






From: Ashley Nerhus
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Line3 Replacement and Sandpiper Projects
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 1:37:37 PM
Attachments: Support of the Pipelines - TRF Chamber.docx

Jamie,
 
Please find attached a letter from Thief River Falls Chamber of Commerce that contains our thoughts
on the Line3 Replacement and Sandpiper Pipeline Projects.
 
Sincerely,
Ashley Nerhus, Executive Director
Thief River Falls Chamber of Commerce
102 Main Ave N
Thief River Falls, MN 56701
218-681-3720
 
 

mailto:ashley.nerhus@trfchamber.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us

To Jamie MacAlister and the Department of Commerce,



The development of the Line 3 and Sandpiper Pipeline are major and important projects for the state of Minnesota. As director of the Thief River Falls Chamber of Commerce, I can verify that the benefits will be felt statewide – not simply along the route. Sandpiper and Line 3 will ensure the safe delivery of abundant, dependable energy that is vital to Minnesotans’ homes, fueling cars and airplanes, and generating electricity for residential and industrial use. 



A fair, timely, and final evaluation of this project has been delayed for far too long. Any entity attempting to do business in Minnesota relies on a predictable and timely regulatory process. I ask that the Department of Commerce adhere to the 280-day time limit to prepare the EIS to keep the project on track.



The scope of the EIS is vital. It needs to serve the public and private purpose of the Sandpiper project. It should not be so narrow that it would be inadequate, but it should also not be too broad. This balance must be met.



The economic benefit, safety of shipping oil through pipelines, and public support for this project should emphasize the importance of seeing this process through, in a timely and effective manner.

Thank you for the work you do for the state of Minnesota and thank you for your dedication in moving this project forward.



Sincerely,

Ashley Nerhus   

[bookmark: _GoBack]Executive Director

Thief River Falls Chamber of Commerce   



To Jamie MacAlister and the Department of Commerce, 
 
The development of the Line 3 and Sandpiper Pipeline are major and 
important projects for the state of Minnesota. As director of the Thief 
River Falls Chamber of Commerce, I can verify that the benefits will be 
felt statewide – not simply along the route. Sandpiper and Line 3 will 
ensure the safe delivery of abundant, dependable energy that is vital to 
Minnesotans’ homes, fueling cars and airplanes, and generating 
electricity for residential and industrial use.  
 
A fair, timely, and final evaluation of this project has been delayed for 
far too long. Any entity attempting to do business in Minnesota relies on 
a predictable and timely regulatory process. I ask that the Department of 
Commerce adhere to the 280-day time limit to prepare the EIS to keep 
the project on track. 
 
The scope of the EIS is vital. It needs to serve the public and private 
purpose of the Sandpiper project. It should not be so narrow that it 
would be inadequate, but it should also not be too broad. This balance 
must be met. 
 
The economic benefit, safety of shipping oil through pipelines, and 
public support for this project should emphasize the importance of 
seeing this process through, in a timely and effective manner. 
Thank you for the work you do for the state of Minnesota and thank you 
for your dedication in moving this project forward. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ashley Nerhus    
Executive Director 
Thief River Falls Chamber of Commerce    
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kari  Tomperi  < ktomperi@y[
Thursday, May 26,201.$ 6:07 PM
staff, cao (PUC)
Sandpiper and Line 3 Menahga Conservat ion Club comments

My name is David Tomperi. I  currently serve as President of the Menahga Conservation Club. As a club, we are
committed to preserving our natural resources through education and hands on involvement.

This letter addresses Enbridge Oil 's permit application to the Public Uti l i t ies Commission for the Sandpiper Pipeline
Project PUC Docket NO. PL-6668/CN-13-473 and PUC Docket NO. PL-6668 /PPL-13-474 and Line 3 Replacement Pipeline
Project PUC Docket NO. PL-15--137/CN-14-916.

