous lakes, rivers, and streams. Once there is a leak, there is no clean up. Not only would the ground water be
contaminated, and wild rice harvesting destroyed, the economic impact would be devastating in an area dependent
upon sharing it's beauty with tourists. The lessons of the Kalamazoo spill should not be lost upon us. Over $1 billion
dollars into the clean up, and the area will never be the same.

The pipeline should follow Alternate Route A as proposed by Friends of the Headwaters. It crosses through mostly
farmland in sparsely populated areas and avoids the lake country of Northern Minnesota.

Thank you for your consideration.

Erin Sorum

Mailing Address: 18728 Clear View Court, Minnetonka MN 55345
Hubbard County Address: 18620 Empire Trail, Nevis MN 56467

Phone +1 952-474-7440



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Connie Spartz <cspartz@charter.net>

Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2014 4:31 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Cc: ‘Wilbert Ahern'

Subject: Sandpiper Pipeline Route PUC Docket No. 13-474

We are sending you this email to register our opposition to the current proposed Sandpiper new oil pipeline going East
through Hubbard County and on to Superior. The need for a pipeline vs other methods of transporting oil is understood
and accepted. However, the chosen route makes no sense to those of us affected given the alternatives available. |
would be opposed to any pipeline going through the fragile sandy soil of Northern Minnesota . The spill risks to this
environment are obvious to anyone who is knowledgeable about this area. The soil is extremely sandy and

porous. Any spills would seep very quickly through the soil and contaminate the ground water (which is the life blood
to all of the farms in the area of the proposed pipeline). We were also shocked to learn of the 7 pipelines already
crossing to the North of the new proposed one. The fact that | was not attentive to these pipelines is my own
responsibility. | strongly object to any more threats to this environment caused by more pipelines. Alternatives that
make sense have already been suggested such as the | 29-94 corridor. Yes, we still need energy for our country but we
do not need to risk precious land and the Mississippi headwaters to achieve it when logical alternatives are available and
much less costly to the environment and the area residents. Like many, | am also suspicious of the “ other refining
markets” that Enbridge refers to from its preferred terminal site in Superior Wisc.. Melodee Monicken’s letter to you
summed up my feelings about this project very nicely as does the Friends of the Headwaters organization. Please post

this email on your public comment site.

Thank you for your careful and conscientious attention to this important environmental issue.

Greg and Connie Spartz
Willmar, Minnesota (also property owners on Palmer Lake in Hubbard County



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Rebecca Spartz <RSpartz@touchstonemh.org>

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 2:14 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Cc: Jeremy Spartz; Amy Spartz; Madison Olson-Spartz; Connie Spartz
Subject: The Qil Pipline propsal - Docet # 13-474

Dr. Mr. Hartman:

| am writing to express strong opposition to the proposed building of a new Oil Pipeline to run through much of
Northern Minnesota. As a Minnesota Tax Payer, and a regular user of the Minnesota North woods, | cannot support this
expense, the destruction of landscape and natural habitat including key natural resources like the Mississippi
Headwaters, the disregard, violation and offense to the Native American Community, and the outright reckless waste of
it all. The idea that this pipeline will be safer and more efficient for Minnesota is not something | believe. Asyou are
probably already aware, From 2005-2009, petroleum spilled from pipelines in the US totaled 6,592,366 gallons, while
spills from road and rail were 477,558 and 83,745 gallons respectively. If you do the math, that means that pipelines
have spilled approximately 10 times more petroleum than from rail tankers and trucks. Oil released per billion ton miles
may be slightly lower for pipelines, but since only 40% of this leaked or spilled pipeline oil is recovered, AND that at least
as much unknown oil has leaked below ground as has been spilled above the ground due to “slow leaks”, pipelines are
clearly not safer modes of crude oil transportation than either rail or truck. If you factor in the amount of time it takes to
recover lost oil and safety costs around containing leaks and spills, pipelines are not efficient. It's a short-sighted quick
fix view to call the building and expanding of a new pipeline a safer and more efficient mode of transporting oil. It's
simply not the case over the long term. It costs more, and does much less for the collective.

Continuing to repair the already existing pipeline as we have done, for use when it’s absolutely crucial for oil transport,
and using rail and road transport as the better alternative, saves our beautiful Northern Minnesota eco-system, it
ensures that we will not poison or make unusable our recreational structure (lakes, cabin life, hiking, camping, fishing,
hunting) which is key to a successful economy in Northern MN. It also saves tax payers money, ensures environmental
integrity and serves all of us, achieving a decent balance between society, environment and business.

My family has summered on Palmer Lake, near Park Rapids, for 40 years. It is important to us personally that this part of
our family history continue undisturbed by the business and profit of the oil industry for years to come. It is imperative
that this pipeline proposal be all together stopped, not just for me and my family, but for all the many summer
communities that keep the Northern MN economy what it is, for the year round communities that would be deeply
affected by oil pipeline construction and use, and for the cultures that rely on Northern Minnesota rivers, lakes and

lands that will be affected by such a choice.

Please, hear all of the opposition that is being expressed around this proposal, and stop it from happening. |, along with
many others opposing this pipeline, believe in new business development. Our opposition to the pipeline is based on
weighing the pros and cons, and seeing with complete clarity that this oil pipeline will do so much harm, and will not
deliver on the economic or efficiency promises. It is not a balanced approach. Itis not the answer.

Thank you for anything you can do to keep Minnesota safe, environmentally sound and a place that is known for
balancing the good of its communities, people and cultures with business opportunities and development. These things
can co-exist in harmony and with benefit for all. May your work to successfully oppose this proposal prove it!

Sincerely,
Rebecca Spartz



Rebecca Spartz LICSW
Director

Care Coordination
Touchstone Mental Health
2312 Snelling Avenue
Minneapolis, MN 55404
Direct Phone: 612-767-2165
Main Phone: 612-874-6409
Fax: 612-874-0157
www.touchstonemh.org

Touchstone Mental Health Inspires Hope, Healing, and Well-Being

PRIVATE and CONFIDENTIAL: This electronic mail message and any attached files contain information intended for the exclusive use of the
specific individual(s) or entity to whom I have addressed it. They may contain information that is proprietary, privileged, confidential, and/or
exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notlfied that any viewing, copying, disclosure, or distribution of
this information is prohibited and may be subject to legal restriction or sanction.

Please notify the sender, by electronic mail or telephone, of any unintended recipients and delete the original message as well as any

attachments without making copies. Thank you.
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Mr. Hartman,
I am writing to oppose the building of the Sandpiper Pipeline. There are a number of reasons.

The desire to transport oil from the Bakken fields to the port in Superior for export is not in the
national interest or in Minnesota's interest. It serves only the profits of the companies involved,
with no benefit to Minnesotans or to any Americans not directly involved in those companies.
Enbridge is not a trustworthy company. It has been involved in numerous pipeline spills, which
have not been identified promptly and where cleanup has been pitifully inadequate. This history
of theirs should be taken seriously, as you propose to put Minnesota's lands and waters at risk.
While it is possible there would not be a spill or that they would do an adequate cleanup, it is
unlikely. When gambling, the odds matter.

The proposed pipeline runs through lands which are precious for many reasons: the White Earth
community, which is rebuilding traditional ways such as harvesting wild rice and much more,
will be severely damaged by even a small spill. If you insist on continuing this process, you
must hold hearings on the reservation so affected parties can attend.

The lands of northern Minnesota are also treasured by people who come for recreation and
spiritual restoration. In addition, there is a tourism industry based on these lands, which would
be destroyed both during the construction period and particularly by a spill.

If you want to count the few permanent jobs created by the pipeline, you must subtract the many
permanent livelihoods jeopardized or destroyed by it: tourism, traditional harvesting, agriculture.
If you want to count the temporary jobs created during construction, you must also count the
social damages known to be caused by the man camps at the Bakken and elsewhere. This will
cost Minnesota taxpayers money for increased social services and policing. Worse, lives of
innocent local people will be damaged. Does Enbridge plan to pay for the additional cost of
protecting local people? At minimum, you skould require it as a cost of doing business.

The Bakken oil fields are a temporary phenomenon. They are made possible only through
hydraulic fracturing, an environmentally extravagant procedure which causes earthquakes,
poisons and wastes water, and depletes wells rapidly. It will not last. Do not invest in a near-
permanent structure for a short-term energy source.

Climate change is becoming more and more obvious. Witness our bitterly cold winter, the
droughts and fires in some places, the floods in others, and a world-wide average temperature
increasing. We should not be investing in fossil fuels. We should be investing in every method
that avoids or reverses climate change. This would include conservation, wind, solar, and
alternative agriculture that sequesters carbon and improves rather than degrading the soil.

