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INTRODUCTION 
 
Bridger Pipeline LLC (Bridger), submits this single amended consolidated application for a Certificate of 
Corridor Compatibility and Route Permit to the North Dakota Public Service Commission (NDPSC) for the 
construction of approximately 80 miles of an 145-mile (total length), sixteen (16)-inch crude oil 
transmission pipeline. The pipeline will be known as the South Bend Pipeline (Project).  
 
Bridger is seeking approval for a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility for a Project Corridor that will align 
with the centerline of the pipeline route and is generally 300 feet wide. The pipeline is located within 
McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North Dakota and Fallon and Wibaux Counties in Montana. The 
proposed pipeline would transport crude oil from Eighty-Eight Oil, LLC (EEOLLC) existing Johnson’s Corner 
Terminal in North Dakota to Bridger’s existing Sandstone Station approximately 8.5 miles west of Baker, 
Montana. Approximately 80 miles of the 145 mile pipeline is located in North Dakota. 
 
Bridger seeks NDPSC approval for construction of this Project for those portions located in North Dakota, 
in accordance with Chapter 49-22.1 and Section 69-06-08-02 of the North Dakota Administrative Code 
and the NDPSC’s Energy Conversion and Transmission Facility Siting Guidelines. 
 
As part of the requested Route Permit, Bridger seeks a route construction buffer of 20 feet on each side 
of the proposed Project Route to provide flexibility and account for in-field constructability constraints. 
Specifically, as part of the NDPSC’s order for the Project, Bridger requests the NDPSC include the following 
language when designating the route, “The designated route includes a route construction buffer of 20 
feet on each side of the designated route, contingent upon not impacting an avoidance area unless Bridger 
receives written authorization, from the Commission before conducting any associated construction 
activities, that Bridger may impact the avoidance area. Construction activities must not impact an 
exclusion area.” This language is consistent with the language previously utilized by the NDPSC in Ordering 
Paragraph No. 3 of its May 19, 2021, Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law and Order for Bridger’s 8-inch 
crude oil pipeline in Case No. PU-20-430, Docket No. 67.  
 
1 DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED FACILITY 
 
1.1 Type 
 
The Project originates at EEOLLC’s Johnson’s Corner Terminal located near Johnson’s Corner, North 
Dakota and runs 145 miles southwest to Bridger’s Sandstone Station west of Baker, Montana. The pipeline 
would interconnect with Bridger’s existing North Dakota facilities at Wilson Station, Bicentennial Station 
and their respective crude oil transmission network.  
 
The steel pipe utilized for construction of the Project will meet United States Department of 
Transportation (“US DOT”) regulations, specifically the design criteria outlined in 49 C.F.R. Subpart 195(C). 
The Project will be constructed per 49 C.F.R. Subpart 195(D). The Project will be pressure tested in 
accordance with the requirements in 49 C.F.R. Subpart 195(E). The Project will be operated and 
maintained per 49 C.F.R. Subpart 195(F). 
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1.2 Size 
 
Construction of the Project will involve the installation of 16-inch outside diameter, steel, API-5L, FBE 
coated, Grade X-52 ERW Line Pipe with a nominal wall thickness of 0.312 inches. Bore pipe will have a 
nominal wall thickness of 0.375 inches. The maximum operating pressure (MOP) of the pipeline will be 
1,440 pounds of pressure per square inch gauge (psig). Average operating pressure will be 600-800 psig.  
 
Valves will be 16-inch ANSI 600 manufactured in accordance with American Petroleum Institute (API) 
Standard 6D "API Specification for Steel, Gate, Plug, Ball and Check Valves for Pipeline Service." Valves will 
be installed pursuant to US DOT regulations. The MOP of the valves will be 1,440 psig or greater.  The 
pipeline will operate at or near ambient temperature not reaching over 100°F max. Temperature is not a 
design parameter, therefore there is no determination of maximum. 
   
1.3 Length 
 
The Project will involve approximately 145 miles of pipe installation with 80 miles constructed in North 
Dakota. 
 
1.4 Aboveground Facilities 
 
The Project’s segments will be buried underground. Surface structures are limited to pipeline markers, 
rectifier sites, pig launchers and receivers, and block valves. Some small fenced-in enclosures will be 
installed along the route and within the Project Corridor to house associated power, communication, and 
control systems to allow valves to be operated remotely. 
 
The installation and locations of rectifier sites will be assessed based on cathodic protection readings 
conducted once the pipeline is installed. It is possible that no new rectifiers will need to be installed and 
Bridger can utilize their existing rectifiers within their currently operating systems to provide cathodic 
protection for this proposed pipeline. 
 
Two pumps and a launcher will be installed at the existing Johnson’s Corner Terminal and two operational 
pumps, a launcher, and a receiver will be installed at the existing Bicentennial Station.  
 
The Project will have 19 block valves located midline, eight of which will be located in North Dakota. See 
Exhibit A for valve locations. 
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Figure 1 – General Project Location Map 
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2 DESIGN OF THE PROPOSED FACILITY 
 
2.1 Design 
 
The Project is a 16-inch outside diameter crude oil transmission pipeline extending from the Johnson’s 
Corner Terminal to the Sandstone Station. The steel pipe utilized for construction of the Project will meet 
United States Department of Transportation (US DOT) regulations, specifically the design criteria outlined 
in 49 C.F.R. Subpart 195(C). The Project will be constructed per 49 C.F.R. Subpart 195(D). The Project will 
be operated and maintained per 49 C.F.R. Subpart 195(F). 
 
2.2 Purpose and Need of the Facility  
 
The purpose of the Project is to transport crude oil produced in western and northwestern North Dakota 
to the Sandstone Station, near Baker, Montana, eventually connecting into the Guernsey, Wyoming 
market for further marketing and transportation nationally. This pipeline will be part of the only direct 
route for Bakken oil to the trading hub in Cushing, OK.     
 
The Project will provide needed capacity to transport increased petroleum from western North Dakota 
where oil production is expected to increase until 2025.1 
 
The Project will add: (1) additional outbound pipeline capacity in North Dakota; (2) more access to liquid 
market options for Bridger customers; and (3) a pipeline transportation alternative to trucking or railing 
crude oil to other shipping points and markets. 
 
2.3 General Area to be Served 
 
The Project will provide needed capacity to transport increased petroleum from western North Dakota 
where oil production is expected to increase until 2025.  
 
2.4 Capacity 
 
The installed capacity of the Project is 105,000 bpd, with the potential for capacity to be expanded to 
250,000 bpd.  
 
2.5 Technology to be Deployed/Employed 
 
The Project will be designed, constructed, maintained, and inspected to the US DOT Pipeline and 
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration regulations utilizing industry standards and company 
policies. The system will be controlled and monitored 24 hours a day, seven days a week, and 365 days 
a year by trained control room personnel. Additionally, the system will be equipped with a monitoring 
and alarm system that continuously monitors the flow and pressure of the system and readily signifies 
anything outside normal operating conditions. 

                                                           
1 U.S. Energy Information Administration, “U.S. Crude Oil Production to 2025: Updated Projection of Crude Types,” available at 
https://www.eia.gov/analysis/petroleum/crudetypes/pdf/crudetypes.pdf (accessed February 28, 2020). 
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2.6 Product 
 
The Project will transport crude oil produced from the Bakken/Three Forks Formation.  
 
2.7 Final Destination of Product 
 
The Project will transport crude oil produced from western and northwestern North Dakota to the 
Sandstone Station, near Baker, Montana, eventually connecting into the Guernsey, Wyoming market for 
further marketing and transportation nationally.    
 
Bridger does not own any of the crude petroleum transported in its pipeline system. Bridger does not 
determine markets or destinations for petroleum commodities. Bridger’s business is to provide a service 
which is available to anyone tendering commodities for transportation. Bridger attempts to anticipate the 
need for additional pipeline capacity by relying upon forecasts for throughput generated by shippers on 
the system. 
 
Bridger’s system of operating pipelines provides flexibility of transporting North Dakota’s crude petroleum 
to multiple national markets.  
 
2.8 Width of Right-of-Way (ROW) 
 
The Project’s construction ROW will be approximately 100 feet wide. Additional temporary workspace 
may be necessary during construction, maintenance, and inspection in areas such as steep slopes, and 
areas adjacent to streams and road crossings, for safety reasons, and construction activities associated 
with these features.  
 
The Project will have an approximate 50-foot permanent ROW. Bridger will notify landowners of normal 
operating modifications or maintenance to the Project that is carried out within the 50-foot permanent 
ROW. The width of the permanent ROW was established based on the need to provide adequate space 
and line separation for construction and future line maintenance. 
 
2.9 Estimated Distance between Surface Structures for Pipeline Facilities 
 
The Project is largely underground. Unlike electrical transmission lines, no major features of this system 
will be installed aboveground. Aboveground features will be limited to minor features such as; pipeline 
markers, block valves, cathodic protection test sites, pig launchers and receivers, and rectifier sites, 
typically miles apart based on convenient access points along a public ROW. The Project will have tie-ins 
at Bicentennial Station and Wilson Station. Operation and maintenance buildings are currently located at 
Bridger’s Sandstone Station and EEOLLC’s Johnson’s Corner Terminal. 
 
2.10 Maximum Design Operating Pressure and Temperature for Pipeline Facilities 
 
The maximum allowable operating pressure of the pipeline will be 1440 psig.  The pipeline will operate at 
or near ambient temperature. 100°F max. Temperature is not a design parameter, therefore there is no 
determination of maximum. 
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2.11 Estimated Total Cost of Construction 
 
Installed cost of the Project will be approximately $122 million. 
 
2.12 Preferred Location of Facility 
 
The North Dakota portion of the Project is located in Golden Valley and McKenzie Counties. The Project 
originates at the Johnson’s Corner Terminal in McKenzie County, and runs 145 miles to Bridger’s 
Sandstone Station which is located near Baker, Montana. Approximately 80 miles of pipe will be located 
in North Dakota. The pipeline interconnects with Bridger facilities at Bicentennial Station and Wilson 
Station.  
 
Bridger requests that the NDPSC issue a route permit consistent with the Project route depicted in Exhibit 
A hereto and that said permit include a route deviation buffer of up to 20 feet directly adjacent to each 
side of the proposed route. The request provides flexibility during construction to allow for minor 
adjustments to accommodate landowner requests, unforeseen conditions, and general construction 
operations.   
 
2.13 Preferred Location of Corridor 
 
A majority of this Project will parallel existing utility corridors and pipelines in order to avoid or minimize 
potential environmental and human impacts associated with installing a new pipeline. Bridger is seeking 
approval for a corridor that follows the proposed Project route along a generally 300-foot-wide corridor 
(Project Corridor). In select instances, the Pipeline Corridor is wider than 300 feet to provide flexibility for 
routing and additional workspace to accommodate construction and unique areas. The requested Project 
Corridor aligns with the “Survey Area” more particularly depicted in Exhibit A hereto.  Thirteen miles of 
the Project Corridor from Bicentennial Station to the MT border will be adjacent to an existing Belle 
Fourche Pipeline Company corridor permitted in 1978 under NDPSC Permit No. 11, Case No. 9787. The 
two pipelines are approximately 45-160 feet apart for ten of the thirteen miles. 
 
Underground pipelines minimize potential impacts on human and animal welfare. Construction of the 
Project is expected to cause short term disruption to the environment, but will not result in long-term 
changes to the environment. 
 
2.14 Description of ROW Preparation and Construction and Reclamation Procedures 
 
The construction ROW will be cleared, grubbed, and graded to allow for pipeline construction. Soil 
segregation will be completed to standard operating procedures. All trenching will be performed 
mechanically with either an excavator or a ditching machine to a depth allowing a minimum of four feet 
from the top of the pipe to the top of the cover. When rock is present, an excavator with rock teeth will 
be used. Boring and horizontal directional drilling pipe installation will be performed if crossing under a 
road, railroad, pipeline/utility, waterbody, or areas where trenching is deemed unsafe or impractical. 
Casing of the pipelines will not be used because it leads to corrosion issues. Typically, the ROW will be 
continuously cleared of all construction material, uncovered rocks, and compacted areas. Holes and ruts 
will be filled and graded. Reclamation of the ROW will be completed at the end of the pipeline 
construction. 
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2.15 Landowner Notification, Easement Acquisition, and Compensation 
 
Bridger has finalized easement agreements with all landowners along the Project route. Construction of 
the Project will minimize impacts to agriculture where feasible.  
 
Bridger is committed to providing landowners complete information about the pipeline and associated 
facilities and keeping them informed throughout the lifetime of the Project. Bridger will coordinate with 
landowners to discuss crop loss payments, and to address any unique property concerns, as needed. 
 
3 SCHEDULE 
 
3.1 Obtaining Certificate of Corridor Compatibility  
 
The Certificate of Corridor Compatibility Application was submitted in January 2021 and this Amendment 
is being submitted in March 2022.  Bridger requests the issuance of a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
at the PSC’s earliest convenience. 
 
3.2 Obtaining Route Permit 
 
The Route Permit Application was submitted in January 2021 and this Amendment is being submitted in 
March 2022. Bridger requests the issuance of a Route Permit at the PSC’s earliest convenience. 
 
3.3 Completing ROW Acquisition 
 
Right-of-Way acquisition has been completed.  
 
3.4 Starting Construction 
 
Construction is expected to begin the 2nd quarter 2022, contingent on approval from the Commission. 
 
3.5 Completing Construction 
 
Construction for the Project is anticipated to last approximately six to eight months after construction 
begins. 
 
3.6 Testing Operations 
 
The pipeline will be hydro-tested in accordance with PHMSA part 195 regulations prior to being placed 
into service. Test operations will occur following construction of the Project. 
 
3.7 Commencing Operations 
 
Bridger anticipates placing the pipeline in service by the end of 2022 or as soon as construction and testing 
are complete.  
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4 ALTERNATIVES 
 
The pipeline will be a permanent, ongoing system. As such, Bridger has a continuing commitment to 
conduct its operations in an environmentally responsible manner. Substantial, continual effort is placed 
on pipeline integrity, operational safeguards, emergency response, and landowner relationships, all of 
which reduce the impact of the pipeline on the environment. Bridger supplements the support from the 
existing internal environmental staff with engineering and environmental consultants as necessary to 
assure compliance with environmental regulations and applicable policy. A brief discussion of other 
possible alternatives is provided below. 
 
4.1 No Action Alternative 
 
The status quo could continue, supported by trucking crude oil to existing pipeline unloading facilities 
and/or rail trans-ship facilities. However, finding qualified cargo tank operators, which is already a critical 
issue, will continue to be difficult. Further, transportation via truck will result in additional wear and tear 
to county and state roads due to high truck traffic. Pipeline transportation has several advantages to the 
trucking alternative: (1) reduces truck traffic on the area’s road network; (2) provides access to a wider 
range of markets; and (3) results in a more efficient and safer mode of transportation by reducing costs 
and the potential for accidents. A “no action” alternative is not preferred because it does not reasonably 
meet the needs of Bridger and its customers. 
 
4.2 New Pipeline Route 
 
The Project route is designed to parallel existing underground utilities and pipelines, and limit impacts to 
land and waterbodies. An alternative route is not a preferred alternative to the Project route because it 
would create new environmental impacts.  
 
5 ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES 
 
Studies were undertaken to evaluate the Project’s potential impacts on recreational, environmental, and 
cultural resources. Environmental data collected to date includes information on soils, land use, wetland 
and water body crossings, protected species, and cultural resources. Bridger will continue to work with 
appropriate regulatory agencies and will continue to gather comprehensive information as required 
during the permitting process. 
 
Analysis of the Project entailed both desktop studies and field surveys. A one-mile-wide study corridor 
was utilized for the entire 80-mile Project route in North Dakota (Study Area). Desktop studies for the 
Study Area reviewed items such as Class I archeological file search and a wildlife database search. Field 
surveys were conducted along the entire route on foot within the generally 300-foot-wide Project Corridor 
(“Survey Area” as more particularly depicted in Exhibit A) and over larger areas as specified herein.  
 
Bridger engaged Keitu Engineers & Consultants, Inc. (Keitu) and Beaver Creek Archaeology, Inc. (BCA) to 
perform the environmental and cultural resource siting studies for the Project. 
 
BCA performed a Class I archeological file search in August of 2019 of the Study Area. A Class III field survey 
was performed on the Survey Area in September/October of 2019, in June/July 2020, and Spring 2021.  
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In total, 37 sites were located within the Survey Area /APE.  Of these 37 sites, 20 are determined to be 
ineligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and no avoidance measures 
are recommended. Four sites are unevaluated with no avoidance measures recommended. All 24 sites 
will be avoided by the Project.  Three sites (32MZ141, 32MZ59, and 32MZ499) underwent evaluative 
testing and were found to be ineligible with no avoidance measures recommended. Avoidance or 
mitigation was recommended for the remaining 10 sites, four of which are located on USFS property and 
six are located private or State Trust Land.  
  
BCA found “No Historic Properties Affected” provided all sites requiring avoidance measures are avoided. 
SHPO concurred with BCA’s findings. See Section 5.12 for additional details. 
 
In the summer of 2019, fall of 2019, and spring of 2020, Keitu conducted plant life field surveys within the 
Survey Area and wildlife and habitat field surveys within the one-mile wide Study Area to identify and 
assess the presence of wildlife and habitat for threatened and endangered species. An aerial raptor nest 
survey was conducted in January 2020 covering a two-mile-wide corridor (one mile on each side of the 
route). See Exhibit A.3 Raptor Survey Corridor Map. Additionally, a Sharp-tailed grouse lek survey was 
completed in April 2020 on United States Forest Service (USFS) lands. 
 
Outreach with the United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS), Federal DOT, State DOT, North Dakota 
Game & Fish, and United States Army Corps of Engineers began at a monthly interagency meeting on 
August 1, 2019 to discuss the Project’s avoidance of impacts to sensitive areas and species including the 
Dakota skipper. Since the initial interagency meeting, discussion and consultation has been ongoing with 
the USFWS Bismarck Ecological Services Office. The USFS is the lead action agency for the Project due to 
a portion of the route traversing USFS property. A formal kickoff meeting with the USFS occurred on 
December 1, 2019. At this meeting, the main topic discussed was the potential occurrence of the Dakota 
skipper within the vicinity of the proposed pipeline route. The USFS requested that Bridger complete a 
habitat assessment and presence/absence survey for the species. Consultation remains ongoing with the 
USFS for the Project. The presence/absence survey was completed in July 2020, one instance of Dakota 
Skipper was identified and reported to the USFS and USFWS. The survey report is completed.  Bridger will 
implement avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures as needed and deemed necessary by the 
agencies. See Section 8.4 for additional discussion.  
 
Keitu conducted a database search for all other Exclusion or Avoidance Criteria outlined in the North 
Dakota Administrative Code within the Study Area. Items reviewed included federal, state, & county parks, 
protected and sensitive plants and animals, and civil and social structures such as recreational areas, 
businesses, rural homes, and farmsteads.  
 
5.1 Wetland and Waterbody Inventory 
 
Bridger, through its consultants, conducted a desktop survey using aerial photographs, U.S. Geological 
Survey (USGS) topographic maps, and the USFWS National Wetland Inventory to identify wetlands within 
the Project Corridor. Keitu Engineers & Consultants, Inc. followed standard United States Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) offsite inspections protocol for identifying wetlands and waterbodies as described in 
the Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation Manual (Part IV, Section D, Subsection 1). A field wetland 
delineation was not completed because the Project does not impact any wetlands that are jurisdictional 
to the USACE, therefore an USACE permit is not required. 
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The USACE Regulatory program regulates work and structures that are located in, under or over navigable 
waters of the United States. Two groups of water bodies are regulated; “traditionally navigable waters” 
under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 and “waters of the United States” under Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act.  In western North Dakota and eastern Montana “Section 10” waters include 
only the Missouri River and the downstream portion of the Yellowstone River.  Neither of these rivers are 
being crossed by the proposed Project. 
  
On April 21, 2020 the USACE in conjunction with the US Environmental Protection Agency and the US 
Department of Defense published a new definition of “Waters of the United States” (WOTUS) which 
became effective June 22, 2020. See, 85 Fed. Reg. 22250 (April 21, 2020) [1]. The revised definition of 
WOTUS is far narrower and more limited than the prior definition.  "Waters of the United States" are now 
defined as territorial seas, traditional navigable waters and tributaries to those waters, lakes, ponds, and 
impoundments of jurisdictional waters, and wetlands adjacent to jurisdictional.  Wetlands, unless directly 
adjacent to a traditional navigable water, tributary, or lake, pond or impoundment of a jurisdictional 
water, are no longer regulated by the USACE. 
 
On April 21, 2020 Keitu held a telephone consultation with the USACE North Dakota Regulatory Office 
Program Manager Patricia McQueary to confirm the rule’s new interpretation and application.  Keitu 
forwarded Ms. McQueary a summary of the discussion via email to confirm key points of this discussion.   
 
The Project does not cross a navigable water i.e. Section 10 waterbody; nor does it cross a tributary to a 
Section 10 water or their adjacent wetlands i.e. Section 404 waterbody under the new definition of 
WOTUS.  Therefore, USACE permitting for waterbody crossings is not required for the Project.  
 
With respect to wetlands and waterbodies non-jurisdictional to USACE, the Project crosses 12 named 
creeks and 101 other wetland or waterbodies according to the USFWS National Wetland Inventory 
accessed in March 2020. See the mapbook in Exhibit A for the location of the wetlands and waterbodies. 
The table below describes the location of the 12 named creeks within the Project Corridor.  
 

Table 5.1.1 
Creeks 

Stream ID Creek Name Length (Feet) 
STR 1 North Fork Creek 28.81 
STR 2 Cherry Creek 17.56 
STR 3 Seven Mile Creek 21.16 
STR 4 Red Wing Creek 10.41 
STR 5 Bowline Creek 12.28 
STR 6 Cedar Creek 8.75 
STR 7 East Hay Draw Creek 36.46 
STR 8 Poker Jim Creek 3.57 

STR 19 Bennie Peer Creek 41.04 
STR 10 North Fork Smith Creek 18.96 
STR 11 South Fork Smith Creek 11.11 
STR 12 C S Creek 7.06 

                                                           
[1] 
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/202001/documents/navigable_waters_protection_rule_pre
pbulication.pdf. 

https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/202001/documents/navigable_waters_protection_rule_prepbulication.pdf
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/202001/documents/navigable_waters_protection_rule_prepbulication.pdf
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Construction of the Project will not result in the permanent drainage or filling of wetlands or waterbodies. 
Bridger will horizontally directionally drill (HDD) any waterbodies with standing water, including Cherry 
Creek, and adjacent wetlands in the Project Corridor. 
 
