












From: Lin James
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Pipeline
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 11:55:49 AM

I sent a link on Facebook for a petition to sign plus also jamie's e mail if that helps make it a
little easier to comment.....plus a website with talking points.

Sent from my Verizon Wireless 4G LTE smartphone

mailto:lin_nature@hotmail.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us
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Ingrid Kimball

From: Lin James <lin_nature@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 8:34 AM
To: MacAlister, Jamie (COMM)
Subject: EIS Enbridge pipeline

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: Purple Category

Dear Jamie, 
 
I'm a concerned citizen who does NOT want an Enbridge pipeline from North Dakota to Wisconsin through 
Minnesota.  It could be very disastrous for our pristine lakes and shores if there were an oil spill.  PLEASE do 
not let this happen.  I do not trust that they will ensure this doesn't happen.  In actuality, there is NO WAY 
they can insure it will not happen. 
 
Thank you,  
Lin James 
6463 Whitetail Rd. N.E. 
Bemidji, MN 56601 
 
218‐368‐6741    



From: Jon Jennings
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 8:15:50 PM

I am for the pipeline. Those that are against it must not drive cars or heat homes with fuel oil.

Virus-free. www.avast.com

mailto:jennings@gvtel.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us
https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=emailclient&utm_term=icon
https://www.avast.com/sig-email?utm_medium=email&utm_source=link&utm_campaign=sig-email&utm_content=emailclient&utm_term=link




From: bwj4@comcast.net
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Sandpiper EIS scoping comments
Date: Monday, May 23, 2016 7:20:49 PM

 
The Big Sandy Lake Association (Big Sandy Lake, Aitkin County) requests that the following
be included in the scoping of the Sandpiper EIS:

Include the entirety of the project, from source to market. System alternatives
(especially SA-04 and the original SA-03) must be included in the EIS.
Solicit input from federal agencies (such as the Corps of Engineers, Fish and Wildlife,
EPA, USGS), the affected Ojibwe bands of Minnesota, and the Minnesota DNR and
MPCA.
Include an economic analysis of the need for additional oil transportation through
Minnesota.
Include tar sand oil clean-up plans, including spill modeling under worst-case-scenario
weather conditions. For example, if there is a tar-sands spill in the Big Sandy watershed
in Aitkin County in the middle of winter, what is the clean-up plan? How will this affect
wild rice beds in this area? Drinking water? 
In Section 4.4.3.5, include the Big Sandy Lake area of Aitkin County. 
Include findings from the National Academies of Science report, “Spills of Diluted
Bitumen from Pipelines. ”  
Ensure that the EIS follows MEPA law.

Thank you from our lake association membership of over 450 households on Big Sandy Lake.
 

Bruce Johnson,
President
Big Sandy Lake Association

mailto:bwj4@comcast.net
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us


From: David Johnson
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Sandpiper & Line 3
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 7:15:57 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
 
I am David Johnson, resident of Long Lost Lake Township, Clearwater County, Minnesota.  I am writing in
support of the following pipeline projects. 

Sandpiper:  PL-6668/CN-13-473 and PPL-13-474

Line 3:  PL-9/CN-14-916 and PPL-15-137

The alternative means of transportation (railcars) is much more dangerous than pipelines.  The country
needs the fuels developed by the oil and is the only way the United States will become self-sufficient. 
The objections to the pipelines are hard to be believed since their only objection is based upon what
might happen.  Without anything to back them up I must reject their objections as not in the best interests
of the United States and only serve to implement their "no oil usage because of climate change"
narrative.  Natural resources are meant to be used.  Let's get on with these projects so we don't have to
depend upon unfriendly nations to supply our energy.

David Johnson
12348 McKenzie Rd
Bagley, MN  56621
 
218-657-2853
 

 

mailto:longlostlake@gvtel.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us






 

 

May 24, 2016 

 

Jamie MacAlister 

Minnesota Deptartment of Commerce 

85 7th Place, Suite 500 

Saint Paul, MN 55101 

 

Dear Ms. MacAlister: 

I am a life long Minnesotan writing to defend our precious natural water resources we are so blessed to 
have in our care. The draft scoping document brought forward by the Department of Commerce is 
concerning on many levels.  The posturing of DOC staff at  public meetings is also of great concern, as 
citizens look to our state officials to provide a fair and unbiased assessment of the Sandpiper and Line 3 
proposals.  

From the start, the purpose of the project is flawed in that it is based on increasing oil production which 
actually is significantly declining both in the Bakken and Alberta Tar Sands. The unpredictability of these 
markets and expected continued declining market would raise an additional concern of stranded 
pipeline infrastructure if these projects are built.  

The purpose statement to move oil from the Bakken to Superior, WI is also flawed.  This  allows 
Enbridge to demand a specific route to meet the company's  private purpose for their preferred 
business plan. This does NOT speak to public purpose for this project.  This ignores the need to protect 
our state's priceless resources which are renowned and provide the basis for our economy. Minnesota's 
resources deserve to have system alternatives,  SA-04 and SA-03,  evaluated which would provide a 
safe alternative to these projects should there be a determination of need for a project. MEPA demands 
that safer alternatives be included in this EIS.  

The DOC is failing this state by not listening to the the concerns and recommendations of both the 
Deptartment of Natural Resources and the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency when they expressed 
concerns about the companies preferred route in previous docket proceedings.  Yet, these agencies 
expertise were ignored in previous proceedings and the DOC has set up a Memorandum of 
Understanding with these agencies where they can again choose to ignore or subjugate their input in 
the current proceedings. This is unacceptable.    

Did the DOC fail to provide  an appropriate bidding and vetting process for environmental work on this 



project when they chose Cardno?   An October 7, 2011 article in the New York Times, "Pipeline Review 
is Faced with a Question of Conflict," by Elisabeth Rosenthaland Dan Frosch, gives reason for great 
concern as we look at Cardno being brought in on this project.    The article stated, "E.P.A. has 
criticized two prior draft environmental impact statements prepared by Cardno Entrix on the Keystone 
as "inadequate and providing insufficient information."   

Unfortunately,  evidence suggests by the direction of this draft EIS Scoping Document, that the EIS will 
not meet MEPA law and will again provide an environmental study which is largely at the directive of 
Enbridge. Enbridge is given control over much of the information that will inform this study. For, 
example, Enbridge will provide the field study data for it's route and there will be no field study data 
done for system alternatives. Does this indicate safer alternatives will be generally ignored?  Enbridge 
will provide data on maximum spill volume estimates at 7 undisclosed sites.  Why are these spill study 
sites NOT identified in this document?  Are they in fact benign sites that will not provide information 
on the true consequences of a spill or rupture?  Do these chosen sites ignore our most treasured 
resources? When this information is kept away from the public, it creates questions? There certainly 
should be a worse case scenario spill study done for the Headwaters area where the pipe crosses the 
infant Mississippi in two locations. Will there be a spill study of the sensitive aquifer in Park Rapids? Will 
there be a spill study site near the most productive wild rice sites?   

Why is the DOC reluctant to bring in a panel of experts to assist with this EIS?  Having such a panel 
involved in this process would speak to a committment to ensure a comprehensive and unbiased  
environmental review which would protect our resource.  There is no inclusion in this scoping 
document of an evaluation of the effects of a Dilbit spill in our watered environment. This is an 
unconscionable ommission and  speaks to a lack of understanding of this threat to our environment or 
worse an intention to omit an evalutation of this grave threat to our environmnet.  