Have you considered the impact of this pipeline on the White Earth Land Recovery Project, a
major work that does this kind of restoration? I think you have not. If not, you are valuing
corporate big business that destroys the environment we all need to live, against small, local,
indigenous business that rebuilds it.

I oppose the building of this pipeline in any location, and its function in developing the Bakken fields is
one reason I oppose it. We do not need the oil. We need to change the way we live so we can protect the
world that our grandchildren will live in - we hope.
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Public Comment Sheet

Dirmmier s - North Dakota Pipeline Company LLG -Sandpiper Pipeline Project

‘-"QOMMERCE

- PUC Docket No. PL-6668/PPL-07-13-474
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Name; ﬁ S7ZA/RATP Representing: _/4/ /{ (Jeo Cu L.
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Please submit comments at meeting to EERA. staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: larry.hartman@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109

Electronic Submittal: http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.itml ?projectld=33599
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Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: John S <jcsterle@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 02, 2014 8:38 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: RE; North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC, PL-6668/PPL-13-474

April 2,2014

Dr. Burl Haar, Executive Secretary
Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
12 — 7th Place East, Suite 350

St. Paul, MN 55101

Dear Dr. Haar:

(1) My family has a home and land in Blackhoof Township in Carlion County on the original proposed
southern route east of Interstate 35W. It is unclear whether this route is still being considered, but my family’s
land has no existing utility corridors on it. In November of 2013, NDPC proposed a route that would cut
through woods and wetlands near our family home, including where we planted Norway Pines along the north
end of our largest wetland. This water drains into the Blackhoof River and to the Nemadji watershed into Lake
Superior. This originally proposed route would negate the management plan of the Nemadji watershed by the
Carlton County Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD). The Carlton County Commissioners have
recognized our area as an important resource for organic farming because of its unique soils, biodiversity, and
the weather moderation from Lake Superior. The County Board has requested that NDPC follow existing
utility corridors and avoid this original proposed route through the Carlton County organic farming

district. When you consider non-proliferation, supporting the management plan by Carlton SWCD and the
recommendation by Carlton County Commissioners, the original proposed route in eastern Carlton County

should be dropped.

2) I oppose the preferred Southern route for the proposed Sandpiper pipeline going through mostly private
lands. This would negatively affect landowners, like my family, in their cffort to continue to manage, develop,
bequeath and if necessary resell their property. For many private landowners, their land and home are their
biggest financial investment and a large part of their financial security. A new pipeline corridor would greatly
reduce the value of these families’ financial investments, while also potentially impacting the personal,
emotional connection they have to the place they live. It would burden them with the stress from loss of
existing woodlands, addition of unknown traffic across their land, addition of invasive plant species, threats of
future additional pipelines and risks from spills, from polluted groundwater and to their overall health. If you
decide this proposal is necessary, NDPC should be required to place this proposed Sandpiper pipeline in their
existing Northern Mainline corridor. New development impacts are more damaging and disruptive than
impacts on areas with an existing pipeline infrastructure.

In summary, the original proposed route through Carlton County east of Interstate 35W and the organic farming
district should be dropped. New oil pipelines need to be located with existing oil pipelines, which is consistent
with the principle of non-proliferation, avoidance of losses to families’ lifetime investments and to minimize
damage to organic farms which are dependent on diverse forest ecosystems and healthy watersheds. We need
to protect our wetlands, rivers and lakes from the effects of deforestation, erosion and pollution by rejecting the
preferred Southern route. The environmental impact report needs to consider this potential impact is much

10



greater on the environment and private property when constructing a new oil pipeline corridor on human rural
settlement rather than using an existing pipeline corridor. If the PUC decides the proposed Sandpiper pipeline
is necessaty, please require NDPC use their existing Northern Mainline corridor where these impacts would be

minimized.
Sincerely,
John Sterle

2902 South Horseshoe Drive SW
Wyoming, MI 49418

11



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Sandy Sterle <ssterle777@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, March 18, 2014 3:15 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: No longer need to submit route segment proposal?

March 18, 2014

Larry Hartman, EERA Staff
Department of Commerce
85-7" Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101-2198

RE: PUC Docket No. PL9/PPL-13-474

Dear Mr. Hartman:

This email is to put into writing the brief phone conversation I had with you this afternoon regarding whether I
need to submit a route segment proposal.

My husband and I live in Blackhoof Township along the original Southern Sandpiper Route. Our property is
not located on the new Preferred Alternative Route proposed by NDPC after making an agreement with the
Carlton County Commissioners to avoid the Carlton County organic farming district.

When I asked is if we need to submit a route segment proposal around our property, you indicated this would
not be necessary because this original route through the Carlton County organic farming district and our
property is no longer being considered. Could you please verify this through a written response to this email?

I appreciate your assistance in clarifying this matter.



Thank you.

Sandy Sterle
2676 County Road 104

Barnum, MN 55707
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Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Rick Stich <rick.stich@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2014 9:46 AM
To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Sandpiper route

Mr. Hartman,

There already is a defined corridor in North Central MN which has had much engineering and environmental scrutiny, | am
referring to the route that parallels HWY 2. | suggest that this well known route is more suitable for the additional pipeline
if one is to be built.

Access to safety, maintenance and mitigation infrastructure is already well defined and engineered along the HWY 2
route. Getting the aforementioned resources to the proposed route, the section which traverses to the south before

heading east/west, must be problematic.
The disruption and displacement of people, plants, animals and ecosystems associated with a completely new route

seems unnecessary and absurd.

Regards,

Richard Stich

5543 Arrow Peninsula Dr NE
Remer, MN 56672
218-566-3055
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Hartman, Larﬂ' (COMM)

From: Paul Stolen <stolami@gvtel.com>

Sent: Monday, April 07, 2014 7:30 AM

To: Ek, Scott (PUC); Hartman, Larry (COMM)
Subject: Re: Sandpiper Pipeline Comments - P. Stolen

Good morning Scott and Larry. Thanks for your cooperation on responding. As you can see from my
comment, | intend to send them to various other parties. | had an unfortunate computer problem on April 4th
that delayed me and then prevented me from doing the final editing of my comments. So, in order to meet
the deadline, | sent the comments in anyway. When | did the final edit this weekend, | found typos, name and
cross reference problems, extra words left in, and other problems like that. (Not substantive.) However, there
was an error on page 3 of Attachment 1—I had mistakenly put the Sandpiper amounts in the wrong column.

Therefore, | am sending the corrected version to the other parties rather than the one | officially submitted to
you. | realize the one sent to you is the “legal” version under the rules, and | can live with that since none of
the specific recommendations change in any way. | would, of course, prefer that you use the corrected
“clean” version in the official record. | can send it to you if you wish. | am trying to get it scanned today into
one digital version, so hopefully it will be available tomorrow morning.

Thanks again. Paul Stolen

From: Ek, Scott (PUC)
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 3:42 PM

To: mailto:stolami@gvtel.com
Subject: FW: Sandpiper Pipeline Comments - P. Stolen

Scott E. Ek

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission

121 7th Place East, Suite 350 | St. Paul, MN 55101

(651) 201-2255 | scott.ek@state.mn.us | www.puc.state.mn.us

From: Ek, Scott (PUC)

Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 3:32 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Cc: 'stolami@gvtel.com'; Nelson, Casey (COMM)
Subject: Sandpiper Pipeline Comments - P. Stolen

Hello Larry,

I received the attached comments from Paul Stolen concerning the Sandpiper project. The comments were received
today (4/4/14) at ~ 3:30 p.m. Please let me know if you receive these and if you would like me upload to eDockets. I am
also copying Paul on this as he wanted confirmation they were received.

Thank you,

Scott E. Ek



Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
121 7th Place East, Suite 350 | St. Paul, MN 55101
(651) 201-2255 | scott.ek@state.mn.us | www.puc.state.mn.us

From: Paul Stolen [mailto:stolami@gvtel.com]
Sent: Friday, April 04, 2014 3:14 PM

To: Ek, Scott (PUC)

Subject: Re: from paul stolen

Hello Scott. Here are my comments plus one attachment. Two more attachments to follow. thanks Paul

From: Ek, Scott (PUC)
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:47 AM

To: Paul Stolen
Subject: RE: from paul stolen

Hi Paul,

Yes, that is fine. As you know we will read any and all comments received. Please feel free to forward to me and copy
Larry. | will send you an email confirming receipt.