The route proposed by Enbridge, a foreign owned company, crosses through own backyard and crosses the Shell  River
three t imes. As a club, we adopted the Shell  River in 2002 to help maintain i ts clear water and natural beauty. We
perform yearly mussel surveys on the Shell  River with assistance from the MN DNR. We are the f irst known cit izen's
group anywhere in the state to do so. Mussels are our canary in the coal mine to alert us when our water quali ty
suffers. As a club we also conduct a r iver clean up through the MN DNR Adopt-A-River program and have collected many
pounds of garbage but each year i t  is gett ing less garbage each year as educate and promote protection of our r ivers.

The Shell River is an important tr ibutary to the Crow Wing which then empties into the Mississippi River. The river runs
through crit ical wetlands. These wetlands would be next to impossible to access in the event of a spi l l  hampering any
clean-up efforts not to mention the impact of the instal lat ion of two 30" diameter pipes. The river is part of the
headwaters feeds the Mississippi River which in turn provides drinking water for mil l ions of people downstream. A spil l
would introduce many harmful toxins that would contaminate and compromise the river not to mention the surf icial
aquifer that provides drinking water to many private wells in the region.

These issues in our area, along with many others along the complete route should warrant an Environmental lmpact
Study that is completed by state agencies who are obligated to look professionally and scientif ical ly at the impacts these
pipelines in tandem would have on are area. Enbridge has neatly sidestepped an EIS due to inherent f laws in the
permitt ing process. Permitt ing which includes the PUC, who has a confl ict of interest when they are made responsible
for energy development as their highest priori ty as well as the Department of Commerce. They are not trained or vested
in protecting our environment l ike the MPCA and the DNR, who have not been uti l ized or have been excluded. The DOC
is committed to economic development in the state and with seemingly no regard for the environment. The DOC
appears only concerned with how many jobs the pipeline wil l  create. These jobs are short term and most wil l  be
performed by out of state workers. Only 20-30 permanent jobs wil l  remain after al l  is said and done.

So it  is important that a ful l  EIS is completed by ful l  part icipation of state agencies charged with protecting and
conserving our natural resources. On both these projects before they are al lowed to build.

I can be reached at218.564.4826

Vi rus-free. wwrr. avast" com
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TO: Commissioner Fredrickson
FROM: Jim Reents & Mary Ackerman

456L Alder Lane NW
Hackensack, MN 56452

RE: EIS Responsibility
April L2,2OL6

The proposed Sandpiper and Line 3 Replacement
route has the potential to impact my watershed and
property on Ten Mile Lake.

We need a full Environmental lmpact Statement.
Please relieve the Doc from the responsibility of an
Environmental lmpact Statement and replace it
with a joint 'Responsible Governmental
Responsibility Unit' made up of the DNR and MPCA.



From: Sue Tomte
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Public comment Sandpiper & L3
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 10:07:28 AM

Ms MacAlister --

In regards to the following PUC docket numbers
PL:6668/CN-13-473; PPL-13-474
PL-9/CN-14-916; PPL-15-137

Every single contractor, sub-contractor and consultant doing business with Enbridge must go
through significant Safety training annually – even those who may never set foot on any
construction site. 

Doing business with Enbridge demands a higher level of safety awareness and standards on all
aspects of conduct.   This isn’t just a ‘check the box’ activity, there is a culture of safety within
this organization --every person, every day.   With conscious and consistent efforts to stress
personnel (and personal) safety, environmental safety, sound procedural processes, plus
detailed accountability and reporting, the Company is demonstrating the seriousness of doing
business the right way.

Enbridge’s people [employees and contractors] are trained, prepared, aware and concerned
about all aspects of safety.   The proposed routes are selected because they represent paths of
least disturbance on a human, environment and economic impact, based on tens-of-thousands
of man-hours of study and evaluation.  As you proceed with the EIS please take into
consideration Enbridge's significant emphasis on safety and the amount of work that has been
done to carefully study route options. Please keep the EIS scope focused and complete the
review in a timely manner.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Susan Tomte
Park Rapids Community Ambassador for Sandpiper & Line 3
218-255-5776
stomte@gmail.com

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








From: Audrey Tsinnie
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Scoping EIS comment for Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-137)
Date: Saturday, May 07, 2016 3:40:05 PM