Public trust was discussed at the recent EQB meeting.  It was greatly disheartening when Mr. Grant 
stated that holding a public open house would be planned to build public trust.  As a citizen who has 
attended many public hearings and meetings, open house meetings are viewed as a forum to promote 
the project.  To build public trust,  a serious and thoughtful process to provide a MEPA compliant EIS 
which will be based on unbiased science with involvement of the State' s agencies charged protection of 
our environmental resources, the MPCA and the DNR along with appropriate scientific evidence 
provided by  experts not tied to the project proposer  being included is the key.  

 

Sincerely,  

Deanna Johnson 

15559 Explorer Circle 

Park Rapids, MN 56470 
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Ingrid Kimball

From: Glenn Johnson <dgjohnson@wiktel.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2016 12:58 PM
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Comments on Enbridge pipeline

  The Enbridge pipeline has always been fair and cooperative to deal with during the past fifty (50) years over the land 
we own in Pennington County, Mn.  They always make personal contact by phone when they need to do a dig or travel 
across the right of way.  Enbridge pipeline always paid for crop damage and always paid for specific access over land the 
pipeline did not have right‐of‐way.  We are especially gratified to know Enbridge pipeline is replacing Line #3 to replace 
the use of an older pipeline.  Sincerely, Glenn Johnson 



From: Greg and Mary Johnson
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Sandpiper and Line 3 comments
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 10:35:56 PM
Attachments: maydoccomments.pdf

mailto:gregmary41jfam@gmail.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us



Department of Commerce
State of Minnesota


Re:  Comments on Scoping for EIS on Sandpiper and Line 3


We provided comments during the public scoping hearing in Little Falls in late April and want to 
provide additional comments before the public input period ends.  Our comments in Little Falls 
were limited by the short amount of time given for individual comments even though there was 
more than enough time to allow longer comments.


Since the scoping is for both proposed pipelines, it is difficult to specifically address each line.  
First, they have different public purpose and both must by delineated before scoping can be 
done for the EIS.  Sandpiper oil is produced in the Bakken formation and the public purpose is 
to move the oil to several Marathon midwestern refineries and on to the Gulf Coast for export.  
This does not necessitate moving the oil through Clearbrook and Superior.  All alternates that 
move the oil to Potoka, Illinois should be considered as part of that economic purpose.


The public purpose of Line 3 is to increase the capacity of the existing line 3 and move the oil 
from Alberta Canada to the Gulf Coast for export.  The need for increased tar sands oil in other 
areas of the country cannot be substantiated.  Replacement in the current line 3 corridor should 
be high on the list of alternatives for two reasons.  First, if it is indeed a replacement, then it 
should go in the same corridor.  Second, the abandonment places uncertainty on liability for 
future generations and the current state of the environment in and around the current line with 
its many leaks and repairs over the past years.  There is no need for this oil to flow through 
Superior to get to the Gulf Coast.


Secondly, the EIS for each line has to answer fundamentally different questions as the chemical 
nature of both substances is very different.  Bakken oil is light crude and will need very different 
analysis for worst case spillage and remediation scenarios while tar sands oils are very heavy 
and after dilutants evaporate the oil will sink requiring vastly different spillage and remediation 
scenarios.  The corridor proposed by Enbridge crosses many streams and wetlands (some of 
the last remaining pristine wetlands in the state).  Worst case spillage analysis should include 
these areas and spillage occurring in both summer and winter.  Similar scenarios  need to be 
done for the alternate routes as well to determine the best case methods for both oils in different 
topographies.


Third, the scoping must include economic impact of these pipelines in more than the value of 
temporary jobs and future property tax streams.  The cost of oil production and use for global 
warming and its impact on our countries goals to be met for CO2 reduction must be considered.  
In addition, the value of water and undisturbed natural environment must be given realistic 
values.  The Pine River Watershed is the number 1 watershed in the state for water quality and 
for preservation for both source and drinking water.  Economic value needs to be developed for 
both keeping and endangering this vital resource.  Economic value also needs to be developed 
and used to determine the loss of property value, jobs, etc. should a spill occur in the watershed 
or affect the Whitefish chain of lakes.  Economic impact on native American use of water, wild 
rice and treaty rights needs to be included.







Fourth, this is not a Minnesota only project.  It includes Canada, North Dakota, Wisconsin, the 
Federal Government and potentially other states.  We should not treat this scoping document as 
a total project but rather as a small part of a much larger project and the DOC should include 
and use all available sources of assistance.  In particular you should use the Federal agencies 
that will ultimately need to approve the project to give scoping input and economic evaluation 
assistance.  You should also rely in a more comprehensive manner on the expertise available 
from the Minnesota PCA and DNR.  Additionally, with the Dakota Access pipeline construction 
beginning from Williston to Illinois, this must be considered in determining public purpose and 
alternatives corridors for Sandpiper.


Fifth, we presented a report on co-locating pipelines and overhead transmission lines.  This is of 
special concern for the route proposed by Enbridge as much of this route is co-located and in 
wetlands with high soil conductivity.  Special expert input should be obtained in evaluating this 
high risk potential for the proposed routing.


You have a very demanding and challenging project in front of you and we hope you will keep 
Minnesotan’s interests front and center in your decision  making and put Enbridge’s economic 
interests as a secondary influence on evaluating both pipelines.


Gregory and Mary Johnson
2089 Lake Hattie Dr. SW
Backus, MN 56435







Department of Commerce
State of Minnesota

Re:  Comments on Scoping for EIS on Sandpiper and Line 3

We provided comments during the public scoping hearing in Little Falls in late April and want to 
provide additional comments before the public input period ends.  Our comments in Little Falls 
were limited by the short amount of time given for individual comments even though there was 
more than enough time to allow longer comments.

Since the scoping is for both proposed pipelines, it is difficult to specifically address each line.  
First, they have different public purpose and both must by delineated before scoping can be 
done for the EIS.  Sandpiper oil is produced in the Bakken formation and the public purpose is 
to move the oil to several Marathon midwestern refineries and on to the Gulf Coast for export.  
This does not necessitate moving the oil through Clearbrook and Superior.  All alternates that 
move the oil to Potoka, Illinois should be considered as part of that economic purpose.

The public purpose of Line 3 is to increase the capacity of the existing line 3 and move the oil 
from Alberta Canada to the Gulf Coast for export.  The need for increased tar sands oil in other 
areas of the country cannot be substantiated.  Replacement in the current line 3 corridor should 
be high on the list of alternatives for two reasons.  First, if it is indeed a replacement, then it 
should go in the same corridor.  Second, the abandonment places uncertainty on liability for 
future generations and the current state of the environment in and around the current line with 
its many leaks and repairs over the past years.  There is no need for this oil to flow through 
Superior to get to the Gulf Coast.

Secondly, the EIS for each line has to answer fundamentally different questions as the chemical 
nature of both substances is very different.  Bakken oil is light crude and will need very different 
analysis for worst case spillage and remediation scenarios while tar sands oils are very heavy 
and after dilutants evaporate the oil will sink requiring vastly different spillage and remediation 
scenarios.  The corridor proposed by Enbridge crosses many streams and wetlands (some of 
the last remaining pristine wetlands in the state).  Worst case spillage analysis should include 
these areas and spillage occurring in both summer and winter.  Similar scenarios  need to be 
done for the alternate routes as well to determine the best case methods for both oils in different 
topographies.