Thank you,

Scott E. Ek

Minnesota Public Utilities Commission

121 7th Place East, Suite 350 | St. Paul, MN 55101

(651) 201-2255 | scott.ek@state.mn.us | www.puc.state.mn.us

From: Paul Stolen [mailto:stolami@gvtel.com]
Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 11:38 AM

To: Ek, Scott (PUC)

Subject: from paul stolen

" Hello Scott. Longtime, huh? I've been retired for 5 years. I’'m submitting comments on the Sandpiper
project, and running a little late. | was planning on getting them in today in the overnight guaranteed delivery
for tomorrow receipt, since that’s the project deadline. so will need to submit via electronic mail. If Larry’s
inbox is swamped, can | get to you, and also get a response that you have received them? Thanks much. Paul

Stolen .



May 28 , 2014 REGE‘VED

Paul Stolen
37603 370th Av SE, MAY 79 20th

Fosston, MN 56542

218-435-1138 i A“__ROOM

Mr. Larry Hartman

Environmental Review Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 67th Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Comments on proposed Enbridge Sandpiper Pipeline, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
(PUC) Docket #13-474

Dear Mr. Hartman:

Enclosed are my additional comments on this proposed project based on the time extension previously
granted. The attached material covers the following topics:

. A copy of my updated April 4 2014 comments to correct minor editing problems and a
request that you replace it with the enclosed comments.

Il. The Scope of Work for the consultant to the PUC that will be doing the environmental
analysis and route comparison.

lIl. The environmental "footprint” of the proposed pipeline. Enbridge continues to maintain
that the project will require a 100 foot right of way (ROW). A report entitled "Construction of the
Northern Border Pipeline in Montana" is enclosed that refutes Enbridge's position on ROW
requirements, and shows that it only applies to flat terrain.

IV. Additional comments regarding the consequences of pipeline ruptures and leaks. This
comment expands on my April 4 comments that these consequences need to be consider in assessment
of impacts, location decisions, and need for the project.

V. Additional comments on the "corridor fatigue" issue.

If you have any questions, please give me a call.
Sincerely, 7& / 5
Are OL"%
Paul Stolen
C: Tom Landwehr, Commissioner, Minnesota DNR

John Linc Stine, Commissioner, Minnesota PCA
Tamara Cameron, Regulatory Chief, Corps of Engineers



Additional comments on proposed Enbridge Sandpiper Pipeline, Minnesota Public Utilities Commission
Docket #13-474
Paul Stolen
May 28 2014

l. Corrected April 4 comments. My previous comments, submitted on April 4, 2014, were sent in a
rush. | had a computer hang-up at the last minute and therefore didn't have time for a final proofing on
the paper copy. Therefore, | did a corrected copy, which is enclosed. I'd appreciate it if you would
replace the April 4 copy with the enclosed. There were some typos and a few confusing sentences that
| clarified. The most substantive correction was a small correction of numbers in Table 1. The cover
letter of the enclosed corrected copy has a note about this below the signature line. | apologize for any
confusion this may cause.

Il. Scope of work for PUC consultant doing the environmental analysis and comparison of routes. My
understanding is that the PUC will be hiring a private party to develop the environmental analysis and
comparison of routes for Sandpiper. The product of this contracted work will thus be key to
government decisions on this project. How will the Scope of Work be developed? Is such a scope of
work shown to Enbridge prior to its completion? My comments and those of others need to be
incorporated into the Scope of Work. This Scope of Work should include specific questions focused on
the key public policy decisions that need to be made about the Sandpiper project, rather than allowing
the contractor to determine such questions. In addition, a draft of this Scope of Work should be
available for review prior to letting the contract, since the product is so crucial to the decisions.

The rules regarding a Certificate of Need for this project clearly indicate that environmental and
socioeconomic factors must be taken into account in the decision as to whether to grant a need
certificate. (Section 7853.0130, Criteria.) Therefore, the Scope of Work is a key document for
determining whether to grant a Certificate of Need.

Il. Pipeline construction environmental "footprint."

A. Enbridge estimate the environmental "footprint" of the Sandpiper project is inaccurate. Enbridge's
statement that they use a 100 foot ROW to construct the project seriously underestimates the project's
effects and potential for long term damage. In fact, such a ROW only applies to flat or nearly flat areas,
and are often farmland.

The environmental study and route comparison must use accurate figures on land requirements for
building the pipeline. The estimate must include the topics of land clearing, earth moving and
excavation, soil compaction, and potential for topsoil mixing. This is called the project's "environmental
footprint." During a public meeting on Sandpiper at Clearbrook, a recent visit to the DNR, and the
Enbridge documents on the PUC web site, | examined Enbridge's plan sheets and some applications for
crossing streams. These plans are simply not accurate with respect to land clearing and extent of
excavation.

Note: My comments here do not apply to the topic of "extra work space" at roads, river crossings, and
a few other locations of specialized construction. Enbridge generally does include these locations on its
plan sheets. Such locations are a small fraction of the ROW impacts beyond the 100-foot ROW in hilly
terrain.



In spite of abundant evidence to the contrary, Enbridge continues to maintain to the public that it only
needs a 100 foot right-of-way (ROW.) Enbridge also used this figure on the Alberta Clipper and
Southern Lights Projects, even though during construction a much wider ROW was evident at some
locations. Finally, the 100 foot ROW was also used for the MinnCan project as a guide to estimating the
environmental footprint of the project. (I worked on all three projects while employed at the DNR,
including conducting training for other DNR staff in pipeline construction.)

Both Enbridge and MinnCan did not provide accurate figures for excavation into parent material outside
of the pipeline trench. Such excavation is abundant in hilly terrain. A key mitigation measure, topsoil
separation in such areas, was ignored in many locations except for agricultural land.

The 100 foot ROW width does not apply to hilly terrain. It is time to put it to rest when large diameter
pipelines are proposed in Minnesota. In fact, the construction ROW in hilly terrain can become 200 to
300 feet wide in some areas. In many cases on the three large, above-mentioned projects | was involved
while at the DNR, these wider locations were never included in plains submitted for public review by
the PUC, DNR, or PCA, and not included in calculations of the project's environmental footprint.

The terrain crossed by the proposed Sandpiper route crosses hilly glacial moraine in many locations
Understanding pipeline construction in non-flat terrain is crucial because it directly relates to important
environmental impacts such as the extent of land clearing, deep excavation outside of the pipe trench
and accompanying potential serious loss of topsoil, susceptibility to invasion of non-native species and
noxious weeds, and chronic erosion problems because re-vegetation is slower when topsoil is lost and
replaced by parent material.

B. Detailed explanation of ROW requirements for construction of a large-diameter pipeline.

The enclosed report entitled "Construction of the Northern Border Pipeline in Montana" (referred
hereafter as the IPTF Report) describes in detail why construction in non-flat terrain can lead to ROWs
much wider than 100 feet. It also demonstrates why there can be extensive excavation outside of the
pipeline trench. | wrote it (with review by supervisors) some years ago while Assistant Coordinator of
the Montana Interagency Pipeline Task Force. One of the main reasons why it was written is because
ROW was an important public issue for two proposed large pipelines in Montana. One of them, the
Northern Tier Pipeline, was proposed to cross the entire state, a distance of approximately 600 miles. A
detailed review of it was done, but it was never built.

The Northern Border project—a 42 inch gas pipeline—crossed 180 miles of NE Montana, and was built
after an EIS was prepared. ROW of way width was generally limited to 100 feet on state lands during
the permitting stage, with the consent of the pipeline company. However, during construction, it
became abundantly clear that it was impossible to construct the pipeline in such a narrow area in hilly
terrain.

1. Purpose of IPTF Report. This report is applicable to the Sandpiper project with respect to determining
the project's environmental footprint. It had four main purposes:

a. To document the ROW width in hilly terrain compared to flat terrain, and to determine the
minimum ROW for a large diameter pipeline,



b. To document the locations of, and reasons for, excavation into topsoil and parent material
outside the pipeline trench, since during the review period prior to construction the pipeline company
had indicated excavation only for the pipe trench.

c. To identify problems encountered during construction and reclamation after pipe burial.

d. To serve as a training manual for reviewers of proposals to construct large diameter
pipelines.

