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Q. Please state your name, organiza tion, title aud 011 whose beha lf you are testifying. 

A. My name is Richard Smith. I am President of the Friends of the Headwaters (FOH) 

organization, an Int~rvener in this case, on whose behalf I am testifying. 

Q. Have yOIl tcstified in proceedings before the Public Uti lities Com miss ion before? 

A. No. 

Q. What is your background , ed llcft tion and experience? 

A. I am a professional photographer and small business owner, and have been since 1979. 

Bet",een 1988 and 2008 I Ol>.lled and operated a commercial advertising photography business. 

As part of my business, I secured extensive on the job training in design, layout, advertising, 

graphics, Adobe Acrobat, Photoshop, Lightroom, film and digital photography and editing. I 

directed production crews of up to fiOy persons for major advertising campaigns for top brands 

and companies in the world. My clients have included 3M, BMW, American Express, 

Budweiser, McDonalds, Microsoft, Tourism Turkey, the Wall Street Journal, Harpers, the New 

York Times, Sports Illustrated, The Nature Conservancy and the Foundation for Deep Ecology 

to name a few. 

Since 20 10 I have continued my photography business, with an emphasis on environmenta l and 

nature photography and clients. Since becoming President of the Friends of the Headwaters, 

because ofthe demands or participation in this process, r have reduced the hours devoted to my 

business by approximately fiOy per cent. 

I graduated Summa {;t,m Laude, Phi Beta Kappa from the University of North Dakota with a 

degree in Psychology and a secondary emphasis on Earth Sciences, geology, ecology, biology, 

chemistry, geomorphology and mathematics. 

I taught ecology and natural sc iences al the Environmental Learning Cenler in Isabella, 

Minnesota; I also draOed Ihe curriculum for the North Woods Resource Center, an 

environmental and outdoor recreational leaming center near the Boundary Waters Canoe Area 

Wilderness in Ely, Minnesota, where I worked for four years . This curriculum centered on 
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natural sciences with an emphasis on ecology. I taught orieoteering, map reading (USGS 

topographic maps), hiking. cross country skiing, snowshoeing and winter camping skil ls. I 

worked with children in grades 6 through high school. 1 worked for a year as Program Director 

at the Center. For nioe yean I guided canoe trips in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area 

Wilderness and the Quetico Provincial Park in Canada and guided extended 21 day trips in 

northern Ontario as well as forty-two day and a seventy day expeditions in the Northwest 

Territories of Canada. I did this work in pre-GPS days, so used my extensive map reading skills. 

I used my photographic skills ror various environmental groups who were working to secure 

protection for the Boundary Waters Canoe Area. 

I have lived in Minnesota for 42 years. For the pas! 14 years, I have lived outside of Park Rapids, 

io Hubbard County, Minnesota. I moved to my present residence from Minneapolis because of 

my longstanding love for Northern Minnesota and its natural resources. 

Q. What is the purpose of your testimony? 

A. The purpose of my testimony is to introduce maps and other materials I have prepared in 

response to the pipeline that is being proposed in this proceeding and to summarize the position 

of the Friends of the Headwaters. 

Q_ Please summarize the Friends of the HeadwDte rs' position in th is cast. 

A. FOH is not opposed to pipelines, per se, but is definitely opposed to Enbridge/NOPC's 

Sandpiper pipeline route as currently proposed. Rather than the Applicant telling Minnesota it 

needs this pipeline as proposed, we believe Minnesota needs to make that detennination on what 

is good and safe for Minnesota, not EnbridgeJNDPC. Our position is Minnesota does not need 

another new pipeline corridor passing through the state·s most sensitive water resources. Too 

much is at risk enviromnentally, economically and culturally. Our position is also that given the 

large scale nature of this project and that this new corridor is already the proposed site for a 

second pipeline, the Line 3 Rebuild, that the state should not only conduct a full environmental 

impact statement (EIS) with a complete environmental and economic risk assessment of the 

Applicant' s proposed route, but also include a number of the System Alternative Routes 
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proposed by citizen groups. FOH is not confident the DOC-EERA environmental review as 

ordered by the PUC can be completed in a thorough and comprehensive manner in the short time 

provided. In order to fully address the Certificate of Need in these proceedings the state must not 

limit its consideration only to pipeline economics, but must include environmental economics in 

its assessment. It is our position only a full scope EIS Can determine the state's NEED for this 

pipeline as currently proposed. 

