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Introduction 
 
This document supplements Enbridge’s Route Alternatives which were filed on 
December 20, 2007, for the Alberta Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent Projects 
southeast of Clearbrook, Minnesota.  Enclosed herewith is TAB 13 which 
provides the “MP 1056 to 1073 Fond du Lac Alternative.”    
 
The Application for a Pipeline Routing Permit was filed with the Minnesota Public 
Utilities Commission on June 22, 2007 and assigned MPUC Docket No. 
PL9/PPL-07-361.   

 
This document does not include any route alternatives for the proposed route 
northwest of Clearbrook, Minnesota.  Those documents were filed on October 
10, 2007 proposing route alternatives for the Alberta Clipper Project northwest of 
Clearbrook, Minnesota.  
 
On October 3, 2007, Enbridge filed a motion before Judge Lipman of the 
Minnesota Office of Administrative Hearings requesting that the October 10, 
2007 deadline for the submission of route alternatives be waived for the Alberta 
Clipper and Southern Lights Diluent Projects southeast of Clearbrook, 
Minnesota.  The motion requested that a new calendar be established for this 
docket, and that the MPUC extend the statutory deadline for a final decision on 
the permit.  A prehearing conference was held on October 18, 2007 at the office 
of the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission in St. Paul, Minnesota. At that 
hearing, January 7, 2008 was established as the deadline for submission of route 
alternatives for the portion of the Alberta Clipper Project southeast of Clearbrook, 
MN and Southern Lights Diluent Project. The MPUC, by its Order of November 
30, 2007 approved the change in the deadline for filing the route alternatives that 
are proposed southeast of Clearbrook. 
 
Please refer to the Minnesota Department of Commerce E-Docket filing system, 
under Docket No. PL9/PPL-07-361 for further updates on this matter.   
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13.  MP 1056 to 1073 – Fond du Lac Alternative (FDL) 
 
The pipeline route for MP 1056 to 1073 – Fond du Lac Alternative has not been 
significantly changed from what was originally filed in the Environmental Assessment 
Supplement to the Pipeline Routing Permit Application docket in PL9/PPL-07-361.  The 
purpose of this document to provide more detailed information that was not available at 
the time of the original filing.   
 
Enbridge is submitting the “MP 1056 to 1073 – Fond du Lac Alternative” as an optional 
pipeline route segment to its REVISED Preferred Route and Alignment, which was filed 
on December 20, 2007.  At this time, Enbridge plans to proceed with the review of the 
Fond du Lac Alternative as discussed below and shall refer to the two optional pipeline 
route segments hereinafter as follows: 

 
Fond du Lac Option 1:   REVISED Preferred Route and Alignment from MP 

1056 to 1073 (See Aerial Alignment Map Sheet 
Nos. 122 – 129) 

 
Fond du Lac Option 2:   MP 1056 to 1073 – Fond du Lac Alternative as 

described below and substantial similar to the Fond 
du Lac Alternative evaluated in the Environmental 
Assessment Supplement to the Pipeline Routing 
Permit Application. 

 
13A.  Description of Proposed Route Alternative 
 
The FDL Route Alternative would depart from the Enbridge pipeline corridor at MP 
1056.2 and travel cross-country within a new greenfield pipeline right-of-way for 
approximately 21.4 miles. (See original overview map enclosed herewith as Figure 
2.2.3-2 and Fond du Lac Route Alternative Alignment Maps.).  As proposed, this route 
alternative would travel south and then east around the Fond du Lac Reservation’s 
western and southern boundaries to rejoin the Enbridge pipeline corridor at MP D1073.2 
due west of Interstate Highway 35.  
 
13B.  Purpose & Justification as Preferred Route 
 
While Option 1 (which traverses through the Fond du Lac Reservation) is the REVISED 
Preferred Route and Alignment, Option 2 remains a viable optional pipeline route 
segment given the uncertainty of successful easement negotiations with the Fond du 
Lac Band to construct within the Reservation.   
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Since the FDL route alternative is a greenfield pipeline route, Enbridge is proposing a 
route width which will vary between 1,000 to 2,000 feet along this 21.4 mile pipeline 
segment.  (See enclosed aerial photo map set titled “Alberta Clipper & Southern Lights 
Projects Fond du Lac Option 2” drawing numbers FDL-01 through FDL-11.)  More 
specifically, Enbridge believes this proposed route width is necessary and in the public 
interest, because it is the most efficient and effective approach to provide the flexibility 
necessary to address landowner concerns relative to placement of the pipeline across 
their respective property, special environmental features such as wetland crossings, and 
other mandated environmental agency requirements that maybe necessary to construct 
this pipeline segment.  As demonstrated in any large pipeline project, many of these 
concerns and special features are not identified until later on during the permitting 
process of a pipeline project.  For the reasons described above, Enbridge respectfully 
requests the approval of this route width, which provides the additional flexibility 
necessary for Enbridge to efficiently and effectively work with affected landowners and 
applicable permitting agencies if Option 2 becomes the preferred route option.   
 