2. Caveats as to use of the IPTF report for the Sandpiper project. Before pointing out key findings of
the report that relate to the Sandpiper proposal, there a few caveats as to its use:

a. Northern Border was constructed on a new ROW, with no existing pipelines in place.

b. A level work pad generally 50 feet wide is needed for construction of large diameter pipelines,
with the pipeline trench to the left of the forward movement of construction. This work pad is
essentially a road during construction, with nearly all traffic confined to it. Width is needed for passage
of traffic past active work areas, and also for worker safety. A level work pad is necessary for worker
safety and equipment needs. This construction necessity is directly related to the environmental
footprint of the project as discussed below.

c. There have been some changes in pipeline construction techniques since Northern Border,
but essentially none that affect ROW width except at special areas such as rivers. (Examples include:
welding methods are done somewhat differently, and machine welding is often done on-site; cathodic
protection pipe coating is no longer done on site, as depicted in the report, except at field welding
locations; and directional drill bores (HDD) are much more common. ) The fact that Northern Border
was a 42 inch pipeline made little difference in ROW width as compared to the 24 inch MinnCan
pipeline. The ROW for the latter was perhaps 8-10 feet narrower on flat terrain than the Northern
Border line, but there was little difference on hilly terrain. In addition, there have been changes in river
crossing techniques with greater use of HDDs, and dam and pump methods are often used rather than
open cut trenches.

d. When another large pipeline is added to an existing corridor, it is offset from the existing line
by a project-specific distance. I've found it to be 35-40 as a minimum separation. Therefore, the
construction ROW can be somewhat narrower than the standard 100 foot because spoil from the trench
can be placed in the separation zone. However, there are site specific issues on hilly terrain so that
generalizations don't work in such areas. Also, heavy equipment travel is restricted over the new and
old lines.

e. Pipe is bent to generally follow the terrain, but not exactly follow the terrain. A straight pipe
transfers gas or liquid most efficiently. Therefore, in hilly terrain with abrupt slopes, pipe curvature
strikes a balance between the desire for a straight pipe and the constraints of excavation. In other
words, in some locations, such as the crest of a hill, or under a small but steep hill, the pipe is buried
much more deeply in order to lessen the curves. The report illustrates the result of this in expanded
ROW width in some locations for the extra spoil and topsoil storage.

f. Topsoil separation in excavated areas is a crucial environmental issue because it relates to
whether there are long-term impacts to land productivity in all areas, increased invasive species and



noxious weeds, and increased erosion because re-vegetation is slow or non-existent. Topsoil separation
can increase the ROW width because of separate piles; however, the expansion can be reduced by
creative soil storage. Lack of topsoil separation causes long-term impacts whereas a somewhat wider
ROW in some places causes temporary impacts. Furthermore, in recognition of this, topsoil separation
has become a standard good practice in stormwater permits and all sorts of construction.

g. When done correctly based on known best practices for pipeline construction, environmental
impacts of pipeline placement (not including future oil spill impacts) can be significantly reduced. The
attached report suggests some of the good practices.

3.Key points from IPTF report. The IPTF report in its entirety is part of my comments, but the following
are key points especially related to Sandpiper:

a. ROW requirements and topsoil stripping. Pages 31-32 provide a summary of the significance of ROW
requirements as an environmental issue. [t also references the details that support my findings that the
IPTF Report is completely relevant to the Sandpiper project.

b. ROW requirements on flat terrain are discussed on page 33, and shown in pictures 51 and 52. On
entirely flat terrain, it was possible to construct on an 85 foot ROW, although this increased somewhat
as work progressed through clean-up.

c. Separation of topsoil from parent material on side-hill cuts is shown on page 37, and pictures 58 and
60. Page 39, picture 62, depicts lack of topsoil separation where it should have been done.

d. Page 40, and pictures 64 and 67 show deep side hill cuts, topsoil separation, and parent material
storage.

e. Page 43 and photos 69-73 show extra-deep pipe burial in hilly areas and resulting large amounts of
spoil.

f. Page 47-55 describe in detail why ROWs are wider than 100 feet in hilly terrain, and include diagrams
explaining why this happens with respect to how pipelines must be constructed. The following
significant conclusions are reached:

"1) Any deviation from flat terrain (0 degree slope) causes a geometric increase in width
requirements, primarily for soil and spoil storage.

"2) There is often a progressive increase in r-o-w width after initial r-o-w clearing as different
stages of construction proceed.

"3) there were numerous areas of extra r-o-w width needed beyond the 100 foot requested by
DNRC.

"4) There was a high potential for topsoil mixing in the numerous side-hill cuts.

"6) Construction crews demonstrated an exceptional ability to re-contour the disturbed surface
to the original configuration and replace topsoil when it had been correctly stripped.



IV. Consequences of pipeline leaks and ruptures must enter into route comparison,
assessment of impacts, and need for the project.

My April 4 comments (pages 3 through 11) indicated in detail why impacts of pipeline leaks and ruptures
need to be addressed in PUC decisions. | reiterate those recommendations, and have additional points
regarding federal rules, and analysis of existing corridors, as follows:

A. Problems with federal rules. There are federal rules regarding hazardous liquid pipelines effects on
the environment and people. These pipeline integrity rules pertain to environmental and
socioeconomic impacts . They are administered by the Pipeline and Hazardous Materials Safety
Administration (PHMSA) in the U.S. Department of Transportation. These rules refer to High
Consequence Areas (HCA) and Unusually Sensitive Areas (USAs). (Title 49: Transportation PART 195—
TRANSPORTATION OF HAZARDOUS LIQUIDS BY PIPELINE.) Both of these categories refer to populated
areas, some aquifers, and some ecologically sensitive areas. | referred to HCAs in my April 4, 2014
comments.

The problem is that the federal rules regarding USAs and HCAs very much "high-grade" sensitive
environmental features, and only include the rarest and most unusual ecological or natural resource
features. This is not just my opinion. Describing sensitive area—and making lists of them—has been
standard regulatory practice for many years. Such areas are subsequently avoided, or if they cannot be
avoided, various mitigation measures are incorporated into government permits to reduce impacts. For
example, these lists include public lands dedicated to a public use such as parks and wildlife
management areas, and critical habitat features for certain species, such as deer wintering areas.

One would expect that such normalized lists would have been incorporated into the PHMSA rules.
PHMSA did not even begin to do so. The notice of the adoption of final rules noted that government
agencies with much more expertise than PHMSA regarding pollution and natural resources, such as the
EPA and US Department of Interior, strongly objected to the restricted list of USAs and HCAs. (See
Federal Register / Vol. 65, No. 232 / Friday, December 1, 2000 / Rules and Regulations.) Many other
commenters, including the US Department of Justice also objected to this limited list.

In spite of these objections, the Office of Pipeline Safety didn't budge and kept the limited list with little
justification.

However, in 2011, Congress passed the Pipeline Safety Act, and it was signed into law in early 2012.
This was in response to the Michigan Enbridge pipeline rupture, the explosion of a gas pipeline in
California that killed 8 people, and other pipeline accidents. Now, PHMSA Administrator Cynthia
Quarterman noted in a hearing last week in the US House of Representatives that new rules will be out
for review shortly regarding USAs and HCAs and other rules regarding pipeline integrity and potential
environmental impact.

B. PUC route comparison with respect to USAs and HCAs . The PUC route comparison needs to identify
and compare:

1. Any USAs and HCAs as defined in current federal pipeline integrity rules on any of the routes
that have been identified or are being studied.



2. Any USAs and HCAs—or other categories related to the environment—as defined in proposed
new rules on any of the routes being studied and identified, assuming the new proposed rules come out
in time.

3. Determine the effects on any USAs or HCAs should there be a pipeline rupture, based on the
"worst case" as defined in the Oak Ridge National Laboratory 2012. "Studies for the Requirements of
Automatic and Remotely Controlled Shutoff Valves on Hazardous Liquids and Natural Gas Pipelines with
Respect to Public and Environmental Safety" December 2012. This should also incorporate a "worst
case" regarding collateral damage to existing pipelines in the two corridors that already have multiple
pipelines.

C. Collective facility plan. Enbridge is the owner of all of the lines in its mainline corridor to Superior. In
other words, it collectively owns all the pipelines in most of this corridor. Enbridge should be required
to submit a Facility Plan for the Mainline Corridor, and any other corridor that contains more than one
Enbridge line. This should be in addition to the plans on each individual line. Such plans can provide
indications of responses to spills constrained by existing lines, as well as be indicative of "corridor
fatigue.”

V. Additional comments on the analysis of "corridor fatigue" issues. My April 4 comments addressed
"corridor fatigue" on pages 11-16, with recommendations on pages 15-16. | have the following
additional comments.

The route comparison simply must address the growing problem of adding more and more pipelines to
existing corridors that were established prior to environmental laws. Therefore, the key place to begin
is in the contractor hired by the PUC. Information about the existing pipelines and corridors will aid in
understanding the extent of "corridor fatigue" and the increased risk of accidents on one line
cascading to others. Therefore, the Scope of Work for the PUC contractor should specifically require the
contractor include at least the following with respect to existing corridors:

A. Information about existing lines. On each existing line this should include: locations, identification
of any looped areas, locations of cross-overs, types of river crossings such as whether they are
trenched or bored, and extent of cover in the riverbed if trenched. There are also a number of locations
along the Enbridge Mainline where pipelines actually are not next to each other, which results in
multiple corridors somewhat close together rather than one corridor.