TI,e Friends of the Headwaters disputes Enbridge/NDPC's contention that the Sandpiper must 

end in Superior, Wisconsin. Enbridge has provided no rationale for needing Superior other than 

" We want it. We need it to connect to our existing system in Superior." SA·04 also connects to 

their existing system hub near Chicago. It does not prevent Enbridge from then transporting the 

Bakken crude either south or across Illinois, Indiana, Michigan and across the border to Samia, 

Ontario, Canada on their existing system. 

In summary, the Friends of the Headwaters opposes the NEED for the Enbridge/NDPC 

Sandpiper Pipeline route proposal. Enbridge already has too large a footprint across Minnesota's 

Headwaters Country. Too much is at risk, not only with the state's clearest lakes; groundwater 

aquifers, fish and wildlife; wild rice; lake and riverfront homes, businesses, and communities; 

tourism industry; lands and forests; and Lake Superior. The people of Minnesota should not 

allow a Canadian corporntion with its " limited liability" US subsidiary, North Dakota Pipeline 

Company LLC, to dictate the terms of this project. Friends of the Headwaters does not believe 

this proposed multiple pipeline conidor with the Sandpiper and now Line 3 can meet the 

Minnesota's NEED for high standards for quality, safelY and sustainability of the lands and 

especially waters along the route. 

The position of Friends of the Headwaters is perfectly swnmarized in Minnesota's environmental 

law: 

"No state action Significantly affecting the quality of the environment shall be allowed. 

nor shall any permitfor natural reO'aurces mWlI1gement and development be granted. 

... here such actian ar permit has caused or is likely to cause pailulion. impairmem, or 

destruction of the air, water, land or other natural resources located wilhin the state, so 

lang G!; there is afeasible and prudem alternative camistent with the reasanable 
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requirements o/the public health. sa/ely. m,dwelfare ond the s/atl': 'S paramount concern 

lor the protection o/i/s air. water, land and other natural resources/rom poilu/ion. 

impairment. or des/ruction Economic consideratiOns alone shall not justify such 

conduct." (MEPA 1I6D.04,Subd.6] 

Q. Pluse describe the developments or yoDr maps. 

A. When I first heard about the proposed Sandpiper pipeline, friends, neighbors and other 

concerned citizens gathered together and fomled Friends of the Headwaters. In order to educate 

ourselves and others about all the environmental aspects of the Applicant proposed Sandpiper 

route, I began 10 develop a series of maps using my background, interests and computer graphics 

ability to graphically illustrate where the proposed pipeline would go and the natural resources it 

would go through, across or near as it made its way to Wisconsin, and the threats is ",'Culd, 

therefore pose to the region. After I spent hundreds ofbours studying the pOtential 

environmental impact of the proposed route, I continued developing a series of maps showing 

other routes that were safer because emergency vehicles could more quickly reach spill sites, 

were less ofa threat to fragile and in some cases rare ecological resources, and pOsed less threat 

to both surface and groundwater. 