Dear Ms. MacAlister,

Dear Ms. Jamie MacAlister,

I am in support of the pipeline but would like to see old abandoned pipe be totally unearthed and removed to avoid
 any accidental fatalities in the future.  I believe newer pipelines are the most efficient and cost effective way to
 transport much needed fuels. In my personal professional experience I have been a part of projects in which soils
 that were contaminated decades ago from other non-related situations were hauled out and replaced with  cleaner
 more appropriate fill dirt. There are many many years combined of experienced engineers and field managers that
 deal with best practices in leaving areas crossed while installing pipeline or rehabbing worn pipe with a much better
 workable tact of land.  We need these fuels and are more self sufficient freeing us from importing from other
 countries.

Thank you for your time,
Audrey A. Tsinnie
Minnesota Resident

Sincerely,

Audrey A. Tsinnie
807 SE 14th St
Brainerd, MN 56401

mailto:audreytsinnie1@hotmail.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us


From: F.H. Tucker
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Scoping EIS comment for Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-137)
Date: Friday, May 06, 2016 10:50:05 PM

Dear Ms. MacAlister,

In the 40 years that I have been in the arena of pipeline work as a welder , I do strongly feel that most of the work
 that all the larger gas companies plan , they plan extensively , using a good deal of time & money researching all
 the aspects beforehand ..... on a large scale , thoroughly researched years before approaching any governing body
 with a request to build a pipeline . The industries & economies that help to employ so many of the families in the
 local areas of construction as well as maintaining fuel supplies and employing people in other places as well , quite
 possibly out of state . Americans all need clean safe utilities at reasonable prices and for daily use . I can remember
 in the 70's the waiting lines created due to shortages of gas and oil . In some areas gas is still not an option for
 homes - fuel oils & coal burning power plants for electricity are used . Hurry up 280 days left to build that pipeline
 & help us all . Thank you

Sincerely,

F.H.Tucker
907 Oakhollow Rd
Eastland, TX 76448
f_tucker13@yahoo.com

mailto:user@votervoice.net
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us


From: Alex Ugalde
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Scoping EIS comment for Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-137)
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 8:40:58 AM

Dear Ms. MacAlister,

Ms. Jamie MacAlister
Environment Review Manager
Minnesota Department of Commerce
87 7th Place East, Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198

Ms. MacAlister,

We are writing another letter in regard to Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-
137).  We as a company are in support of this line and after attending another public meeting this past week, we felt
compelled as a group of proud Minnesotans, to comment on additional impacts.  We understand that there are good
people in our great state that are concerned about the slight chance that there would be a failure to the new line
(environmental impact), but I think these same people fail to understand how low these percentages are with a new
line.  Especially when compared to a line that was built in the 1960’s.  A new line to replace Line 3 would be much
more cost effective and safer for Minnesotans in the long run.

We at Innovative are a diverse group of people and personalities.  We and our extended families primarily live all
across western and eastern portions of northern Minnesota.  Many here are Veterans or reserve military.  We have
many outdoor enthusiasts from hunters to marathon runners.  We are a proud group of Minnesotans that live near or
have family that live near the proposed line, we are passionate about our outdoor recreation and have no
environmental concerns about this pipeline.

Personally speaking, my wife and I spend a good amount of time in northwestern Minnesota visiting family.  For
many years, we have seen the local businesses in these areas and understand their day to day struggles to keep their
doors open.  The economic benefits of pipeline construction and operation are so impactful to the creation of jobs,
increase in tax revenue, and increase to local economic activity for local businesses.  We fully support a company
like Enbridge, who has proven over many years, that they will incorporate the best in materials and latest in
technology to build the safest product for the people of this great state.     