Block valves will be installed on both sides of Cherry Creek and will be motor operated with a pressure 
transmitter. 
 
In accordance with North Dakota Dept. of Environmental Quality (ND DEQ) requirements pertaining to 
North Dakota Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Construction Stormwater Permit, a SWPPP 
will be completed prior to the start of construction activities. A copy of Bridger’s NDPDES General Permit 
will be filed with the Commission when obtained. 
 
A separate report from this Consolidated Application was not completed due to the nature of the work 
being redundant. This section (Wetland and Waterbody Inventory 5.1) and the wetlands and waterbody 
information located on the, Exhibit A, Project maps identifies features within the Project Corridor. Thus, 
a separate Wetlands Delineation Report was not necessary because it would duplicate information set 
forth herein. 
 
5.2 Vegetation Inventory 
 
Botany surveys were performed along the Survey Area in McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties from July 
to October 2019 and June/July 2020. Four surveyors conducted a thorough inspection of private land, 
which consisted of cropland, rangeland, and pastureland.  
 
The Project Corridor crosses predominantly agricultural land, which is discussed in detail in Section 6.18.1. 
Crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum) and smooth brome (Bromus inermis) were primarily found in 
abundance throughout the majority of the route. Other grasses that were commonly identified were: blue 
grama (Bouteloua gracilis), side oats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula), little bluestem (Schizachyrium 
scoparium), western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii), Indian grass (Sorghastrum nutans), prairie junegrass 
(Koeleria macrantha), and needle and thread grass (Hesperostipa comate). Other vegetation often found 
established in the Survey Area include alfalfa (Medicago sativa), big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata), 
cudweed sagewort (Artemisia ludoviciana), fringed sagewort (Artemisia frigida), curlycup gumweed 
(Grindelia squarrosa), kochia (Kochia scoparia), yellow sweetclover (Melitosus officinalis), purple prairie 
clover (Dalea purpurea), purple coneflower (Echinacea angusifolia), prairie coneflower (Ratibida 
columnifera), prairie rose (Rose arkansana), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia humifusa), rubber rabbitbrush 
(Ericameria nauseosa), yucca (Yucca glauca), silver leaf scurfpea (Pediomelum argophyllum), 
skeletonweed (Chondrilla juncea), common yarrow (Achillea millefolium), creeping juniper (Juniperus 
horizontalis), silver buffaloberry (Shepherdia argentea), chokecherry (Prunus virginiana), cottonwood 
(Populus deltoides), and western snowberry (Symphoricarpos occidentalis).  
 
No sensitive, threatened, or endangered plant species were detected in the Survey Area. 
 
5.3 Wildlife Inventory 
 
Investigations were conducted on potential impacts the Project could inflict upon wildlife. Prior to field 
surveys, information was gathered from a variety of sources to compile data on the existing status of 
wildlife within the Study Area. These sources included Geographic Information System (GIS) database 
review, literature, and personal communications with the North Dakota Game & Fish (NDGF), the USFWS, 
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and the North Dakota Parks and Recreational Department (NDPRD). Prior to field surveys, Keitu reviewed 
in-house GIS data that includes information updated annually from the USFS, USFWS, and NDGF on known 
locations of sensitive species. Field surveys were conducted on the Study Area via foot and via all-terrain 
vehicle. Field data was collected with a Trimble GEOXH 6000 GPS. 
 
Common terrestrial wildlife identified in the Study Area included coyote (Canis latrans), ground squirrel 
(Urocitellus richardsonii), ring-necked pheasant (Phasianus colchicus), sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus 
phasianellus), Hungarian partridge (Perdix perdix), whitetail deer (Odocoileus virginianus), mule deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus), pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), various songbirds, migratory waterfowl, and 
raptors. Wildlife species on the North Dakota Species of Conservation Priority list that were documented 
during 2019 field surveys included bobolink (Dolichonyx oryzivorus), sharp-tailed grouse (Tympanuchus 
phasianellus), Northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), chestnut-collared longspur (Calcarius ornatus), 
grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus savannarum), and black-tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus). 
 
Four prairie dog towns were observed while conducting the wildlife survey, two on private landowner’s 
property and two on USFS lands. Two prairie dog towns are located within the Project Corridor on USFS 
property. Prairie dog towns support a large community of wildlife species and can be prone to disruption 
by construction projects. Prairie dogs are management indicator species and occur throughout Western 
North Dakota.  
 
The black-footed ferret is listed as an endangered species under the Endangered Species Act. The black-
footed ferret was historically found across the Great Plains but has since been extirpated from North 
Dakota primarily due to poisoning of prairie dog colonies, conversion of native prairie to tilled agriculture, 
and disease. Black-footed ferrets rely on prairie dogs as their main source of sustenance and a single ferret 
may eat over 100 prairie dogs annually. It is estimated that a minimum 9,884 acres will support a viable 
population of black-footed ferrets. The largest prairie dog colony located within the Study Area is 
approximately 250 acres on private property. None of the prairie dog towns in the Study Area are large 
enough to support a population of black-footed ferrets. Avoidance measures may include narrowing ROW, 
fencing to exclude construction traffic away from colonies, and reducing ROW vehicle speed. Bridger will 
work with the USFS on avoidance measures to the prairie dog colonies during construction. Disruptions 
of prairie dog colonies will be avoided to the extent practicable to minimize impacts. Review of the 
impacts to the prairie dog towns was conducted by the USFS. The USFS concurred with the BE that the 
Project “may impact” black-tailed prairie dog, but did not recommend or require any additional mitigation 
measures to be taken. The Project will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species. No black-footed ferrets were observed during the field studies 
nor are their records of sightings in the Study Area.  
 
Sharp-tailed Grouse are a state species of Conservation Priority, Level II in North Dakota. A Level II species 
are those having a: moderate level of conservation priority or a high level of conservation priority but a 
substantial level of non-state wildlife grant funding is available to them. A Sharp-tailed Grouse lek survey 
was completed in April 2020 and confirmed four leks were present within the Study Area but not within 
the Project Corridor. Bridger will not construct within one mile (line-of-sight) of an active lek from March 
1 – June 15th per USFS requirements. 
 
The North Dakota raptor species of concern detailed by the NDPRD, Natural Heritage Inventory (NHI) with 
potential to be located in Golden Valley and McKenzie Counties include the following: bald eagle 
(Haliaeetus leucocephalus), golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), merlin 
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(Falco columbarius), prairie falcon (Falco mexicanus), turkey vulture (Cathartes aura), American peregrine 
falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), and the burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia).  
 
An aerial raptor and nest survey was conducted on January 20 and 21, 2020. During the aerial survey, 
three surveyors (seated in front-left, rear-left, and rear-right positions of the helicopter) thoroughly 
examined the area within a 2-mile-wide survey corridor to locate raptors and raptor nests. The survey 
methods were consistent with the USFWS survey protocols. Complete survey coverage was obtained by 
traversing the survey corridor focusing on areas likely to contain nests including woody draws and steep 
bluff faces while visually scanning all areas of potential nesting habitat. Locations of NDGF and USFS 
shapefiles depicting previously known raptor nests were also focused on. When a possible nest was 
discovered, the helicopter would slow to a hover, at a distance great enough to prevent flushing if the 
nest was occupied and in the shortest amount of time needed to determine condition, type of nest, 
contents, and obtain accurate GPS location coordinates. The timing of the survey was conducive to 
locating nests in deciduous trees as “leaf out” had not occurred at this time.  
 
No occupied nests were found during the survey. A total of four unoccupied nests were recorded within 
the two mile corridor (see Exhibit A.3) but none are located within the Project Corridor. While it is 
impossible to say with certainty that raptors will not occupy the recorded empty nests in the near future, 
based on the size of three of the nests, it would be improbable. The one remaining nest, an unoccupied 
golden eagle nest, was recorded on a cliff in McKenzie County. Due to its location, this nest will not be 
directly impacted by the Project’s construction. Per USFWS “Utah Field Office Guidelines for Raptor 
Protection from Human and Land Use Disturbances”, short-term land use and human activities may 
progress near a nest or nest territory designated as unoccupied. For long-term use activities, unoccupied 
nests should be conserved as recommended by the USFWS (see Table 5.3). Unoccupied nests of species 
which are not raptors of concern should be conserved for a minimum of five years. Prior to construction 
unoccupied nests will be surveyed if construction takes place within nesting season.  
 

Table 5.3 
 Recommended conservation periods for unoccupied nests of Raptor Species of Concern1 

Species Years 
Bald Eagle Halieetus leucocephalus 5 

Northern Harrier Circus cyaneus Habitat Conservation* 
Northern Goshawk Accipiter gentilis 3 
Swainson’s Hawk Buteo swainsoni 3 
Ferruginous Hawk Buteo regalis 5 

Golden Eagle Aquila chrysaetos 10 
Peregrine Falcon Falco peregrinus Indefinite 
Flammulated Owl Otus flammeolus 5* 

Burrowing Owl Athene cunicularia 5* 
Short-Eared Owl Asio flammeus 3 

*Species may not return to individual nest, but may nest in aggregates in suitable habitat 
1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Region 9. 2008. Guidelines for Raptor Conservation in the Western United States. 

 
No raptor species of concern were observed during the survey. However, if an occupied nest is spotted 
during construction, a construction buffer zone will be required. The length of the buffer zone will be 
dependent on the species identified, consistent with USFWS guidance.  
 
The Project has been sited to avoid and minimize adverse environmental impacts. Potential impacts to 
avian and raptor species were evaluated as part of the Project’ environmental review and adverse impacts 
are not anticipated. The NDGF stated the Project is not anticipated to have adverse impacts on wildlife or 
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wildlife habitat. Bridger is also coordinating with the USFS with review by the USFWS on avoiding and 
minimizing migratory bird impacts, therefore no separate migratory bird plan will be filed due to the 
nature of the work being redundant. 
 
Findings are electronically presented as ESRI ArcGIS software compatible data files in Exhibit C. 
 
5.4 Exclusion Areas 
Exclusion Areas are geographic areas that must be excluded in the consideration of a route for a 
transmission facility. A corridor may contain an Exclusion Area; however, Exclusion Areas may not 
encompass more than 50 percent of the Project corridor width at any point, unless there is no reasonable 
alternative. Exhibit A contains maps depicting Exclusion and Avoidance Areas along the Survey Area. 
 
Exclusion and Avoidance Areas located within the Project Corridor are shown in Tables 5.4 and 5.8 below.  
 

Table 5.4  
Exclusion Areas 

NDPSC Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Permit 

Exclusion Area Located within the 
Project Corridor 

Crossed by 
Project Route 

Description of Exclusion 
Area and Proposed Buffer 

National Parks, Memorial Parks, Historic Sites and 
Landmarks, Natural Landmarks, Monuments, and 

Wilderness Areas 
None None  

State Parks, Historic Sites, Monuments, Historical 
Markers, Archaeological Sites, Nature Preserves None None  

County Parks and Recreation Areas, Municipal Parks, 
Parks Administered by other Governmental 

Subdivisions 
None None  

Areas Critical to the Life Stages of Threatened or 
Endangered Animal or Plant Species None None  

Areas Where Animal or Plant Species Unique or Rare 
to the State Would be Irreversibly Damaged None None  

Areas Within 1,200 Feet of an ICBM Launch or 
Launch Control Facility None None  

Areas Within 30 Feet of a Direct Line Between ICBM 
Launch or Launch Control Facilities to Avoid 

Microwave Interference 
None None  

 
5.5 Federally Protected Species Review 
 
Bridger consulted with the NDGF, USFWS, and the NDPRD NHI to identify species and ecologically 
significant habitats within the Project Corridor. Possible areas of concern discussed were federally listed 
endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive, or watch species, state-listed protected species, and critical 
habitat that is located on or within the Project Corridor.  
 
The USFWS was provided with the proposed Project route with a request for comments. Consultation is 
ongoing. See Exhibit B for a copy of Bridger’s formal consultation letter. The USFWS has jurisdiction over 
issues under the authority of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the Endangered Species Act, and the Bald and 
Golden Eagle Protection Act. The following comments were provided regarding Threatened and 
Endangered Species (Exhibit B.13): 



Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 

NDPSC Amended Consolidated Application 

15 

 
Dakota Skipper 

The Dakota skipper (Hesperia dacotae) is a small prairie butterfly listed as a threatened species 
under the ESA. Dakota skippers are obligate residents of high quality prairie ranging from wet-
mesic tallgrass prairie to dry-mesic mixed grass prairie. In Northwestern North Dakota, Dakota 
skippers inhabit dry-mesic hill prairies with abundant purple coneflower (Echinacea angustifolia), 
but also use mesic to wet-mesic tallgrass prairie habitats characterized by wood lily (Lilium 
philadelphicum) and mountain death camas (smooth camas; Zigadenus elegans). Their dispersal 
ability is very limited due in part to their short adult life span and single annual flight. Extirpation 
from a site may be permanent unless it occurs within about 0.6 miles of an inhabited site that 
generates a sufficient number of emigrants. Avoidance of impacts to native prairie habitat is 
recommended to reduce the risk of adverse effects to this species. If such areas are unavoidable, 
surveys for Dakota skippers are advisable. Critical habitat has been designated for this species in 
North Dakota (McKenzie County). 
 
The proposed crude oil pipeline includes areas of native prairie. The disturbance of these lands 
could further fragment and eliminate existing native prairie habitat. Recent surveys for the Dakota 
skipper have identified this species in the vicinity of the proposed action. According to the USFWS 
response, Dakota skippers occupy native prairie habitat, thus occupancy surveys were completed 
in areas of suitable habitat or occupancy, in July 2020. 
 

Northern Long-Eared Bat 
The Northern long-eared bat (Myotis septentrionalis) is a medium-sized brown bat listed as 
threatened under the Endangered Species Act. The species is known to be present in North Dakota 
during the breeding and migration seasons. These bats primarily roost singly or in colonies 
underneath bark, in cavities, or in crevices of both live and dead trees in the summer. The pupping 
season occurs in June and July. Hibernacula have not been documented in North Dakota. Summer 
survey guidelines for the Northern long-eared bat are identical for those established for the 
Indiana bat (Myotis sodalist). 
 
White-nose syndrome- a fungus affecting hibernating bats- is considered a significant threat to 
this species, but individuals may be harmed by other activities such as modifications to 
hibernacula, timber harvest, human disturbance, and collisions with wind turbines. A 4(d) rule has 
been published that exempts taking of Northern long-eared bats in certain circumstances.  

 
Additional Comments 

With the continued fragmentation and loss of native prairie habitat in North Dakota, the USFWS 
recommends Keitu Engineering and Bridger Pipeline work with willing developers to voluntarily 
offset any unavoidable loss of native prairie habitat that may compensate for potential impacts 
to endangered or migratory species that likely occupy the project corridor. 

 
A field survey was conducted from July to October 2019 of the Survey Area for botany and wildlife. The 
results of this field survey are presented in Section 5 as part of this consolidated permit application. 
 

5.5.1 Federally Listed Wildlife Species 
 
The following are federally listed Wildlife Threatened and Endangered Species listed from the USFWS 
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Information and Planning Consultation tool for the proposed project area. 
 
Pallid sturgeon are located within the Study Area as they inhibit the Missouri and Yellowstone Rivers with 
sand or gavel bars. However, due to a lack of suitable habitat within the Study Area, the proposed Project 
will likely not result in take of the pallid sturgeon. The whooping crane, interior least tern, piping plover, 
Dakota skipper, northern long-eared bat, and red knot have the potential to occur within the Study Area 
as migrants. However, due to the low probability of occurrence and only temporary disturbance during 
construction, adverse impacts to these species are unlikely to occur. Field surveys in the summer of 2019 
indicated potential suitable habitat for the whooping crane, interior least tern, piping plover, Dakota 
skipper, northern long-eared bat, and red knot. 
 
Pallid Sturgeon 

 
Pallid sturgeons inhabit the bottoms of large, shallow, silty rivers with sand and gravel bars of the Missouri 
and Yellowstone Rivers in North Dakota. Pallid sturgeon detections are distributed over 11 counties in 
North Dakota. The proposed project does not cross any waterbodies. The Yellowstone River is 20 miles to 
northwest of the project and the Missouri River is 12.5 miles to the east. No pallid sturgeons were 
observed during the survey. The Study Area does not encompass the Missouri and/or Yellowstone Rivers 
or shallow rivers with sand or gravel bars, to provide suitable habitat for this species.  
 
No adverse effects for pallid sturgeon are anticipated as a result of this Project. This Project does not cross 
through or near suitable habitat. The USFS and USFWS both concluded with a determination of “no effect” 
on the pallid sturgeon as a result of the Project.   
 
Whooping Crane 
 
The whooping crane migrates through the west central counties of North Dakota during the spring months 
of April through May and the fall months September through October. Primary breeding grounds are 
located at Wood Buffalo National Park in Canada’s Northwest Territories and migrate to Aransas National 
Wildlife Refuge in Texas. Whooping crane detections are distributed over all 53 counties in North Dakota. 
Whooping cranes prefer shallow wetlands, such as prairie potholes, associated with cattails, bulrushes, 
and sedges and feed in cultivated fields. No whooping cranes were observed during the field survey. 
Cultivated land does exist within the survey corridor; however, wetland habitat is sparse.  
 
No adverse impacts to the whooping crane are anticipated as a result of the Project. The USFS and USFWS 
concluded with a determination of “no effect” on whooping cranes as a result of the Project; however, it 
is possible that whooping cranes may migrate through the Project area during migration. If a whooping 
crane is sighted within one mile of the Project area during construction, Bridger will cease construction 
within one mile of that part of the Project or within line-of-sight of the crane. If a sighting occurs, the 
USFWS and USFS would be contacted immediately and Bridger would coordinate with the USFWS before 
any construction could resume after the bird(s) leave the area.  
 
Dakota skipper 
 
In North Dakota, Dakota skippers can be found within two general habitat types classified by the USFWS, 
“Type A” and “Type B”. Type A consists of low-lying, wet-mesic prairie with little topographic relief that 
occurs on near-shore glacial lake deposits. Type A habitat does not exist within the Survey Area. Type B 
habitat for the Dakota skipper typically supports a high diversity and abundance of native forbs in rolling 
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dry prairies. These two types of native prairie habitat are important for the Dakota skipper because they 
provide valuable nectar sources through native forbs and are difficult to re-establish once degraded or 
disturbed. The Dakota skipper in western North Dakota inhabits native prairie on rolling terrain over 
gravelly glacial moraine dominated by little bluestem, as well as big bluestem, needlegrasses, or porcupine 
grasses. Dakota skipper detections are distributed over five counties in North Dakota.  
 
Dakota skipper absence/presence surveys were conducted by USFWS permitted surveyors for North 
Dakota in June and July of 2020. One female Dakota skipper was observed during these surveys. The 
Survey Area does provide bluestem/needlegrass/coneflower habitat (Type B) in native prairielands mostly 
located on hill sides and hill tops, and areas that have avoided major previous disturbance. 
 
The USFS and USFWS determined that the Project “may affect but is not likely to adversely affect” the 
threatened Dakota skipper. Bridger is committed to undertake conservations measures recommended by 
the USFS to mitigate adversely affecting the Dakota skipper to the greatest extent possible. No 
construction activities will take place along the pipeline ROW during the Dakota skipper flight period of 
June 10-July 25. Bridger has also agreed to directionally drill all suitable DASK habitats identified and 
depicted on the maps associated with the biological assessment. Suitable DASK habitats will be 
temporarily fenced and flagged to avoid impacts from vehicles, construction equipment or other habitat 
altering equipment traveling along the ROW. Airborne dust will be reduced during Project construction 
on all construction locations, including any additional haul roads and access roads whenever needed 
and/or determined by the USFS. A qualified monitor will remain on-site during the life of construction to 
ensure compliance with all design features. During reclamation activities, USFS-approved revegetation 
seed mixes will be used. No herbicide will be sprayed from June 1 to July 31 annually, and only spot 
spraying of noxious and invasive weeds will be completed. Herbicide type and spot spraying application 
will be completed according to label directions with the intent to avoid drift to high quality Dakota skipper 
habitat. The USFS has determined that there will be no adverse modification to designated Dakota skipper 
critical habitat as a result of the Project. 
 
Northern Long-eared Bat 
 
The northern long-eared bat is currently listed by the USFWS as threatened in North Dakota. On April 2, 
2015, the USFWS published the final listing in the Federal Registrar with an effective date of May 4, 2015. 
The USFWS listed the northern long-eared bat as threatened and chose to exercise the option of issuing 
an interim 4(d) rule to allow for more flexible implementation of the ESA. The 4(d) rule reduces ESA 
conflicts by allowing some activities that do not harm the species to continue while focusing efforts on 
threats that make a difference in the species’ recovery. 
 
This bat species occupies a wide range of rocky and forested habitats. Summer day roosts include 
abandoned buildings, bridges, hollow trees, stumps, and under loose bark, and rock fissures. There are no 
known hibernacula for the northern long-eared bat in North Dakota. Suitable winter habitat for northern 
long-eared bats consists of caves and abandoned mines neither of which occur in the Project Corridor. 
However, nearby trees and rocky outcrops can act as suitable summer day roosts. 
 
The USFS and USFWS concurred with the determination that the Project “may affect, but not likely to 
adversely affect” the northern long-eared bat, as a result, Bridger will not remove any trees greater than 
3 DBH from April 1 through September 30 as recommended by the USFS. 
 
Piping Plover 
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The piping plover is a small shore bird that inhabits barren sand and gravel shorelines of lakes and rivers 
and avoids dense vegetation. The breeding season is from late April to early August in areas in North 
Dakota that include the shores of the Missouri and Yellowstone Rivers and the prairie wetlands in the 
Missouri Coteau. Piping plovers that summer in the northern plains, winter in the Gulf of Mexico. They 
rarely stop during migration and may travel from breeding to wintering grounds in as little as one nonstop 
flight. More than three-fourths of piping plovers in North Dakota nest on prairie alkali lakes, while the 
remaining are found along the Missouri River. Piping plover Designated Critical Habitat consists of prairie 
alkali wetlands and surrounding shoreline; river channels and associated sandbars and islands; reservoirs 
and inland lakes and their sparsely vegetated shorelines, peninsulas and islands. Piping plover detections 
are distributed over 25 counties in North Dakota. The nearest Designated Critical Habitat is approximately 
12.5 miles east of the Project. No piping plovers or active nesting sites were observed during the field 
surveys. 
 