The maps I created were intended to infonn the Commerce Department, this proceeding, and the 

Public Utilities Commission of the location where the risk of oil spills would he most damaging 

to the natural environment. According to a 2003 MPCA report to the National Transportation 

Safety Board, there were '"nearly three dozen non·third party spills, leaks or ruptures on just one 

Enbridge 34 inch line between 1972 and 2003. About 87% of the petroleum gallons spilled from 

all Minnesota pipelines in the period 1991 to 2002 was from that Enbridge line .... Included in the 

Enbridge 34 inch line spills are the 1.7 million gallon rupture in 1991 in Grand Rapids and the 

250,000 gallon rupture on July 4, 2002 in Cohasset. 300,000 gallons of the Grand Rapids spill 

flowed to a river. Luck with the timing of the spill and river ice conditions kept thousands of 

gallons of crude from entering the Mississippi River. Oil in the Mississippi ",'Culd likely have 

fouled the St. Cloud, St. Paul and Minneapolis drinking water intakes for months. Likewise the 
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Cohasset spill could have easily entcred the Mississippi River ifit had happened in a different 

segment of that 34 inch pipeline." 

These maps were submined as part of our comments to the Commerce Department in the 

preliminary stages of this proceeding, and have served as the basis for our presentations to the 

Public Utilities Commission, organizations, and other government bodies since that time. They 

have also served as the basis for now-designated system alternatives that are being studied by the 

Minnesota Department of Commerce for presentation on Oecember 16 (target date). Each map 

anached to this testimony shows three routes/system alternatives: The black line shows the route 

the Applicant wants to use. The Red line shows a rome developed by the Minnesota Pollution 

Control Agency , although, as I mentioned, it later stated that the third route/system alternative 

proposed by FOH is the best from an enviromnental perspe<:tive. The blue line shows FOH's 

preferred route, SA-04. 

SA-04 was developed with a number of goals in mind. It would: 

• still provide constnoction jobs and dollars; 

• retain the pipeline's tax benefits for the state; 

• remove the risks to our lakes, rivers, wetlands, wild rice lakes and drinking water sources for 

residents of North em Minnesota, as well as those who depend on Mississippi River water 

throughout the state, including the Greater MinneapolislSt Paul Metro area. 

• protect businesses that rely on outdoor recreation, including fishing, hunting and wildlife 

watching, which bring in $4.3 billion in annual retail sales. (Fishing alone generates $342 

million annually in tax rl:venue for the state.) Figures are based on a study completed during 

the recessionary e<:onomic period or 2007-09, which is the latest sllldy with local and county 

data. (Su 

hllp·UwwW exploreminnesota comljod.LSlry-mjooeSOJalresearch·reoortsiresearchdelajlsldoWQ 

load aspx?jd",g I )) 

• proteci clear lakes, which mean high lakeshore property values, a key factor in property tax 

assessments; 
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By contrast, the maps show the serious problems witb the route propOsed by the Applicant. 

TI,ese serious problems must be addressed in tbe CON proceedings. FOH believes a full scope 

EIS comparing all the economic, environmental and cultural factors oftbe Applicant's route 

against the System Alternative routes is needed before any Certificate of Need is granted to the 

Applicant. 

• The MPCA conducted a comparative environmental analysis for tbis docket oftbe proposed 

rOutes. A bigb score was least damagi ng to the environment; a low score tbe most damaging. 

FOH's SA-04 scored tbe bighest. Enbridge·s preferred route scored tbe lowest of the g 

system alternatives. 

Q. Please desc ~ibe the specific mal's you cerated. 

The attached pages contain tbe respective maps witb the descriptions and grapbics whicb were 

created. Although I agree tbese mapS are primarily about routes I believe the envirorunental 

aspects oftbe maps presented must be addressed in tbese CON proceedings. The long term 

enviromnental bealtb, economic Vt-elfare and cultural vitality of Minnesota's northern lake 

country and its clean water resources must be consider in the NEED for this pipeline and 

proposed location. 