Third, the scoping must include economic impact of these pipelines in more than the value of 
temporary jobs and future property tax streams.  The cost of oil production and use for global 
warming and its impact on our countries goals to be met for CO2 reduction must be considered.  
In addition, the value of water and undisturbed natural environment must be given realistic 
values.  The Pine River Watershed is the number 1 watershed in the state for water quality and 
for preservation for both source and drinking water.  Economic value needs to be developed for 
both keeping and endangering this vital resource.  Economic value also needs to be developed 
and used to determine the loss of property value, jobs, etc. should a spill occur in the watershed 
or affect the Whitefish chain of lakes.  Economic impact on native American use of water, wild 
rice and treaty rights needs to be included.



Fourth, this is not a Minnesota only project.  It includes Canada, North Dakota, Wisconsin, the 
Federal Government and potentially other states.  We should not treat this scoping document as 
a total project but rather as a small part of a much larger project and the DOC should include 
and use all available sources of assistance.  In particular you should use the Federal agencies 
that will ultimately need to approve the project to give scoping input and economic evaluation 
assistance.  You should also rely in a more comprehensive manner on the expertise available 
from the Minnesota PCA and DNR.  Additionally, with the Dakota Access pipeline construction 
beginning from Williston to Illinois, this must be considered in determining public purpose and 
alternatives corridors for Sandpiper.

Fifth, we presented a report on co-locating pipelines and overhead transmission lines.  This is of 
special concern for the route proposed by Enbridge as much of this route is co-located and in 
wetlands with high soil conductivity.  Special expert input should be obtained in evaluating this 
high risk potential for the proposed routing.

You have a very demanding and challenging project in front of you and we hope you will keep 
Minnesotan’s interests front and center in your decision  making and put Enbridge’s economic 
interests as a secondary influence on evaluating both pipelines.

Gregory and Mary Johnson
2089 Lake Hattie Dr. SW
Backus, MN 56435































































































































From: Christian Kiel
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Pipeline Scoping
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2016 9:48:42 AM

To              Jamie MacAlister and the Department of Commerce,
Subject:        Pipeline Scoping

The Sandpiper and Line 3 Replacement projects are both vital to the state of Minnesota. It is important that these
project be developed in order to create jobs for hard working Minnesotans, move oil safely underground, and boost
our local economy.
As a farmer in our state, I can personally attest to how much these projects would benefit the agriculture industry.
More agricultural products could be shipped on trains because petroleum will be distributed in this additional
pipeline capacity.
A fair, timely and final evaluation of these two projects has been delayed for far too long.  Any entity attempting to
conduct business in the State of Minnesota relies on a predictable, consistent and timely regulatory process. We ask
that the Department of Commerce adhere to the 280-day time limit to prepare the EIS to keep the project schedule
on track. 
The scope of the EIS should serve both the public and private purpose of the two projects. It should not be overly
broad, and it should not be too narrow as to be inadequate. This important balance must be met.
Thank you for the work you do for the state of Minnesota and for working to move both of these projects forward in
a timely manner.

Sincerely,
Christian Kiel

mailto:kielinnovation@yahoo.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us






From: Dan Kittilson
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Cc: Dan Kittilson
Subject: Sandpiper and Line 3 Pipeline Projects
Date: Thursday, May 26, 2016 12:34:06 AM

Jamie MacAlister
Environmental Review Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7th Place East, Suite 500
St. Paul, Mn 55101
 
Re: Sandpiper: PL – 6668/CN-13-473 and PPL-13-474
       Line 3: PL-9 / CN-14-916 and PPL-15-137
 
Dear Ms. MacAlister:
 
Hubbard County’s clean water and pristine lakes are our greatest assets and have tremendous
value to the culture and economic viability of Hubbard County.  These assets are at enormous
risks from the proposed route of the Sandpiper and Line 3 pipeline passing through our
pristine waters and landscape.
 
It is Minnesota’s responsibility to protect these cold, clean waters and healthy landscapes, and
to stand up for future generations of Minnesotan’s.  It is our duty to make it possible for our
kids and their kids to have the same opportunity we had.
 
I have the following comments regarding the Public Utilities Commission’s (PUC) scoping for
the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the Sandpiper and Line 3 pipeline projects.
 
I ask for your consideration of the following points: 

--[if !supportLists]-->Ø  <!--[endif]-->The EIS must be prepared by qualified, independent
experts that protect the public interest in our environment and natural, beautiful places.
 

--[if !supportLists]-->Ø  <!--[endif]-->The establishment of an expert panel to provide oversight
and assistance with the technical aspects of the EIS scoping process. 
 

--[if !supportLists]-->Ø  <!--[endif]-->All “system alternative routes” submitted for this pipeline
corridor should be included in the EIS analysis.
 
Thank You for your consideration of my comments.  Please contact me with further questions
at drkittil@q.com.
 
Dan Kittilson
22924 County 7
Park Rapids, MN 56470

mailto:drkittil@q.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us
mailto:drkittil@q.com
mailto:drkittil@q.com










From: Lance Klatt
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Pipeline Scoping
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 3:28:49 PM
Attachments: 20160525153932606.pdf

Good afternoon Jamie and the Department of Commerce Staff,
 
Please see my attached letter in regards to the scoping process for the Sandpiper and Line 3
Replacement project. This is project is huge to our organization and to our industry.  Thank
you for your work for our state and for continuing to work in moving these projects forward.
 
Lance
 
 
Lance L. Klatt
Executive Director
Minnesota Service Station & Convenience Store Association
Minnesota Professional Towing Association
ph: (651) 487-1983
cell: (612-916-9917
e-mail : lance@mnssa.com
 
**This is a transmission from Minnesota Service Station & Convenience Store Association and may contain
information which is privileged, confidential, and protected by the work product privileges. If you are not the
addressee, note that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents of this message is prohibited. If
you have received this transmission in error, please destroy it and notify us immediately at our telephone number
(651) 487-1983. The name and biographical data provided above are for informational purposes only and are not
intended to be a signature or other indication of an intent by the sender to authenticate the contents of this
electronic message.**
 

 
 

mailto:lance@mnssa.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us









From: Joellen
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Comment about proposed pipeline going through Minnesota
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 11:58:27 AM

Please consider the good of all Minnesotans, and do not allow private industry the right to run a pipe line through
the State of Minnesota.   Please do not allow them to run it through our natural resources, including water, and soil,
and do not allow them to run it through any state owned land.  We all pay taxes for our state's land, water, and
resources.   The private interest proposing to use our state's property and resources for this pipeline will not pay for
it or benefit Minnesota citizens in any meaningful or profitable way, and will jeopardize our natural resources.  
Thank you. 
JoEllen Klemek
14319 452nd Street
Becida, MN 56678

Sent from my iPhone

mailto:joellenklemek@yahoo.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us














From: Kate Knuth
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Comments of DSDD for Sandpiper and DSDD for Line 3
Date: Monday, May 23, 2016 6:56:48 PM
Attachments: Knuth Sandpiper DSDD Comments.docx

Knuth Comments on Line 3 DSDD.docx

Dear Jamie MacAlister,

Attached you will find my comments regarding the DSDD for the proposed Sandpiper
pipeline project and my comments regarding the DSDD for the proposed Line 3 replacement
and expansion. Please confirm receipt of these comments. I look forward to them being
addressed in the Final Scoping Decision Documents.