The USFS and USFWS concurred with the determination that the Project “may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect” piping plovers. Potential adverse effects to piping plovers are insignificant based on the 
conservation measures detailed in the BA. 
 
Rufa Red Knot 
 
The rufa red knot utilizes North Dakota as migration stopover in the spring and fall. Migration occurs over 
long distances annually between its breeding ground in the Canadian Arctic and several wintering regions, 
including the southeast United States, the northeast Gulf of Mexico, northern Brazil, and Tierra del Fuego 
at the southern tip of South America. The Yellowstone River is 20 miles to the northwest of the project 
and the Missouri River is 12.5 miles to the east. Red knot detections are distributed over 25 counties in 
North Dakota. In North America, the red knot is commonly found along sandy, gravel, or cobble beaches, 
tidal mudflats, salt marshes, shallow coastal impoundments and lagoons, peat banks. The primary food 
items for the red knot in non-breeding habitats include blue mussels, juvenile mussels, clams, snails, 
polycheate worms, insect larvae, and crustaceans. Red knots migration is sporadic and uncommon but 
the potential exists that they may use wetlands found in the Project Corridor for stopover habitat. 
Potential stopovers for Red Knot are few, small, and distant with no known records in McKenzie County. 
 
The USFS and USFWS concurred with the determination that the Project “may affect, but is not likely to 
adversely affect” the rufa red knot. Potential adverse effects to rufa red knots are insignificant based on 
the conservation measures detailed in the BA. 
 
5.6 Areas Where Unique or Rare Species Would Be Irreversibly Damaged 
 
Based upon agency correspondence and field surveys, the proposed Project will not result in irreversible 
impacts that are detrimental to sensitive plant and animal species or their habitats. 
 
5.7 Areas within 1,200 Ft of ICBM Facility or 30 Ft of Direct Line of IBM Launch Facility 
 
Based on available information, the Air Force has no Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (ICBM) launch or 
launch control assets within the Project area. An email was sent to the U.S. Air Force on October 8, 2019 
and an email response was received on October 9, 2019 that there are no assets near the Project. 
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5.8 Avoidance Areas 
 
Avoidance Areas are areas that may not be considered in the routing of a transmission facility unless it is 
shown that there is no reasonable alternative under the circumstances. A buffer zone of a reasonable 
width to protect the area must be included. A corridor may contain Avoidance Areas as long as the 
Avoidance Areas do not encompass more than 50 percent of the Project Corridor width at any point, 
unless no reasonable alternative exists. The following table identifies and discusses Avoidance Areas 
within the Project Corridor. 
 
Four categories of Avoidance Areas were identified within the Project Corridor (see Table 5.7 below). 
National Grasslands, historical resources not specifically designated as Exclusion or Avoidance Areas, and 
six geographically unstable areas were identified. The Avoidance Areas do not encompass more than fifty 
percent of the width of the corridor.  
 

Table 5.8 
Avoidance Areas 

Avoidance Area Located within the 
Project Corridor 

Crossed by 
Project Route 

Description of Avoidance Area 
and Proposed Buffer 

National Historic Districts, Wildlife Areas, Wild, 
Scenic, or Recreational Rivers, Wildlife Refuges, 
Grasslands 

Yes Yes National Grasslands 
Routing in consultation with USFS 

State Wild, Scenic or Recreational Rivers, Game 
Refuges, Game Management Areas, Management 
Areas, Forests, Forest Management Lands, 
Grasslands 

None None  

Historical Resources not specifically designated as 
Exclusion or Avoidance Areas 

Yes  
 

None 
 

Impacts to sites will be avoided by 
the location of Project routing, and 
implementing the avoidance and 

mitigation measures 
recommended by BCA and 

approved by SHPO 
Geologically Unstable Areas Yes, Six  None  
Areas within 500 Feet of a Residence, School, or 
Place of Business No  No   

Reservoirs and Municipal Water Supplies None None  
Water Sources for Organized Rural Water 
Districts None None  

Irrigated Land None None  
Areas of Recreational Significance Not Designated 
as Exclusion Areas None None  

 
5.9 Federal Resource Review 
 
A review of publicly available data and field studies of the Project Corridor was conducted to confirm the 
presence or absence of registered historic districts, wildlife areas, wild, scenic or recreational rivers, 
wildlife refuges, or grasslands within the Study Area or crossed by the Project route. This review confirmed 
the absence of designated or registered national historic districts, wildlife areas, wild, scenic or 
recreational rivers, and wildlife refuges within the Project Corridor or crossed by the Project route. 
Nineteen (19) miles of the Little Missouri National Grasslands are located within the Project Corridor and 
will be crossed by the Project route. The USFS has been notified of the Project, a SF-299 Application for 
Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands Permit has been submitted, and an 
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Environmental Assessment (EA) and an updated Biological Assessment (BA) were prepared for USFS 
review. 
 
The BA was prepared in accordance with legal requirements set forth under the National Forest 
Management Act, the Dakota Prairie Grasslands Land and Resource Management Plan, and Endangered 
Species Act, Sections 4(b)(2)(16 USC 1533) and 7 (16 USC 1536 (c)), and follows the standards established 
in 50 CFR Part 402-Interagency Cooperation-Endangered Species Act of 1973, the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (16 U.S.C. 703 et seq.), the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (16 U.S.C. 2342352353), the National 
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S. 4321 et seq.), Executive Order 11990 “Protection of Wetlands” and 
Executive Order 13186 “Responsibilities of Federal Agencies to Protect Migratory Birds.” BA’s are 
completed to determine if the project has potential effects on ESA listed species. The species 
determinations were based upon evidence gathered during research and field inspections regarding the 
presence or absence of the species and potential habitat within the project and study area. The report is 
not included in this application because there are several locations of habitat that cannot be released 
publically.  
 
The EA reviews the proposed projects potential impacts on resources such as: botany, cultural/heritage, 
engineering, fisheries, fuels, hydrology, lands/special uses, minerals, range, recreation, scenic resources, 
soils, special management areas, silviculture, solid waste, geology, and wildlife. Each specialist from the 
USFS reviews the topic of their expertise to ensure the proposed project will have no or minimal impacts 
to resources on the Little Missouri National Grasslands prior to providing the Finding of No Significant 
Impact (FONSI).  
 
As of December 2021, the USFS and the USFWS have completed their review of the BA. The Environmental 
Assessment review has been completed by the USFS area specialists. The USFS issued the FONSI and the 
signed FONSI is located in Exhibit B.19. 
 
5.10 State Resource Review 
 
A review of publicly available information was conducted and confirmed the absence of designated or 
registered state wild, scenic, or recreational rivers, forests, forest management lands, or grasslands within 
the Project Corridor or crossed by the Project route. 
 
5.11 Local Resource Review 
 
A review of publicly available information was conducted and confirmed the absence of designated or 
registered local (municipal and county) parks and recreational areas within the Project Corridor or crossed 
by the Project route. 
  
5.12 Historical Resources Not Designated as Exclusion/Avoidance Areas 
 
The Project involves USFS managed property. Keitu Engineers & Consultants, Inc. has hired Beaver Creek 
Archaeology, Inc. (BCA) on behalf of Bridger to conduct a Class I file search, a Class III intensive cultural 
resource inventory, and to complete a cultural resource survey report for submittal to the USFS who, in 
turn, submits the report to the North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). This inventory 
covers 3,434 acres of the 3,565-acre Survey Area the remainder of which has been surveyed by BCA for 
different projects within the past 10 years. 
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In total, 37 sites were located within the Survey Area /APE.  Of these 37 sites, 20 are determined to be 
ineligible for nomination to the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and no avoidance measures 
are recommended. Four sites are unevaluated with no avoidance measures recommended. All 24 sites 
will be avoided by the Project.  Three sites (32MZ141, 32MZ59, and 32MZ499) underwent evaluative 
testing and were found to be ineligible with no avoidance measures recommended. Avoidance or 
mitigation was recommended for the remaining 10 sites, four of which are located on USFS property and 
six are located private or State Trust Land.  
  
The four sites (32MZ120, 32MZ121, 32MZ266, and 32MZ2224) located on USFS property are either 
unevaluated or are ineligible for inclusion on the NRHP however, all four sites have been recommended 
for avoidance. Avoidance measures will include maintaining a minimum 50’ to 100’ avoidance buffer, 
defined by temporary fencing, archaeological monitoring when construction activities are within 100’ of 
the buffered and fenced boundaries, and horizontal directional drilling in proximity to certain sites.  
  
 For the six sites (32GV27, 32MZ19, 32MZ267, 32MZ858, 32MZ2810, and 32MZ3406) located on private 
or State Trust Land, five sites are unevaluated, and one site is eligible for inclusion on the NRHP. All six 
sites are recommended for avoidance. Avoidance measures will include maintaining a 50’ foot avoidance 
buffer, defined by temporary fencing, archaeological monitoring when construction activities are within 
100’ of the buffered and fenced boundaries, and horizontal directional drilling in proximity to certain sites.  
  
BCA found “No Historic Properties Affected” provided all sites requiring avoidance measures are avoided. 
SHPO concurred with BCA’s findings in a concurrence letter dated June 22, 2021. 
 
A copy of BCA’s report is presented in Exhibit E. 
 
5.13 Geologically Unstable Areas 
 
There are three major phenomena associated with seismic hazards: faults, seismicity, and ground motion. 
A fault is a fracture along which the blocks of crust on either side have moved relative to one another 
parallel to the fracture. Rapid slippage of blocks of crust past each other can cause energy to be released, 
resulting in an earthquake. No active faults have been identified in the Study Area, according to the USGS 
Geologic Hazards Science Center. An active fault is one in which movement can be demonstrated to have 
taken place within the last 10,000 years.  
  
North Dakota historically contains little earthquake activity and is therefore not in an area of seismicity. 
The USGS ground motion hazard mapping indicates that potential ground motion hazard in the Project 
Study Area is low. The hazard map uses estimated peak ground acceleration expressed as a percentage of 
the acceleration due to Earth’s gravity. 
 
In North Dakota, most flooding occurs in the spring, when the winter snow cover melts. While flooding is 
generally considered a geologic hazard, the potential for a flood to negatively impact the Project is 
minimal. No part of this line is located in a ND floodplain. 
 
The North Dakota Geological Survey database was reviewed to identify areas of potential geologic 
instability within the Study Area.  A desktop review based on GIS data, NRCS soil map data and topographic 
information identified eight potential landslide areas within the Study Area; however, none are crossed 
by the Project route.  See Table 5.12 and subsequent discussion of each area. 
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The potential for geologic hazards is reduced because the Project is located in relatively flat and stable 
terrain as opposed to active mountain belts or coastal area.  However, six (6) areas of potential geologic 
instability (Areas A, B, D, E, F, & G) are located within the Project Corridor and cannot be definitively 
eliminated based on generalized data. Field assessments were conducted in the six areas by a geotechnical 
specialist at Tetra Tech in July 2020. A copy of their report which includes all the field evaluations 
performed for the South Bend Pipeline Segment at that time is included as Exhibit F for reference. 
Applicable observations and recommendations for this Project are summarized in Table 5.12, below. 
 

Table 5.12 
Landslide Prone Areas 

Area Latitude & Longitude Crossed by 
Project Route 

Initial 
 Evaluation 

Risk 
Ranking 

 Recommended 
Actions  

Planned 
Mitigation 

A  47.785839°, -102.906472° No  Evaluated by Tetra 
Tech High Regrade &  

Re-vegetate 
Regrade &  

Re-vegetate 

B   47.728725°, -103.245574° No Evaluated by Tetra 
Tech Medium Periodic Assessment None 

C   47.676515°, -103.397770° No No Further 
Assessment Required    

D   47.339739°, -103.901176° No Evaluated by Tetra 
Tech Medium None None 

E   47.336974°, -103.905431° No Evaluated by Tetra 
Tech High Regrade &  

Re-vegetate 
Regrade &  

Re-vegetate 

F   47.269246°, -104.028820° No Evaluated by Tetra 
Tech Low None None 

G   47.269229°, -104.029326° No Evaluated by Tetra 
Tech Medium Continued 

Observation None 

H   47.265444°, -104.036084° No No Further 
Assessment Required    

 

Area A: (Tetra Tech Report, Potential Slope 4) 

The proposed pipeline construction disturbance corridor intersects its first landslide risk area at point 1. 
The proposed position of the pipeline places it 60 feet beyond the toe of the existing slope. 
 
The estimated slope angle was calculated as 10°, well below the angle of repose for a slope made-up 
entirely of dry sand (which is 34°), indicating a stable slope. However, because the pipeline is to be placed 
at the toe of the slope, possible sliding or slumping could occur as a result of soil disturbance. While the 
slumping would add more soil on top of the installed line resulting as an additional depth of cover, a field 
assessment of this site was recommended. 
 
Geotechnical specialists from Tetra Tech Inc. evaluated Area A.  They concluded, “The risk for potential 
impacts to the proposed South Bend pipeline is low, however, given that the proximal distance from the 
proposed pipeline to the toe of the slope is 60 feet or greater.”  They suggested the slope be regraded, 
install erosion control measures, and regular monitoring. 
 
This area will be regraded in the course of construction of the pipeline, and revegetated with low lying 
forbs and grasses as recommended by the geotechnical specialists. 
 
Area B: (Tetra Tech Report, Potential Slope 7) 
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The proposed route places the pipeline approximately 500 feet away from the landslide deposit area 
identified by the ND Geological Survey data. However, the proposed route has the pipeline intersecting a 
small drainage area that could be considered part of the larger “landslide risk” area.  Because the pipeline 
is to intersect this slope, possible sliding or slumping could occur as a result of soil disturbance.  This area 
was therefore included in the evaluation process. 
 
The estimated slope of this drainage area was calculated as 6.1°, well below the angle of repose for a slope 
made-up entirely of dry sand (which is 34°), indicating slope stability.  Combined with the distance from 
prior surface movement, the initial evaluation classified this area as stable. 
 
Geotechnical specialists from Tetra Tech Inc. evaluated Area B.  They concluded, “There is a small drainage 
with an intermittent stream located at the toe of the slope with has caused some historical erosion; 
however, the area has revegetated and appears to have stabilized at the time of the assessment. Several 
small slumps were also observed near the toe of the slope within the drainage channel. No recent 
movement was apparent at the time of assessment. Overall the slope appeared to be stable at the time 
of the assessment with no signs of active movement or instability.” They suggest periodically assessing 
the slope for indications of slope movement associated with slumping and erosion near the toe of the 
slope.  
 
Area C: 
The distance from the nearest point of a landslide deposit area (identified by NDGS) to the proposed 
pipeline route is 192 feet, placing this risk area well outside of the construction corridor. Still, an estimated 
slope angle was calculated for the nearest feature of the landslide deposit to the route. The estimated 
slope was calculated as 5.7°, well below the angle of repose for a slope made-up entirely of dry sand 
(which is 34°) and indicates slope stability. Pipeline construction is not expected to affect slope stability 
at this location because the risk area lies completely outside of the construction corridor.  
 
Area D: (Tetra Tech Report, Potential Slope 5) 
The pipeline intersects two slopes (points 25 and 26) on either side of a stream bed. The estimated slope 
angles were calculated as 9.3° for both point 25 and 26. This angle is well below the angle of repose for a 
slope made-up entirely of dry sand and indicates slope stability. But, because the pipeline is to intersect 
this slope, possible sliding or slumping could occur as a result of soil disturbance, therefore a field 
assessment of these sites was conducted. 
 
Tetra Tech evaluated Area D and concluded “The slope was stable at the time of evaluation” and 
suggested no further action.  
 

Area E: (Tetra Tech Report, Potential Slope 6) 

Tetra Tech evaluated Area E and ranked the area high mass failure potential due to its steep slope but 
identified only a possible tension crack near the top of the slope. The surface was well vegetated and 
showed no signs of recent movement.   However, Tetra Tech recommended regrading the area to remove 
the steep slope areas and revegetate with low height plants. 
 
Bridger will mitigate risks associated in this area in accordance with the Tetra Tech recommendations and 
in consultation with the landowner to determine the most appropriate mitigation measures at the site.  
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Area F: (Tetra Tech Report, Potential Slope 1) 
 
The proposed pipeline route crosses a shallow stream bed. The estimated slope angles for point 29 were 
calculated for the Southwest slope as 4.3° and for the NE slope as 8.3°. For point 30 the estimated slope 
angle was calculated as 5.0°. All of these angles are well below the angle of repose for dry sand and 
indicate stable slopes. However, disturbing soil at this point may decrease slope stability and cause land 
sliding or slumping, therefore a field assessment of these sites was recommended. 
 
Tetra Tech evaluated Area F and observed “No apparent indications of instabilities or erosion” and 
suggested no further action.  
 
Area G: (Tetra Tech Report, Potential Slope 2) 
The proposed pipeline route intersects a NDGS identified landslide deposit mid-slope (point 30). The 
estimated slope angles for point 29 were calculated for the Southwest slope as 4.3° and for the NE slope 
as 8.3°. For point 30 the estimated slope angle was calculated as 5.0°. All of these angles are well below 
the angle of repose for dry sand and indicate stable slopes. However, disturbing soil at either point 29 or 
30 may decrease slope stability and cause land sliding or slumping, therefore a physical assessment of 
these sites was recommended. 
 
Tetra Tech evaluated Area G and observed the slope is moderate, but relative short in length.  While the 
slope is well vegetated, there is a well-defined drainage area at the toe of the slope.  The Tetra Tech staff 
stated the slope appeared stable with no apparent signs of recent erosion at the time of assessment, and 
suggested that the features be observed for signs of change.   
 
Bridger will mitigate any risks associated with this feature in accordance with the recommendations of 
Tetra Tech and in consultation with the landowner to determine the most appropriate mitigation 
measures at the site. 
 
Area H: 
The proposed route intersects a gently sloping bank on one side of a stream bed. The estimated slope 
angle (calculated for the steepest portion of this slope, nearest the stream) was calculated to be 7.3°, well 
below the angle of repose for a slope made-up entirely of dry sand which indicates slope stability. Since 
even the steepest area is relatively shallow and very limited in size, the initial evaluation classified this 
area as stable. 
 
5.14 Areas within 500 Feet of a Residence, School, or Place of Business 
 
There are no inhabited residences, schools, or places of business within five hundred feet of the Project 
route.  
 
5.15 Reservoirs and Municipal Water Supplies 
 
The closest North Dakota cities to the Project are Watford City and Keene located in McKenzie County. 
These cities water is not supplied by aquifers. McKenzie County Water Resource District purchases its 
water from the Western Area Water Supply Authority (WAWSA). WAWSA is fed by the Missouri River and 
the water is treated at the Williston Treatment Plant.  
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Approximately 7.5 miles of the east end of the Project crosses the Southwest Water Authority pipeline, 
specifically the area served by the Dickinson Water Treatment Plant.  
 
Within the Study Area, the Fox Hills and Tongue River aquifer systems are the most common water well. 
These water wells are most likely used for private domestic, livestock and industrial purposes. The Study 
Area does overlie the Tobacco Garden, Cherry Creek and Bennie Peer glacial aquifers. 
 
This line does not cross any reservoirs or municipal water sources. The proposed Project will not adversely 
affect any reservoirs or municipal water supplies. 
 
5.16 Water Sources for Organized Rural Water Districts 
 
Within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties, groundwater uses are intended for domestic, livestock and 
industrial purposes. Most groundwater is derived from precipitation. Excess water infiltrates down until 
it reaches the zone of saturation, at which time it becomes accessible to wells. Most aquifers occur in the 
Fox Hills, Tongue River, Fort Union, and Sentinel Butte Formations. Maximum potential yields of these 
aquifers range from around 50 gal/min to as much as 250 gal/min. The water from these aquifers are 
commonly soft to very hard and contain sodium bicarbonate. 
 
Per the ND DEQ Interactive Viewer of Wellhead/Source Water Protection Areas, this Project will not affect 
any wellhead or source water protection areas 
 
This Project is not expected to impact North Dakota ground water quality. 
 
5.17 Irrigated Land 
 
The Project will not impact irrigated lands. Land that is most efficient for irrigation is relatively level and 
has soils that are well drained and highly permeable. The route crosses silt and clay soils which contain 
low permeability, making them unsuitable for irrigated agriculture. A desktop survey of Google Earth and 
field survey confirms the absence of irrigated lands within the Survey Area.  
 
5.18 Areas of Recreational Significance but Not Designated Exclusion Areas 
 
Areas of recreational significance are not located within the Project Corridor or crossed by the Project 
route. 
 
5.19 Selection Criteria 
 
The NDPSC’s rules specify Selection Criteria to be considered in designating a pipeline corridor or route. 
Specifically, the NDPSC considers whether adverse effects from the location, construction, and 
maintenance of the facility as they relate to these criteria, will be at an acceptable minimum, and whether 
these effects will be managed and maintained at an acceptable minimum. 
 
The Selection Criteria that were considered for the Project include: 

• Agricultural Production 
• Family Farms and Ranches 
• Land Suitable for Irrigation 
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• Surface Drainage and Groundwater Flow Patterns 
• Sound Sensitive Areas 
• Visual Effects 
• Extractive and Storage Resources 
• Wetlands, Woodlands, and Wooded Areas 
• Communication or Electric Control Facilities  
• Human Health and Safety 
• Animal Health and Safety 
• Plant Life 

 
The following sections discuss the potential impacts and measures to avoid or minimize the impacts 
related to each of the Selection Criteria. 
 
5.19.1  Agricultural Impacts 
 
The Project will be installed within a new ROW in McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in northwestern 
North Dakota. A significant portion of the Project route crosses agricultural and pasture lands where crop 
and livestock production are the extensive economic activity. Land use along the route is comprised of 
approximately 20 miles agricultural land and 50 miles pasture or rangeland. The primary crops cultivated 
in the area include hay fields, oats, sunflowers, and alfalfa. 
 
Pipeline construction may result in temporary effects on agricultural land use. However, Bridger will 
institute appropriate management practices to restore all areas to pre-construction conditions, to the 
extent reasonably practicable. 
 
Bridger will follow their Weed Management Plan as filed with McKenzie County Weed District for the 
whole route in North Dakota. Golden Valley Weed District has been contacted twice and to date Bridger 
has not received a reply therefore a county specific plan for Golden Valley was not created. See Exhibit D 
for filed McKenzie County Weed Plan. 
 
Bridger will require that construction equipment be cleaned before arriving on site to prevent the 
introduction of undesirable species to the surrounding ROW. Bridger will implement the following 
mitigation measures when undesirable species are found within the construction ROW: 

 
• Bridger will make an effort to prevent the spread of noxious weed seeds during clearing and 

grading activities, and will use straw mulch and seed mix that are free of noxious weed seed to 
re-vegetate the ROW. Contractors and construction inspectors will receive information to help 
them identify noxious weeds. Bridger will also utilize environmental inspectors to help identify 
and prevent the spread of undesirable species. 