SEE ATIACHMENTS BELOW 

Q. DOt's Ibis conclude )·ou~ test imony? 

A. Yes . 
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ROUTE COMPARISON MAP 

KEY TO ROUTES 

ENBRIOGE SANOPIPER 
BLACK 

MPCA ALTERNATE SA·03 
"'0 

fOH ROUTE SA·04 
BLUE 

(Also endorsed by MPCA) 

-- --"., ., - .. " - ,. .. --_. --, 

MINNESOTA'S CLEAREST LAKES 

The Minnesota Water Resoun:es Center at the University of Minnesota compiled the data on this map. 
Using satellite remote sensing they surveyed 10500 lakes in the state. then ranked them for clarity. 
The dark blue lakes have the greatest clarity. A member of the Friends of the Headwaters found the 
map at a Minnesota Pollution Control Atency office. Using my Adobe Photoshop skills I scaled and 
overlaid the EnbridgelNDPC proposed Sandpiper route (in black) onto this map to indicate its pro~imity 
to these high value waters. I later added the two system alternative routes. SA-03 (red) and SA-04 (blue). 
to the map to i llustrate how they compare in pro~imity to the state's clearest lakes. 

Clear lakes are the key to Minnesota's tourism business. Fishing alone generates SHl million annually in tax 
revenue for the state. S4.3 bil lion in annua l retail sales is earned from fishing. hunting and wildlife watching.· 
" National Sportfish ing Association 

For Hubbard County tourism was S99M annually with ~ in June - Aug. 
For Crow Wing County it was SI50M with 49% in June · Aug. 

www.e~plo~minnesota.comlindustry-minnesotaJresean:h·reportsiresean:hdeta i lsldownload.asp~!id=811 
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FISHHO~ ,~~ W~ERSHED 

lAKES AND STREAMS IN j EOPAROY 
Of AN OIL SPIll fROM PIPELINE 

AT ONE OF THE CREEK CROSS INGS 
NEM Isv,NO lA"' E, AT HAY CREE K OR 

NEAR PORTAGE lAKE 

WATER ft.OWS ltIIQ PARK AAl'IOS 

MINNESOTA'S CL EAREST LA KES MEAN HIGH PROPERTY VALU ES 

CI~ar lak~s m~.n high I.k~ ,ho~ prop<!rty val u ~s which is a key factor in avai labl~ prop~rty tax~, to th~ir 
r~sp~tiv~ cOlJnti~s. 

Uli lizing Googl~ Map' I c r~'I~d this map of th~ Fishhook W'I~rsh~d in Hubbard Cou nty. This map i, my 
S2 Billion dollar map. That i, th~ county', .cc~ .. ~d prop~rty valu~ of Ih~ wat~r influ~nc~d prop~rti~' along 
th~ yellow outl i n~d sho,..,l i n~. of th~ watershed. Th~ pi~lin~ cro .. ~s three tributar ies of th is wal~rshed as 
well a. passing in close prox imity 10 on~ of its lak~,. Multiply !ho,~ propt'rty valu~s for Ih~ oth~ r lakr chains 
and watersheds along Ih~ pro~sed Sandpi~r roulr. Whil~f"h. Pin~ River. Fifty Lak~,. Big Sandy. Lak~ Su~rior. 
and oth~". 
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Friend. of the Headwaters 

ROUTE COMPARISON MAP 

Ground Water Contamination Susceptibility 
In Minnesota 

Min nno'" Po I.,tio n Co nl,o I Agency 

M"I' EKI' ~"" ... ion 

Highest Suscepl ibililY 

Mode,ate Susce ptibil~y 

Lowest Susceptib ilay 

Insuffic ienl Da"lo Rank 

La ~es , R;'e,s, St ,eams 

KEY TO ROUTES 

ENBRIOGE SANOPIPER 
BLACK 

MPCA ALTERNATE SA-03 
REO & BLACK 

FOH ROUTE SA-04 
BLUE 

,AI..SO €1fOOI'l$l0 8'0' "0'(:.\) 

Thi5 map was found on the Minnesota PoUution Control Agency's ~bs ite. Avin, I <werlaid the company's 
proposed route a5 well as the two system alternative routes. 

Those bright red areas on the above map, besidC5 being ex~mely susceptible to contamination, also jU5t happen 
to be critical aquifers. Besides provid ing drinking water these aqu~rs also irripte thousands of ac~s of farmland 
for Minnesota's farme rs and the state's agri-busineS5 economy. 