Sincerely,

Kate Knuth
Citizen Member of Minnesota Environmental Quality Board
276 Xerxes Ave N, Minneapolis, MN 55405

mailto:kate.knuth@gmail.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us

Comments of the Draft Scoping Decision Document for proposed Sandpiper Pipeline Project

Submitted by Kate Knuth, Citizen Member of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board, Resident of Minneapolis, MN

May 23, 2016



I am submitting comments on the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline Project draft scoping decision document(DSDD) of April 8, 2016. Overall, the comments can be summarized as supporting the need for Minnesota to fully consider the impacts of climate change when seeking to understand the environmental impacts and economic risks of the proposed pipeline. 



I realize Minnesota’s environmental review statutes and rules were written before climate change was seen as a major societal and public policy issue. However, this fact does not mean the environmental review process should not consider climate change in a substantive way.  To not fully consider climate change would not meet the letter and spirit of Minnesota’s environmental laws. I have specific suggestions below. 



Underlying Purpose of the Project – Page 6 of the DSDD

The DSDD states the underlying purpose of the project as follows:



[bookmark: _GoBack]The purpose of the project is to transport growing crude oil production from the Bakken Formation in North Dakota to the Superior, Wisconsin, terminal and then connect to various other pipelines expanding access to refinery markets in the US Midwest and beyond.



This proposed underlying purpose has several significant problems. 



First, the purpose assumes “growing crude oil production from the Bakken Formation.” The statement is taken verbatim from the Enbridge Certificate of Need Notice Plan of June 7, 2013. In June of 2013, oil was trading at around $100/barrel. In May of 2016, oil is trading below $50/barrel and has been for some time. The production in the Bakken Formation has dropped off accordingly. To assume “growing” crude oil production in the Bakken Formation is a faulty assumption, and it should not be included in the underlying purpose of the project in the FSDD. 



Second, the underlying purpose states two distinct purposes, the second of which is not necessarily connected to the first. The first purpose is to connect oil production from the Bakken Formation in North Dakota to Superior, WI. The second is to “then connect to various other pipelines,[footnoteRef:1] expanding access to refinery markets in the US Midwest and beyond.” In order to meet the second purpose of accessing these markets, the scoping document does not need to assume the beginning and end of the Bakken Formation and the Superior, WI terminal. The underlying purpose should include the larger connection to Midwest markets, not the proposer-defined beginning and end to the route. The two end points should be left out of the underlying purpose in the FSDD in order to facilitate an environmental review that better meets the needs and purposes of the citizens of Minnesota, rather than meeting the private business purposes of the proposer. [1:  Note – the DSDD does not include this comma, which makes the underlying purpose statement confusing. The Enbridge Certificate of Need Notice Plan from June 7, 2013 does include the comma, which I included in order for the sentence to make sense grammatically
] 




3.3.1 Alternative Technologies Rail – Page 8 of DSDD

Under the alternative technologies part of the DSDD, the document states



As proposed, the project would transport 25,000 barrels per day (bpd) from Beaver Lodge to Berthold, 225,000 bpd from Beaver Lodge to Superior, and up to 150,000 bpd from Clearbrook to Superior. To carry an equivalent amount of oil on unit trains would require several additional unit trains per day. NDPC estimates that more than 2,000 rail tank cars would be required to transport an equivalent amount of oil on a daily basis, given the number of cars loading, unloading, and making return empty trips per day.[footnoteRef:2]” [2:  http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/documents/33599/Environmental%20Review%20of%20System%20Alternatives%20MASTER%2020141218_Final.pdf] 




These assumptions come from a report dated December 2014, and while the price of oil had begun to decline the full effects of this decline in the Bakken Formation had not yet been felt… and likely the full extent of the decline has not been seen in the markets to this day. As such, the assumptions about rail transport from that time should not be taken as fact in the Sandpiper DSDD and should be removed in the FSDD.



3.8 No Action Alternative – Page 14 of DSDD

The no action alternative section states



The EIS will describe the expected condition if the project is not developed with respect to the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects outlined in Section 4 of this document. The No Action Alternative assumes transport of Bakken oil will continue by other means, including rail, interstate highways and other pipeline systems.



As stated earlier in my comments, the production of oil in the Bakken formation has declined significantly since the original Enbridge filing for a Certificate of Need in 2013. To assume continued transport of oil explicitly in the No Action Alternative is not helpful in ensuring public trust in a thorough and unbiased assessment of this alternative and the unfolding economic and oil market realities of the Bakken Formation. In the final EIS. The second sentence in the No Action Alternative should be removed in the FSDD.



4.7 Cumulative Effects – Page 28 of DSDD

The cumulative effects section should explicitly include consideration of impacts of climate change as one of the cumulative effects of the proposed pipeline project. 



Minnesota has made a strong commitment to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in statute. Statute 216H.02 states



It is the goal of the state to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions across all sectors producing those emissions to a level at least 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2015, to a level at least 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2025, and to a level at least 80 percent below 2005 levels by 2050. 



Additionally, in 2015 Minnesota signed onto the Under 2 MOU[footnoteRef:3], committing to state action to keep global GHG emissions below 2 degrees C.  [3:  http://under2mou.org/] 




Minnesota’s commitment to reducing GHG emissions and mitigating climate change should be reflected in the FSDD through the explicit consideration of climate change cumulative effects. One addition should be in the addition of cumulative effects of the addition of the proposed pipeline to the system on GHG emissions. For this part of the EIS, analysis and data from the federal EIS of the Keystone XL pipeline should be used. The second addition to the cumulative effects section should be about the impact of a changing climate on Minnesota’s natural resources. Minnesota’s ecosystems are expected to undergo significant change due to a changing climate, and these should be considered when discussing the cumulative effects of the proposed project on natural resources. Both of these changes related to climate change should be included in the FSDD.



5.0 Special Studies or Research – p. 30 of DSDD

The FSDD should include an additional special study for inclusion in both the Sandpiper and Line 3 Replacement and Expansion EISs. This special study should cover the following



An updated economic analysis of need for proposed pipeline considering changes in production in the Bakken Formation and the Alberta Oil Sands particularly considering MN Statute 216H.02, Minnesota’s commitment to the Under 2 MOU, and the Paris Climate Agreement under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.



The world is at turning point when it comes to the use and exploitation of fossil fuel resources. Not all fossil fuel reserves will be developed if the world (and Minnesota) meets its climate commitments.  As a result, there are serious concerns in the financial sector about the impact of fossil-fuel-related stranded assets, or financial assets that have become obsolete well ahead of their useful life, and must be recorded as a loss of profit. The Financial Stability Board has begun a project on climate-related financial disclosures[footnoteRef:4], and reports from this project should be included a part of the special study/research on climate change risk. The FSDD should be clear in its considerations of these risks, and in particular the risk of stranded assets, as part of the scope of the EIS. Minnesotans need good information about whether the proposed pipeline(s) carry significant financial and economic risk associated with Minnesota and the world seriously addressing climate change. [4:  http://www.fsb.org/what-we-do/policy-development/additional-policy-areas/developing-climate-related-financial-disclosures/] 




Comments about Process and Release of the Final Scoping Decision Document

As a member of the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) I have been closely following the environmental review process for both the proposed Sandpiper and Line 3 projects. Clearly, there are public concerns and a lack of public trust in the process of the environmental review. This is particularly a concern with the memorandum of understanding among the Department of Commerce, Pollution Control Agency, and the Department of Natural Resources for preparation of environmental review. In order to make progress on reestablishing public trust, the commissioners of all three of these state agencies should publicly sign off of the FSDD before its release. The public expects the full input of all three of these agencies in the process, and this agency input should be reflected by all three commissioners signing off on the work product of the FSDD.