Thank you,

Alex Ugalde
Commercial Account Specialist
Foundation Supportworks
1100 Holstein Drive NE
Pine City, MN 55063

Sincerely,

Alex Ugalde
1100 Holstein Dr NE
Pine City, MN 55063
alex@innovativefsw.com

mailto:alex@innovativefsw.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us








From: Justin Wallace
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Scoping EIS comment for Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-137)
Date: Thursday, May 05, 2016 10:20:09 AM

Dear Ms. MacAlister,

Please consider the economic benefits that this project will bring to the local communities. Pipelines are, by far, the
 safest mode of transporting crude oil. Please do not delay in approving this project. Thank you

Sincerely,

Justin Wallace
16150 E Pueblo Rd
Claremore, OK 74017

mailto:justin@pibf.org
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us






























May 25, 2016 
Regarding PUC docket items: 
 SANDPIPER PIPELINE 
  PPL-13-473   
  CN-13-474 
 Line 3 Pipeline Replacement Project 
  PPL-15-137 
  CN-14-916 
 
Comments submitted by:  

Darril Wegscheid 
20231 Roosevelt Ridge – PO 251 
Emily, MN 56447 

 
Point Covered: Cited preference for using a Power Line ROW for a new Oil Pipeline ROW. 
 
In the documents reviewed on these Enbridge pipelines, much seems to be made of the Enbridge 
‘preference’ for using an existing Power Line ROW.  That is (quite bluntly) a silly position for the 
PUC or anyone to accept – on face value, or with any thoughtful reflection. 
 
By contrast, if I had a ROW for fiber cable, would that have been routed with concerns for 
anything BUT the process of installing, operation, repairing and other aspects of a fiber cable?   
 
The environmental considerations for a power line may include some of the same issues, but 
MAJOR additional concerns need to be evaluated (EIS) for any other commodity using that ROW.   
 
Consider a “leak” of oil, versus a “leak” of an electric line?  Or consider restoring a power line to 
operation versus fixing an oil pipeline back to its operational levels.  Imagine the amount of soil 
disrupted when digging pole / anchors for a power line tower, versus trenching deep and wide (and 
setting aside the soils) when creating an oil pipeline.  If one looks at power towers going OVER a 
stream, versus a pipeline dug in or suspended over a stream there is very little similarity in 
construction, risks or damage.  Therefore, that aspect needs to be dismissed as an innate 
preference. 
 
While an existing ROW might simplify ‘gaining control’ to proceed with the owner of the ROW, 
and likely there is little existing construction of anything else in that ROW, there is virtually NO 
logic nor environmental ‘free ride’ that should be granted for any subsequent consideration for 
ANY other commodity to be moved in that ROW.   
 
Submitted, 
/ / 
Darril Wegscheid 
 

 
 



May 25, 2016 
Regarding PUC docket items: 
 SANDPIPER PIPELINE 
  PPL-13-473   
  CN-13-474 
 Line 3 Pipeline Replacement Project 
  PPL-15-137 
  CN-14-916 
 
Comments submitted by:  

Darril Wegscheid 
20231 Roosevelt Ridge – PO 251 
Emily, MN 56447 

 
Point Covered: The correct and only defensible Scope needs to be from the 
commodities’ “Source” in the oil fields to their “Sink” at the refineries in Chicago, 
IL; Gary, IN; Detroit, MI, or more broadly to OK, and to the primary USA refining 
areas along, in and around the gulf of Mexico.  
 
There is no current, nor forecasted, excess refinery capacity in Superior WI, nor any 
where in the north of the Great Lakes states of MN, WI, and MI.  In fact, the Superior WI 
capacity (which is presently fulfilled) is at most about 5% of this pipeline’s delivery 
capacity. 
 
The various Enbridge corporate and industry-coalition stations along various ‘routes’ are 
either corporate relay / switching stations or simply store-and-forward positions built to 
control their share of the market distribution – those locations are not necessary to MN in 
order to provide the most direct path nor safest route from Source to Sink. 
 
As a professional logistical modeler, and career student of distribution, I point-out that 
the “in-between” points that various industry investors choose / have chosen are to their 
relative advantage to control the market place.  The USA needs to be served by siting the 
best route (now and through their economic life) from Western North Dakota and/or 
northern Alberta Canada to the refineries that are virtually ALL south of the Wisconsin 
border.  Since these sources are expected to reduce the dependence on suppliers from 
outside of North America, then this must get to the refinery infrastructure that currently 
exists.  No new refineries are anticipated in that process – just getting this oil to the 
existing refineries. 
 