The Straight Rive r aquifer supporu the county's largest employer, the RDOI1.3mbWeston Company. which grows 
and makes fren<:h fries for M~cDon~lds beSides other potato products. The aqu i~r supplies al l the drinking water 
for the county seat. Park Rapids and pr<wides dear, cold water for a nationally ~nowned brown trout stream. 
All that at that right tum e lbow in the EnbridgclNOPC route. 

Nothing is more critical th3n our drinking water sources. 
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ROUTE COMPARISO N MAP 
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KEY TO ROUTES 

ENBRIDGE SANDPIPER 
BLACK 

MPCA ALTERNATE SA'()3 
REO 

FOH ROUTE SA-04 
BLUE 

(ALSO ENOORs.;O BV "PCA) 

... , 
." -
-'~) -

-
lo<:ated on the Minr>esoU Dep~~nt of Natur31 Resoon:es _bsite, this m~p i~ntjf,es the loc~tions of 
Minnt$ou's wild rice I~kes. Ag;Iin, using my Photoshop skills II~yered the company's proposed route as wel l 
as the two system altem~ti~ routes, SA-03 ~nd SA-04. The intention was to illustr3te the extre~ risk to 
t~ state's wild rke waters by the proposed EnbridgelNDPC Sandpiper roote. Coold Enbridge h~.e picked ~ 
worse roote for jeoparditing the prime wild rice lakes ~nd wetlands. 

Wild rice is Minnesota's n~tjo;e gr3in ~nd ~ part of our heritage ~nd history. For the Oj ibwe Nation it is their 
culture ~nd identity. To t~m wild rice is priceless. 

Wild rice is also criti,,1 to Minnesota's nesting ~nd migr3tory waterlowl . 
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friend. of the Headwaters 

ROUTE COMPARISON MAP 

KEY TO ROUTES 

ENBRIDGE SANDPIPER 
BLACK 

MPCA ALTERNATE SA-03 
RED 

FOH ROUTE SA-04 
BLUE 

...... 50 ENOQRKO 8 V NPOIt) 

Wetland 

<2'4 

2% - 5% 

5% - 10"4 

10"4 _ 20% 

_ 20%- 40"4 

_~0'4 

Thi. comparative map juxtapo.e. the ,..-opo.ed Sandpiper roule .nd the two 'Y'lem .ilernalive. in 
rel.tion.hip 10 the .tale '. prime wctland. area. a. idenlified on thi. map developed by the Minne.ota 
Oepartment of Nal ural RCKlurce •• nd found on its websile, ~ain, the inlenlion w .. to iliun1'3le the 
ri.k to thc .tate'. weiland., NOlc the cor~lation ofthi. weiland. map to the p~ou. wild rice map. 

The.e weiland. a~ al.o critical 10 MinncKI!a'. ncning and miJ:ralory walerfowl, 
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Friend. of the Headwaten 

ROUTE COMPARISON MAP 

~ .• 
. """""" .... •• --"' ...... 

These three INpS were ioaleel al ."rious lOIJrees 
on !he Inlernet. The INps i/kntify !he respective 
rivu ~sins and walcrsh«b 01 Minne$Ota. Usi", 
PhoIoshop I wanlcello P>ow how !he: roulH relate 
to these walersheds. 

Enbriclte's Sandpiper rouIe hu major risk exposlre 
to !he: heaclwa!en 0I!h1"«! major wa!enheds. !he: 
Red II.iver of d!e North. Uke Superior and d!e 
Mississippi RiYef" plus ~ to d!e St. Croix 
NatioNl Wild w Scenic River walel"1ohed. 

EnbricltefNDPC's ~ routc will c ...... the 
Mississippi R'-" twicc. A ,,*1 on the rivet" wi. 
expose downri'vcr communities ckpcnckM on the 
river IS 11 clrinkilllWller soo.oru to II toxic: mix of 
arcif"loCCnk chcmIc.ils !hal a", pn:Kflt in Bakken 
crude weh IS ben1Cf>e, loI...cnc. naphalcne. 