B. Facility plans on existing lines. Federal rules require that a "facilities plan" be submitted by a pipeline
company prior to its being built. According to a call to the state office of pipeline safety, these are sent
to PHMSA, and are not filed with the Minnesota agency. These plans are to include such items as the
company's risk assessment, identification of HCAs and USAs, and other content highly relevant to an
assessment of impacts and a comparison of routes.

C. Locations of problems areas identified during construction of existing lines. Enbridge and MinnCan
should provide information on problem areas identified during construction of the existing lines.

D. Identify "choke points." There are locations along existing corridors where it is simply not physically
possible to add more pipelines. These are sometimes referred to as "choke points.” Such areas are
indicative of "corridor fatigue," and are also the reason for the divergence noted in #2 above.




E. Locations where existing pipelines are exposed or more vulnerable to damage. Pipelines constructed
in the past were built to lesser standards than current pipelines. For instance, Enbridge Line 3 was
placed on the surface of the ground in certain wetland locations and cover piled on top of it. Over time,
this has resulted in pipe exposure. Federal rules do not require that older pipelines meet current
standards; therefore, Enbridge has been re-covering such locations on a voluntary basis. These locations
should be identified. Also, | am aware of at least one, and possibly two locations along the Enbridge
corridor where pipe is exposed as it crosses a river. One of these is a trout stream in Beltrami County.

Such locations are more vulnerable to vandalism and environmental events such as large and unusual
rainfall events. Therefore, these locations along the existing corridors increase the risk of ruptures and
accidents which may cause increased risk to new lines. The contractor needs to obtain from Enbridge
and MinnCan records that identify such areas, and include this factor in assessing "corridor fatigue" and
the route comparison.

F. Rivers and floodplains crossed at an obligue angle. Such important natural resource areas should be
crossed by pipelines in a perpendicular manner in order to minimize the length of crossing this feature.
This would be done when a new corridor is established. Therefore, data on oblique crossings is a
measure of existing corridor problems. The LaSalle Creek crossing north of Itasca Park is a good
example of this problem. A good measure of each crossing is the distance crossed obliquely compared
to the perpendicular distance of the same crossing.

G. Avoidance areas under current pipeline construction practices. The existing corridors should be
assessed to determine locations that would have been avoided if the existing pipelines were not
present. Admittedly, this assessment would be somewhat objective. However, there are such features
as lakes crossed by pipelines on the existing corridor. It is highly unlikely such features would be crossed
by a new pipeline corridor. Also, a new pipeline corridor could well be routed around at least some
wetlands rather than the numerous wetland crossing now found on the old corridors proposed to be
followed by Enbridge's new lines.

H. Areas of restricted access. The existence of buried lines actively interfering with response to pipeline
ruptures can reduce response time because heavy equipment can't drive over lines in some locations. In
addition, pipeline ruptures in areas with few roads likely would exacerbate spills. The existing corridors
should be examined to find such areas.



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: hillbob <hillbob.stoltz@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 6:22 PM
To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: PUC Docket #13-474

Dear. Sir,

After attending several informational sessions and reading many articles about the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline, | am
impelled to write you about this serious issue.

Enbridge has a history of pipeline breaches and serious lapses in monitoring their leaks. Last Fall, over 800,000 gallons
spilled out of their line in North Dakota until it was reported to them by the farmer whose land it was located on. They
were unaware of this leak until his call to them! There is no requirement to disclose such episodes to the public. I can

only surmise that a future leak is inevitable and Enbridge does not have any "state of the art" system for monitoring or

containing their spills.

Therefore, | would beg you to consider the danger posed to Hubbard County Lakes (where | live and want to remain
living in my retirement years). Northern Minnesota's highly susceptible aquifers, clean lakes, wetlands and streams are

not Enbridge concerns, but they are yours!

There have been alternate routes proposed and there should be no rush to approve a seriously flawed plan by this for
profit corporation. | know that State Agencies could advise you about the environmental impacts that have yet to be

properly addressed regarding this pipeline's planned route.

A week long visit to the Mississippi Headwaters and the northwoods area lakes would benefit your committee in their
decision-making process. This is a very important issue to me, my neighbors, and the people of our great State.

Sincerely,

Hillary Stoltz
Nevis, MN

Sent from my iPhone
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Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: larry.hartman(@state.mn.us
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St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109

Electronic Submittal: http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.htm]?projectld=33599
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I was provided the proposed route for the Sandpiper Pipeline Project, PUC Docket No. PL-
6668/PPL-07-13-474 which will run through property that I own. As I understand it, Enbridge is
proposing to run the Sandpiper Pipeline on the East side of the existing Koch Pipeline that runs
through my property. I have not currently reached an agreement with Enbridge regarding the
easements and related damages to my property, I understand that the Pipeline is likely to be
approved. Therefore, I am commenting on my desire to see the pipeline go through my property
where currently proposed (on the East side of the Koch right — of — way). I am a Cattle Rancher
and the pipeline runs through my summer pasture land. Construction during any time other than
winter will represent a significant reduction in my pasture land, but placement of the line in any
other location then that currently propsed will result in a loss of pasture that will create a
significant burden that I will not be able to manage and my livelihood will suffer.
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Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: apache@web.Imic.state.mn.us

Sent: Tuesday, April 29, 2014 2:39 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Tickner Tue Apr 29 14:38:37 2014 PL6668/PPL-13-474

This public comment has been sent via the form at: mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.html
You are receiving it because you are listed as the contact for this project.

Project Name: Sandpiper Pipeline Project / North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC (NDPC)

Docket number: PL6668/PPL-13-474

User Name: Barbara Tickner

County: Hennepin County

City: Minneapolis

Email: bbtickner@gmail.com

Phone: 612-812-2012

Impact: My husband's grandparents built the Fairyland Resort on Duck Lake in southern Hubbard County in the late
1940's. When they discovered and then purchased their 1000 feet of eastern shoreline with a sandy beach and pristine
waters, they thought they had found paradise. My husband has summered every year since 1953 at his family lake cabin
on Angler Drive on Duck Lake, and | joined him beginning in 1972. We purchased a second parcel of beachfront property
on Duck Lake because we wanted to have as much of the peace, tranquility and escape from our hectic city lives as we
could afford. We are constantly threatened by environmental issues (congestion, air and water pollution, traffic, airport
noise) living in the seven county metropolitan area as we do. We treasure the time we spend each summer on Duck
Lake, enjoying swimming and fishing in the clear spring-fed water. The threat of contamination of this pristine piece of
paradise through the installation of an oil pipeline that will run almost directly next to Duck Lake on the northern end is
very painful to us as seasonal residents of Duck Lake. It is mind boggling that the route taking the proposed oil pipeline
directly through the Straight River aquifer, in sandy and porous soils, is even being proposed--it is outrageous! If this
pipeline is built, and God forbid, there is a leak, and Enbridge continues their process of inspecting the pipelines from
the air, how long would it take for them to discover a leak before it reaches the groundwater and contaminates the lakes

in the region? Why take the risk?

Mitigation: If a pipeline must be built, then the alternative route which follows the route of Enbridge-Alliance natural gas
pipeline corridor from North Dakota across the southeastern quarter of Minnesota through lowa and lllinois to the
Chicago area is by far a much more reasonable route to avoid the high risk groundwater areas that are much more
prevalent in the lakes region of central Minnesota and the Mississippi headwaters. By building the Sandpiper pipeline in
this alternate route, Enbridge would avoid the soils that the MPCA has identified as being most susceptible to
groundwater contamination.

Submission date: Tue Apr 29 14:38:37 2014
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May 25, 2014

Larry Hartman, Environmental Review Manager
Energy Environmental Review and Analysis
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7" Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Enbridge Pipeline Route, Docket Number PL-6668/PPL/PPL-13-474
Honorable Commissioners:

| am opposed to Enbridge Pipeline’s (North Dakota Pipeline Co) LLC’s proposed southern route
for the Sandpipe Pipeline.

Routing the pipeline through Minnesota’s lakes district could cause major environmental harm
to a relatively untouched haven and seriously damage tourism for the state.

My sentiments are personal. My family traveled yearly to our cabin on Island Lake in Park
Rapids for 40 years, before my parents sold it in 1996. My best vacation memories as a child
and also yearly vacations with my own children were at Island Lake, and the possibility of it
being affected by an oil spill in the area is unconscionable. The natural forests and lakes, along
with hundreds of animal, fish and bird species that reside there could forever be threatened.