Therefore, since this effort by the PUC is meant to be a ’go back and get it right’ 
directive from the Supreme Court, then the SYSTEM alternatives (that were shredded 
and disrespected under the erroneous Enbridge-directed false start) must now be included 
in the scope for the combined EIS.  Many of those routes to Chicago and other refineries 
were discarded without the proper EIS-caliber scrutiny.   
 
Therefore, they need to be included now. 



 
Those early route considerations were NOT in the proper scoping.  The studies’ scoping 
now needs to be corrected, since the flows of Line 3 (sourced in Alberta) were never 
included - as the Sandpiper (coming our of Western N Dakota) was the ‘stalking horse’ to 
get a new corridor ‘considered’ and hopefully authorized.   
 
These are TWO dramatically different flows, of drastically different commodities 
(Alberta tar sands versus Bakken-shale oils), from those two widely separate sources 
(Western Dakota and Northern Albert) and flowing to different refineries (whose 
capabilities differ) in terms of which products they can handle.   
 
Thus, the scope has to include the entirety of BOTH system flows, since the impacts are 
cumulative, the projects are staged, they are both intrastate and quite simply part of one 
system. 
 
That early ‘assessment’ of the Sandpiper route not only failed to consider that this was in 
fact an effort to open an entirely NEW CORRIDOR (not just simply to route a new single 
pipeline), but failed to establish / recognize the correct understanding that this is / was / 
will be PHASED, INTERSTATE, CONNECTED and SEQUENTIAL stages of ONE 
strategy to flow oils to refineries.    
 
In addition, initially there was no focus on the true origin of the commodities, nor the true 
destinations at the refineries - but rather the focus was on Enbridge’s conjured / contrived 
corporate “intermediate” points.  The arguments tried vigorously to “demand” that their 
contracted oil shipments MUST be considered ONLY from Clearbrooke, MN (since they 
had it contracted to that point), and ONLY to Superior, WI (with no unsatisfied product 
demand there).  Those are failures that cannot be repeated. 
 
A reflection, that if they (Enbridge) had promoted their business to potential clients, and 
then signed contracts to deliver oil to a location at which (at the time of the contract) they 
had no capability to forward or process it, that seems to be a business practice that sounds 
like fraud and / or felonious mis-representation.  Folks whom are more knowledgeable 
than I need to address that practice. 
 
The State of MN should be paying no attention to that demand, as any definition of a key 
point from which oil needs to be moved.  The oil is out in Dakota and up in Alberta – 
NOT in Clearbrooke, MN. 
 
As a further reflection, how do those contracts stand today, since they are not being 
honored under the present configuration at a time point that was advocated by Enbridge 
as ‘cannot wait’? 
 
Clearly, under any reasonable view of the flows, the interconnectedness of the stages and 
projects as well as the cumulative effects of these diverse flows, the PUC study scope 
HAS to be recognized as the entire span from the SOURCES (the oil fields themselves) 
to the SINKS (the refineries) in Chicago, Detroit, Oklahoma, and the Gulf region.   



 
This must be done, since this is truly a new and fresh corridor for oil transport, that is 
intended to allow Enbridge to leave leaked oil under and around Line 3, while using more 
geography for their corporate good as they strive to lock-in their distribution options, at 
the potential environmental expense of the lakes region of MN, WI, and MI. 
 
Submitted, 
/ / 
Darril Wegscheid 
 

 
 



May 25, 2016 
Regarding PUC docket items: 
 SANDPIPER PIPELINE 
  PPL-13-473   
  CN-13-474 
 Line 3 Pipeline Replacement Project 
  PPL-15-137 
  CN-14-916 
 
Comments submitted by:  

Darril Wegscheid 
20231 Roosevelt Ridge – PO 251 
Emily, MN 56447 

 
Point Covered: The proposed environmental assessment and proposed environmental modeling 
must consider many things, including: 

a) The real (not hoped-for) frequency of leaks, spills, ruptures, and similar flow interruptions; 
b) The size / quantity of the specific commodity spilled (tar sands versus shale oil) and the 

configuration of the site where the spill occurs; 
c) The location of the spill, in terms of ‘underground’, in wetlands, in a river, in a / the lake 

shed, in a farm field, over or near farm wells, over or near city water sources, etc. 
d) The cleanup / mitigation duration, costs of all aspects of the breach, quantity and costs of 

all damaged materials, and the final “end-state” of the spill site over time; 
e) “Routine” leaks – frequency and consequence of the kind that have impacted the current 