 
• During pre-construction walkovers, Bridger’s environmentally trained inspectors may flag and 

document areas containing noxious weeds. The construction crews are informed of these areas. 
Bridger instructs the contractors to minimize the amount of construction equipment and limit 
the number of passes by this equipment through infested areas. Construction mats are used to 
minimize the transport of weed seed or plant material via construction equipment. 

 
• Equipment and construction mats are cleaned immediately after passing through infested 
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areas. Cleaning consists of removing large soil clods and/or plant parts from the equipment and 
construction mats using shovels and brooms and, when necessary, washing the equipment with 
water or cleaning using compressed air. Soil and water from cleaning activities are not allowed 
to flow to non-infested areas. 

 
The pipeline will be installed at a depth that exceeds the typical tillage depth. Following construction, 
agricultural lands will be returned to pre-construction conditions to the extent reasonably practicable. 
Therefore, the Project is not anticipated to interfere with normal agricultural operations on cropland after 
construction. Construction operations are expected to be conducted after the harvest season and prior 
to the growing season when feasible. Therefore, minimal disruption to agricultural production is 
anticipated.  
 
Above-ground facilities on cropland are limited to line markers and cathodic protection rectifiers. 
Therefore, the Project will result in minimal long-term loss of farmland use. Bridger will consult with 
landowners to place above-ground appurtenances in areas that cause the least amount of disturbance to 
landowner operations. Landowners will be compensated by either long-term lease agreements or by the 
purchase of the land for these sites.  
 
Bridger will ensure all fencing and grates that are being used for containing livestock will be maintained 
properly during construction. All livestock related facilities such as cattle fencing or grates would be 
repaired if damaged during construction or maintenance. Bridger employees will be made aware during 
construction and maintenance activities to close all fences and gates. 
 
Private livestock water pipelines are adjacent and within the Project Corridor. Prior to construction or 
maintenance Bridge would identify all underground water pipelines to minimize risk of being damaged. 
Pipeline routed for approximately 80% of the route to be within or adjacent to Bridger’s existing ROW 
which aids in reducing risk to utility strikes. While water pipeline impacts are not anticipated, Bridger 
would make necessary repairs and ensure livestock have water during repairs. 
 
Prime farmland is not located within the Project Corridor and will not be affected by this Project.  
 
Bridger will take appropriate precautions to protect livestock and crops affected by maintenance and 
inspection of this project. The Project will not generate negative effects for agricultural land use such as 
landscape modifications or an introduction of noxious weeds or invasive species when agricultural areas 
are reclaimed. Bridger will continue to implement mitigation post Project construction.  
 
5.19.2 Family Farms and Ranches 
 
The construction or maintenance activities will not alter the patterns of landownership or create long-
term disruptions of family farming operations. The construction zone will be located partially within an 
existing ROW and paralleling another line. Bridger’s crop loss compensation program will compensate 
landowners if any crop damage were to occur during construction. Crop damage resulting from future 
pipeline maintenance and repairs will also be addressed by Bridger. All maintenance equipment used will 
be limited to access routes in agreement with the landowners to minimize disruption to soil, drainage, 
and crops. 
 



Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 

NDPSC Amended Consolidated Application 

28 

Once constructed the Project will require periodic maintenance activity, which could have an indirect 
short-term disruption to livestock operations, and inconvenience to farm activities. Bridger will work to 
minimize interference with these activities while the Project is in operation. 
 
5.19.3 Land Suitable for Irrigation 
 
Land that is most efficient for irrigation is relatively level and has soils that are well drained and highly 
permeable. The route crosses silt and clay soils which contain low permeability, making them unsuitable 
for irrigated agriculture.  
 
Both the desktop survey using information available on the North Dakota GIS system and as confirmed by 
a field on-foot survey of the route confirms the absence of irrigated lands within the Survey Area.  No 
aboveground irrigation systems were identified along the route.  No Landowners identified irrigation 
systems on their properties. 
 
5.19.4 Surface Drainage and Groundwater Flow Patterns 
 
Because the Project consists almost exclusively of underground pipe, the Project will not alter surface 
drainage patterns. Aboveground apertures such as cathodic test stations, rectifiers and pig launchers and 
receivers are isolated along the route and have a minimal aboveground presence that they will not alter 
surface drainage. The underground depth of pipe is well above the local groundwater table elevation 
except in very limited areas where bored beneath standing water. Since pipe is placed well below standing 
water, no impact to flowing surface water that occurs relative to the minor protuberances into the 
topmost aquifers which intersects with streams, the overall cross section area of pipe through these areas 
is “de minimus” compared to the acres of hydraulic surface involved.  Consequently, the Project will not 
have any measurable impact on the average flow rate nor pattern of groundwater flow. 
 
In the unlikely case that streams, swales, ditches, or other natural drains were altered during the Project, 
they will be restored as best as practical to pre-construction conditions.  
 
5.19.5 Sound-Sensitive Land Uses 
 
There are no inhabited residence located within 500 feet of the Pipeline Route.  
 
During construction, residences in close proximity to the construction may experience short-term 
increases in construction-related noise. The heavy construction equipment needed to construct the 
Project may generate short-term increases in ambient noise levels. Increases in ambient noise levels due 
to heavy equipment operation will be limited to the period of construction, typically during daylight hours. 
No significant noise is expected to be generated by the Project during normal operations. 
 
5.19.6 Visual Effect on Adjacent Areas 
 
The aboveground structures associated with the pipeline will be finished with “earth-toned” painted 
surfaces. These structures are common throughout the landscape and not considered to be obtrusive.  
Surface facilities to be installed along the route will be limited to valves, pig launchers and receivers, 
pipeline markers, and rectifiers.  
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Other than these permanent above-ground facilities, the Project’s impacts to visual effects will be limited 
to periods of construction activities. 
 
5.19.7 Extractive and Storage Resources 
 
No extractive or storage resources were identified which would be affected by the Project. Due to the 
narrow and linear nature of the pipeline ROW, future extractive development will not be substantially 
affected by the Project. 
 
5.19.8 Wetlands, Woodlands, and Wooded Areas 
 
Bridger, through its consultants, conducted a desktop survey using aerial photographs and USGS 
topographic maps identifying wetlands along the Project Corridor.  
 
No wetlands or waterbodies will be permanently drained or filled as part of the Project, and no future 
effects are anticipated. Construction of the Project will not result in the permanent drainage or filling of 
wetlands. 
 
No fertilizer, lime, or mulch would be applied in wetlands as part of the Project. The long-term operation 
and maintenance of the pipeline will not have adverse effects on wetland function or value as all features 
through wetlands are underground. 
 
During Keitu’s work, 35 upland tree areas were geographically referenced within the Survey Area. Keitu 
recorded all trees with a diameter breast height of 1 inch or greater. It was determined that approximately 
4335 trees, saplings, or shrubs are located within the Survey Area. 
 
Impacts to trees will be avoided to the extent practicable in a manner compatible with safe operation, 
maintenance, and inspection of the pipeline. It may become necessary to clear some mature trees during 
construction; however, Bridger will work with the appropriate state agencies and private landowners to 
determine appropriate replacement measures following construction.  
 
Bridger will satisfy the tree replacement requirements agreed upon by the NDPSC.  
 
5.19.9 Radio and TV Reception and Other Communication or Electronic Facilities 
 
No impacts on television or radio reception or communication or electronic control facilities are 
anticipated as a result of the Project. 
 
5.19.10 Human Health and Safety 
 
Bridger Pipeline LLC operates in western North Dakota, eastern Montana and Wyoming. By building and 
operating this extensive network, Bridger has become one of the largest pipeline companies in North 
Dakota and is very experienced in managing construction and operating pipeline systems that protect the 
public’s health and safety. 
 
5.19.11 Animal Health and Safety 
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Construction activity within the Project Corridor will have temporary impacts on domestic animals and 
wildlife. The clearing of vegetation will temporarily reduce cover, nesting, and foraging habitat for some 
species. However, species will generally move into adjacent habitats, away from the disturbance area. 
Once habitat alterations are reclaimed, wildlife is anticipated to reestablish within the area. 
 
Project trenching activities and associated spoil piles may result in a short-term barrier restricting the 
movement of some wildlife species (typically two to four weeks at any one area). Except for short-term 
interruptions during construction and maintenance, existing public roads, farm lanes, and livestock 
crossings will be kept open, providing crossing access for wildlife. During construction, Bridger may erect 
temporary fencing, as necessary, to keep livestock and wildlife away from the pipeline trench, and will 
minimize the length of time the trench is left open. Short-term barriers may also be utilized to keep 
livestock away from active construction and maintenance. Bridger will work with landowners to ensure 
access to fresh water sources are not impacted. 
 
5.19.12 Plant Life 
 
The Project is not anticipated to permanently impact plant life, however in areas where vegetation has to 
be removed to perform inspection or maintenance activities, it will be reestablished to regulation 
standards from county agencies and the satisfaction of landowners. Permanent impacts on vegetation are 
not anticipated. 
 
5.20 Policy Criteria 
 
5.20.1 Location and Design 
 
Bridger believes that the Project utilizes an optimal alignment. Although four types of Avoidance Areas 
were identified within the Project Corridor (see Table 6.8), the Project has been sited to minimize impacts 
to these areas, and the Project’s route parallels approximately 45 miles of existing pipelines in North 
Dakota.  
 
Bridger engaged consultants to conduct environmental desktop studies, field studies, and a Class I and III 
archeological study. The purpose of these studies is to identify environmental and cultural resources and 
to avoid and minimize impacts to these areas.  
 
Construction of the Project will involve the installation of 16-inch outside diameter, steel, API-5L, PSL2, 
Grade X-52 ERW Line Pipe with a nominal wall thickness of 0.312 inches. Bore pipe will have a nominal 
wall thickness of 0.375 inches. The MOP of the pipeline will be 1,440 psig. The Average operating pressure 
will be 600 -800 psig.  
 
Valves will be 16-inch ANSI 600 manufactured in accordance with API Standard 6D "API Specification for 
Steel, Gate, Plug, Ball and Check Valves for Pipeline Service." Valves will be installed pursuant to US DOT 
regulations. The MOP of the valves will be 1,440 psig.  
 
The steel pipe utilized for construction of the Project will meet US DOT criteria outlined in 49 C.F.R. § 
195.100. The Project will be constructed per 49 C.F.R. § 195.200 and will be operated and maintained per 
49 C.F.R. § 195.400. 
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The Project is designed and will be operated in a manner that meets or exceeds state and federal 
engineering, safety and operational design standards. 
 
5.20.2 Training and Utilization of In-State Labor 
 
During construction, skilled and unskilled labor, both local and non-local, will be employed to construct 
the pipeline. Bridger, as operator of the Project, has established a comprehensive orientation, technical, 
safety, emergency, and on-the-job training program that is in compliance with the Operator Qualification 
rules issued by PHMSA under 49 C.F.R. Part 195. As personnel progress in pipeline operation and 
maintenance positions, they receive hundreds of hours of formal and on-the-job training. Demonstrations 
of competence are shown through reviews of job performance, periodic pipeline control system 
simulations, emergency exercises, welding certification tests, and other functions required to continue 
safe pipeline operation and maintenance. 
 
5.20.3 Economies of Construction and Operation 
 
The Project is believed to be the most cost-effective and operationally sound means of meeting Bridger’s 
delivery obligations. 
 
5.20.4 Use of Citizen Coordinating Committees 
 
No citizen coordinating committee is anticipated as a result of the Project. Bridger does not believe such 
a committee is necessary given the Project is located in an area of the state where crude oil gathering and 
transmission pipelines already exist. As such, the public is familiar with the permitting, construction, and 
operation of pipeline facilities. 
 
5.20.5 Commitment of Portion of Transmitted Product for Use In-State 
 
Bridger does not own any of the crude petroleum transported in its pipeline system and does not 
determine markets or destinations for petroleum commodities. 
 
5.20.6 Labor Relations 
 
The Project will have no anticipated effect on labor relations within North Dakota. 
 
5.20.7 Coordination of Facilities 
 
The 16-inch line and associated pumping, control and operating systems is used in conjunction with other 
segments of the Bridger pipeline network to optimize system capacity. 
 
5.20.8 Monitoring Impacts 
 
Any construction-related impacts will be mitigated through the use of best management practices, 
appropriate construction techniques, and environmental inspection during and following completion of 
construction. Following construction, a thorough inspection will be performed to ensure restoration 
efforts were successful. Monitoring and treatment of noxious weeds and/or invasive species will be 
conducted on an annual basis to ensure a high degree of control and maximize treatment effectiveness.  
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5.20.9 Using Existing and Proposed ROWs and Corridors 
 
The Project will be constructed in a 100-foot-wide temporary construction ROW. Bridger has acquired 50-
foot-wide permanent easements for the Project. Approximately 50% of the Project will be partially 
constructed within or next to an existing ROW.  
 
Bridger will acquire the right to utilize additional temporary workspace from the landowners, where 
necessary. The use of unauthorized workspace will be prohibited without the landowner’s approval. In all 
cases, the amount of additional temporary workspace utilized will be kept to the minimum necessary to 
safely conduct work. 
 
5.20.10  Other Existing or Proposed Transmission Facilities 
 
No specific transmission facilities by Bridger are planned for the next 10 years. However, given the 
production activity in Bridger’s service area of Western North Dakota and the demand for crude oil 
transportation by pipeline, additional new pipeline projects by Bridger are possible. 
 
6 AGENCY NOTIFICATIONS AND PERMITTING 
 
Keitu contacted federal, state, and local agencies and entities designated in North Dakota Administrative 
Code § 69-06-01-05 regarding the Project. Letters and/or emails were submitted with an accompanying 
overview map of the Project. A summary of these consultations is provided in Table 6, and further details 
on each consultation are included in the following sections. Sample notifications and responses are located 
in Exhibit B. 
 

Table 6 
Agency Notifications 

Agencies Contacted Form of Contact Date of Contact Date of Reply 

US Army Corps of Engineers Mailed Letter 10/4/2019 
12/16/2019 1/8/2020 

ND Parks and Recreation Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 11/8/2019 

ND Game and Fish Department Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 10/28/2019 

Lake Ilo National Wildlife Refuge Mailed Letter  9/30/2019 
12/16/2019 

 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Mailed Letter 9/27/2019 
12/16/2019 12/30/2019 

McKenzie County Planning 
Department Mailed Letter 10/15/2019 10/29/2019 

McKenzie County Commission Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 
12/16/2019  

Golden Valley County Planning 
Department Mailed Letter 9/27/2019 

12/16/2019 1/6/2020 

Golden Valley County 
Commission Mailed Letter 9/27/2019 

12/16/2019 1/6/2020 

Minot Air Force Base - Cable 
Affairs Email 10/8/2019 10/9/2019 

NDIC Pipeline Authority Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 
12/16/2019 

 

ND State Water Commission Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 10/29/2019 

ND Department of Env. Quality Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 
12/16/2019 12/9/2019 
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Table 6 
Agency Notifications 

Agencies Contacted Form of Contact Date of Contact Date of Reply 

ND DOT Dickinson District Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 
12/16/2019 1/13/2020 

ND DOT Williston District Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 
12/16/2019 1/13/2020 

ND Department of Trust Lands Mailed Letter 9/27/2019 10/2/2019 
ND Soil Conservation 
Committee Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 

12/16/2019  

ND Department of Agriculture Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 
12/16/2019  

USFS McKenzie Ranger District Mailed Letter 9/30/2019 
12/16/2019 EA FONSI signed 

McKenzie County Weed Board Mailed Letter 9/27/2019 
12/16/2019 Weed plan was approved April 2020 

ND Geological Survey Mailed Letter 9/27/2019 10/7/2019 
Golden Valley County Weed 
Board Mailed Letter 9/27/2019 

12/16/2019  

Grail Township Mailed Letter 3/05/2020  

ND Labor Department Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

ND Indian Affairs Commission Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

ND Governor Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  
ND Energy Development Impact 
Office Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

ND Department of Human 
Services Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

ND Department of Commerce Mailed Letter 1/4/2021 1/19/2021 
ND Department of Career & 
Technical Education Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

ND Attorney General Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

ND Aeronautics Commission Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

Job Service of ND Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

Federal Aviation Administration Mailed Letter 1/4/2021  

ND Transmission Authority Mailed Letter 3/2/2022  

ND Forest Service Mailed Letter 3/2/2022  

20th Airforce 91st Missile Wing Mailed Letter 3/2/2022  

Grand Forks Airforce Base Mailed Letter 3/2/2022  
Federal Bureau of Land 
Management Mailed Letter 3/2/2022  

Military Aviation & Installation 
Assurance Siting Clearinghouse Email 3/2/2022  

ND State Historic Preservation 
Office Contacted by Beaver Creek Archaeology, Inc. March 2021 

 
6.1 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
 
The USFWS administers several programs designed to identify and protect plant and animal species listed 
under the Endangered Species Act, critical habitats for listed species, migratory birds, bald and golden 
eagles, as well as wetland and grassland easements. Notification letters were sent to the USFWS on 
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September 27, 2019 and December 16, 2019 which included a description of the project, site map, and a 
request for comments regarding issued under USFWS jurisdiction.  
 
A formal written response was received from the USFWS – Bismarck Ecological Services Office, dated 
December 30, 2019. The letter provided comments concerning, endangered species, Dakota skipper, 
northern long-eared bats, and eagle guidance. The USFS also consulted with the USFWS during the 
approval of the BA and BE that were prepared for this project.  
 
6.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
 
The USACE is responsible for administering federal laws that regulate certain activities in the waters of 
the United States. The authority applicable to this responsibility is Section 404 of the Clean Water Act 
(CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1344), which prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States without authorization in the form of a USACE permit. A notification letter was sent to the USACE 
on October 4, 2019 and December 16, 2019 which included a description of the project, site maps, and a 
request for comments regarding issues under USACE jurisdiction. 
 
A response from the USACE was received on January 8, 2020. The letter included the DA ENG Form 4345 
and a Nationwide Permit Fact Sheet # 12. 
 
6.3 Department of Defense- Air Force Cable Affairs 
 
The United States Department of Defense possesses assets associated with intercontinental ballistic 
missiles and launch facilities in North Dakota. A notification email was sent to the U.S. Air Force which 
included a description of the project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under U.S. Air Force 
jurisdiction. 
 
The United States Department of Defense – Air Force Cable Affairs confirmed on October 9, 2019 they have no 
assets near the Project. 
 
6.4 North Dakota State Historic Preservation Office 
 
According to the North Dakota Energy Conversion and Transmission Facility Siting Act, among the “factors 
to be considered [by the Commission] in evaluating applications and designation of sites, corridors, and 
routes,” is the effect of the proposed site or route on existing scenic areas, historic sites and structures, 
and paleontological or archaeological sites. The agency responsible for these sites is the NDSHPO. As 
previously mentioned, BCA was contracted to conduct a Class III Cultural Resource Inventory. The NDSHPO 
reviewed the project studies and the concurrence letters are located in Exhibit B 
 
6.5 North Dakota Game and Fish Department 
 
The NDGF has oversight of the State’s game species, State Conservation Priority Species, Wildlife 
Management Areas, and Private Land Open to Sportsman lands. A notification letter was sent to the NDGF 
on September 30, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site maps, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under NDGF jurisdiction.  
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A formal response was received on October 28, 2019.  The NDGF’s primary concern was disturbance of 
native prairie and wooded draws. It was recommended that Cherry Creek be crossed via HDD, steps be 
taken to protect wetlands, and that aerial raptor surveys be conducted.  
 
6.6 Lake Ilo National Wildlife Refuge 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Lake Ilo National Wildlife Refuge on September 30, 2019 and 
December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site maps, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under Lake Ilo National Wildlife Refuge jurisdiction.  
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the Lake Ilo National Wildlife Refuge. 
 
6.7 North Dakota Parks and Recreation Department 
 
The NDPRD, Natural Resource Division has authority and expertise regarding recreation and biological 
resources in North Dakota, with a particular emphasis on rare species and ecological communities. The 
NDPRD maintains a database detailing the location and recorded occurrences of animal and plant species 
of special concern. The NDPRD is also responsible for the management of state park lands and Land and 
Water Conservation funded recreation projects. A notification letter was sent to the NDPRD on September 
30, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site maps, and a request for comments regarding 
issues under NDPRD jurisdiction. 
 
A formal response was received on November 8, 2019 stating the NDPRD recommends that the project 
be accomplished with minimal impacts and that all efforts be made to ensure that critical habitats not be 
disturbed in the project area to help secure rare species conservation in North Dakota. No species of 
concern that NDPRD noted are within the Proposed Corridor. 
 
6.8 North Dakota Department of Trust Lands 
 
The North Dakota Department of Trust Lands was sent a notification letter on September 27, 2019 which 
included a description of the Project, site map, and request for comments regarding the presence of 
Mineral Trust Lands and School Trust Lands in the Study Area.  
 
An alignment was sent to Kayla Graber in October 2019. Signed Trust Land easements were received in 
December 2021. 
 
6.9 North Dakota State Water Commission 
The NDSWC was sent a notification letter on September 30, 2019 which included a description of the 
Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under NDSWC jurisdiction. 
 
A written response was received from the NDSWC on October 29, 2019 that the project has been reviewed 
by NDSWC staff. There were no floodplains identified where the project is located and the project does 
not require a conditional or temporary use permit. 
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6.10 McKenzie County Planning Department 
 
A notification letter was sent to the McKenzie County Planning Department on October 15, 2019 which 
included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the 
jurisdiction of the McKenzie County Planning Department.  
 
An email response was received on October 29, 2019. The planning and zoning office’s primary 
considerations would be to work with their department for land use evaluations and approvals. Bridger is 
currently working with McKenzie County on road crossings and temporary approach permits. 
 
6.11 McKenzie County Commission 
 
A notification letter was sent to the McKenzie County Commission on September 27, 2019, and December 
16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding 
issues under the jurisdiction of the McKenzie County Commission.  
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from McKenzie County Commission. 
 
6.12 McKenzie County Weed Board 
 
A notification letter was sent to the McKenzie County Weed Board on September 27, 2019, and December 
16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding 
issues under the jurisdiction of the McKenzie County Weed Board.  
 
A response via email was received on December 23, 2019. The McKenzie County Weed Board requires a 
weed management plan to be submitted and approved prior to construction. The requested weed 
management plan was submitted and subsequently approved on April 13, 2020. 
 