The fint cronin, polnl is 11 few milc:$ downstream 
of our oldest Stille p;1r1(, Itllsa. home: 10 die 
heaclwaccn of dIe~. At !hal cronin&: the daily 
pipeline volume. )75.000 BPD or 15.7$0,000 pllons 
pcr dily. wjll excttd the avenge daily volume 01 the 
younr river by fouriolel. 

• 

• 

1!l.!.!lL~' -_. ---.. ,,-,. ... •• . ""-.. ...... •• ..... ..-
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Frlend. of the Hu dwlten 

kOUTE COMPARISON MAP 

~ from the Minnesoa Ocpartn'll:fl( of 
Haith's website, the Cl;u.s V Sensitivity map 
rqarch soils especilolly oenoitM: to the di$ch;.~ of 
petr*"'" bued materials. Compare IhI»c 
'oenoitM:' areas alon& tIM: San<lpiper route 10 tIM: 
similar britht red areas in<liutcd on the ''Soil. 
sOJsccplibJe to croun<l Wilter contamin>.tign" map 
pr~sty on pa~ 1, A&ain, overlaying tIM: roOJtes 
allowed me to il lustrate the environmcnClI risk of 
tIM: Sandpiper route as compared to the system 
alte~tives, 

~ _ond soils map ~I"'tr.ltes Vloious 
soil typel. The clarl< green area consists of 
moIisoll. the soil «der with lower infiltr:ation 
"'tel. FOH'I SA44 uavenn the lawnt risk 
soils to Inliltntion, tIM: mig;ltion an<l conamin;.tion 
of oil spill effluents.. Sources for the soil .... /k1'1 map 
were the NRCSIUSOA.n<I tIM: Minnesou ONR. 

Not.,: Enbridp's H~,* Curwi", un/or 
DinaOf' for Stntqic C40rdiNtion of 
H IjOf' Project Executions;" rhe us. 
rr~ted the;" Conltruction preference I. 
to build pipelines ~crms hrmhnd. 

He mad. thele remarks u ~ public 
meetin" in P:.rk R~pids on J~n, 29, 2014. 

Hr. CUl'Win pve the reuonl 
o f better loil •. 
easier construction, 
cllier ICC"ll. 
leu natu",' ""blat destruction, 
cltc.pcr and quicker, 

A/lef eonluuction rhe hrmhnd e~n 
be put N ck into crop production. 

Acee .. to Ie~/cs ~nd spills is muc" cuicr. 

W,.,ter wetland construction would be al I 
minimum. 

--

!!l!!O!IO\I!U 

till"" .... 
~ 

V Semiihoil)' 
, i . 

.....0100II1_ 
.~ --........ 

-- ....... _-... _-... __ . ____ M" _ .. __ ... -----~-

.­, 
----_._---'--------....... __ ._._-..... 
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ROUTE COMPARISO N MAP 

~e two ITIiIpS were !o<;ilt ed on dwI Minnesou 
~rtn'lCnt 01 Nllu",1 RcSOUl'CC1' website. 

Iksides showio& ~ en'lH"on"",nul risks to 
Mi..-.esou·s watersheds and aquikn.. its soil types. 
I illso wanted 10 ilustnle the !'OIIIes is to how they L" 
tnverwd dwI St<lle's lind cover ilnd ecolot:iocill toneS. 

The purpose WU 10 Compile ~ ~ routes 
and ~r potcnIbl diI,.. 10 our fore.sl bonds. 

The Enbridce route ....wI dl'illlTlilooly iI'IvoIW: lTIOI'e 
foresl COV1:r cm.n dwI system Iltcl'NtM:s. SA.tIl 
Ind SA..(K. 