Line 3 to the point that the land under and around it are impaired - as well as have led to 
reducing the capacity of the line (what is that process timeline for each of these pipes);  

f) Impact of High Power Electrical lines on the structure of the pipeline and its operational 
performance; 

g) The construction impacts, and post-construction restoration of the flora and fauna of key 
areas of the route; 

h) Intervention process timelines, timeliness and impacts of responses to any pipeline or 
related failures, or to any electric power line failures (if sited with Power Lines). 

 
The spill in the Kalamzoo River has reportedly left serious deposits of tar sands in the affected areas – to 
the point that the EPA indicates that we (society) do NOT have a protocol for  certain tar sands cleanups.   
 
If that be the case, then extra caution must be exercised in the siting process, and the specifications for 
all aspects of the system when near water – standing, running, saturated, or underground. 
 
Submitted, 
/ / 
Darril Wegscheid 
 

 
 



May 25, 2016 
Regarding PUC docket items: 
 SANDPIPER PIPELINE 
  PPL-13-473   
  CN-13-474 
 Line 3 Pipeline Replacement Project 
  PPL-15-137 
  CN-14-916 
 
Comments submitted by:  

Darril Wegscheid 
20231 Roosevelt Ridge – PO 251 
Emily, MN 56447 

 
Point Covered: Spire Valley, in SE Cass County, MN is an environmentally 
significant site for the state of MN, the MN DNR, the trout streams of MN and 
elsewhere, and the fishermen whom enjoy trout fishing – this routing process must 
pose zero additional threats to the trout hatchery there.  That hatchery relies on 
significant natural springs of clear, fresh, flowing water to enable trout (fish) eggs to 
hatch (as they would in a stream).  If the aquifer pressure, flow, or the quality of its 
water is damaged then the hatchery is lost – period.  If any part of any of these 
pipelines come in any proximity to these critical dimensions of the hatchery, the 
State of MN via the PUC and DOC must require a multi-billion dollar bond and an 
additional cash reserve of at least half of that amount as assurances that they will 
never impact the site.  Even that presumes a comparable site might be found 
somewhere else – which is currently not a known option. 
 
Submitted, 
/ / 
Darril Wegscheid 
 

 
 



From: Tami Wenthold
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Sandpiper Pipeline and Line 3 Pipeline Projects
Date: Wednesday, May 25, 2016 4:40:01 PM

Re: Sandpiper Pipeline Project
      Docket Nos. PL-6668/CN-13-473,PPL-13-474
      Line 3 Pipeline Replacement Project
      Docket Nos. PL-9/CN-14-916, PPL-14-137

Public Comment regarding both of these projects.  We have attended the
meetings in our area and are well aware of the maneuvers that have been
made by Enbridge regarding the certificate of need and now the EIS. It is
in the public best interest, the State of Minnesota and our waters that flow
from the Headwaters of the Mississippi down through the United States to
the Gulf of Mexico that you being charged with to ensure that the
Environmental Impact Statement is honest, independent, and competent.
There are alternative routes that have been suggested that would serve the
purpose and avoid the Headwaters and the northern Minnesota lake
country.  We advocate for alternative route SA-04 as a top consideration. 
The MPCA alternative route SA-03 would be a viable second option.
There are millions of people counting on the right decision to be made.