If deemed necessary, the pipeline should go through an area that would not jeopardize the
Mississippi headwaters and the lakes, streams and rivers of Hubbard County and northern
Minnesota. Please protect the sacred grounds near ltaska State Park and ensure that the area
will be free of toxins and oil so that our children and grand children can grow up experiencing
the unpolluted beauty of the Minnesota lakes in Hubbard County.

Sincerely,

Barb Uran
3812 Jones St
Sioux City, IA 51104
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Please subimit comments at meeting to EERA staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: lamry hartman@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109

Electronic Submittal: hitp://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.itm|?projectld=33599
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Please submit comments at meeting to EERA staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: larry.hartman(@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109

Electronic Submittal: hitp://mn.gov/commerce/encrgyfacilities/publicComments.itm]?projectld=33599
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Please submit comments at meeting to FERA staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: lamryhartman(@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109
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Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: LOU VIETTI <bearisle@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 10:24 PM
To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Dockets 13-473 and 13-474

Dear Mr. Hartman, We understand that you are an important part of the approval process for the Enbridge
Sandpiper pipeline project. Enbridge has a history of pipeline spills that causes us great concern. Their
proposed route through the Spire Valley area just north of Outing, Minnesota, goes through an area that is
documented by the state as having some of the cleanest water in the state. A spill in that area would have
disastrous consequences for water quality in the watershed. We own property in that watershed. We urge
you to require a full environmental impact study for this route, as well as for any others considered. We also
ask that you consider a route not through the cleanest water area of the state. We also urge you to require
Enbridge to use the latest and safest technology available for their pipeline, something we understand they
have not always done in previous projects, and that you require monitoring of the safety of the pipeline,
whatever route is eventually used. We appreciate your concern for the environmental impact this pipeline
project will have on our beautiful state. Thank you for your consideration. Sincerely, Patricia Lahti and Louis

Vietti



COMMENT ON PROPOSED SANDPIPER PIPELINE
Attn: Larry Hartman,
Environmental Review Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce
St Paul, Minnesota

Docket number 13-474

Mr. Hartman,

The Commission is faced with a big decision. The timing of the proposal is crucial. It is
crucial because global warming is finally being understood and the characteristics of the
oil that would be carried in this pipeline are ones that would have maximum global
warming impact. The other crucial timing element is that we are finally getting a handle
of the actual quantity of quality water in Minnesota. We have always believed the state
has a lot, almost a superfluity, of good quality surface and ground water. However, as we
have better monitored the quality and quantity of water resources we have discovered that
the quantity is less than we believed and the quality is degraded in too many places and
with too many known and unknown contaminants.

Many areas of the state do not have enough water to sustain the industries currently
operating there, much less new business. We are learning that availability of water is a
larger factor in business locating here than tax level or structure. As the State is finally
testing the quality of groundwater in more parts of the state and for more contaminants,
we are discovering shocking levels of degradation.

The proposed route of the Sandpiper Pipeline runs through land rich with surface and
underground water resources. The area that will be affected by the proposed pipeline if
the proposed route is approved is an area with water in good quality and quantity. It’s an
area that should be avoided. Breaks in the line are inevitable. No matter where the
inevitable breaks occur, water resources will be affected. Breaks near waterways will be
catastrophic. Breaks affecting groundwater will have incalculable long term bad effects.

In many of the areas that will be affected, the impact will fall on native peoples, their
livelihoods, their life styles, their sovereignty. This is insupportable. Nondegradation of
waters must be paramount for the decisionmakers.

These truths mandate rejection of the current proposed route and consideration of other
routes. One example is the 29/94 route—it is much more easily monitored to protect
water resources that are less vulnerable than the lakes and rivers area of the current

proposed route.

Sincerely,

Dwight Wagenius

4804 11™ Ave S, Minneapolis, MN 55417
612-822-3347
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Please submit comments at meeting to EERA staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: larry hartman(@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 Fax: 651-539-0109

Electronic Submittal: http:/mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.html?project]ld=33599
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Please submit comments at meeting to EERA. staff or send to:

Larry B. Hartman

Energy Environmental Review and Analysis Email: larry.hartman@state.mn.us
Department of Commerce Toll Free: 800-657-3794
85 7" Place East, Suite 500 Voice:  651-538-1839
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Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Thomas Waterman <thos.waterman@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 2:30 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Comments on Proposed Sandpiper Pipeline
Attachments: PUC Ltr_053014.docx

Mr. Hartman,

Please find attached a letter addressed to you containing my comments regarding Docket 13-474 and the
Sandpiper pipeline. Thank you for the opportunity to provide input.

Regards,

Tom Waterman
Houston, Texas
713-705-8950



May 30, 2014

Mr. Larry Hartman

Environmental Review Manager

Energy Environment Review and Analysis
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7th Place East

Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Larry.hartman@state.mn.us

Re.: Docket 13-474

Dear Mr. Hartman,

| am a seasonal resident of Hubbard County Minnesota. Four generations of my family have
enjoyed seasonal residency since 1950. The proposal by Enbridge to build the Sandpiper
pipeline and the additional Line 3 rebuild took us and many seasonal residents by surprise. | am

writing to comment on the Enbridge proposal and the topics open for comment at this time as
provided in the rules of the Public Utilities Commission of Minnesota (PUC).

Proposed Route

| favor the alternative routes described by the Friends of the Headwaters in their letter to the
PUC. | oppose Enbridge’s proposed route because it passes through the area of the state of
Minnesota most susceptible to ground water contamination. The route being proposed by
Enbridge is totally advantageous to the company, but the risk could not be higher for the state
and the counties through which it passes. The proposed route exposes pristine Minnesota Lake
Country to potential irrecoverable environmental disaster. The company states it will be totally
responsible for any leaks or spills. However, their environmental record is dismal. According to
reports, they have delayed repairs of corroded pipe; failed to respond to alarms set off by
systems they manage; not informed local emergency personnel about the type of oil carried in
the pipeline, and failed to complete clean-ups of spills. In this case, the people of the Lake

Country cannot afford to rely on this company’s future performance.



Human and environmental impacts that should be studied in the Comparative

Environmental Analysis

| believe this pipeline deserves a more thorough assessment than the abbreviated Comparative
Environmental Analysis (CEA) performed by Enbridge. It is foolhardy to expect the corporation
to provide anything close to a balanced analysis of the route or the risks. That said, some of the
most important issues for study are those related to both economic and environmental impacts
of spills, including threat of spills, on rivers, lakes, wetlands, groundwater aquifers, aquatic and
terrestrial wildlife. The risk of a leak or spill is no longer whether they will happen, but when,
how much and how often. The introduction of the heavier and more volatile types of oil being
proposed for transport by Enbridge further increases the risk of spills and the cost of mitigation.

Some damages from these spills will be irreversible.

In addition, the level and availability of emergency personnel along the pipeline is a major
concern. In the Lake Country, emergency response teams will be challenged significantly to
deal with a major spill. Also, the ability of Enbridge to respond and their history of response

must be assessed as well.

Methods to address these impacts that should be studied in the Comparative Environmental

Analysis

This pipeline decision deserves a thorough Environmental Impact Study. A CEA does not
adequately address the level of risk assumed by the people living in the Lake Country. They
deserve an analysis that fully addresses 1) Comparative impacts of spills for alternate routes; 2)
comparative results and impact of predictable spills to groundwater aquifers; and 3)

comparative results of worst-case spill scenarios.

Summary

Approval of this pipeline proposal is a decision resting with the members of the PUC. They have
the responsibility to assess the risks and rewards of the proposed pipeline and decide whether
to approve or deny all or part of Enbridge’s proposal. The risks to Minnesota and its people are

too great if they approve the proposed pipeline and its route as currently presented by



Enbridge. Members, please tell Enbridge to find another route that does not endanger

Minnesota’s Lake Country resources and its tourism industry for which the state is renowned.

Respectfully,

Tom Waterman

Houston, Texas



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Darril Wegscheid <djwegscheid@earthlink.net>

Sent: Wednesday, May 28, 2014 9:52 AM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Cc: Mary Kowalski

Subject: Enbridge Pipeline - This desperately needs optional routes and EIS for the comparison
May 27,2014

Mr. Larry Hartman, Environmental Review Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7" Place East, Suite 500

St Paul, MN, 55101

Dear Mr. Hartman,

My husband and I have owned property on Lake Roosevelt (Cass / Crow Wing Counties) for the past 15 years. I
have been on the Lake Association Board for 15 years - six of those years I have served as president. We are
strong environmental stewards and consider the manner in which you are allowing the Sandpiper pipeline
process to proceed is disgraceful and potentially threatening to the most premier lakes in the state with
apparently very little concern for their future.