Comments of the Draft Scoping Decision Document for proposed Line 3 Replacement Project

Submitted by Kate Knuth, Citizen Member of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board, Resident of Minneapolis, MN

May 23, 2016



I am submitting comments on the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline Project draft scoping decision document(DSDD) of April 8, 2016. Overall, the comments can be summarized as supporting the need for Minnesota to fully consider the impacts of climate change when seeking to understand the environmental impacts and economic risks of the proposed pipeline. 



I realize Minnesota’s environmental review statutes and rules were written before climate change was seen as a major societal and public policy issue. However, this fact does not mean the environmental review process should not consider climate change in a substantive way.  To not fully consider climate change would not meet the letter and spirit of Minnesota’s environmental laws. I have specific suggestions below. 



Underlying Purpose of the Project – Page 5 of the DSDD

The DSDD states the underlying purpose of the project as follows:



The purpose of the project is to address safety and integrity concerns of the existing Line 3 pipeline.  

This proposed underlying purpose is problematic for the scope of the EIS.



The purpose project purpose is only about the safety and integrity concerns of the existing line 3 pipeline. This purpose is important, and it should be included in the FSDD. However, the underlying purpose does not reflect the fact that the pipeline replacement is more than simply a replacement, and is functionally a major expansion of current pipeline capacity shipping crude oil from the oil sands of Alberta into Midwestern US markets by over 300,000 barrels per day (bpd). To not reflect the expansion of pipeline capacity in the underlying purpose obscures the realities of what is being proposed in the Line 3 Replacement and Expansion. I would further argue the title of the overall FSDD should reflect this reality and be “Line 3 Replacement and Expansion Pipeline Project.”



3.2 Alternative Sites – p. 7

The DSDD states that no alternative sites will be considered because they will not address safety and integrity concerns. However, as stated above and in section 1.2 Description of Proposed Project, the Line 3 replacement and expansion would increase the capacity of the pipeline by more than 300,000 bpd, which is a significant increase in pipeline capacity in this area. Other pipeline routes either existing or proposed should be considered. Language similar to the alternative sites section in the Sandpiper DSDD should be used in the Line 3 FSDD.





4.7 Cumulative Effects – Page 27 of DSDD

The cumulative effects section should explicitly include consideration of impacts of climate change as one of the cumulative effects of the proposed pipeline project. 



Minnesota has made a strong commitment to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in statute. Statute 216H.02 states



It is the goal of the state to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions across all sectors producing those emissions to a level at least 15 percent below 2005 levels by 2015, to a level at least 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2025, and to a level at least 80 percent below 2005 levels by 2050. 



Additionally, in 2015 Minnesota signed onto the Under 2 MOU[footnoteRef:1], committing to state action to keep global GHG emissions below 2 degrees C.  [1:  http://under2mou.org/] 




Minnesota’s commitment to reducing GHG emissions and mitigating climate change should be reflected in the FSDD through the explicit consideration of climate change cumulative effects. One addition should be in the addition of cumulative effects of the addition of the proposed pipeline to the system on GHG emissions. For this part of the EIS, analysis and data from the federal EIS of the Keystone XL pipeline should be used. The second addition to the cumulative effects section should be about the impact of a changing climate on Minnesota’s natural resources. Minnesota’s ecosystems are expected to undergo significant change due to a changing climate, and these should be considered when discussing the cumulative effects of the proposed project on natural resources. Both of these changes related to climate change should be included in the FSDD.





5.0 Special Studies or Research – p. 28 of DSDD

The FSDD should include an additional special study for inclusion in both the Sandpiper and Line 3 Replacement and Expansion EISs. This special study should cover the following



An updated economic analysis of need for proposed pipeline considering changes in production in the Bakken Formation and the Alberta Oil Sands particularly considering MN Statute 216H.02, Minnesota’s commitment to the Under 2 MOU, and the Paris Climate Agreement under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change.



[bookmark: _GoBack]The world is at turning point when it comes to the use and exploitation of fossil fuel resources. Not all fossil fuel reserves will be developed if the world (and Minnesota) meets its climate commitments. As a result, there are serious concerns in the financial sector about the impact of fossil-fuel-related stranded assets, or financial assets that have become obsolete well ahead of their useful life, and must be recorded as a loss of profit. The Financial Stability Board has begun a project on climate-related financial disclosures[footnoteRef:2], and reports from this project should be included a part of the special study/research on climate change risk. The FSDD should be clear in its considerations of these risks, and in particular the risk of stranded assets, as part of the scope of the EIS. Minnesotans need good information about whether the proposed pipeline(s) carry significant financial and economic risk associated with Minnesota and the world seriously addressing climate change. [2:  http://www.fsb.org/what-we-do/policy-development/additional-policy-areas/developing-climate-related-financial-disclosures/] 




Comments about Process and Release of the Final Scoping Decision Document

As a member of the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) I have been closely following the environmental review process for both the proposed Sandpiper and Line 3 projects. Clearly, there are public concerns and a lack of public trust in the process of the environmental review. This is particularly a concern with the memorandum of understanding among the Department of Commerce, Pollution Control Agency, and the Department of Natural Resources for preparation of environmental review. In order to make progress on reestablishing public trust, the commissioners of all three of these state agencies should publicly sign off of the FSDD before its release. The public expects the full input of all three of these agencies in the process, and this agency input should be reflected by all three commissioners signing off on the work product of the FSDD.





Comments of the Draft Scoping Decision Document for proposed Sandpiper Pipeline Project 
Submitted by Kate Knuth, Citizen Member of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board, 
Resident of Minneapolis, MN 
May 23, 2016 
 
I am submitting comments on the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline Project draft scoping decision 
document(DSDD) of April 8, 2016. Overall, the comments can be summarized as supporting the 
need for Minnesota to fully consider the impacts of climate change when seeking to understand 
the environmental impacts and economic risks of the proposed pipeline.  
 
I realize Minnesota’s environmental review statutes and rules were written before climate 
change was seen as a major societal and public policy issue. However, this fact does not mean 
the environmental review process should not consider climate change in a substantive way.  To 
not fully consider climate change would not meet the letter and spirit of Minnesota’s 
environmental laws. I have specific suggestions below.  
 
Underlying Purpose of the Project – Page 6 of the DSDD 
The DSDD states the underlying purpose of the project as follows: 
 

The purpose of the project is to transport growing crude oil production from the Bakken 
Formation in North Dakota to the Superior, Wisconsin, terminal and then connect to 
various other pipelines expanding access to refinery markets in the US Midwest and 
beyond. 

 
This proposed underlying purpose has several significant problems.  
 
First, the purpose assumes “growing crude oil production from the Bakken Formation.” The 
statement is taken verbatim from the Enbridge Certificate of Need Notice Plan of June 7, 2013. 
In June of 2013, oil was trading at around $100/barrel. In May of 2016, oil is trading below 
$50/barrel and has been for some time. The production in the Bakken Formation has dropped 
off accordingly. To assume “growing” crude oil production in the Bakken Formation is a faulty 
assumption, and it should not be included in the underlying purpose of the project in the FSDD.  
 
