
Climate Change

The DEIS found that the “social cost of carbon” -- an estimate of the 
financial burden on society due to increased climate change impacts 
-- of building the pipeline could be as high as $287 billion over a 30-
year timespan (Chapter 5, page 443). This number is shockingly high, 
but a 30-year timeline is actually the shortest estimated lifespan of 
the pipe according to the DEIS, and many pipelines operate for over 
60 years. In addition, people who are young adults right now will 
only be middle-aged in 30 years. The state must update the DEIS to 
include climate and cost modeling that assumes a 60-year lifespan or 
greater for the pipeline. (And obviously, we shouldn’t even consider 
building something so costly to society!)

The climate modeling does not contain a “partial displacement” 
scenario in which the new Line 3 takes on the old Line 3’s oil while 
expanding by the proposed 370,000 additional barrels per day (bpd). 
It contains only “no displacement” and “full displacement” scenarios 
where the oil in the new line is either entirely in addition to existing 
flows or entirely offset by corresponding reductions on other pipe-
lines (Chapter 5, page 442).

Analysis of Alternatives

The rail alternative described on page 10 of Chapter 4 is unrealistic, 
economically infeasible, and not logically sound. It describes main-
taining the pipeline on either side of the Minnesota border, and con-
structing brand new rail lines to transport the oil within the state.

The analysis of rail as an alternative on page 13 of Chapter 4 does 
not account for the percentage of diluent needed to transport oil by 
pipeline, but not in rail cars, which would significantly change the 
volume of product to be moved.

The trucking alternative described on page 17 of Chapter 4 outlines 
purchasing a new fleet of trucks (and replacing the entire fleet 
every five years) to make 4,000 trips per day in order to transport 
the oil across the state of Minnesota, while maintaining pipeline 
transportation outside Minnesota. This is absurdly unrealistic, poorly 
thought out, and not a serious alternative to pipeline transportation 
of oil. 

The DEIS does not consider the possibility of shutting down the 
current Line 3 pipeline and constructing no alternative, instead 
transporting the oil on other existing pipelines or phasing it down 

Line 3 Replacement DEIS – Talking Points for Public Comments
Today’s meeting is about the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for Enbridge’s Line 3 Replacement tar sands pipeline project. The 
DEIS is the environmental review document that the state of Minnesota 
has prepared. The Minnesota Department of Commerce, which is hosting 
today’s meeting, will be accepting public comments about the DEIS and 
whether it fully describes the impacts of Enbridge’s plan to build a new 
pipeline in a mostly-new corridor and abandon an old one underground. 

While you probably have views for or against the project -- and you should 
indicate that in your testimony -- the state is especially interested in ways 
that the DEIS falls short or could be made better. This sheet contains 
talking points relevant to the DEIS that you can incorporate into your 
testimony to make it stronger.

Please do testify today if you are willing to do so. Every testimony matters. 
Our decision-makers need to hear loud and clear how Minnesotans feel 
about Enbridge’s pipeline project!

entirely. This option has been advocated by thousands of citizens 
and must be studied. It is also the most consistent with Minnesota’s 
climate change mitigation goals.

When the Keystone XL pipeline was denied, no oil by rail terminal 
was built at the international border. Today’s oil prices are too low 
to sustain growth in the tar sands region of Canada. Exxon Mobil 
has admitted they have $3.4 billion dollars in tar sands oil fields that 
are not economically viable assets on their books in the current low 
price environment (below $50/barrel).

Pipeline Abandonment

The DEIS accepts Enbridge’s word that the abandoned pipe would be 
monitored “indefinitely” by the company, without seeking further 
clarity on how long indefinitely means in this case or what the 
consequences would be for the state, private landowners, or tribal 
nations when Enbridge eventually stops maintaining the pipe (Chap-
ter 8, page 3).

The entire chapter on abandonment is only 13 pages out of a 5,547-
page document, a surprisingly cursory overview given that pipeline 
abandonment is a major concern for many private landowners as 
well as the Leech Lake and Fond du Lac nations.