The proposed Pipeline-Southern Corridor route will run through some of the most pristine and valuable land in
the state. It appears to the property owners and stewards of these unique lakes that the reality of leaks is
inevitable with safety and prevention requirements minimal and little or no accounting for the poor track record

of Enbridge as a pipeline company.

It is out understanding that the project is being rushed - not taking time to do the appropriate Environmental
Impact Study (EIS) on the Southern corridor route as well as the other routes proposed. Data have been
incomplete or misused as in the case of wetlands measurements documented by Enbridge vs. those documented
by the DNR. The DNR 35 pages report should automatically call for an Environmental Impact Study.

Given the environmental damage record of Enbridge Energy Company, it is our request that you serve the
citizens of the state of MN by completing a complete Environmental Impact Study of the preferred route as well
as at least two other alternative routes. We request that you require a maintenance bond of significant monies to
off-set the cost of repair that will result from the inevitable leakage.

We also request that you consider the 29/94 routes, as it would be more easily monitored whereas the current
preferred route has many areas where monitoring will be very difficult.

Please consider the most valuable resources this state lays claim to as you make careful progress and use solid
stewardship for the long-term legacy of this state’s uniquely gifted natural resources as well as serving the oil
needs of other states and beyond.

Respectfully submitted,



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Irene Weis <ilweis@arvig.net>

Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 3:14 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: Public Utilities Commission (PUC) Docket Number PL-6668/PPL-13-474
Attachments: Public Comment Letter dated 5-30-2014.docx

Dear Mr. Hartman:

I am forwarding this letter without attachment. | am mailing a copy with attachments today.
Irene L. Weis

18937 County 40

Park Rapids, MN

218-732-8271



May 30, 2014

Larry Hartman

Environmental Review Manager
Environmental Review and Analysis (EERA)
Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7" Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101

Re: Public Utilities Commission (PUC)
Docket Number PL-6668/PPL-13-474

Dear Mr. Hartman:

| am a resident of Hubbard County, Minnesota. | live and work a few miles from the Enbridge
Sandpiper proposed pipeline route. | am an active member of the Big Sand Lake Association
and Hubbard County Coalition of Lake Associations. | am a Supervisor on the Lake Emma
Township Board. | object to the proposed Sandpiper pipeline route. This is the Enbridge route
through the Headwaters, lake country, wetlands, and the shallow, already-compromised
Straight River aquifer.

My objection to the route focuses on avoiding the Mississippi Headwaters, the lake country
with its fragile wetlands, shallow aquifers and wild rice beds.

The Enbridge proposed route offers the highest susceptibility of contamination. See Water
Contamination Susceptibility - Minnesota Pollution Control Agency in 1989.

Friends of the Headwaters proposed several alternate routes to the Public Utilities
Commission, making sure that all of the submitted routes avoided Minnesota’s Headwaters
and lake country. The rationale for these routes (included on the PUC e-docket) focuses on
avoiding wild rice beds, fragile wetlands, shallow aquifers, lake country, and the Mississippi

Headwaters.

The proposed alternate routes utilize already existing pipeline corridors and provide Enbridge
with the opportunity to connect the Sandpiper and Line 3 “rebuild” with existing Enbridge

operations.

The notion that Enbridge “has” to go to Superior is not a contention they can prove with any
rationale they want to share (since their preference for expedient routes and huge profits
shouldn’t really be a factor in the PUC’s approval process). Maybe the insistence of Enbridge
for the Superior destination is a prelude to the oil industry’s interest in Great Lakes shipping?
Or a sign of reliance on overseas markets?

The EPA’s predictions around pipeline failure probability are summed up in this statement:
One incident (leak/spill/rupture) per every 30 miles of pipeline over the pipeline’s lifespan.

It is in the best interest of the state, counties, townships, cities and businesses along the
proposed route, and the public (collectively, the “Stakeholders”) that the natural resources
in the area of Enbridge’s proposed Southern Preferred Route or Northern Route be protected
to the maximum extent possible to prevent the potential for “significant environmental
effects” from a leak, spill, fire or other environmental harm from the Sandpiper Pipeline on



the Mississippi, Straight and other rivers; lakes which are some of the clearest and cleanest in
Minnesota; wetland; the Straight River aquifer which is shallow and in sandy porous soils;
groundwater; and the wild rice waters. All of these natural resources are extremely
vulnerable, sensitive, unique and valuable resources of the Stakeholders and, as such,
Alternate Routes A, B, C and D (attached) should be considered as the Sandpiper Pipeline
Route so that such natural resources receive the greatest protection possible from any
environmental or human harm caused by construction, operation and maintenance of the
Sandpiper Pipeline.

All of these alternate routes move the Sandpiper Pipeline Route out of the high risk land and
waters of central and northern Minnesota, move the potential of oil spills away from the Lake
Superior basin, either tie into the Enbridge system in Illinois or connect to the refineries in
Minneapolis-St Paul or to pipeline systems in the Twin Cities metro area that would connect
across Wisconsin to the primary Enbridge pipeline corridor running northwest to southeast
down through Wisconsin, and the routes attempt to utilize existing energy corridors as much
as possible.

Therefore, | am requesting that a full Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) be done before
the decision is made. | believe that when all factors are studied and considered, one of the
alternate routes would more prevent permanent significant environmental effect.

Thank you for considering my request.

Irene L. Weis

18937 County 40

Park Rapids, MN 56470
218-732-8271

ilweis@arvig. net



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From:

Sent:

To:

Subject:
Attachments:

LISA PILOT
Investigator

Contact, Commissioner (COMM)

Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:52 PM

Hartman, Larry (COMM)

FW: Comments on proposed pipeline route
Proposed pipeline comments.pdf

Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7t Place East, Suite 500, Saint Paul, MN 55101

P: 651.539.1646

MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF

COMMERCE

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use of the individual(s) named above. Information in this e-mail or
any attachment may be confidential or otherwise protected from disclosure by state or federal law. Any unauthorized use,
dissemination, or copying of this message is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please refrain from reading this e-mail
or any attachments and notify the sender immediately. Please destroy all copies of this communication.

From: Randy Wenthold [mailto:randy@wentnorth.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 29, 2014 1:46 PM
To: Contact, Commissioner (COMM)
Subject: Comments on proposed pipeline route

Since your page for specific comments regarding the pipeline does not allow one to be submitted,
please accept my comments in the attached file as copied from the section.

Thanks,
Randy Wenthold



Public comments Page 1 of 2

Department of Commerce
energy
| Our Sites V|

* Facebook

+ Twitter

* RSS

» GovDelivery

Share or Print This Page
Public Comments

Thank you for taking the time to supply public comments for this project. Filling out this form and pressing submit
will send your comments to the project manager and register them in the project's public record. Please refrain
from using profanity in your comments, as these words may cause your submission to be flagged as spam and not
submitted.

Please note, this comment form is solely for open comment periods where comments are directed to the
Department of Commerce, Office of Energy Security. Some comments during the permitting process may need to
be directed to other agencies, e.g., the Office of Administrative Hearings. Please check the applicable notice for
the appropriate place to send comments. See Notices, Press Releases, and Meetings.

Project

The following projects are open for comment. What project would you like to comment on?
]Sandpiper Pipeline Project / North Dakota Pipeline Company LLC (NDPC) (Scoping) v

Contact
Information

First name *

‘randy ‘
Last name *

|wenthold ]
Address

38771 189th ave J
City *

Imenahga j
State

[

Zip code

56464

County

|Wadena County v

Email

Irandy@wentnorth.com

Phone

612-817-4873 [

http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/publicComments.html?projectld=33599 5/27/2014



Public comments Page 2 of 2

Comments T T i e R

Impacts
Please share your comments on the potential issues and impacts that should be considered in the

environmental document to be prepared for this project. If you are commenting on a draft environmental
document that has already been issued (e.g., draft EIS, draft site permit), what issues and impacts need to
be further addressed?

Hello,

I am a chemical engineer and normally supportive of A
¢il exploration projects. This pipeline plan can be

very dangerous to the MN environment given the crudes
increased flammable composition. Pipelines crossing
beautiful rivers that connect to lakes in the Hubbard
area or others then connection to Superior for

transport through the Great lakes becomes another
obvious environmental accident waiting to be

developed.