Regards,
Tami & Randy Wenthold
Menahga, MN

mailto:wentnorth2001@yahoo.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us


1

Ingrid Kimball

From: mccoop@invisimax.com
Sent: Thursday, May 26, 2016 1:03 PM
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Gordon Wetterlund

Dear Sirs, 
 
I am writing in favor of the ruling for the Line 3 that crosses Minnesota I have three pieces of land in Foldahl Township of 
Marshalll County  that the pipeline goes across.  They put a new line in 2009.  They did what they said they would so and 
went the extra mile to be safe.  They make every attempt to work with the landowners.  I am in favor of the pipeline 
both for moving oil in a Economical way and a safe way to get oil from our neighbors in Canada, rather than buy crude 
from the Arab Countries that aren't friends to us. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Gordon Wetterlund Jr. 
23819‐280th Ave NW 
Warren, Mn  56762 





From: Ken Warner
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Scoping EIS comment for Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-137)
Date: Monday, May 23, 2016 10:50:06 AM

Dear Ms. MacAlister,

Members of the Public Utilities Commission and Department staff,

As you know, the development of the Sandpiper Pipeline is a major and important project for the state of Minnesota.
As President of the Willmar Lakes Area Chamber of Commerce, I can verify that the benefits will be felt statewide
– not simply along the route. Whether in direct jobs for folks in our community or reduced competition for scarce
rail capacity – the benefits are clear, obvious and should be delayed no further. 

A fair, timely, and final evaluation of this project has been delayed for far too long. Any entity attempting to do
business in Minnesota relies on a predictable and timely regulatory process. I ask that the Department of Commerce
adhere to the 280-day time limit to prepare the EIS to keep the project on track. 

The scope of the EIS is vital. It needs to serve the public and private purpose of the Sandpiper project. It should not
be so narrow that it would be inadequate, but it should also not be too broad. This balance must be met.

The economic benefit, safety of shipping oil through pipelines, and public support for this project should emphasize
the importance of seeing this process through, in a timely and effective manner.

Thank you for the work you do for the state of Minnesota and thank you for your dedication in moving this project
forward.

Sincerely,

Ken Warner

President

Willmar Lakes Area Chamber of Commerce

Sincerely,

Ken Warner
2104 Highway 12 E
Willmar, MN 56201
kwarner@willmarareachamber.com

mailto:kwarner@willmarareachamber.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us


From: Mark Witt
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Scoping EIS comment for Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-137)
Date: Thursday, May 12, 2016 4:00:07 PM

Dear Ms. MacAlister,

Approve pipeline project!

Sincerely,

Mark A. Witt
1500 Lipan Rd
Roswell, NM 88203
welder.mark@yahoo.com

mailto:user@votervoice.net
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us


From: Dan Wolpert
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Sandpiper EIS
Date: Tuesday, May 24, 2016 12:17:33 PM

To whom it may concern,  I have founded and run a retreat center in NWMN, just outside of 
Crookston.  I write to you to strongly encourage that you reject the Sandpiper pipeline 
proposal.  As I write to you I am teaching in West Virginia where they are fracking for gas and 
wreaking similar devastation on the environment that the ND fracking fields have done there.  
With the earth warming at an alarming, and so far out of control rate, we should not be 
encouraging further fossil fuel development.  Rather it should be the opposite: we should be 
discouraging the drilling of any new wells and we should be putting our money towards 
conservation of energy and renewable energy sources.  This is the only intelligent, sustainable, 
and faithful way forward for humanity.  I hope that you have the courage to reject this 
unneeded development.

Peace,
Rev. Daniel Wolpert

www.micahprays.org

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail message, including any attachments,
is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
privileged and confidential information.  Any unauthorized review, use,
disclosure or distribution is prohibited.  If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply e-mail and destroy
all copies of the original message.
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From: Mr. & Mrs. James Wyatt, Jr
To: *COMM_Pipeline Comments
Subject: Scoping EIS comment for Sandpiper (13-473 & 13-474) and Line 3 Replacement (14-916 & 15-137)
Date: Thursday, May 05, 2016 4:20:10 PM

Dear Ms. MacAlister,

I support the Sandpiper and line 3 replacement. This will continue our country's effort to become energy
 independent. It will also provide jobs both to construction workers but will infuse money to the local economy. 
 Pipelines have be time tested to be the safest way to transport products.

Thank you

Sincerely,

James Wyatt Jr.
192 Leggett Rd
Mount Olive, MS 39119

mailto:jwyatt024@hotmail.com
mailto:Pipeline.Comments@state.mn.us
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