The MPCA conducted I cC>lTlpU1lltM: e ... ..;l'O<'in'Ienllll 
iI"Ilysis of dwlse propo$ed route •. A hitI score WilS 
IeiI.It ~ to ~ en"';ron"",nt, iI low score. the 
most~ 

Shoold the ltite be ","critici", itl "Itu",1 resources 
to a new cnc'l)' corridor when I n txistJ", oomdor. 
the EnbridlvAlliilnce natUl'iII1 Jill pipel ine cOI'l'idor. is 
already ilVilililbic ilnd crones the Stitt I t its lowest 
risk po'nt to the ClWironmcnl Ind economy. The 
EnbridlvAlI>ilncc corridor;1 the proposed route of 
SA·04. 

I produced thele iSscmbled rN.ps b«iIuse I believe 
Minnesou docs not NEED EnblidJClNDPC's 
Sandpiper pipeline route ill currently proposed 
U'ilVCfW dwI IllIte'l ~m WlItcr resources 

ATRlSK; MINNESOTA'S 

CLEAREST AND ClEANEST lAKES 
GROUND WATER AQUIFERS 
WltD RICE lAKES 
WmANDS 
HOST SENSITNE SOILS TO SPlUS 
DIVERSITY OF VEGET A nON 
SENSlTNf ecOt.OG/CAL ZONES 
THE lAKE SUPERIOR. BASIN 
THE HEADWA TEllS OF THE MISSISSIPPI RNfR 

AND ITASCA STATE PARK 
HIGH VALUE RECREATIONAL AND 

RESIDENTIAL WATERS 

, 

Minnesota Eo"',o" ',",,",,,, 

Ml! TO !!C!!/!1.1 

• mo "".' (~ 
~. 

.....,., ... ~Tl_ ." 
..,..llO\nt _ 

.~ -_ .. -... 

---­c:3'--
a::l .. -'-­",._-­
a::l._--(>3 .. __ ._-

¢l.--­(!3._­
Q::}._ •• _­(i:l._--

~~ 

, I ':~' '" 

--. ... ,.-.. -.. --­•• -_ .. -

MCEA & FOH Scoping Comments 
Exhibit 17



eDocket No. 201411-104748-01 Exhibit 181

I 

." 

... . ~ 
• , 
.. $;-

• 

0;;1 ' 
, \~ , . ..; 

-;" - , 
• 

Friend. of the Headwater'S 
ROUTE COMPARISON MAP 

• 

-

KEY TO ROUTES 

EN BRIDGE SANDPIPER 
BLACK 

MPCA ALTERNATE SA·03 
RED 

FOH ROUTE SA-04 
BLUE 

(ALSO ENDOR SED BY MPCAI 

. . 
• 

, -
~ . 

• 

.-
• 

• 

~ 

.' 

I produced this map to show the relationship of the Company route and the twO system alternatives 
in relationsh ip to a roadmap of the state. The maps on the next page provide more detail yet for SA-O<I 
and the justif<cation for my reasoning. 
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Two add itional rrI/Ip$ by Sob Merritt, hydrologist, showing FOH SA4I in better deta il . 
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Minnesota still gets to keep jobs the construction w<1I provide as well as North Dakota pl~s Iowa and Illinois. 

Although the ro~tc does not end in S\Jperior, it stil l ties into the existing Enbri<:lgc 
system in Illinois w<th routing options to Michigan and Ontario that avoid our 
greatest freshwater lakes of lake Superior and the 
Mackinac Straits of lakes Michigan and Huron . 
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Now Serving the Bakken 
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Since it"s.n ex;.ting corridor the comp.ny should kaye access 
to the mapping previously done for the pipeline already there. 
FOH SA-O-! also intersects pipeline. in southern Minnesota 
owned.nd operated by other companies which provide 
the option of re.routing Bakken crude to the refineries in 
Rosemont .nd Saint Paul Park in the south Twin Cities Metro. 

The lIIir><>is Hub . Iso allows Enbridge access to its pipelines to 
Okl.oom •• nd ~ints south. ---
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