The DEIS states concern on page 7 of Chapter 8 that Enbridge’s clean-
ing method has only been proven successful on a 12-mile stretch of 
pipe, while the existing Line 3 in Minnesota is 282 miles long. “It is 
currently unknown whether Enbridge’s protocol works on a longer 
length of pipeline.” This seems like a critical piece of data to be 
included in the EIS, and the document will be incomplete without a 
better analysis.

Page 8 of Chapter 10 states “Costs for future site-specific mitigation 
measures (e.g. to mitigate subsidence or loss of buoyancy control) 
are uncertain and would depend on the nature of the mitigation 
measures.” While the immediate abandonment costs and annual 
monitoring costs are quantified, there is no estimate or commitment 
here for what Enbridge could be held responsible for in future miti-
gation and clean-up.

Treaty Rights & Environmental Justice

Chapter 11 on “Environmental Justice” contains a GIS analysis based 
in poor methodology. Utilizing census tracts as the basis for the 

How to use this document: Please don’t try to cover every point listed here in your testimony. Keep testimony to about three 
minutes, and pick a section or an issue you particularly care about and go into some depth on it. It is better to put testimony in 
your own words and include why this is so important to you than to read off this sheet or worry about getting it “perfect.”

Prepared by MN350 -- get in touch online at mn350.org or facebook.com/mn350. We’re a volunteer-powered organization working to stop the Line 3 pipeline.



analysis is inconsistent with analyzing the actual movement of wa-
ter within a watershed, which may extend to multiple census tracts. 
It also ignores that many people travel to utilize the potentially-im-
pacted resources (such as wild rice), and negates the disproportion-
ate use of certain resources by minority populations.

The analysis of sex trafficking on page 10 of Chapter 11 is offensively 
inadequate and shows a lack of research or collaboration with 
impacted communities. The accompanying proposed solution is lim-
ited to “Enbridge can prepare and implement an education plan or 
awareness campaign around this issue with the companies and sub-
contractors that construct, restore, and operate the pipeline, as well 
as by working with local communities and tribal communities to 
raise awareness and provide resources to address the issue.” This is 
clearly insufficient and lacks any systematic analysis of the problem.

Page 7 of Chapter 11 states “In addition to the individual land use 
categories that would be affected by the routes, various waterbod-
ies and streams would be crossed.” However, there is no additional 
analysis of potential downstream environmental justice impacts.

Oil Spill Impacts to Water & Wildlife

The spill analysis on pages 13-14 of Chapter 10 look at the probability 
of annual spills, when it would be more comprehensive and relevant 
to analyze the spill probability over the entire lifetime of the pipe.

Page 18 of Chapter 10 claims that increased pressure as a result of 
higher flow rates in a pipeline has no effect on spill rates. This claim 
has no citation, and is highly disputable. The DEIS even states that 
corrosion is a primary cause of accidental release incidents (page 
18, Chapter 10), without acknowledging that increased pressure and 
flow through a pipeline could contribute to corrosion.

Chapter 10 contains no significant analysis of the increase to spill 
potential as pipelines become exposed over time (many of Enbridge’s 
lines are currently above ground).

Enbridge has designated the “worst-case” scenario spill data trade 
secret, so the public cannot review it (table 10.3-1 on page 36 of 
Chapter 12). The public should have access to information pertaining 
to serious releases of large quantities of oil into the waterways on 
which they rely, and be able to respond to that data.

On page 45 of Chapter 10, the terrestrial wildlife at risk excludes 
pollinator species such as bees. Minnesota supports a significant 
number of pollinator species, whose populations are already stressed 
under multiple other environmental factors, and should therefore 
get additional scientific analysis - not be excluded.

The description of effects on aquatic life (page 48 of Chapter 10) 
should include a more robust analysis of the impacts on algae, and 
the subsequent effects throughout an aquatic ecosystem. 