6.13 Golden Valley County Planning Department 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Golden Valley County Planning Department on September 27, 2019, 
and December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the Golden Valley County Planning Department.  
 
An email response was received on January 6, 2020 discussing the County’s pipeline permit process.  
 
6.14 Golden Valley County Commission 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Golden Valley County Commission on September 27, 2019, and 
December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the Golden Valley County Commission.  
 
A notification was received from Henry Gerving of the Golden Valley Commission stating a pipeline permit 
is required for the project. A permit application was submitted and approved in August 2020. 
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6.15 Golden Valley Weed Board 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Golden Valley County Weed Board on September 27, 2019, and 
December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the Golden Valley County Weed Board.  
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from Golden Valley County Weed Board. 
 
6.16 North Dakota Department of Agriculture 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Department of Agriculture on September 30, 2019 and 
on December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the North Dakota Department of Human Services. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Department of Agriculture. 
 
 
6.17 North Dakota Industrial Commission Pipeline Authority 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Industrial Commission Pipeline Authority on September 
27, 2019, and December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for 
comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the North Dakota Industrial Commission Pipeline 
Authority. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Industrial Commission Pipeline 
Authority. 
 
6.18 North Dakota Department of Environmental Quality 
 
A notification letter was sent to the ND DEQ on September 27, 2019, and December 16, 2019 which 
included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the 
jurisdiction of the ND DEQ. 
 
A written response was received on December 9, 2019. The Department believes the environmental 
impacts will be minor and provided comments with respect to construction. Comments include:  aggregate 
to be used for roads, care during construction near water, discharge permits, aquifers in the construction 
area, solid waste management, and minimizing impacts to human health.  
 
6.19 North Dakota Department of Transportation Dickinson and Williston District 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota DOT Dickinson and Williston District on September 27, 
2019, and December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for 
comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the North Dakota DOT Districts. 
 
A response was received by the ND DOT Bismarck office on January 13, 2020. The letter requested a 
meeting to discuss right-of-way acquisition pertaining to the crossing of Highway 85.  
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A meeting with the ND DOT was held to discuss parallel encroachment and crossing of Hwy 85 in March 
2020, attendees were Scott Besmer (KLJ), Chad Orn (NDDOT), Matt Linneman (NDDOT), Joel Wilt 
(NDDOT), Daniel Christenson (NDDOT), and Monte Doctor (State of ND). 
 
6.20 USFS McKenzie Range District 
 
A notification letter was sent to the USFS McKenzie Range District on September 27, 2019, and December 
16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding 
issues under the jurisdiction of the North Dakota Soil Conservation Committee. 
 
Close contact has been maintained pertaining to an Environmental Assessment that was written for the 
South Bend project. Biological Assessment was submitted to the USFS on August 31, 2020 and was 
approved. The EA was submitted for public comment in December 2021 and a FONSI has be signed. 
 
6.21 North Dakota Soil Conservation Committee 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Soil Conservation Committee on September 27, 2019, 
and December 16, 2019 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the North Dakota Soil Conservation Committee. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Soil Conservation Committee. 
 
6.22 North Dakota Geological Society 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Geological Society on September 27, 2019, which 
included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the 
jurisdiction of the North Dakota Geological Society. 
 
A written response was received on October 7, 2019. The letter provided landslide area mapping near the 
pipeline route. 
 
6.23 North Dakota Labor Department  
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Labor Department on January 4, 2021 which included a 
description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the North Dakota Labor Department. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Labor Department. 
 
6.24 Grail Township 
 
A notification letter was sent to Grail Township on March 5, 2020 which included a description of the 
Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the Township. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from Grail Township. 
 
6.25 North Dakota Indian Affairs Commission 
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A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Indian Affairs Commission on January 4, 2021 which 
included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the 
jurisdiction of the North Dakota Indian Affairs Commission. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Indian Affairs Commission. 
 
6.26 North Dakota Governor 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Governor on January 4, 2021 which included a 
description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the North Dakota Governor. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Governor. 
 
6.27 North Dakota Energy Impact Office 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Energy Impact Office on January 4, 2021 which included 
a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the North Dakota Energy Impact Office. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Energy Impact Office. 
 
6.28 North Dakota Department of Human Services 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Department of Human Services on January 4, 2021 
which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under 
the jurisdiction of the North Dakota Department of Human Services. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Department of Human Services. 
 
6.29 North Dakota Department of Commerce 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Department of Commerce on January 4, 2021 which 
included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the 
jurisdiction of the North Dakota Department of Commerce. 
 
A telephone call with a follow-up email response was received from North Dakota Department of 
Commerce. They requested additional information about the project, a subsequent email was sent to 
provide the requested information. 
 
6.30 North Dakota Department of Career & Technical Education 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Department of Career & Technical Education on January 
4, 2021 which included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues 
under the jurisdiction of the North Dakota Department of Career & Technical Education. 
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To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Department of Career & 
Technical Education. 
 
6.31 North Dakota Attorney General 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Attorney General on January 4, 2021 which included a 
description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the North Dakota Attorney General. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the North Dakota Attorney General. 
 
6.32 North Dakota Aeronautics Commission 
 
A notification letter was sent to the North Dakota Aeronautics Commission on January 4, 2021 which 
included a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the 
jurisdiction of the North Dakota Aeronautics Commission. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from North Dakota Aeronautics Commission. 
 
6.33 Job Service of ND 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Job Service of ND on January 4, 2021 which included a description of 
the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction of Job Service 
of ND. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from Job Service of ND. 
 
6.34 Federal Aviation Administration 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Federal Aviation Administration on January 4, 2021 which included a 
description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the Federal Aviation Administration. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the Federal Aviation Administration. 
 
6.35 ND Transmission Authority 
 
A notification letter was sent to the ND Transmission Authority on March 3, 2022 which included a 
description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the ND Transmission Authority. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the ND Transmission Authority. 
 
6.36 ND Forest Service 
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A notification letter was sent to the ND Forest Service on March 3, 2022 which included a description of 
the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the ND Forest 
Service. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the ND Forest Service. 
 
6.37 20th Airforce 91st Missile Wing 
 
A notification letter was sent to the 20th Airforce 91st Missile Wing on March 3, 2022 which included a 
description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the 20th Airforce 91st Missile Wing. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the 20th Airforce 91st Missile Wing. 
 
6.38 Grand Forks Airforce Base 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Grand Forks Airforce Base on March 3, 2022 which included a 
description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the Grand Forks Airforce. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the Grand Forks Airforce. 
 
6.39 Federal Bureau of Land Management 
 
A notification letter was sent to the Federal Bureau of Land Management on March 3, 2022 which included 
a description of the Project, site map, and a request for comments regarding issues under the jurisdiction 
of the Federal Bureau of Land Management. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the Federal Bureau of Land Management. 
 
6.40 Military Aviation & Installation Assurance Siting Clearinghouse 
 
A notification email was sent to the Military Aviation & Installation Assurance Siting Clearinghouse on 
March 3, 2022 which included a description of the Project, shapefiles, and a request for comments 
regarding issues under the jurisdiction of the Military Aviation & Installation Assurance Siting 
Clearinghouse. 
 
To date, no formal written response has been received from the Military Aviation & Installation Assurance 
Siting Clearinghouse. 
 
 
7 OTHER FACTORS CONSIDERED 
 
7.1 Public Health, Welfare, Natural Resources, and the Environment 
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A discussion of the studies conducted for the Project and anticipated effects of the location, construction, 
and operation of the pipeline on public health and welfare, natural resources, and the environment is 
included in Sections 5, 6, and 7.  
 
7.2 New Transmission Tech to Minimize Adverse Environmental Effects 
 
The Project does not include new energy conversion or transmission technologies. The pipeline design is 
consistent with existing pipeline technologies. However, Bridger is constantly evaluating new energy 
conservation technologies to reduce the energy consumed in its operations. 
 
Pipeline Control Center 
 
Bridger control center operators are trained in applied hydraulics and pipeline control. They are trained 
to operate the pipeline at a natural flow rate using efficient combinations of pumps, thereby minimizing 
energy consumption. Operators have the capability to start and stop pumps and monitor pipeline 
operating conditions to assist in achieving an energy efficient operation. 
 
Energy Efficient Pumps and Motors 
 
For new installations, Bridger purchases high efficiency pumps, motors and variable frequency/speed 
drives at a premium initial cost in an effort to conserve long range energy requirements. Pumps are 
hydraulically designed and selected to obtain a high best efficiency point (BEP) at the desired flow rates. 
The forecasts are continually being evaluated and if the flow rate is outside the BEP range, operational 
changes are typically implemented to improve efficiency. Installation of variable speed/frequency drives 
is used to minimize starting current and maximize pump efficiency in all operating conditions. 
 
Drag Reducing Agents (DRA) 
 
Bridger currently uses drag reducing agents in selected segments of its pipeline system. Injection of DRA 
reduces flow turbulence of liquid hydrocarbons which results in reduced pressure loss between stations. 
This allows a high flow rate (increased throughput) at the same operating pressure, or a decrease in 
operating pressure while maintaining flow rate. These two scenarios allow increased throughput or 
decreased power use. The flexibility furthers opportunities to shift power use to improve economics or 
accommodate the utilities. In these cases, the economic benefits realized with the implementation of the 
DRA program have outweighed the material cost of the DRA. As a result, lower unit energy costs and 
greater efficiency have occurred. 
 
7.3 Beneficial Uses of Waste Energy from a Proposed Energy Conversion Facility 
 
The Project does not involve new energy conversion facilities; no usable waste energy will result from the 
Project. 
 
7.4 Unavoidable Adverse Direct and Indirect Environmental Effects 
 
Unavoidable adverse direct and indirect environmental effects for construction of the Project are minimal 
and include temporary construction-related effects on vegetation, wildlife, agricultural operations, 
transportation, and noise levels as described throughout the Application. Impacts to agricultural 
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operations are anticipated to be minimal and impacts to transportation are anticipated to be short-term. 
Impacts on vegetation and wildlife will also be minimal. Vegetation will be removed from the ROW prior 
to construction, and the area will be restored and re-seeded following construction. Wildlife may 
temporarily avoid the ROW during construction, but no long-term impacts are anticipated. Noise level 
increases are associated only with construction. In addition, Bridger implements thorough mitigation 
measures to minimize construction-related impacts.  
 
7.5 Corridor or Route Alternatives Developed During the Hearing that Minimize Adverse 
Effects 
 
The route was selected based on avoidance and minimization of impacts to environmental resources.  The 
route is described in Section 1. Keitu conducted field surveys within the generally 300-foot-wide Survey 
Area to determine the potential presence and extent of wetlands and water bodies, including potentially 
jurisdictional waters of the U.S., within the Survey Area for the proposed Project. Concurrently with the 
wetland/water-body determinations, Keitu conducted a wildlife survey and habitat assessment that 
covered threatened and endangered species; a tree, sapling, and shrub enumeration survey; and a 
noxious weed survey. All studies were done to select the route which would minimize adverse effects.  
 
7.6 Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitments of Natural Resources if Designated 
Bridger is not aware of any irreversible or irretrievable commitments of natural resources that would 
result from the requested approvals. 
 
7.7 Direct and Indirect Economic Impacts of the Facility 
 
Upon construction, the Project will present an optimization of new and existing pipeline capacity to meet 
the need for additional liquid petroleum transportation to the region.  
 
Crude oil produced in North Dakota is generally shipped by pipeline to one of three market hubs: (1) 
Tesoro’s Mandan, North Dakota refinery; (2) the Guernsey, Wyoming interconnection hub; and/or (3) the 
Clearbrook, Minnesota interconnection hub. Crude oil can also be transported by truck to Canada, and by 
rail directly to refineries, or to East, West, and Gulf Coast markets. 
 
The “geographical market risk” of limited transportation options suffered by oil producers in the rapidly 
expanding crude oil production market in northwestern North Dakota has caused millions of dollars per 
year in lost revenue. With constrained export capacity, local production lacks access to alternative 
markets, making it vulnerable to regional price swings. 
 
Over the past several years, the North Dakota Pipeline Authority has been working with producers and 
regional pipeline companies to address the issues surrounding the safe transportation of the surge in 
crude oil volume. 
 
The purpose of the Project is to provide “midstream” transportation alternatives for the expanding 
volumes of crude oil being produced in North Dakota and to facilitate efficient access to downstream 
takeaway markets. The pipeline system will be constructed to allow crude to flow in either direction. This 
feature allows for greater flexibility and access to more sales points depending on market conditions, and 
acts as a balancing point allowing the best price for North Dakota crude producers. The Project will also 
serve to displace trucking operations that seek to move barrels of crude oil. The Project will ultimately 
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help bring North Dakota sweet crude to more markets in the United States, therefore allowing for a more 
competitive price. 
 
In addition to increasing the crude oil transmission capacity within North Dakota, the Project will provide 
other benefits. For example, operation of the Project has the potential to increase the tax base of 
McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties. Construction of the Project will offer job opportunities during 
construction, which will be partially filled with local contractors and/or personnel. Pipeline construction 
workers are hired from pipeline contractors, equipment contractors, suppliers, and regional testing firms. 
 
In addition, environmental consultants and construction inspectors will be employed during construction 
and restoration. North Dakota-based consulting firms were selected to assist with the site selection and 
permitting process. Wages paid to non-local contractors and/or personnel benefit the regional economy 
through expenditures for supplies, lodging, fuel, and other services.  
 
7.8 Existing Plans for Other Developments in the Vicinity 
 
Bridger is not aware of any other development by state, local or governmental entities at or in the vicinity 
of the Project Corridor. 
 
7.9 Effect of the Proposed Route on Existing Scenic Areas, Historic Sites, Structures, & etc. 
 
The SHPO has reviewed the Class I and Class III Inventory Reports upon BCA’s completion of the reports. 
Significant adverse impacts to historic and cultural resources are not anticipated.   
 
7.10 Effect of the Proposed Route on Areas Unique Because of Biological Wealth or 
Rare/Endangered Species Habitat 
 
Bridger has consulted with the NDGF, the USFWS, and the NDPRD to identify species and ecologically 
significant habitats within the ROW and the Project Corridor. Possible areas of concern discussed were 
federally listed endangered, threatened, candidate, sensitive, or watch species, state-listed protected 
species, and critical habitat that is located on or within the pipeline route.  
 
The NDGF was provided with the proposed route and after review stated, “We do not believe this project 
will have significant adverse effects on wildlife or wildlife habitat, including species of conservation 
priority, provided these recommendations were implemented where appropriate during project 
construction.”  
 
The USFWS was provided with the proposed route and it is currently under review. Areas that are analyzed 
by the USFWS include federally listed endangered, threatened, candidate species, and designated critical 
habitat in North Dakota.  
 
A field survey was conducted in July - October 2019 using a generally 300-foot-wide corridor for botany 
and wildlife. No sensitive wildlife or botany issues were identified within the Project Corridor. Dakota 
Skipper habitat was identified with the Project Corridor, absence/presence survey was completed in the 
summer of 2020. The results of this field study are presented in Section 5 submitted as part of this 
consolidated application. 
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The ND state listed Species of Concern that have been identified within the Study Area are discussed in 
Section 5.3. Based on the conclusions of the field studies, the Project is not anticipated to adversely affect 
the listed species or their habitat. 
 
7.11 Problems Raised by Federal, State, and Local Agencies 
 
No concerns other than those identified in Section 7.10 have been raised by commenters or identified by 
Bridger or its consultants. 
 
7.12 Policies and Commitments to Limit Environmental Impact 
 
Bridger Pipeline LLC is all part of the True Companies of Casper, Wyoming. True Companies operates 
pipeline systems in western North Dakota, eastern Montana and Wyoming. The True Companies have 
been family owned and operated since 1948, and now have over 1,000 employees in Wyoming, Colorado, 
Montana, North Dakota, Utah, Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, New Mexico, Missouri, Oklahoma and 
Arizona. 
 
Bridger works to protect the environment, home to its employees and customers. Protection of the 
environment is an integral element in the conduct of Bridger. Environmental protection efforts will span 
the entire Project, from planning through conversion, and into full operation. 
 
The major causes of pipeline leaks in the United States are corrosion (both internal and external), 
excavation damage, pipe and weld failure, incorrect operations, or natural causes (e.g. floods or outside 
force). To prevent these categories of failures, Bridger will improve or maintain the Project to meet or 
exceed industry and governmental requirements and standards. Specifically the steel pipe meets US DOT 
Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration federal codes under 49 CFR Part 195 (referred to 
hereafter as PHMSA regulations) and follow standards issued by the American Society of Mechanical 
Engineers, National Association for Corrosion Engineers and API. As a safety factor, the Project is designed 
to withstand pressures over and above its normal operating pressures and will operate according to codes 
and regulations. All pipe is inspected and integrity-tested at the factory and transported per the highest 
technical standards. PHMSA conducts regularly scheduled field inspections of the pipeline facilities to 
ensure compliance with federal regulatory requirements, including the integrity testing of the pipeline 
through the use of internal inspection devices. 
 
The pipeline will be subjected to careful testing to verify its integrity and compliance with specifications. 
The line is subjected to hydrostatic testing per DOT/PHMSA regulations to an accurate and safe maximum 
allowable operating pressure. 
 
As previously mentioned, the pipeline will be maintained and inspected according to PHMSA regulations, 
industry codes and prudent pipeline operating techniques and will continue to be examined under the 
same scrutiny. All of Bridger’s mainline liquids pipelines are externally coated to resist corrosion, internally 
inspected at regular intervals using in-line inspection technology, and equipped with a cathodic-
protection system to prevent external corrosion. Bridger’s cathodic protection system and internal 
inspection program were implemented prior to these techniques becoming a regulatory standard. 
 
U.S. Department of Transportation PHMSA administers a comprehensive pipeline safety program. 
PHMSA’s regulations address pipeline safety, design, construction, operation and maintenance. In 
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accordance with 49 C.F.R. Part 194, Bridger submits its Operated Systems Oil Spill Response Plan to 
PHMSA for review and approval.  
 
Bridger takes spill response preparedness seriously and with the utmost diligence. In 2021, Bridger 
conducted four tabletop exercises and seven boom deployment exercises in North Dakota and is in the 
process to complete four tabletop exercises and seven boom deployment exercises in 2022. Local county 
emergency response teams are routinely invited to these exercises. In addition to Bridger’s own response 
resources, Bridger is a charter member of the Sakakawea Area Spill Response LLC (spill cooperative). There 
are various annual One-Call/ Public Awareness training exercises that Bridger participates in. During those 
training exercise Bridger has the opportunity to further meet and greet with local/county responders. 
 
The Bridger System ROWs are patrolled and inspected by air at least every three weeks but not less than 
26 times per year to watch for abnormal conditions or dangerous activities, e.g., unauthorized excavation, 
along the routes of the lines. Bridger also conducts extensive public education and outreach programs 
that meet or exceed industry (API Recommended Practice 1162) and PHMSA (49 CFR 195.440) 
requirements concerning public awareness of pipelines and pipeline-safety matters. All Bridger lines are 
marked with signage and warnings, per federal regulations, at road and highway crossings, railroad 
crossings, and other locations to alert the public to the presence of underground lines and to provide 
information, contact numbers, and emergency data. Bridger’s 10-year spill history can be found in Exhibit 
D. 
 
Pipeline workers and contractors performing critical tasks are qualified under Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration safety standards and PHMSA “operator qualification” rules and are subjected to 
federal drug and alcohol testing requirements. Bridger meets, and often exceeds, these requirements so 
that human error in construction and operation is minimized. 
 
8 MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
During the initial construction kickoff meeting the contractor will advise contractors of federal and state 
environmental requirements they are to follow and sensitive areas they need to be aware of. Construction 
meetings will be held with crews each morning, the crews will be reminded if there are sensitive or areas 
that need extra mitigations measures that they will be working near that day. Workers will be periodically 
reminded by team leads in accordance with the contractor’s notification protocols. 
 
Avoidance areas will be marked on maps provided to construction personnel and will be flagged and 
marked with fence. Maps will include any areas that require buffers and timing restrictions. Areas that are 
not listed as Avoidance area but are of important nature such as noxious weeds will be marked with flags, 
and/or flagged lathe. 
 
8.1 Measures to Preserve the Human Environment 
 
Bridger requires its construction contractors to clean up and dispose of any trash deposited during ROW 
preparation and by construction crews on a daily basis. Waste and scrap produced during construction is 
always removed and properly disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations prior to the 
completion of construction.  
 
Bridger minimizes noise and dust resulting from construction near residences to the maximum extent 
practicable. 
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Bridger will obtain all applicable permits for road crossings from McKenzie County. Bridger will also obtain 
permission from all owners of private roads, including oil lease roads, to cross said roads. Temporary signs 
will be posted at each crossing as appropriate to alert motorists of construction activity. Improved roads 
will be bored, minimizing interference with traffic flow caused by construction activities.  
 
8.2 Measures to Protect Terrain and Geological Resources 
 
Bridger will restore the area affected by construction to pre-construction contours to the greatest extent 
practicable. Measures such as slope breakers, erosion control blankets, and re-vegetation may be 
employed to maintain the stability of slopes along the ROW. No crown of backfill material will be left over 
the trench in wetlands.  
 
Restoration following construction will be compatible with the safe operation, maintenance, and 
inspection of the Project.  
 
Fuel and all other hazardous materials will be stored in accordance with the requirements of the 
contractor’s SPCC Plan, if applicable. The SPCC Plan will describe response, containment, and cleanup 
measures. However, even for small quantities of oil-based liquids, containers and fueled equipment will 
not be stored within 100 feet of surface water. 
 
8.3 Measures to Protect Soils 
 
During construction or maintenance activities, temporary erosion and sedimentation control measures 
may include installation of silt fence, straw bales, slope breakers, trench breakers, erosion control fabric 
and mulch, in any areas of the Project deemed susceptible to soil erosion. 
 
Erosion will be controlled through the use of best management practices and implemented as part of the 
Project’s storm water pollution prevention plan. 
 
Construction is scheduled to begin in 2022.  Concern has been expressed previously by the ND Public 
Service Commission for Fall / Winter operations, specifically the ability to segregate topsoil from subsoil 
after the ground freezes.  If construction commences while ground conditions remain frozen, best 
management practices will be employed to promote proper soil segregation.  
 
A baseline soil analysis study was not conducted for the Project. During construction of the Project, topsoil 
depth will be assessed in-field by experienced construction personnel. Heavy equipment operators will be 
competent in the practice of properly segregating topsoil from subsoil. Additionally, construction crews 
will be supervised by personnel experienced in topsoil and subsoil segregation and able to identify topsoil. 
 