The Applicants have notified all “reasonable, likely to be affected” landowners for both 
options and will continue the ongoing notifications until such time when a definitive route 
option is selected.  Additionally, as a result of the more detailed information becoming 
available, Enbridge has identified three additional landowners, which it will be contacting 
and sending informational packets to bring these landowners up to date on the status of 
these proposed projects.  
 
13C.  Analysis of the potential impact on the human and natural environment 
 
The following chart provides an analysis of the potential impacts to the human and 
natural environments.  Unless otherwise stated, the chart indicates that the information 
is substantially similar to what was filed with the Alberta Clipper/Southern Lights Diluent 
Pipeline Routing Permit Application in MPUC docket PL9/PPL-07-361.  
  

Human Settlement Five additional residents are impacted by 
Option 2  

Existence and Density of 
Populated Areas 

Substantially Similar 

Existing and Planned future land 
use 

Substantially Similar 

Management Plans Substantially Similar 
Natural Environment Substantially Similar 
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Public and Designated Lands 
(including but not limited to 
natural areas, wildlife habitat, 
water, recreational lands), 

See comparison table below. 

Lands of historical, archeological, 
and cultural significance 

Substantially Similar 

Economies within the alternative, 
such as agricultural, 
commercial or industrial, 
forestry, recreational, and 
mining operations 

See comparison table below. 

Pipeline cost and accessibility, 
 

Unknown and yet to be determined since 
Option 2 is a greenfield pipeline route.  

Use of existing rights-of-way and 
right-of-way sharing or 
paralleling, 

 

See comparison table below. 

Natural resources and features 
 

Option 2 would affect an additional 23,859 
feet of NWI-mapped wetlands. 
 

Extent to which impacts are 
subject to mitigation through 
regulatory control and permit 
conditions, and 

 

Substantially Similar 

Cumulative potential effect of 
related or anticipated future 
pipeline construction. 

 

Substantially Similar 
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Shown below is the environmental comparison table that Enbridge filed as Table 
2.2.3-2 to the Environmental Assessment Supplement in docket PL9/PPL-07-
361.  This table provides a comparison of the environmental features for both 
options.   
 

TABLE 2.2.3-2 
 

 Environmental Features Comparison of the Proposed Project Route and Fond du Lac Alternative 
(Between MPs 1056.2 and D1073.2 in Minnesota) a  

Environmental Features Unit 
Option 1 (REVISED 
Preferred Route and 

Alignment) 

Option 2 (MP 1056 to 
1073 Fond du Lac 

Alternative) 
Length miles 16.8 21.4 
Adjacent to Existing Right-of-Way feet 88,704 0 
Greenfield Route feet 0 112,992 
NWI-mapped Wetlands Crossed feet 37,619 61,478 
Highly Wind Erodible Soils b feet 17,952 20,592 
Shallow Bedrock feet 0 0 
Hydric Soils miles 5.4 8.2 
Prime Farmland Soilsc miles 0.3 0.9 
Forest Land Affected miles 5.9 7.9 
Agricultural Land Affected miles 2.0 0.8 
Herbaceous Land Affected miles 0.1 0.0 
Open Water Crossed feet 0.0 3,696 
Intermittent Waterbodies Crossed no. 0.0 0.0 

Perennial Waterbodies Crossed no. (3 defined as Canal/Ditch no 
perennial or intermittent 

status given) 

(6 defined as 
Canal/Ditch no perennial 

or intermittent status 
given) 

Railroad Crossings no. 1 6 
Interstate and Highway Crossings no. 1 1 
__________________ 
a Route characteristics that were not significantly different were not included in this comparison. 
b Indicates length of the pipeline route where project would cross soils with a wind erodible index of a potential 

for a loss of 134 to 310 tons per acre per year. 
c  St Louis County soil data was not available and was not factored into soil totals soil for each route.                         

 
In summary, Option 1 route is 21 percent shorter in total length, traverses 4.5 less miles 
of NWI mapped wetlands, and 34 percent less hydric soils in comparison to Option 2.  
However, Option 1 route would cross 6,864 feet of additional agricultural land and 528 
feet of developed land when compared to Option 2.  And, Option 2 would cross five 
additional perennial waterbodies and four fewer roads than Option 1.  
 