The oil exploration and consequent use are without
question required however transport to processing
facilities should not be pursued as proposed by this
project due to risk. Please consider alternate plans (V]
that may include a new refinery constructed near the

Mitigation
Please share your comments on how the issues and impacts you've listed might be mitigated. If this is a

project with a route, are there alternate routes or route segments that should be considered that would
mitigate impacts? If so, please describe them. If this is a project with a site, are there altemate sites that
should be considered that would mitigate impacts? If so, please describe them.
all risks for this project could be mitigated if a

new refinery were to be constructed near the wells in
order to not regquire crude transportation across

state lines and then use Great Lakes shipping routes.
An alternative would be a crude pipeline route to the
refinery located on the east side of Minneapolis.

This refinery could be expanded to process the crude
if needed. Certainly a route for this effort could be
established that would present less risk to MN lakes
and rivers vs. what is being proposed.

submit

http://mn. gov/commcrce/energyfacilities/publicComments.himI ?projectld=33599 5/27/2014



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Inez Westbrock <inezalthea@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, May 05, 2014 9:18 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: PUC Docket Numbers (13-474)

The Sandpiper pipeline project poses significant risk to our land our water and our people. We need to be a
steward of the environment for our future children and grandchildren. Please decline the request by Enbridge to
proceed in this venture that benefits no one but them. It is time for us to look at all the damage that can be
caused by hydraulic fracturing. Please do not allow them to destroy our state. Minnesota land is a prized
possession that we should not take for granted. Visit North dakota and see what has happened to the land and
the people. We do not have the infrastructure that can prevent a pipe bursting and it will happen it is just a
matter of time. Please do not support PUC Dockett Numbers (13-474).

INEZ BAKER-WESTBROCK
CHISAGO CITY MN 55013
651.257.9454



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: em westerlund <ewesterl@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2014 9:40 AM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: PUC Docket Number (13-474)

To the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission:

I am writing today to express my opposition to and concerns about the proposed Enbridge Sandpiper Pipeline
Project. Increasingly, we are seeing oil pipelines fail, with leaks and spills not being found or mitigated for
days or even weeks. In addition, the extension of the pipeline over Northeastern Minnesota risks rich peatlands,
wild rice lakes, wetlands, and other sensitive ecosystems that should be protected. Of further concern are the
issues related to fracking in the Bakken oil fields, which is where much of the oil traveling through the pipeline
would be derived from. Fracking is an environmentally unsustainable practice, and the pipeline is an extension
of that environmental unsustainability. Minnesota's natural resources are for everyone to enjoy and protect, and
should not be put at risk for the gain of private enterprise.

The Native rights organization Honor the Earth has submitted an alternate route which would avoid the rich
ecosystems that the current route goes through. Existing right of way corridors could be utilized to prevent
further needless degradation of the environment. Thicker pipeline construction materials should be considered,
in addition to increasing the frequency of monitoring of the pipeline. Enbridge should also be required to
address spills promptly (something that they have not done in the past) and be held accountable to the

public. the spill in the Kalamazoo River still has not been completely addressed by the corporation and should

be immediately.

We should also consider stopping the construction of the pipeline entirely, for the health and safety of our land.
natural resources, and plant, animal, and human communities. This would be my preference, but realistically it
may not be achievable. Still, a move away from fracking and burning fossil fuels is the direction we must go as
a nation to mitigate climate change and carbon levels. I encourage the PUC to consider these factors as well.

Em Westerlund
1514 Jefferson St
Duluth, Minnesota



Rice, Robin (PUC)

From: Becky Wheeler <rjwheel@kmtel.com>

Sent: Thursday, April 03, 2014 8:10 PM

To: #PUC_Public Comments

Subject: The Docket number is 13-473 for the Certificate of Need and 13-474 for the Route
Permit

Mike And Becky Wheeler
60661 231 Ave
Mantorville, MN 55955

April 3, 2014

Larry Hartman, Environmental Review Manager
Energy Environmental review and Analysis (EERA)
Minnesota Departmant Of Commerce

85 7th Place East, Suite 500

St Paul, MN 55101

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

Honorable Commissioners:

My wife and | are opposed to Enbridge Pipeline's (North Dakota Pipeline Company) LLC's proposed southern route for the
Sandpiper Pipeline.

We live in southeastern Minnesota but have a seasonal cabin on Duck Lake in Hubbard/ Wadena county. The reason we
chose this area, like thousands of others, is because of the pristine lake water in the area. The proposed Enbridge
Sandpiper and Line will run within a quarter mile of Duck Lake. When that pipe line leaks into the sandy soil the lake and
water table will be ruined.

Itasca State Park and surrounding area and lakes will be put in peril if these pipe lines are allowed to follow this proposed
route. One half a million people visit Itasca park each year.

Why would our state allow big oil to place one of our states largest tourism assets in peril?

Enbridge may promise that they would clean up any leaks or spills but the damage will have already been done. | think we
all learned this after Valdez in Alaska and the southern coast disasters.

It seems more logical to follow the existing Enbridge main line system.

For these reasons , if the Sandpiper line 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.

Sincerely,

Mike and Becky Wheeler



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: cc white <ccwhitel4388@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 10:49 AM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: PUC Docket Numbers (13-474)

Regarding: PUC Docket Numbers (13-474) Enbridge Sandpiper Pipeline

Dear Mr. Hartman,

I attended the meeting in Park Rapids last month, and have been reading and listening extensively to the
information about the Sandpiper pipeline proposed to run through Hubbard County.

My family has had property on Long Lake since 1929 and my grandparents started a small tree farm on 100
acres which we have now donated an easement to the Minnesota Land Trust so that it will stay as a green

space. This is my family's legacy and our duty.

I don't have expertise to know much about the details of this proposal, but am extremely worried about the spills
and leaks into this watershed. I live only 10 or 15 miles from the route. But all this water is connected. The
beaver pond in the tree farm is connected by underground water to the Straight River. My drinking water is
connected. This is proven by how quickly nitrates spread from the farm lands.

Therefore..I would like to add my voice to the idea that there should be another route instead of through this
watershed management district (as defined by the DNR). As I look at a map of northern Minnesota it seems
that a route much further south or further north would effect a fewer number of lakes and rivers and therefore

underground aquifers.

I do not think that our engineering skills are good enough to protect from all leaks and accidents. We need to
improve the technology a lot to take that chance.

Please pay very close attention to the geological reports about this area especially the one mentioned during the
hearing in Park Rapids. This land is unique and it is our responsibility to protect it.

Thank you for extending the time for our seasonal residences to respond and thank you for your thoughtful
consideration of these matters.

Carolynne (CC) White
"I learn only to be Contented" from inscription in Ryoan-Ji Temple rock garden

14388 Chippewa Loop
Park Rapids, MN 56470
218-732-9819
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Larry Hartman

Environmental Review and thagement Analysis
EERA

Minnesota Department of Conservation

85 7" Place East

St Paul, Minnesota 55101

Re DUC/Docket #13-474

Dear Mr. Harman:

L

I am writing to add my voice to the others who have written to you regarding and
protesting the proposed construction of an oil pipe line and possible pumping
station south of Long Lake in Hubbard, Minnesota.

I am sure you’ve heard the many arguments against such the likely possibility of
disaster to the soil and water in and around this lake. This would adversely
affect all the property owners in the area—not just around the lake, but
certainly including the lake’s permanent residents and the vacation property
owners (who, as you know pay vast amounts in property taxes). In fact, it would
certainly hurt the tourism economy in northern Minnesota in general should the
soil and lake water become poisoned by gas leaks.

Surely there is a better place for such a pipe line. Perhaps north of Park
Rapids where fewer people might be impacted. But Itaska State Park must also be
protected since it is one of the most important treasure of the state of
Minnesota.

As far as I know no vacation property owners were notified about such a possible
disastrous project. I don’t even know if permanent residents were notified.

We urge your careful consideration before acting!

Sincerely,
IV ey [Pesety (L 04
Mary Beth Wilk

16302 Deer View Road
Park Rapids, Minnesota 564790



Hartman, Larry (COMM)

From: Marcia Winters <marcia.winters@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, May 23, 2014 8:44 PM

To: Hartman, Larry (COMM)

Subject: PUC Docket Numbers (13-474)

Larry,

| am sending this comment in response to PUC Docket Numbers (13-474).

The sandpiper pipeline across northern Minnesota should not happen. This is a beautiful land that is
still pristine with valuable clean water. Oil spills are frequent and devastating. Why should we risk
the valuable pristine land and equally valuable clean water? There is less and less clean water
available to sustain life. Clean water is more valuable than the oil to the preservation of life. We must
be willing to say "No" to the big oil interests to preserve the last few pure water sources.

Water is essential to sustaining life. Help us protect what remains of the pure water resources left in

this country.

Thanks,
Marcia Winters, Keene, NH
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