Second, the underlying purpose states two distinct purposes, the second of which is not 
necessarily connected to the first. The first purpose is to connect oil production from the 
Bakken Formation in North Dakota to Superior, WI. The second is to “then connect to various 
other pipelines,1 expanding access to refinery markets in the US Midwest and beyond.” In order 
to meet the second purpose of accessing these markets, the scoping document does not need 
to assume the beginning and end of the Bakken Formation and the Superior, WI terminal. The 
                                                      
1 Note – the DSDD does not include this comma, which makes the underlying purpose 
statement confusing. The Enbridge Certificate of Need Notice Plan from June 7, 2013 does 
include the comma, which I included in order for the sentence to make sense grammatically 
 



underlying purpose should include the larger connection to Midwest markets, not the 
proposer-defined beginning and end to the route. The two end points should be left out of the 
underlying purpose in the FSDD in order to facilitate an environmental review that better meets 
the needs and purposes of the citizens of Minnesota, rather than meeting the private business 
purposes of the proposer. 
 
3.3.1 Alternative Technologies Rail – Page 8 of DSDD 
Under the alternative technologies part of the DSDD, the document states 

 
As proposed, the project would transport 25,000 barrels per day (bpd) from Beaver 
Lodge to Berthold, 225,000 bpd from Beaver Lodge to Superior, and up to 150,000 bpd 
from Clearbrook to Superior. To carry an equivalent amount of oil on unit trains would 
require several additional unit trains per day. NDPC estimates that more than 2,000 rail 
tank cars would be required to transport an equivalent amount of oil on a daily basis, 
given the number of cars loading, unloading, and making return empty trips per day.2” 
 

These assumptions come from a report dated December 2014, and while the price of oil had 
begun to decline the full effects of this decline in the Bakken Formation had not yet been felt… 
and likely the full extent of the decline has not been seen in the markets to this day. As such, 
the assumptions about rail transport from that time should not be taken as fact in the 
Sandpiper DSDD and should be removed in the FSDD. 
 
3.8 No Action Alternative – Page 14 of DSDD 
The no action alternative section states 
 

The EIS will describe the expected condition if the project is not developed with respect 
to the potential environmental and socioeconomic effects outlined in Section 4 of this 
document. The No Action Alternative assumes transport of Bakken oil will continue by 
other means, including rail, interstate highways and other pipeline systems. 
 

As stated earlier in my comments, the production of oil in the Bakken formation has declined 
significantly since the original Enbridge filing for a Certificate of Need in 2013. To assume 
continued transport of oil explicitly in the No Action Alternative is not helpful in ensuring public 
trust in a thorough and unbiased assessment of this alternative and the unfolding economic and 
oil market realities of the Bakken Formation. In the final EIS. The second sentence in the No 
Action Alternative should be removed in the FSDD. 
 
4.7 Cumulative Effects – Page 28 of DSDD 
The cumulative effects section should explicitly include consideration of impacts of climate 
change as one of the cumulative effects of the proposed pipeline project.  
                                                      
2 
http://mn.gov/commerce/energyfacilities/documents/33599/Environmental%20Review%20of
%20System%20Alternatives%20MASTER%2020141218_Final.pdf 



 
Minnesota has made a strong commitment to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in 
statute. Statute 216H.02 states 
 

It is the goal of the state to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions across all 
sectors producing those emissions to a level at least 15 percent below 2005 levels by 
2015, to a level at least 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2025, and to a level at least 80 
percent below 2005 levels by 2050.  

 
Additionally, in 2015 Minnesota signed onto the Under 2 MOU3, committing to state action to 
keep global GHG emissions below 2 degrees C.  
 
Minnesota’s commitment to reducing GHG emissions and mitigating climate change should be 
reflected in the FSDD through the explicit consideration of climate change cumulative effects. 
One addition should be in the addition of cumulative effects of the addition of the proposed 
pipeline to the system on GHG emissions. For this part of the EIS, analysis and data from the 
federal EIS of the Keystone XL pipeline should be used. The second addition to the cumulative 
effects section should be about the impact of a changing climate on Minnesota’s natural 
resources. Minnesota’s ecosystems are expected to undergo significant change due to a 
changing climate, and these should be considered when discussing the cumulative effects of 
the proposed project on natural resources. Both of these changes related to climate change 
should be included in the FSDD. 
 
5.0 Special Studies or Research – p. 30 of DSDD 
The FSDD should include an additional special study for inclusion in both the Sandpiper and Line 
3 Replacement and Expansion EISs. This special study should cover the following 

 
An updated economic analysis of need for proposed pipeline considering changes in 
production in the Bakken Formation and the Alberta Oil Sands particularly considering 
MN Statute 216H.02, Minnesota’s commitment to the Under 2 MOU, and the Paris 
Climate Agreement under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. 

 
The world is at turning point when it comes to the use and exploitation of fossil fuel resources. 
Not all fossil fuel reserves will be developed if the world (and Minnesota) meets its climate 
commitments.  As a result, there are serious concerns in the financial sector about the impact 
of fossil-fuel-related stranded assets, or financial assets that have become obsolete well ahead 
of their useful life, and must be recorded as a loss of profit. The Financial Stability Board has 
begun a project on climate-related financial disclosures4, and reports from this project should 
be included a part of the special study/research on climate change risk. The FSDD should be 
clear in its considerations of these risks, and in particular the risk of stranded assets, as part of 
                                                      
3 http://under2mou.org/ 
4 http://www.fsb.org/what-we-do/policy-development/additional-policy-areas/developing-
climate-related-financial-disclosures/ 



the scope of the EIS. Minnesotans need good information about whether the proposed 
pipeline(s) carry significant financial and economic risk associated with Minnesota and the 
world seriously addressing climate change. 
 
Comments about Process and Release of the Final Scoping Decision Document 
As a member of the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) I have been closely following the 
environmental review process for both the proposed Sandpiper and Line 3 projects. Clearly, 
there are public concerns and a lack of public trust in the process of the environmental review. 
This is particularly a concern with the memorandum of understanding among the Department 
of Commerce, Pollution Control Agency, and the Department of Natural Resources for 
preparation of environmental review. In order to make progress on reestablishing public trust, 
the commissioners of all three of these state agencies should publicly sign off of the FSDD 
before its release. The public expects the full input of all three of these agencies in the process, 
and this agency input should be reflected by all three commissioners signing off on the work 
product of the FSDD. 
 
 



Comments of the Draft Scoping Decision Document for proposed Line 3 Replacement Project 
Submitted by Kate Knuth, Citizen Member of the Minnesota Environmental Quality Board, 
Resident of Minneapolis, MN 
May 23, 2016 
 
I am submitting comments on the proposed Sandpiper Pipeline Project draft scoping decision 
document(DSDD) of April 8, 2016. Overall, the comments can be summarized as supporting the 
need for Minnesota to fully consider the impacts of climate change when seeking to understand 
the environmental impacts and economic risks of the proposed pipeline.  
 
I realize Minnesota’s environmental review statutes and rules were written before climate 
change was seen as a major societal and public policy issue. However, this fact does not mean 
the environmental review process should not consider climate change in a substantive way.  To 
not fully consider climate change would not meet the letter and spirit of Minnesota’s 
environmental laws. I have specific suggestions below.  
 
Underlying Purpose of the Project – Page 5 of the DSDD 
The DSDD states the underlying purpose of the project as follows: 
 

The purpose of the project is to address safety and integrity concerns of the existing 
Line 3 pipeline.   

This proposed underlying purpose is problematic for the scope of the EIS. 
 
The purpose project purpose is only about the safety and integrity concerns of the existing line 
3 pipeline. This purpose is important, and it should be included in the FSDD. However, the 
underlying purpose does not reflect the fact that the pipeline replacement is more than simply 
a replacement, and is functionally a major expansion of current pipeline capacity shipping crude 
oil from the oil sands of Alberta into Midwestern US markets by over 300,000 barrels per day 
(bpd). To not reflect the expansion of pipeline capacity in the underlying purpose obscures the 
realities of what is being proposed in the Line 3 Replacement and Expansion. I would further 
argue the title of the overall FSDD should reflect this reality and be “Line 3 Replacement and 
Expansion Pipeline Project.” 
 