 
 
8.4 Measures to Protect Vegetation and Wildlife 
 
Bridger and its contractors will effectively control or limit the spread of invasive plant species through 
control treatments and avoiding existing populations where possible. Treatments will be initiated prior to 
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activity to disperse propagules in the area of disturbance. Monitoring and treatment should then be 
conducted on an annual basis to ensure a high degree of control and maximize treatment effectiveness.  
 
Bridger will take appropriate precautions to protect livestock and crops affected by maintenance and 
inspection of this project. Operation of the pipeline is not anticipated to significantly affect terrestrial 
wildlife, fisheries resources, or other aquatic species.  
 
Shelter belts and trees will be protected by Bridger to the extent possible in a manner compatible with 
the safe operation, maintenance, and inspection of the pipeline.  
 
Past surveys in the near vicinity of this Project location had positively confirmed the presence of the 
butterfly. A Dakota skipper survey was conducted in June/July 2020, one Dakota Skipper was positively 
identified with one kilometer of the Project centerline. The following USFS and USFWS approved 
mitigation measures will be undertaken by Bridger before and after the construction of the proposed 
project: 
 

• Area with confirmed presence will avoid surface disturbance. 
  

• Have suitable response equipment/spill trailer at the site on standby for immediate response, 
should it be required. 
 

• Avoid all construction activities within ¼ mile of any suitable vegetative habitat regardless of 
confirmed presence during the adult flight season of June 10 to July 15 each year. 
 

• Actively mitigate dust from construction activities. 
 

• If construction occurs within the adult flight season, a biologist familiar with designated wildlife 
and sensitive plant species mark the boundaries of potential habitat with visual barriers such as 
snow fence or wooden stakes prior to start of construction activities.  No “buffer” or set back will 
be required. 

 
The USFS has designated a utility corridor for the Project which includes suitable vegetative habitat for 
the Dakota skipper. As a result, avoidance of all specified vegetation within the proposed USFS utility 
corridor is not feasible. An Environmental Assessment and an updated Biological Assessment were 
completed and have been approved by the USFS and USFWS. 
 
Best management practices will be employed as necessary to control dust emissions. Project related traffic 
speeds will be controlled on the construction right-of-way and along unimproved roads. Dust abatement 
techniques on unpaved or un-vegetated areas or other areas susceptible to wind erosion will be utilized as 
necessary and as determined by Bridger. No separate Dust Control Plan will be filed due to Bridger’s 
commitments discussed above and in Section 8.1. 
 
If an occupied raptor or migratory bird nest is spotted during construction, a construction buffer zone will 
be required. The length of the buffer zone will be dependent on the species identified, consistent USFWS 
guidance.  
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A sharp-tailed grouse lek survey completed in April 2020 confirmed four leks were present within the 
Study Area. Bridger will not construct within 1 mile (line-of-sight) of an active lek from March 1 – June 15 

per USFS requirements. 
 
8.5 Measures to Protect Land Use Permits 
 
Bridger will obtain and comply with applicable land use permitting requirements for any necessary 
maintenance or future construction activities.  
 
9 DEVELOPMENT 
 
9.1 Present and Future Natural Resource Development in the Area 
 
Bridger has consulted with federal, state, and local agencies regarding the Project. As a result of these 
consultations, Bridger was not made aware of any current or future developments of natural resources in 
the area that would affect the proposed Project.  
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10 QUALIFICATIONS OF PREPARERS 
 
The qualifications of the personnel who contributed to the consolidated application are as follows:  

 
(1) Tad True, Vice President – Bridger Pipeline LLC 

 
Degree: Bachelor of Business Administration, University of Notre Dame  
Experience: 14-year experience in petroleum transportation field  
 

(2) Robert Stamp, Commercial/Engineering Supervisor – Bridger Pipeline LLC 
 

Degree: Bachelor of Mechanical Engineering, Valparaiso University   
Experience: 29-year experience in petroleum transportation field as well as regulatory 

affairs and compliance. 
Professional License 

Registered Professional Engineer: Wyoming and Colorado 
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Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 

Amended NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit A.3 
Raptor Survey Corridor Map 
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Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B 
Agency Correspondence 



Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.1 
NDIC Pipeline Authority 



September 30, 2019 

Justin Kringstad 
North Dakota Industrial Commission 
Pipeline Authority 
600 E.  Boulevard Ave. Dept. 405 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0840 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.2 
ND State Water Commission 



September 30, 2019 

Dawn Martin 
Planning Division 
North Dakota State Water Commission 
900 East Boulevard Avenue, Dept 770 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0850 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.3 
ND Department of Environmental Quality 



September 30, 2019 

Dave Glatt 
North Dakota Department of Environmental Quality 
918 East Divide Avenue 
Bismarck, ND 58501-1947 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 











Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.4 
ND DOT – Dickinson District 



September 30, 2019 

District 5 – Dickinson 
North Dakota Department of Transportation 
1700 Third Avenue West, Suite 101 
Dickinson, ND 58601-3009 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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Exhibit B.5 
ND DOT – Williston District 



September 30, 2019 

District 7 – Williston 
North Dakota Department of Transportation 
605 Dakota Parkway West 
Williston, ND 588802-0698 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





From: Keitu Mail
To: Karine Finken
Subject: Fwd: Bridger 16"Crude Oil Pipeline Corridor
Date: Thursday, February 06, 2020 8:28:28 AM

Zach Peterson

*Sent from my iPhone*

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Wilt, Joel M." <jwilt@nd.gov>
Date: February 6, 2020 at 8:06:28 AM CST
To: "zpeterson@keitu.com" <zpeterson@keitu.com>
Subject: Bridger 16"Crude Oil Pipeline Corridor

﻿
Zach, I received you letter dated December 16, 2019, requesting we voice any concerns
with the pipeline corridor in North Dakota.  Usually this type of request will be sent to

our central office in Bismarck.  I don’t know if you did that but this letter says 2nd

attempt.  In case you have not sent this to central office, I will tell you that there are
plans to four lane US 85 south of Watford City.  Any plans to place this pipeline
adjacent or under this highway should consider strategies to minimize any impact to
the roadway and the pipeline.  Currently US 85 is a two lane facility and R/W acquisition
for a four lane facility is anticipated to begin.  Thanx
 
Joel M. Wilt, P.E.
Williston District Engineer - NDDOT
605 Dakota Parkway West
Williston, ND 58801
ph (701)774-2700

 

mailto:zpeterson@keitu.com
mailto:kfinken@keitu.com
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Exhibit B.6 
ND Department of Trust Lands 



September 30, 2019 

Mike Humann, Director 
Surface Management District 
ND Department of Trust Lands 
1707 N 9th Street, PO Box 5523 
Bismarck, ND 58506-5523 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 



1

Jaimee Antognazzi

From: Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 2, 2019 4:11 PM
To: 'kgraber@nd.gov'
Subject: Bridger 16 inch crude line
Attachments: ND_Alignment.kmz

Hi Kayla- 

Attached is the kmz for the Bridger 16 inch crude line. Please let me know if you need anything else. 

Thanks, 

Jaimee Antognazzi, CSP 
Operations Manager 
Keitu Engineers & Consultants 
1403 27th Street NW 
Mandan, ND 58554 
(701) 667‐1808 Ext# 105
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Exhibit B.7 
McKenzie County Planning Department 



October 15, 2019 

Curt Huus 
McKenzie County Planning Department 
1300 12th Street SE, Suite 214 
Watford City, ND 58854 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 



From: Curt Huus
To: jantognazzi@keitu.com
Subject: Bridger 16" Crude Oil Pipeline
Date: Tuesday, October 29, 2019 8:04:32 AM

Good Morning Jaimee,

We appreciate the heads up regarding the Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline project. 

This type of project will require, among other things, working with McKenzie County Planning and
Zoning Department for land use evaluation and approvals.  Our office will be happy to guide you
through the Planning and Zoning process per the McKenzie County Zoning Ordinance.  Following is a
link to the Ordinance:

https://county.mckenziecounty.net/Department/PNZ/Planning_-_Zoning/Zoning-Maps-and-
Ordinance

The planning and zoning office’s primary considerations for this type of project are harmonizing land
uses throughout McKenzie County and keeping an inventory of land uses as they are developed.

Please let me know if you have any questions or comments.

Thanks!

Curt Huus, PE/LS
Planning and Zoning Director
(701) 444-6494
McKenzie County, ND

mailto:chuus@co.mckenzie.nd.us
mailto:jantognazzi@keitu.com
https://county.mckenziecounty.net/Department/PNZ/Planning_-_Zoning/Zoning-Maps-and-Ordinance
https://county.mckenziecounty.net/Department/PNZ/Planning_-_Zoning/Zoning-Maps-and-Ordinance
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Golden County Planning Department 



September 30, 2019 

Harvey Gerving  
Golden Valley Planning Department 
150 1st Ave SE 
PO Box 67 
Beach, ND 58621 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





From: Henry Gerving
To: zpeterson@keitu.com
Subject: Bridger Pipeline
Date: Monday, January 6, 2020 12:15:49 PM
Attachments: image001.png

GOLDEN_VALLEY_COUNTY_PIPELINE PERMIT.doc
plan.pdf

Zach
 
Golden Valley County does require a pipeline permit which is attached for the project you are
proposing.
 
The pipeline permit would be processed through the County zoning Board, please see the below
dates.

 
APPLICATION DUE:   MEETING DATE:
January 10               January 27, 2020
February 7               February 24, 2020
March 13                March 30, 2020
April 10                   April 27, 2020
May 1                      May 18, 2020
June 12                   June 29, 2020
July 10                    July 27, 2020
August 14                August 31, 2020
September 11           September 28, 2020
October 9                October 26, 2020
November 13           November 30, 2020
December 4             December 21, 2020
 
Thanks
 
Henry J Gerving
Golden Valley County
Director Tax Equalization and Zoning
Veteran Service Officer and 911 & GIS Coordinator
 
phone (701) 872 - 4673
email: hgerving@nd.gov

 
Disclaimer: This e-mail, including attachments, is covered by the Electronic Communications Privacy
Act, 18 U.S.C. 2510 et seq., may be confidential, or may contain confidential material.  It is intended
for use only by the person(s) to whom it is directed.  If you are not the intended recipient and/or
received it in error, you should (1) reply by e-mail to the sender; (2) delete this e-mail, including
deletion of all associated text files from all storage locations including individual and network storage
devices; and (3) refrain from disseminating or copying this communication.  The media in which any

mailto:hgerving@nd.gov
mailto:zpeterson@keitu.com
mailto:hgerving@nd.gov






No: ______

APPLICATION FOR PIPELINE PERMIT


Golden Valley County, North Dakota


Pipeline Owner:


Name:

Address:

Phone:

Local Agent:


Name:

Address:

Phone:

Senior Engineer:


Name:


Address:

Phone:

Indicate (X) which of the above should receive the completed permit.

Give the section, township and range of pipeline route:

Describe the general use of the pipeline:


The following information must be included with this application before a permit will be approved and issued:

1. A map indicating the pipeline route, its origin and destination, any county road right-of-way you intend to use and compressor station sites, if any. 


2. Name and address of the contractor, include his ND contractor’s license number.


3. Name of the contractor’s bonding company and bond or insurance number.


4. Copies of all easements or letters of consent obtained for private landowners.


5. Proposed dates of commencement and completion:

6. Size of line (diameter):

7. Length of line:

8. Pressure:

9. Burial depth range:

10. Road crossing methods:

11. Product:

12. Procedures for erosion abatement:

13. A $1000.00 pipeline fee shall accompany this application.


14. Upon completion of construction, a copy of the as built survey of the pipeline will be forwarded to the Golden Valley Register of Deeds at the County Courthouse, PO Box 67, Beach, ND  58621. 


15. Any GIS or GPS data in the form of a shapefile will be forwarded to the County Tax Director at PO Box 67, Beach, ND 58621 or may be sent attached to an email to hgerving@nd.gov 


Authorized Signature



Title



Date



The attached Pipeline Regulations must be complied with and will be strictly enforced.

The Golden Valley County Board of Commissioners will review this application.


Golden Valley County has road restrictions and roads with various load limits. Please contact the County Road Foreman, Pete Wirtzfeld, at 872-4123 for current information. 


The above application, being in compliance with all of the requirements therein, is hereby approved.


Date: 







Chairman, Golden Valley Co. Commission


Based on the above approved application, the applicant therein is hereby issued a Pipeline Permit.


Date: 







County Zoning Director

The County Commissioner(s) responsible for the district(s) in which the pipeline resides shall inspect the pipeline to insure regulations are met. The commissioner(s) may appoint an agent to conduct the inspection. 


Inspected by:____________________________________   Date



PIPELINE REGULATIONS


The following conditions shall apply to all pipelines covered by this permit.


1. All pipelines must be set back at a minimum of 100 feet from all section lines and county right-of-ways unless perpendicular to said right-of-way or line, or approved by the County Commissioners. All pipelines must be set back 200 feet from water bodies or unoccupied buildings, or approved by the County Commissioners. 


2. The County shall have prior right of access and superior interests in the land to any pipeline easement holder in all County right-of-ways and over all section lines.


3. No pipeline is to be located closer than 500 feet from any building used as a dwelling or occupied by any individual or individuals. Any exception to this condition, the Board will require a signed waiver from each party having a dwelling or occupied building less than 500 feet from the pipeline. Said waivers must be submitted prior to issuance of a permit.


4. All valve releases or risers or safety valves, etc. must be set next to fence lines. If said riser, release, or safety valve interferes with proper grading, widening, or building f a road, said release, riser, or safety valve must be removed at the expense of the permit holder.


5. Appropriate warnings and protections shall be instituted and maintained by permit holder against accidental or intentional valve or release opening.


6. Any additional pipe or change of pipe size shall be prohibited unless this Board grants prior permission or permit.


7. If Forest Service lands are involved, all Forest Service specifications not inconsistent with any of the County specifications shall be followed regarding pipeline installation and maintenance.


8. The top 18 inches of the ditch must be wheel compacted and a mound left for settling. The applicant is responsible for weed control and revegetation on the disturbed land. Applicant will correct any settling or erosion of the ditch.


9. The necessity of pipeline conduits when crossing any road or highway is at the discretion of the Golden Valley County Commissioners. The Board of Commissioners shall set the requirements and specifications for conduit forth, and the party seeking the permit shall comply with such specifications as made by the Board.


10. Please enclose all GPS data available for pipelines to facilitate identification of where the pipeline lays.


11. Applicant shall bear the full cost for adjustment or relocation of any of their facilities presently lying within the right of way of any county highway or lying within any future right of way or back slope areas acquired by the County at any time, upon request of County.


12. Applicant shall watch for any settlement of such fill across the road and/or loss of road surfacing caused by installation or maintenance of such pipeline and immediately repair the road surface.  Applicant agrees to indemnify County against any loss or damage which shall be caused by Applicant’s use of this easement as well as by the exercise of Applicants rights to ingress and egress or by any wrongful or negligent act or omission of Applicant, his agents, or employees.


13. The Applicant shall hold the County harmless from any and all claims or damages to said Applicant’s facilities regardless of where such facilities may be located, if the Applicant has been notified prior to any excavation work done by the County to allow the Applicant to identify the location of their facilities.

14. Applicant reserves the public’s right to use the above described property and road thereon as it is both the County’s and Applicant’s intention that this easement shall in no way affect the road or section line under which this Applicant’s pipeline shall be installed.













electronic data files are transmitted can deteriorate over time and under various conditions.  Golden
Valley County  does not warrant the accuracy of any information contained in electronic data files
transmitted by e-mail.
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US Army Corps of Engineers 



October 4, 2019 

Patricia McQueary 
Regulatory Program Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
3319 University Dr. 
Bismarck, ND 58504 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 



December 16, 2019 

Patricia McQueary 
Regulatory Program Manager 
US Army Corps of Engineers 
3319 University Dr. 
Bismarck, ND 58504 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline-2nd Attempt 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in the winter of 2020. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at zpeterson@keitu.com. 

Zach Peterson 
Environmental Specialist 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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ND Parks and Recreation 



September 30, 2019 

Kathy Duttenhefner, Coordinator 
Natural Resources Division 
North Dakota Parks and Recreation 
PO Box 5594 
Bismarck, ND 58506-6694 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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ND Game and Fish Department 



September 30, 2019 

Mr. Greg Link, Chief 
Conservation and Communication Division 
North Dakota Game and Fish Department 
100 N. Bismarck Expressway 
Bismarck, ND 58501-5095 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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Lake Ilo National Wildlife Refuge 



September 30, 2019 

Todd Gallion 
Wildlife Refuge Specialist 
Lake Ilo National Wildlife Refuge 
489 102 Ave SW 
Dunn Center, ND 58626 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 



September 30, 2019 

Scott Larson, Field Supervisor 
North Dakota Field Office 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Office 
3425 Miriam Avenue 
Bismarck, ND 58501-7926 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Reinisch, Jerry <jerry_reinisch@fws.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, October 1, 2019 7:17 AM
To: Karine Finken
Cc: Kathleen Spilman; Derek Sondeland; Jaimee Antognazzi; Ken Dockweiler; Tyler Reece
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Bridger South Bend 16-inch Crude Oil Pipeline Project - Dakota Skipper

Thank you!  
 
Jerry D. Reinisch 
Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
Ecological Services 
US Fish & Wildlife Service 
3425 Miriam Drive 
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 
 
(M) 701‐250‐4481 Ext 8267 
(D) 701‐333‐0267 
(C) 701‐425‐2133 
 
 
On Mon, Sep 30, 2019 at 7:06 PM Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com> wrote: 

Jerry, 

  

The attached kmz is what I have compiled so far to help Bridger with knowing where they should bore or narrow 
ROW. We will have more complete maps with shapefiles once the BE/EA is closer to being final and I can be sure to 
send them to you. The USFS biologists have not reviewed this yet so there may be some changes.  

  

Thanks, 

  

Karine 

  

  

From: Kathleen Spilman [mailto:kspilman@keitu.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 3:50 PM 
To: 'Reinisch, Jerry' <jerry_reinisch@fws.gov> 
Cc: Derek Sondeland <dsondeland@keitu.com>; Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>; Jaimee Antognazzi 
<jantognazzi@keitu.com>; Ken Dockweiler <Ken.Dockweiler@TrueCos.com>; Tyler Reece <tyler.reece@truecos.com> 
Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] Bridger South Bend 16‐inch Crude Oil Pipeline Project ‐ Dakota Skipper 



2

  

Jerry – client is also planning to go deeper than typical – 15 ft bgs – with the HDD to minimize frac outs. Thanks much 
for the help. 

  

Derek – please compile the habitat boundaries for these areas as GIS shapefiles.  You might as well include the areas 
that Bridger will need to narrow the construction ROW to avoid the other habitat found to pass along to Tyler. Run info 
by Karine before you release them since she was the one who led the field survey team. 

  

Tyler – please note expected restriction to avoid construction in this area during the 6 week period June 10‐July 15 – 
should include it in the project construction specs as well as prepositioned spill response equipment.  If Bridger does 
not want to move one of their trailers down to the site – or if selected contractor does not have one ‐ we can always 
bring Keitu’s trailer down and have it in the area. 

  

Kathye 

  

From: Reinisch, Jerry <jerry_reinisch@fws.gov>  
Sent: Monday, September 30, 2019 3:22 PM 
To: Kathleen Spilman <kspilman@keitu.com> 
Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Bridger South Bend 16‐inch Crude Oil Pipeline Project ‐ Dakota Skipper 

  

Kathleen 

These measures sound good to me. Be sure to have spill response equipment near these locations in the event of a 
blowout. 

Dust suspension should be implemented at all times and we would prefer that no construction take place near areas of 
suitable habitat during the flight season; June 10‐July 15.    Would you have a shape file of these suitable habitat 
locations? 

Thank you 

Jerry 

  

 
 

Jerry D. Reinisch 

Fish & Wildlife Biologist 
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Ecological Services 

US Fish & Wildlife Service 

3425 Miriam Drive 

Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

  

(M) 701‐250‐4481 Ext 8267 

(D) 701‐333‐0267 

(C) 701‐425‐2133 

  

  

On Thu, Sep 26, 2019 at 11:44 AM Kathleen Spilman <kspilman@keitu.com> wrote: 

Jerry –  

  

Just to keep you in the loop, we completed the DASK habitat survey along the proposed South Bend route. We found 
several items.  Most will be avoided by narrowing the construction zone in the vicinity.  The others (4) will be bored to 
avoid any surface disturbance.  We have already discussed this with our client.  This plan is acceptable to them.  They 
will incorporate that requirement into the project bid specs. 

  

We will incorporate into the mitigation plan that we will have a crew, including a biologist, go out and mark the 
boundary of the habitat with snow fence or flagged stakes before the start of construction.   

  

If this is not acceptable – please advise ASAP.  We want to incorporate into the PSC permit application and the EA for 
the USFS provisions that are already acceptable to the US Fish & Wildlife Service. 

  

Kathleen	M.	Spilman,	P.E. 

Managing Director 

  

Keitu	Engineers	&	Consultants,	Inc. 
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1403 27th St. NW; PO Box 98 
Mandan, ND 58554 

(701) 667-1808 x100 

(701) 527-0277 iPhone 
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U.S. Air Force 



From: Jaimee Antognazzi
To: "cy.munos@us.af.mil"
Subject: Bridger 16" Crude Oil Pipeline
Date: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 2:31:48 PM
Attachments: Full_Alignment_20191004.shx

Full_Alignment_20191004.sbn
Full_Alignment_20191004.sbx
Full_Alignment_20191004.cpg
Full_Alignment_20191004.dbf
Full_Alignment_20191004.prj
Full_Alignment_20191004.shp

Mr. Cy Munos,

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility Application
and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota Public Service
Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-mile crude oil supply
pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s Corner, North Dakota and
terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, MT. The Project is located entirely
within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North Dakota.  

The purpose of this contact is to afford Cable Affairs the opportunity to assess the Project area for
the presence of Intercontinental Ballistic Missile (“ICBM”) related systems that could potentially be
impacted, and to provide comments. We respectfully request that any specific concerns known in
the area are brought to our attention to ensure we focus on those items. Attached are the GIS
Shapefiles of the entire length of the proposed Project intended for the Minot Air Force Base Cable
Affairs Office to review.

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies with
compliance.