Landowner Options

The DEIS mentions several areas where landowners have options in 
their contracts. Were they told of these options prior to signing? 

For example, Enbridge seeks a waiver of MN State Law 216G.07 Subd 
1 requiring 54” of depth of cover. The EIS states landowners can ne-
gotiate this into their contracts. (Chapter 5 PDF pg 26}

Massive Size of Proposal

Enbridge is asking for a 750 foot wide “route width” across Minne-
sota. This width is equal to the length of two football fields!

The DEIS (Chapter 2, page 1) is not clear on the difference between 
the terms “construction right-of-way and “construction workspace” 
and “ATWS (additional temporary work space)” and “construction 
work area”, so it’s difficult to know how much land will be cleared.

There is no way to really compare the SA-04 (southern alignment, 
proposed by citizens) or other alternatives, the DEIS says: “Construc-
tion for system alternative SA-04 would result in impacts of the 
same type, magnitude, and duration as discussed above for the Ap-
plicant’s preferred route.”

Overall Presentation & Workmanship

The citations throughout the DEIS are inconsistent in format, con-
tain broken links, and cite non-existent sources such as  
“historicaltrauma.com” (Chapter 9 and Executive Summary). The ci-
tations are wholly unprofessional and inspire little confidence in the 
data presented, as well as obfuscating the legitimacy of the actual 
source material.

On page 4 of Chapter 7, the DEIS lists the current Line 67 (Alberta 
Clipper) flow rate to be 570,000 bpd, which is incorrect. Line 67 has 
been operating at close to 800,000 bpd since 2014, which draws into 
question many of the subsequent calculations in the DEIS.

The Environmental Justice and Tribal Resources chapters (11 and 9, 
respectively) are poorly cross-referenced and show a clear lack of 
cohesive analysis.

If Enbridge’s preferred route is permitted:

At least a 120 foot swath (95 in wetlands) within that 750 feet will 
be cleared of trees and brush across 340 miles

172 new roads would be built

At least 5,604 acres would be affected

7 simultaneous construction areas

192 surface water crossings in addition to the 199 surface water 
crossings already crossed by the old corridor

6 “outstanding surface waters” crossed, according to the National 
Research Inventory

Hundreds of acres of wetlands crossed

Wear and tear on existing county roads – who pays?

Despite many oil pipelines routed through Minnesota, this is the first time the State of Minnesota has really seriously looked at the 
environmental consequences of a new pipeline corridor. The oil industry is not used to this scrutiny. The MN Court of Appeals unanimously 
affirmed an EIS should be done thanks to a lawsuit by Friends of the Headwaters, and the MN Supreme Court declined to take the case. 

Minnesota or the sovereign tribal nations within our state have never had a chance to choose an energy corridor based on their own analysis.  
If a new one is needed, shouldn’t Minnesota and the sovereign tribal nations decide where one would go rather than a foreign corporation? 
And shouldn’t any such necessary corridor be placed in the area of least environmental impact?

Minnesota has strong Environmental Policy laws which require environmental considerations be considered just as strongly economic ones.

Today, more oil is being brought out of the ground worldwide than the world is using. This has led to a massive worldwide build-up of oil in 
storage. Every time one nation cuts back, another nation tries to pump more. When supply exceeds demand, the price stays low. Low prices 
(below $50) mean Canadian tar sands oil is not profitable. For example, Exxon Mobil announced in Feb 2017, that it had $3.5 BILLION dollars 
in “stranded assets” in the Canadian tar fields, oil that it cannot profitably extract with prices below $60.

If this crude oil (or products refined from it) is going for export, wouldn’t oil fields with easy access to oceans, like in Texas, be much more 
likely to be cost competitive to sell to the world? Canadian Tar Sands coming through MN has a long way to travel to the Gulf Coast; this 
distance adds cost to the oil; Canadian oil cannot compete profitability on the world market.