3.2 Alternative Sites – p. 7 
The DSDD states that no alternative sites will be considered because they will not address 
safety and integrity concerns. However, as stated above and in section 1.2 Description of 
Proposed Project, the Line 3 replacement and expansion would increase the capacity of the 
pipeline by more than 300,000 bpd, which is a significant increase in pipeline capacity in this 
area. Other pipeline routes either existing or proposed should be considered. Language similar 
to the alternative sites section in the Sandpiper DSDD should be used in the Line 3 FSDD. 
 
 



4.7 Cumulative Effects – Page 27 of DSDD 
The cumulative effects section should explicitly include consideration of impacts of climate 
change as one of the cumulative effects of the proposed pipeline project.  
 
Minnesota has made a strong commitment to reducing greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in 
statute. Statute 216H.02 states 
 

It is the goal of the state to reduce statewide greenhouse gas emissions across all 
sectors producing those emissions to a level at least 15 percent below 2005 levels by 
2015, to a level at least 30 percent below 2005 levels by 2025, and to a level at least 80 
percent below 2005 levels by 2050.  

 
Additionally, in 2015 Minnesota signed onto the Under 2 MOU1, committing to state action to 
keep global GHG emissions below 2 degrees C.  
 
Minnesota’s commitment to reducing GHG emissions and mitigating climate change should be 
reflected in the FSDD through the explicit consideration of climate change cumulative effects. 
One addition should be in the addition of cumulative effects of the addition of the proposed 
pipeline to the system on GHG emissions. For this part of the EIS, analysis and data from the 
federal EIS of the Keystone XL pipeline should be used. The second addition to the cumulative 
effects section should be about the impact of a changing climate on Minnesota’s natural 
resources. Minnesota’s ecosystems are expected to undergo significant change due to a 
changing climate, and these should be considered when discussing the cumulative effects of 
the proposed project on natural resources. Both of these changes related to climate change 
should be included in the FSDD. 
 
 
5.0 Special Studies or Research – p. 28 of DSDD 
The FSDD should include an additional special study for inclusion in both the Sandpiper and Line 
3 Replacement and Expansion EISs. This special study should cover the following 

 
An updated economic analysis of need for proposed pipeline considering changes in 
production in the Bakken Formation and the Alberta Oil Sands particularly considering 
MN Statute 216H.02, Minnesota’s commitment to the Under 2 MOU, and the Paris 
Climate Agreement under the UN Framework Convention on Climate Change. 

 
The world is at turning point when it comes to the use and exploitation of fossil fuel resources. 
Not all fossil fuel reserves will be developed if the world (and Minnesota) meets its climate 
commitments. As a result, there are serious concerns in the financial sector about the impact of 
fossil-fuel-related stranded assets, or financial assets that have become obsolete well ahead of 
their useful life, and must be recorded as a loss of profit. The Financial Stability Board has 

                                                      
1 http://under2mou.org/ 



begun a project on climate-related financial disclosures2, and reports from this project should 
be included a part of the special study/research on climate change risk. The FSDD should be 
clear in its considerations of these risks, and in particular the risk of stranded assets, as part of 
the scope of the EIS. Minnesotans need good information about whether the proposed 
pipeline(s) carry significant financial and economic risk associated with Minnesota and the 
world seriously addressing climate change. 
 
Comments about Process and Release of the Final Scoping Decision Document 
As a member of the Environmental Quality Board (EQB) I have been closely following the 
environmental review process for both the proposed Sandpiper and Line 3 projects. Clearly, 
there are public concerns and a lack of public trust in the process of the environmental review. 
This is particularly a concern with the memorandum of understanding among the Department 
of Commerce, Pollution Control Agency, and the Department of Natural Resources for 
preparation of environmental review. In order to make progress on reestablishing public trust, 
the commissioners of all three of these state agencies should publicly sign off of the FSDD 
before its release. The public expects the full input of all three of these agencies in the process, 
and this agency input should be reflected by all three commissioners signing off on the work 
product of the FSDD. 

                                                      
2 http://www.fsb.org/what-we-do/policy-development/additional-policy-areas/developing-
climate-related-financial-disclosures/ 
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Ingrid Kimball

From: Mary J Kowalski <mjkowalski@earthlink.net>
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2016 6:04 PM
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Comments on the Sandpiper/Line 3 scoping

To: PUC -Ms Macalister concerning 
 

SANDPIPER PIPELINE PPL-13-473 

CN-13-474 
Line 3 Pipeline Replacement Project 

PPL-15-137 CN-14-916  

 
 
The following is my concerned citizen appeal to you and your cohorts to serve the citizens of MN in doing the 
job of conducting an EIS on the Sandpiper/ Line 3 pipelines with the most care and diligence possible  so as 
insure the future of MN water and natural wildlife well onto a future that at best will be challenging for our 
children. 
 
Minnesota has many bodies of water-many beautiful lakes and some very  uniques features that allow for our 
rich natural environment.  
 
My concern for the scoping of the pipeline process has many aspects but two of the most serious to me 
personally are the unnecessary risk in the routing of the Enbridge proposal and the threat to the unique feature 
of the  trout hatchery in Spire Valley  north of Lake Roosevelt. 
 
 My first concern for the routing of this pipeline: 

There is no current, nor forecasted, excess refinery capacity in Superior WI, nor anywhere in the north of the 
Great Lakes states of MN, WI, and MI. In fact, the Superior WI capacity is at most about 5% of this pipeline’s 
delivery capacity. Please consider in your scoping the final destination of this crude oil and the danger that it 
poses to our best lakes in the state.  

Secondly and most important to me personally is the destruction to the trout fish hatchery that will occur if the 
proposed  Sandpiper line is routed through Spire Valley fish hatchery. 
 
Spire Valley, in Cass County, MN is a unique site for Mn, the trout streams of MN. The hatchery relies on 
natural springs of flowing water to enable trout eggs to hatch. If the aquifer pressure, flow or the quality of 
water is damaged then the hatchery is lost. The construction of this pipeline has been assessed by the DNR to 
cause disruption to this aquifer. This would mean the loss of millions of dollars from the hatchery and probably 
the end of trout to fresh water streams in Mn. The scoping should include the seriousness of  impact in this 
sensitive area. 
 
Thank You for attending to this EIS carefully on behalf of the citizens of MN and our children.   
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 Mary Kowalski 
1407 Wachtler Ave  
Mendota Hts, Mn 55118 
 
 
 









      PO Box 2756 

      Warba, Minnesota 55793 

      26 May 2016 

 

 

Jamie MacAlister, Environmental Review Manager 

Minnesota Department of Commerce 

85 7th Place East, Suite 500 

St. Paul MN 55101 

 

 

Re: Comments regarding adequacy of Draft Scoping EAW and Scoping Decision 

 Document for EIS, Enbridge Line 3 Replacement Project 

PUC Docket Numbers  PL-9/CN-14-916 Certificate of Need 

PL-9/PPL-15-137 Route Permit 
 

 

Having reviewed the Environmental Assessment Worksheet issued in April 2016, which 

serves as a scoping document for the EIS to be performed with regard to the proposed 

abandonment of the Enbridge Line 3 and its replacement, I see what I believe to be a 

major shortcoming in coverage by the EAW which would lead to a major shortcoming in 

the scope of the EIS, in the certificate of need and route permit proceedings, and in any 

permits and requirements requested and to be issued thereafter. 