Jaimee Antognazzi, CSP
Operations Manager
Keitu Engineers & Consultants

1403 27th Street NW
Mandan, ND 58554
(701) 667-1808 Ext# 105

mailto:jantognazzi@keitu.com
mailto:cy.munos@us.af.mil
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<tr><td style="white-space: nowrap;"><Null></td></tr>
</table>
</body>
</h		4.84321018242e-003

		0		NULL		South Bend Centerline/PI Survey Complete		1		-1		0.00000000000e+000		0		0		NULL		<html xmlns:fo="http://www.w3.org/1999/XSL/Format" xmlns:msxsl="urn:schemas-microsoft-com:xslt">
<head>
<META http-equiv="Content-Type" content="text/html">
</head>
<body>
<table>
<tr><td style="white-space: nowrap;"><Null></td></tr>
</table>
</body>
</h		2.54874338331e-002

		0		PIPE		South Bend Centerline/Proposed Centerline RW-JC		2		0		0.00000000000e+000		-1		0				<html xmlns:fo="http://www.w3.org/1999/XSL/Format" xmlns:msxsl="urn:schemas-microsoft-com:xslt">
<head>
<META http-equiv="Content-Type" content="text/html">
<meta http-equiv="content-type" content="text/html; charset=UTF-8">
</head>
<body style="margin:0		4.53911605926e-001

		0		NULL		South Bend Centerline/Proposed Centerline RW-JC		2		0		0.00000000000e+000		-1		0				<html xmlns:fo="http://www.w3.org/1999/XSL/Format" xmlns:msxsl="urn:schemas-microsoft-com:xslt">
<head>
<META http-equiv="Content-Type" content="text/html">
<meta http-equiv="content-type" content="text/html; charset=UTF-8">
</head>
<body style="margin:0		3.37475756355e-002

		0		PIPE		South Bend Centerline/Proposed Centerline RW-JC		2		0		0.00000000000e+000		-1		0				<html xmlns:fo="http://www.w3.org/1999/XSL/Format" xmlns:msxsl="urn:schemas-microsoft-com:xslt">
<head>
<META http-equiv="Content-Type" content="text/html">
<meta http-equiv="content-type" content="text/html; charset=UTF-8">
</head>
<body style="margin:0		8.09976600366e-002

		0		PIPE		South Bend Centerline/Proposed Centerline RW-JC		2		0		0.00000000000e+000		-1		0				<html xmlns:fo="http://www.w3.org/1999/XSL/Format" xmlns:msxsl="urn:schemas-microsoft-com:xslt">
<head>
<META http-equiv="Content-Type" content="text/html">
<meta http-equiv="content-type" content="text/html; charset=UTF-8">
</head>
<body style="margin:0		3.84364621825e-002

		0		PIPE		South Bend Centerline/Proposed Centerline RW-JC		2		0		0.00000000000e+000		-1		0				<html xmlns:fo="http://www.w3.org/1999/XSL/Format" xmlns:msxsl="urn:schemas-microsoft-com:xslt">
<head>
<META http-equiv="Content-Type" content="text/html">
<meta http-equiv="content-type" content="text/html; charset=UTF-8">
</head>
<body style="margin:0		1.53276498499e-001




PROJCS["NAD_1983_UTM_Zone_13N",GEOGCS["GCS_North_American_1983",DATUM["D_North_American_1983",SPHEROID["GRS_1980",6378137.0,298.257222101]],PRIMEM["Greenwich",0.0],UNIT["Degree",0.0174532925199433]],PROJECTION["Transverse_Mercator"],PARAMETER["False_Easting",500000.0],PARAMETER["False_Northing",0.0],PARAMETER["Central_Meridian",-105.0],PARAMETER["Scale_Factor",0.9996],PARAMETER["Latitude_Of_Origin",0.0],UNIT["Meter",1.0]]




From: MUNOS, CY I GS-11 USAF AFGSC 91 MMXS/MMXSFK
To: Jaimee Antognazzi
Subject: RE: [Non-DoD Source] Bridger 16" Crude Oil Pipeline
Date: Wednesday, October 9, 2019 7:50:29 AM

Jaimee,

 We have no assets in the project area. We appreciate the heads up. Have a good day.

Cy Munos
Chief, Cable Affairs
91 MMXS/MMXSFK
Minot AFB, ND
DSN: 453-6053
COMM.: 701-723-6053
CELL: 701-720-8274

-----Original Message-----
From: Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>
Sent: Tuesday, October 8, 2019 2:32 PM
To: MUNOS, CY I GS-11 USAF AFGSC 91 MMXS/MMXSFK <cy.munos@us.af.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Bridger 16" Crude Oil Pipeline

Mr. Cy Munos,

Bridger Pipeline, LLC ("Bridger") plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility Application and Route
Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota Public Service Commission ("Commission") for
the construction of an approximately 160-mile crude oil supply pipeline ("Project"). It originates from a location
near Johnson's Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, MT. The
Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North Dakota.

The purpose of this contact is to afford Cable Affairs the opportunity to assess the Project area for the presence of
Intercontinental Ballistic Missile ("ICBM") related systems that could potentially be impacted, and to provide
comments. We respectfully request that any specific concerns known in the area are brought to our attention to
ensure we focus on those items. Attached are the GIS Shapefiles of the entire length of the proposed Project
intended for the Minot Air Force Base Cable Affairs Office to review.

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies with compliance.

Jaimee Antognazzi, CSP

mailto:cy.munos@us.af.mil
mailto:jantognazzi@keitu.com


Operations Manager

Keitu Engineers & Consultants

1403 27th Street NW

Mandan, ND 58554

(701) 667-1808 Ext# 105



Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.15 
ND Department of Agriculture 



September 30, 2019 

ND Department of Agriculture 
600 E. Boulevard Ave, Dept. 602 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0020 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.16 
ND Soil Conservation Committee 



September 30, 2019 

Scott Hochhalter, State Soil Specialist 
NDSU Extension Service 
2718 Gateway Ave., Suite 104 
Bismarck, ND 58503 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.17 
McKenzie County Commission 



September 30, 2019 

McKenzie County Commission 
20 5th St. NW, Ste 543 
Watford City, ND 58554 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.18 
Golden Valley County Commission 



September 30, 2019 

Golden Valley County Commission 
PO Box 104 
Beach, ND 58621 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 
NDPSC Consolidated Application 

Exhibit B.19 
USFS McKenzie Ranger District 



September 30, 2019 

McKenzie Ranger District 
1905 S Main Street  
Watford City, ND 58554 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





From: Grotte, Kim -FS
To: Karine Finken
Cc: Riely, Debbie - FS
Subject: RE: South Bend EA
Date: Friday, September 06, 2019 8:15:35 AM
Attachments: image001.png

Karine,
 
It would have been a good step to look at the actual most complete route map a bit as to be able to
advise you folks on the survey needs and known resource concerns for the linear and area around it.
 
I did visit with Debbie about getting you NEPA templates/examples for how our folks like to see
these documents formatted and such. Debbie thought that she could provide you examples that
were done recently for a similar sized project proposal. I will include here on this e-mail and she can
fire them out to you when she can. We should try to get a kick off meeting when it is decided to
proceed with the project as to give you folks the guidance on how to proceed and the steps in doing
so for our NEPA EA process.
 
 
Kim Grotte 
Cost Reimbursement Pipeline Specialist

Forest Service
Dakota Prairie Grassland, McKenzie Ranger District
p: 701-842-8509  
f: 701-842-8544
Kim.Grotte@usda.gov

1905 S. Main St. 
Watford City, ND 58854
www.fs.fed.us

 
 
 
 

From: Karine Finken [mailto:kfinken@keitu.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 11:17 AM
To: Grotte, Kim -FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>
Cc: Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>
Subject: South Bend EA
 
Kim,
 
We discussed the proposed South Bend project last month you mentioned you may be able
to provide some examples or templates for the EA. I was just checking in to see if you were
able to find anything available.
 
We’re still working on Bridger getting the SF-299 submitted and still working on the field
surveys for archaeology for this project.
 

mailto:kim.grotte@usda.gov
mailto:kfinken@keitu.com
mailto:debbie.riely@usda.gov
http://www.fs.fed.us/






Karine Finken
Project Manager

(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com
 

This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended
recipients. Any unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the
information it contains may violate the law and subject the violator to civil or criminal
penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the sender and
delete the email immediately.

https://gcc02.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.keitu.com%2F&data=02%7C01%7C%7C246c356d5ea44ec109f008d73153569b%7Ced5b36e701ee4ebc867ee03cfa0d4697%7C0%7C1%7C637032106313228328&sdata=WznjAlj%2FW%2BcqZ9smo6BarQxGlkg3utNr1Yvb2qi%2FwHg%3D&reserved=0
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>
Sent: Tuesday, September 24, 2019 2:14 PM
To: 'Grotte, Kim -FS'
Cc: Jaimee Antognazzi
Subject: South Bend Alignment
Attachments: North_Dakota_Alignment.kmz

Kim, 
 
Sorry it has been taking while to get you this centerline. I know you’ve asked for it a couple time to review. It 
should be close to the proposed route on USFS lands but on private lands survey crews are still out so tweaks to 
the line will happen. 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
 



MEETING MINUTES FROM SOUTH BEND KICK‐OFF MEETING 

DECEMBER 2, 2019 WATFORD CITY, NORTH DAKOTA 

 

 Meeting begins 

o USFS personnel present Cale Bickerdyke, Debbie Riely, Kim Grotte, Laurie Gawin, Sarah 

Bickerdyke 

o Bridger personnel present Don Clark, Ken Dockweiler, Tommy Massengale 

o Keitu Engineers and Consultants personnel present Karine Finken 

 

 After introductions Kim Grotte describes the proposed project, Bridger’s existing infrastructure 

in the area that is also on USFS land and pipelines that are near and parallel the proposed 

project. Don Clark provides additional input on specifics of the existing infrastructure. Kim opens 

up the floor for further discussion. 

 

 Kim Grotte and Debbie Riely approved Karine Finken working directly with Debbie as long as Kim 

Grotte was CC’ed and including in discussion. 

 

 Sara Bickerdyke asks about what surveys have been completed. 

o Karine Finken provides overview of botany and wildlife surveys and cultural resources 

that have been completed. An aerial raptor survey is planned for the week of December 

9th. All surveys have been completed on USFS lands to date. There was a couple reroutes 

that needed after September 15th botany. Kim Grotte asked Laurie Gawin if that was still 

okay. Laurie Gawin explained the late season frost made that allowable. 

 

 Sara Bickerdyke mentions the Dakota Skipper may need occupancy surveys based on past 

projects and length of the proposed South Bend project on USFS lands. Provided input on 

guidance documents to follow such as USFWS Dakota skipper survey protocol, and occupancy 

surveys are conducted in July. She said approved occupancy surveyors can be provided upon 

request. Karine Finken stated Jerry Reinisch had provided that information but will reach out to 

the USFS if we need it again. Sara Bickerdyke stated surveys to date may not be adequate. 

o Karine mentioned discussion has been ongoing with Jerry Reinisch of the USFWS. Stated 

discussion began with Jerry Reinisch in an August or September of 2019 starting at an 

interagency meeting in Bismarck and has been ongoing during the planning and routing 

process. Jerry Reinisch has stated no occupancy surveys were required if Bridger avoids 

Type B habitats via bore. 

o Sara Bickerdyke stated she will need to work with Jerry Reinisch directly to concur on 

how Bridger can move forward with avoiding Dakota skipper impacts and whether 

occupancy surveys are required. 

o Karine Finken offered to provide Sara Bickerdyke emails of previous communication 

with Jerry Reinisch. Karine Finken will let Jerry Reinisch know he needs to work with 

Sara Bickerdyke and future communications will include USFS. When surveys need to be 

updated Karine Finken stated she will make sure the proper areas are surveyed after 



guidance is given on USFS/USFWS path to move forward on avoiding the Dakota skipper 

impacts. 

o Sara Bickerdyke stated she will follow‐up with Jerry Reinisch. 

o Kim Grotte offered to have Karine Finken send information directly to Sarah Bickerdyke 

as long as Kim was CC’ed and included in future discussion. 

 

 Karine Finken asked if the occupancy surveys are only needed on USFS lands and not typically 

required on private lands. Sara Bickerdyke concurred. 

 

 Karine Finken confirmed with USFS staff that a BA/BE will be required prior to the EA.  

 

 Karine Finken asked if drafts can be sent prior to final surveys completed to help the review 

process move faster. Sarah Bickerdyke and Debbie Riely stated it depended on the type of 

information and how complete the documents were but Keitu could try. 

 

 Debbie Riely and Kim Grotte discussed updated EA templates and guidance documents to help 

streamline the review process. Debbie Riely discussed the scoping procedure, combined 

scoping, document draft, and that is the next step in moving forward in the NEPA process. 

 

 Cale Bickerdyke asked Bridger how far the line will parallel from existing lines and pipeline size 

o Don Clark replied that they will be within 15’ and it is a 16” line. 

 

 Karine Finken asked if a map showing the lines that the proposed South Bend line will parallel 

would help in the review and scoping process.  

o Sarah Bickerdyke replied it couldn’t hurt. 

 

 Cale Bickerdyke mentioned new staff changes with the Watford City USFS office including new 

District Ranger and Archaeologist. The proposed project will likely be working with the new 

archaeologist once they are hired. Cale Bickerdyke stated if occupancy surveys are required 

approval an approval estimate for project start is July 2021. 

o Laurie Gawin mentioned Liv may help with the archaeology on this project until they get 

new staff. 

 

 Kim Grotte and Cale Bickerdyke mentioned an option of a”lift and lay” of the line on USFS if the 

line is constructed within an already approved easement of Bridger’s.  

o Don Clark and Ken Dockweiler said it may be an idea to look into to see if possible. 

o Further discussion was had with USFS staff on the pull and connect method. 

o Debbie Riely stated that they will look into this method of installing the pipeline, have 

more internal USFS discussion and will get back to Bridger. 

 

 Cale Bickerdyke asked for an update on the proposed route through a cultural resource area and 

SHPO. 

o Karine Finken will look into and update from Beaver Creek Archaeology and get back to 

Cale. 



FOLLOW‐UP AND ACTION ITEMS LIST 

1. USFS will communicate with Jerry Reinisch of the USFWS on how to move forward with avoiding 

Dakota skipper impacts during construction. 

2. USFS will look into the feasibility of a pull and connect method of installing the pipeline. 

3. Karine Finken will let USFWS know they need to communicate and include USFS in discussions. 

4. Karine Finken will send past communications with the USFWS to Sara Bickerdyke. 

5. Karine Finken will work with Debbie Riely on scoping letter template and information to be sent 

out for scoping including a map with the help showing the lines the proposed project parallels 

on USFS lands. 

6. Karine Finken will check with Wade Burns of Beaver Creek Archaeology on the cultural resource 

site routing progress. 
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Warm, Arden A -FS <arden.warm@usda.gov>
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 1:47 PM
To: kfinken@keitu.com
Subject: Sharp-tailed grouse info....
Attachments: svingen_stg_leksrvyprotocol_grandriverrd.doc

Karine; 
 
I was forwarded your questions by Meghan…. 
 
I guess my first question is – is this for a specific project or in general?  
 
When we release the (“annual”; coming out soon-ish) bio-letter that outlines our general requirements, 
typically, we have also made available the latest WL/Bot GIS layers which includes the grouse lek data. The 
FS, itself, has not updated the location data, sorry to say (the info is old, in general), so if you’re looking for the 
”latest-greatest” GIS layer of lek info, it is not going to be different from last year’s GIS info….in regards to 
leks, especially…. 
 
The only potential change of locational information could be the research of a Phd student in extreme western 
part of the McKenzie RD who collected some lek information. I can’t say if the leks were already ”known” (i.e. 
historical) or not, tho? 
 
And lastly, we typically census some leks, annually, within identified ‘4 mile by 4 mile’ lek blocks across the 
LMNG. We have 10 of them scattered across the two Districts of the LMNG….. 
 
But that is all we have for sharp-tailed grouse…. 
 
Attached we have our basic protocol for doing sharpie lek survey’s…tho this is for Grand River RD, we have 
adapted it for the LMNG as well…. 
 
If you have any more questions, please feel free to contact me! 
 

 

Arden Warm  
Supervisory Wildlife Biologist 

Forest Service  
Medora Ranger District, Dakota Prairie Grasslands 

p: 701-227-7815  
arden.warm@usda.gov 

99 23rd Ave W., Suite B  
Dickinson, ND 58601 
www.fs.fed.us  

 

Caring for the land and serving people 

 

 
 
 
Hi again, 
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Sorry to bother you but is there a sharp‐tailed grouse survey protocol that the USFS requires or certain document we 
should use as reference? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
 
Hi Meghan, 
 
I was wondering if there is a recent sharp-tailed grouse lek shapefiles we could obtain?  
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and 
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the email immediately.  
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Grotte, Kim -FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, May 20, 2020 8:38 AM
To: Karine Finken
Cc: Warm, Arden A -FS; Sjursen, Phil -FS
Subject: RE: Follow-up on SB request for shapefiles

Karine, 
 
We may need to remove some trees/shrubs in a few spots. This route goes through some areas with woody veg. Keep 
the bat roosting timing window in our plan thought too. We will HDD bore substantial drainages , creeks and such. 
Where we parallel other pipelines we may need to clear some woody veg on this pipe side of right‐of‐way. You should 
be able to get the other info from google earth or NAIP imagery for woody and such. 
 
Kim 
 

From: Karine Finken [mailto:kfinken@keitu.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, May 19, 2020 3:54 PM 
To: Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Cc: Warm, Arden A ‐FS <arden.warm@usda.gov>; Zach Peterson <zpeterson@keitu.com> 
Subject: Follow‐up on SB request for shapefiles 
 
Hi Kim, 
 
Sorry for the short call earlier, A/C is out in my car and I had the windows open .  
 
I was able to check my email I sent on the 7th and we were looking for the “Previous Dakota skipper Habitat and 
Occurrence Surveys”, Broken Lands, and Tree/Shrub Layers, per page 8 of the Biological Survey Guidelines 
2020 for the South Bend project, 
 
Also, is it a requirement for pipelines to bore under trees on USFS lands? Trying to anticipate if Bridger will 
have to bore those areas. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
 
 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and 
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subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the email immediately.  
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Grotte, Kim -FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 10:19 AM
To: kfinken keitu.com
Subject: RE: S Bend DASK surveys

Hopefully they will get your project proposal  end of the district completed. Thanks 
 
Kim 
 

From: kfinken keitu.com [mailto:kfinken@keitu.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 30, 2020 10:00 AM 
To: Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Cc: jantognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com> 
Subject: S Bend DASK surveys 

 
Hi Kim,  
 
I was able to catch up with the butterfly guys yesterday.  I wasn't sure if they gave you a heads up but we are out
in the field this week and likely next week working on the absence/presence surveys. They did tell me they 
touched base with Sara prior to fieldwork.  
 
They were on the s end of the line earlier this week working northeast on USFS lands.   
 
I thought I'd keep you in the loop in case you weren't.   
 
Sorry for any typos working from my cell this week.  
 
-Karine  
 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and 
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the email immediately.  
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Riely, Debbie - FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov>
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 11:19 AM
To: Grotte, Kim -FS; Karine Finken
Cc: ken.dockweiler@truecos.com; kspilman@keitu.com; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Bickerdyke, Cale E -FS
Subject: RE: Draft scoping letter - South Bend

To answer Kim’s question below, the FS will review the biological surveys completed on FS lands, and will take into 
account the intermingled private lands within the McKenzie Ranger District boundary in our cumulative effects analysis 
discussion.  So the only route we need to see on our scoping map is the route within the boundary of the McKenzie 
Ranger District.  I know that sounds like NEPA talk here, so if anyone has any questions on that, please feel free to 
contact me.   
 
Also, I just wanted to give you a heads up that we will be mailing the scoping letter out from our office once we have the 
final letter, so you won’t need to worry about mailing them.  Thank you!   
 
 

 

Debbie Riely  
NEPA Planner 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands, McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8522  
f: 701-842-8544  
debbie.riely@usda.gov 

1905 Main Street South 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 

Caring for the land and serving people 

 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 
 

From: Grotte, Kim ‐FS  
Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 7:51 AM 
To: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>; Riely, Debbie ‐ FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov> 
Cc: ken.dockweiler@truecos.com; kspilman@keitu.com; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Bickerdyke, Cale E ‐FS 
<cale.bickerdyke@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Draft scoping letter ‐ South Bend 
 
Hello folks, 
 
Yeah, Will need to take a peek at the map before it goes out.   
 
Debbie how much info needs to be included for the entire route on this map?  Our analysis for DASK and other sensitive 
resource concerns on the entire route needs to be thought out as to how hard we will  be involved with these on the 
private and the entire route as compared to our involvement on FS lands on the McKenzie District. 
 
 
Kim Grotte 
Area Minerals Manager 
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Forest Service 
McKenzie Ranger District 
Dakota Prairie Grassland,  

p: 701-842-8509   
f: 701-842-8544 
Kim.Grotte@usda.gov 

1905 S. Main St.  
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 
 
 
 

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 9:47 AM 
To: Riely, Debbie ‐ FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov> 
Cc: ken.dockweiler@truecos.com; kspilman@keitu.com; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Bickerdyke, Cale E ‐FS 
<cale.bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Draft scoping letter ‐ South Bend 
 
Hi Debbie, 
 
We’ll get this updated with a map and I expect to have this back to you early next week. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
 
 
 

From: Riely, Debbie ‐ FS [mailto:debbie.riely@usda.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, November 12, 2020 8:56 AM 
To: kfinken@keitu.com 
Cc: ken.dockweiler@truecos.com; kspilman@keitu.com; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Bickerdyke, Cale E ‐FS 
<cale.bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Subject: Draft scoping letter ‐ South Bend 
 
Good morning Karine,  
 
Attached are edits to the draft scoping letter.  There are a just a couple of places where we left comments for you to fill 
in some information, please.  And if you could also please work on a map to go along with the scoping letter.  We are 
looking to show only the portion of the pipeline from its entry point into USFS lands to the exit point of USFS lands, with 
major roads, townships and ranges labeled, and showing major points of reference, such as towns.  If you run into any 
problems with that, please just let us know and we can work on it in house as well.  As always, if you run into any 
questions please feel free to reach out.  Thank you, Debbie 
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Debbie Riely  
NEPA Planner 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands, McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8522  
f: 701-842-8544  
debbie.riely@usda.gov 

1905 Main Street South 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 

Caring for the land and serving people 

 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 
 

 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the 
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, 
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.  
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Bickerdyke, Sarah - FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, December 2, 2020 4:58 PM
To: Karine Finken; Bickerdyke, Cale E -FS; Grotte, Kim -FS
Cc: Riely, Debbie - FS; 'Jaimee Antognazzi'; 'Ken Dockweiler'; 'Tom Litman'; Kruse, Andrea - FS; 'Raina 

Hanley'; 'Wade Burns'
Subject: RE: South Bend Onsite Discussion

Hi there, 
 
Just want to follow up on this.  The BA is all set & signed off with the present route – sounds like there may be some 
route changes in the works.  Certainly wildlife resources may be affected differently, but this is something that can be 
discussed in more detail once we see the new proposed route. 
 