 

Specifically: a major component of the proposed project would be abandonment of much 

of the existing Line 3 as it traverses several counties (Beltrami, Cass, Itasca, St. Louis). 

The portion of Line 3 to be abandoned traverses both public and privately owned lands. 

Enbridge apparently proposes a plan to empty, flush, and fill the abandoned line 3 in such 

manner as, it says, that would reduce, minimize, or eliminate short term and long term 

environmental risks and threats. A major flaw or gap in the EAW is that the EAW 

appears to have totally missed considering the risks and costs associated with 

abandonment of hundreds of miles of line 3, the efficacy and risk of the abandonment 

methods proposed by Enbridge, and the negative short term and long term effects of 

leaving such large quantities of pipe in the ground for perpetuity. 

 

 

With reference to that major shortcoming in the scoping EAW, the major concerns and 

shortcomings of the EAW that should be remedied before confirming adequacy of the 

EAW and finalizing the scope of the EIS are: 

 

1. The main text of the EAW has only a single mention of line 3 abandonment, 

that being on page 27 where there is one mention of abandonment where the pipe 

to be abandoned crosses over, under, or through  a navigable water body. In other 

words, there is no reference to or consideration or study of the risks and 

implications of the hundreds of miles of abandoned Line 3 that traverse land or 

non-navigable waters.  



 

2. Appendix C of the EAW provides regulatory provisions pertaining to 

abandonment of buried pipelines. These address means of abandoning pipe, but 

none of the regulations mentioned include study of the environmental impacts of 

such abandonment nor is there provision for short term or long term remediation 

or mitigation of the negative impacts of having such abandoned pipe in the ground 

in perpetuity. 

 

3. None of the Enbridge right of way agreements with public or private entities 

with which I am familiar include, anticipate, or provide for perpetual 

abandonment of line pipe in the ground after their end of service, such as 

Enbridge is proposing, which action essentially turns the entire length of 

abandoned pipe into a large, long distance, perpetual dump or major waste 

disposal site, which for any other purpose would require an EIS of its own. In 

addition to long term risks to the natural environment, there is risk to public health 

and safety and it creates a permanent and substantial encumbrance of property to 

landowners both public and private, which encumbrance is not removed until the 

pipe is itself removed - for which there is no provision. This long term impact 

should also be part of the EIS and subsequent certificate of need, route permit, and 

construction and operating permits. 

 

 

Negative impacts of a large pipeline buried for perpetuity are easily foreseeable, 

avoidance or remedial alternatives to negative impacts exist, hence the subject should be 

addressed in the EIS, but these impacts and alternatives are not identified in the scoping 

EAW so requirements to address these should be included in the scope of work for the 

EIS and the resulting certificate of need and permitting actions. These include items such 

as: 

 

a. Possible negative environmental aspects of creating a multi-hundred-mile waste 

disposal site for abandoned Line 3 pipeline; 

b. Long-term adequacy of the proposed emptying/cleaning/filling methods 

proposed by Enbridge; 

c. Contractual easement/right-of-way permission and compensation agreements 

with public and private landowners that do not provide for use of pipe for 

transport but which do NOT provide for permanent abandonment of pipe within 

the right of way and for which no encumberment compensation has been proposed 

or provided. 

 

With regard to public and private easement land owners, in public hearings it has been 

abundantly clear that many properties through which Enbridge pipelines cross have pipe 

laid either very close to the surface or pipe has floated to the surface after installation, in 

both cases creating medium and short term hazards to landowners and to others using 

public and private land for hunting, agriculture, infrastructure construction, residential, or 

other normal purposes. These, and other issues and impacts on the natural and human 



environments that can also be identified, need to be addressed by the EIS but are not  

referred to by the scoping EAW. Therefore, the scoping EAW is insufficient. In other 

cases where there are possible long term impacts, these long terms impacts, which can be 

very serious are addressed by measures such as financial assurance to public and private 

owners; such measures with respect to perpetual abandonment of Line 3 should also be 

addressed as part of the EIS. As further information and for discussion on this subject: 

 

1.  While Enbridge has stated their plan to clean the existing Line 3 and has cited the 

risks and benefits (from their point of view; other points of view also exist) of not 

removing the existing Line 3 in the short term, Enbridge also has stated that the 

existing Line 3 will not again be fit for future service. To restate and summarize 

Enbridge, they have no intention of ever using major segments of the existing 

Line 3 nor do they intend to remove it now nor do they propose any plan or 

intention of removing it in the future. Despite reasons that Enbridge gives for not 

removing the existing line at this time and statements that the pipe will be cleaned 

and decommissioned after cessation of use, de facto this becomes a perpetual 

abandonment and disposal of major pipeline waste in the ground, a use which was 

not part of the permits granted when the pipeline was installed nor, apparently, by 

existing regulations. 

2.  Pipeline easement agreements with which I am familiar and which I expect are 

common in most or all of the easement agreements which were entered by 

Enbridge and its predecessors describe the easements as “perpetual”; however, 

they also describe the easement as being to  “operate, maintain, inspect (including 

aerial patrol), remove, replace and reconstruct one or more pipelines”, and 

“constructing, continuously operating and maintaining multiple pipelines”, both of 

which envision and grant use for operating pipelines but do not mention, include, 

contemplate, provide for nor allow short term or long term abandonment of a 

pipeline in the ground on either public or private property. It appears that 

Enbridge is attempting to circumvent terms of existing easement agreements and, 

if permits that have been granted include reclamation or restoration provisions, 

leaving and disposing of unused and unusable piping in the ground would appear 

to violate those permit provisions and easement agreements; 

3.  My experience is that other major industrial-type projects, especially those with a 

long term (“perpetual”, as used in Enbridge easement agreements and as described 

in Enbridge permit documents certainly qualifies the proposal as long term) such 

as mining projects, are now being viewed as requiring irrevocable financial 

assurance before a project can proceed. Such significant financial assurance to be 

provided by Enbridge as part of permitting should also be required in this case to 

compensate private and public landowners for both loss of property value and for 

eventual pipe removal, and for mitigation of any detrimental environmental 

impacts that may result from Enbridge’s direct or indirect environmental 

consequences or failure to remove the pipe under whatever timeframe is 

determined by the study and permits issued. 

4.  My experience and perception as a landowner that contends with many miles of 

Enbridge pipeline on easements across my property is that Enbridge has a history 



of not fulfilling and complying with laws, rules, and/or contracts. For example, 

problems that occurred in constructing and starting their Alberta Clipper project in 

2008 (eight years ago) have still not been resolved. This is the type of situation, as 

are such possibilities such as bankruptcy or dissolution of Enbridge itself, that 

solid financial assurance should be evaluated in the analysis to be done because of 

the potential human financial impact as well as the potential 

physical/environmental impact. 

5.  Public/human safety is another reason that the lack of Line 3 removal should be 

studied in the EIS. Buried pipe, even when properly buried using customary 

methods and good practice, can result in problems: pipe have been observed 

gradually floating to the surface resulting in myriad problematic situations, 

especially over the long term. 

 

More discussion would be possible but I hope that the comment offered, when associated 

with the discussion, will suffice and be helpful as the abandonment part of Enbridge’s 

Line 3 proposal is scoped for inclusion in the EIS and for the following regulatory 

purposes. 

 

Thank you. 

 

 

 

R.  D. Learmont 
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