In regards to the BE, though, there really shouldn’t be any hold up on that for DASK language.  Because a BA was 
completed for federally listed species and critical habitats, your BE should only be covering RFSS and raptor species (see 
page 10 of the 2020 Biological Survey and Reporting Guidelines).  The two documents combined should provide 
adequate analyses and determinations to satisfy requirements both for FSM and ESA direction.  We can discuss further 
next week if you have additional questions. 
 
Best, 
 

 

Sarah Bickerdyke 
Wildlife Biologist 

Forest Service 
Dakota Prairie Grasslands, McKenzie 
Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8524 
sarah.bickerdyke@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us 

   

Caring for the land and serving people 

 

 

 

 
 

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, December 1, 2020 4:39 PM 
To: Bickerdyke, Cale E ‐FS <cale.bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Riely, Debbie ‐ FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov>; 'Jaimee 
Antognazzi' <jantognazzi@keitu.com>; 'Ken Dockweiler' <ken.dockweiler@truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' 
<Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; Kruse, Andrea ‐ FS <Andrea.Kruse@usda.gov>; 'Raina Hanley' <RHanley@bcarch.org>; 
'Wade Burns' <WBurns@bcarch.org> 
Subject: RE: South Bend Onsite Discussion 
 
Hi Cale, 
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I have the BE 99% done. Just was waiting to have the DASK language all agreed on before I submitted it. I can have it 
submitted pretty quickly here using the language from the BA that we finalized on the 20th. 
 
‐Karine  
 

From: Bickerdyke, Cale E ‐FS [mailto:cale.bickerdyke@usda.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 01, 2020 4:13 PM 
To: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Riely, Debbie ‐ FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov>; Jaimee Antognazzi 
<jantognazzi@keitu.com>; Ken Dockweiler <ken.dockweiler@truecos.com>; Tom Litman <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 
Kruse, Andrea ‐ FS <Andrea.Kruse@usda.gov>; Raina Hanley <RHanley@bcarch.org>; Wade Burns 
<WBurns@bcarch.org> 
Subject: RE: South Bend Onsite Discussion 
 
Kim and I got together this morning and I think we have a plan to straighten things out along with avoiding some hiccups 
in the future.  I think this can be covered with a TEAMS meeting or something similar.  What we will need is the areas 
that need to have reroutes on a map.  The map should include the following: 
 

 The area that has been surveyed for wildlife botany archy ext. 

 The cultural sites including required buffers 

 The skipper habitat  

 Any other resource concerns to avoid 

 Any infrastructure you are trying to avoid 

 Your proposed reroute with disturbance width. 

 Anyone else can jump in if something else will help us find the best route. 
 
We can then weigh the options for how to avoid and what resources have some give.  We may have to tighten a buffer, 
bore an area, adjust our skipper habitat acreage or get closer to existing infastructure. 
At this point if we still have concerns we can make a site visit.  What we want to avoid is moving the pipeline out of the 
area that has been surveyed and used in the approved BA.  We currently have the BA ready to be sent into the USFWS 
for consultation.  We decided to hold off on sending that until we are sure the route isn’t going to change and cause us 
to start our consultation over.  We also are still waiting for the BE but any additional botanical surveys can not be done 
until spring.  This is why we really want to keep these adjustments within the surveyed area. 
 
Let me know if this helps or makes sense for you folks.  Im really just trying to avoid  waiting for more survey work that 
could drag out this process. 
 
Cale 
 
 

 

Cale Bickerdyke  
Minerals and Lands Supervisor 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grassland, McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8502  
f: 701-842-8544  
cale.bickerdyke@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 

Caring for the land and serving people 
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From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 30, 2020 4:53 PM 
To: Bickerdyke, Cale E ‐FS <cale.bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Riely, Debbie ‐ FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov>; Jaimee Antognazzi 
<jantognazzi@keitu.com>; Ken Dockweiler <ken.dockweiler@truecos.com>; Tom Litman <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com> 
Subject: South Bend Onsite Discussion 
 
Hi USFS Team, 
 
We were hoping to move forward to the onsite review portion of this project, and review areas of avoidance 
near cultural resources. We’re looking to  submit the archaeology Class III report for concurrence to the ND 
State Historic Preservation office, which is also required for the ND Public Service Commission approval. This 
would help streamline the archaeology approval process. We’d include the archaeologist, civil surveyor, Keitu, 
and someone from Bridger to go over this with your archaeologist and staff. 
 
Please let me know if we get this scheduled. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
 

 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the 
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, 
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.  
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>
Sent: Monday, January 4, 2021 11:13 AM
To: 'Grotte, Kim -FS'
Cc: 'Bickerdyke, Sarah - FS'
Subject: RE: BE

Sure thing. We will mail today. We are still waiting/working on getting two of those reroutes we discussed from our 
meeting “okayed” from the ND SHPO. As soon as we get that KLJ will have an updated line to reflect what we discussed 
at our meeting. 
 
‐Karine 
 

From: Grotte, Kim ‐FS [mailto:kim.grotte@usda.gov]  
Sent: Monday, January 04, 2021 7:36 AM 
To: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov> 
Subject: BE 
 
Karine, 
 
Please send the BE to Jack Dahl on the Medora district for the Botany review, thanks. 
 
 
 
Kim Grotte 
Area Minerals Manager 

Forest Service 
McKenzie Ranger District 
Dakota Prairie Grassland,  

p: 701-842-8509   
f: 701-842-8544 
Kim.Grotte@usda.gov 

1905 S. Main St.  
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 
 

 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the 
law and subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, 
please notify the sender and delete the email immediately.  
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Riely, Debbie - FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov>
Sent: Friday, February 5, 2021 10:39 AM
To: Karine Finken
Subject: RE: [CAUTION: Suspicious Link]RE: EA Template ?

Good morning Karine,  
 
So somewhere in the document we should say something to the effect of, “all federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations will be met” and that the responsibility of Bridger to make sure all those are met.  I’m sure you can find a 
more eloquent way of wording that! 
 
Then, I would probably list some of those, however only ones that apply to Forest Service lands. So we  could list the PSC 
permit in supporting documentation and provide the document to us, then we will attach it to the EA with a link. And 
same with 404s‐only those on FS lands‐list them under supporting documentation and provide the document to us (we 
will attach to the EA with a link).  I know this is a bit confusing, so if we need to talk through it on the phone, please just 
let me know and I’ll call you.  Thank you! 
 

 

Debbie Riely  
NEPA Planner 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands, McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8522  
f: 701-842-8544  
debbie.riely@usda.gov 

1905 Main Street South 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 

Caring for the land and serving people 

 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 
 

From: Karine Finken [mailto:kfinken@keitu.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 4, 2021 8:09 PM 
To: Riely, Debbie ‐ FS <debbie.riely@usda.gov> 
Subject: [CAUTION: Suspicious Link]RE: EA Template ? 
 

PROCEED WITH CAUTION: This message triggered warnings of potentially malicious web content. 
Evaluate this email by considering whether you are expecting the message, along with inspection for suspicious 
links.  

Questions or Suspicious email submissions: Spam.Abuse@usda.gov 

Another question.  
 
Would the ND Public Service Commission Application be considered supporting documentation? It’s a rather large 
permit so I’d think it would be preferred to not include it but thought I’d check. See link below for permit application: 
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https://www.psc.nd.gov/database/docket_file_list.php?s_dept=PU&s_company_name=Bridger+Pipeline+LLC&s_year_c
ase=21&s_seq_num=48&s_doc=1 
 
Please advise. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
 
 
 

From: Karine Finken [mailto:kfinken@keitu.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 04, 2021 4:26 PM 
To: 'Riely, Debbie ‐ FS' <debbie.riely@usda.gov> 
Subject: EA Template ? 
 

Hi Debbie, 

 

On Pg. 7, Table 9 there is “Lands and special uses” 

 
Can you explain to me what that is referring to? I feel like everything I’m thinking of addressing fits in either 
Table 11. Range or Table 12. Recreation. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
 
 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and 
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the email immediately.  
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kfinken@keitu.com

From: Bickerdyke, Sarah - FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, April 21, 2021 10:50 AM
To: Karine Finken; Grotte, Kim -FS
Cc: Graf, Lucas - FS; Ken Dockweiler; Tom Litman; Jaimee Antognazzi
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report

Those all sound correct.  Please also ensure the document doesn’t state that DASK survey protocols were completed and 
the DASK survey report is accurate.   
 
Thanks, 
 

 

 

Sarah Bickerdyke 
Wildlife Biologist 

Forest Service 
Dakota Prairie Grasslands, McKenzie 
Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8524 
c: 701-202-9897 
sarah.bickerdyke@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us 

   

Caring for the land and serving people 

 

 

 

 
 

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:02 PM 
To: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Cc: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; Ken Dockweiler <ken.dockweiler@truecos.com>; Tom Litman 
<Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
 
Hi Sarah, 
 
Now that Bridger has been able to confirm they can make it work to bore under suitable habitat. What else is needed to
update  the  latest  version  of  the  BA?  I  imagine we will  need mainly  update  in  the  Section  6.1.4.a  Dakota  Skipper 
Conservation Measures, language that will Bridger will bore under suitable habitat and update appendices and to include
emergency response plan in case of inadvertent release and flight timing stipulations for whole route as Lucas described
below. Anything else I’m missing? Does this seem like the right steps to update this document to move forward? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 
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(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
 
 
 
 
 
 

From: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, April 08, 2021 1:29 PM 
To: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>; 'Ken Dockweiler' 
<Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Jaimee Antognazzi' <jantognazzi@keitu.com>; Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS 
<Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; 'Tom Litman' <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net>; 'Tyler 
Reece' <Tyler.Reece@Truecos.com> 
Subject: Re: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
 
Hi Karine and Ken, 
 
I visited with Kim and Sarah to discuss and what you laid out will work. Please proceed accordingly.  
 
I apologize for not replying sooner.  
 
Thanks for the follow up.  
 
Best, 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:27:49 AM 
To: Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>; 'Ken Dockweiler' <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; Graf, Lucas ‐ FS 
<Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; 'Jaimee Antognazzi' <jantognazzi@keitu.com>; Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS 
<Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; 'Tom Litman' <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net>; 'Tyler 
Reece' <Tyler.Reece@Truecos.com> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report  
  
Good morning, 
  
I’m sure you’ve all been busy with the dry conditions and wildfire threats in that area. Just wanted to touch base to see 
if Ken’s proposal below something that Bridger is able to incorporate into plan or is there more information needed 
from them? 
  
Thank you, 
  
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 
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(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
  
  
  

From: Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>  
Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 2:32 PM 
To: Ken Dockweiler <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; Jaimee Antognazzi 
<jantognazzi@keitu.com>; 'Karine Finken' <kfinken@keitu.com>; Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; 
Tom Litman <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net>; Tyler Reece <Tyler.Reece@Truecos.com> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Hello all, 
  
Just FYI, this one  is sitting right in the very SW corner of the NWSW Section 4, T147N, R101W. This is very close to the 
road and is very close to Section 5 private land, more so just south of the point lat long you sent. This may aid in 
resource avoidance, planning, access and work space concerns and needs. 
  
Kim 
  
  
  

From: Ken Dockweiler <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>  
Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 11:51 AM 
To: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS 
<kim.grotte@usda.gov>; 'Karine Finken' <kfinken@keitu.com>; Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; 
Tom Litman <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net>; Tyler Reece <Tyler.Reece@Truecos.com> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Lucas, as per our phone conversation this morning we intend on going the direction of avoidance, option 2 below, 
largely using boring techniques. All locations look to have suitable access built‐in to the studied corridor and with 
existing roads that the corridor crosses with one exception. That exception includes DASK habitat on either side that will 
not allow use of the corridor to access. However, it is near a road, and our existing pipeline ROW lies adjacent to the 
road and then enters the studied corridor. With your concurrence we believe we can access our existing ROW from the 
road and traverse that ROW to enter the studied corridor as shown in dotted yellow in the screen shot below. For 
clarity, the location where our existing line (green line) is closest to the road in the image below is at 47.578066, ‐
103.565263 and the distance between the edge of the road and our existing pipeline is approximately 50’.   
  
All other locations should be able to be avoided and all excavation and lay down for the required bores can be 
accomplished within the studied corridor while avoiding all other avoidance areas.  
  
If a follow‐up call to discuss what other data is needed in order for your team to move ahead I would ask that we plan to 
have that at the next opportunity, if not please advise what documentation you need in addition to this e‐mail to move 
this project forward on your end.  
  
Thanks again for your time and attention to this project, 
Ken 
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From: Graf, Lucas - FS [mailto:Lucas.Graf@usda.gov]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 9:35 AM 
To: Ken Dockweiler; Jaimee Antognazzi; Grotte, Kim -FS; 'Karine Finken'; Bickerdyke, Sarah - FS; Tom Litman; 'jim reiser' 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  

CAUTION: This email has originated from outside of the True companies. Please be cautious with Links and 
Attachments. 

Hi Ken, 
  
Replying to your email below in red. Please let me know if I missed any points or can provide further clarification. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Best, 
  
Lucas, thanks for the follow‐up, and wow thanks for burning the midnight oil and keeping all the things moving that you 
have on your plate. Just to be clear, you did have a chance to review the updated report sent yesterday and your e‐mail 
last night reflected your review of that report, correct? If not, would you anticipate that a review of that report could 
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change your thoughts on the options, or will they likely be what they are? I did not have a chance to review the report 
but unless the survey protocol has been newly satisfied then the two options remain. We will review the report soon. 
  
Assuming you made the review or that it wouldn’t make a difference, we believe option 2 will be our choice, but we are 
currently evaluated what that looks like. To that end I wanted to clarify a couple of items and make sure we are on the 
same page.   
  

1. By the word “Avoidance” and with your later mention of bores in that discussion we understand that you 
include the potential of boring under the habitat as acceptable mitigation. Is that correct? Correct. We 
understand that we would have to consider impact to other resources when looking at our ability to bore 
habitat.  

2. In using the term “Suitable Habitat” we understand that to mean habitat identified as “suitable” during the 
survey performed by Mr. Reiser last year. Can you confirm that is consistent with your intention? Suitable 
habitat would include the habitat identified by Keitu’s original survey in addition to any other habitat identified 
as suitable either based on vegetative characteristics or Mr. Reiser’s field observations as previously submitted. 

3. Finally, as to the timing stipulations, and the application of those throughout the “entire” project. Please clarify, 
does that mean within 1 KM of “suitable habitat”, ALL of the USFS managed surfaces or does that include even 
the private surface areas? All USFS managed surfaces. Not sure that it matters, by my math I am pretty sure with 
the comment periods left to navigate and the remaining arch site to be evaluated, even with your collective 
attention and expediency, we won’t be getting green‐lighted in time to gear up and get to work during the 
timing stips anyway, just want to make sure we are all on the same page.  

  
Thanks for you and your teams diligence working through this with us. I look forward to your clarifications.  
  
Ken  
  

From: Graf, Lucas - FS [mailto:Lucas.Graf@usda.gov]  
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 6:56 PM 
To: Jaimee Antognazzi; Grotte, Kim -FS; 'Karine Finken'; Bickerdyke, Sarah - FS; Ken Dockweiler; Tom Litman; 'jim reiser' 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  

CAUTION: This email has originated from outside of the True companies. Please be cautious with Links and 
Attachments. 

Good evening all, 
  
Following up on last week’s discussion, two options remain to satisfy our wildlife concerns associated with the project. 
  

1. Complete additional Dakota skipper surveys to meet the 2018 USFWS survey protocols. Completed data would 
be utilized to apply appropriate avoidance/mitigation measures to habitat with a confirmed positive sighting or 
surrounding habitat areas, including outlined emergency response plans for any inadvertent releases from 
bores, timing limitations during the flight period, and avoidance of occupied habitat areas, at USFS 
discretion.  Please note that this is not an exhaustive list of measures due to the current lack of data. 
  

2. Do not complete additional Dakota skipper surveys to meet the 2018 USFWS survey protocols. Utilizing survey 
data currently available, we would apply broad mitigation measures. These measures would include: avoidance 
of all identified suitable habitat throughout the project route, outlined emergency response plans for any 
inadvertent releases from bores, and timing limitations applied throughout the entire project route from June 
10‐July 25 (DASK flight period). 
  

A friendly reminder that amending the proposed route, boring, or other changes may create a need to revisit other 
resource areas such as archeology, botany, hydrology, etc. 
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Please let us know how you would like to proceed so that we can work to finalize our documentation and initiate 
consultation with USFWS accordingly. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Best, 
  

 

Lucas Graf 
District Ranger 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands 
McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8507 
c: 701-260-4082 
Lucas.Graf@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 
Caring for the land and serving people 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 

 

  
  

From: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS  
Sent: Friday, February 26, 2021 4:46 PM 
To: Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>; 'Karine Finken' 
<kfinken@keitu.com>; 'Ken Dockweiler' <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 
'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Jaimee, 
  
Something has come up for me on Monday morning‐ is it possible we push back by 15 minutes to 10AM CT? I apologize 
to all for the inconvenience. 
  
Thanks and hope you have a good weekend. 
  
Best, 
  

 

Lucas Graf 
District Ranger 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands 
McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8507 
c: 701-260-4082 
Lucas.Graf@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  
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Caring for the land and serving people 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 

 

  
  

From: Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>  
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2021 10:16 AM 
To: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>; 'Karine Finken' 
<kfinken@keitu.com>; 'Ken Dockweiler' <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 
'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Hi All‐ 
  
Yes that will be fine for Keitu. I will set it up and send out the information today or tomorrow. 
  
Thanks, 
  
Jaimee Antognazzi 
Keitu Engineers & Consultants, Inc. 
PO Box 98 
Mandan, ND 58554‐0098 
701‐667‐1808 Ext. 105 
  

From: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS [mailto:Lucas.Graf@usda.gov]  
Sent: Thursday, February 25, 2021 9:52 AM 
To: Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>; Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>; 'Ken Dockweiler' 
<Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; jantognazzi@keitu.com 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Good morning everyone, 
  
Would Monday at 945AM CT work? Kim, Sarah and I will join from our side.  
  
Thanks. 
  
Best, 
  

 

Lucas Graf 
District Ranger 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands 
McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8507 
c: 701-260-4082 
Lucas.Graf@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  
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Caring for the land and serving people 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 

 

  
  

From: Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 4:13 PM 
To: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>; Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; 'Ken Dockweiler' 
<Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; jantognazzi@keitu.com 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Hello all, 
  
It may be useful as for all wildlife resource related project folks to be on a call, as to clear up any questions that may be 
out there to make sure DASK issues are dealt with referenced properly as need be. Any avoidance measures can also be 
discussed in depth as to not create additional resource issues if route alterations are needed and such. I don’t think it 
would hurt the process for this call to happen as to be able to move forward? 
  
Kim 
  

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 3:48 PM 
To: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; 'Ken Dockweiler' <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' 
<Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Grotte, Kim ‐FS 
<kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
I was just thinking of setting up a call including Jim Reiser, maybe just include Sara in respect of your time so Jim can get 
feedback on his report. Jim is the author of the report so if it’s not adequately covering items he can get clarification or 
is there way we can show “surveyed area” on maps? 
  
Jim Reiser has worked on DASK surveys before for pipelines in ND in years past working with other surveyors, he can 
speak for himself but this may be his first report to the USFS so we’re all a little new to the complete process. 
  
I’d like to see if we can find a solution moving forward with some input from Jim. I would like to have a call so Jim can 
provide an explanation and any helpful information to substantiate that the survey protocol was followed. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
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From: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 3:24 PM 
To: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>; 'Ken Dockweiler' <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' 
<Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Grotte, Kim ‐FS 
<kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Hi Karine, 
  
I don’t have any questions for Jim Reiser from my end. If you have outstanding questions about what is still needed, the 
survey protocol, or something otherwise then we’d be happy to set up a call. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Best, 
  

 

Lucas Graf 
District Ranger 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands 
McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8507 
c: 701-260-4082 
Lucas.Graf@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 
Caring for the land and serving people 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 

 

  
  

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 3:18 PM 
To: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>; 'Ken Dockweiler' <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; 'Tom Litman' 
<Tom.Litman@Truecos.com>; 'jim reiser' <jimreiser@cox.net> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Grotte, Kim ‐FS 
<kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Hi Luke, 
  
Would scheduling a conference call with Jim Reiser to hopefully get some clarification maybe help?  
If there is a time early next week that everyone is available I can set something up just let me know. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 
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(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
  
  
  

From: Graf, Lucas ‐ FS <Lucas.Graf@usda.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 2:59 PM 
To: kfinken@keitu.com; Ken Dockweiler (Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com) <Ken.Dockweiler@Truecos.com>; Tom Litman 
(Tom.Litman@Truecos.com) <Tom.Litman@Truecos.com> 
Cc: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov>; jantognazzi@keitu.com; Grotte, Kim ‐FS 
<kim.grotte@usda.gov> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
  
Hi Karine, 
  
Sarah and I have talked about this BA several times over the last few months and I have some concerns about its 
contents. Specifically, I am looking for an explanation and corresponding data to substantiate that the survey protocol 
was indeed followed. If you can provide that then we can move forward accordingly. I understand that there may have 
been some issue with your GPS units, which is unfortunate. If you are unable to meet the survey protocol, you can either 
conduct additional surveys to meet the protocol or you may opt not to conduct additional surveys in which case we 
would place timing limitations for the duration of the flight period and require you to avoid all habitat.  
  
Please let me know if you have any questions or concerns. 
  
Thanks. 
  
Best, 
  

 

Lucas Graf 
District Ranger 

Forest Service  
Dakota Prairie Grasslands 
McKenzie Ranger District 

p: 701-842-8507 
c: 701-260-4082 
Lucas.Graf@usda.gov 

1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
www.fs.fed.us  

 
Caring for the land and serving people 

EXEMPT FROM RELEASE UNDER FOIA:  EXEMPTION #5…DELIBERATIVE PROCESS 

 

From: Karine Finken <kfinken@keitu.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, February 24, 2021 1:35 PM 
To: Bickerdyke, Sarah ‐ FS <Sarah.Bickerdyke@usda.gov> 
Cc: Grotte, Kim ‐FS <kim.grotte@usda.gov>; Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com> 
Subject: RE: Updated S Bend DASK Report 
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Hi Sarah, 
  

I understand your office is probably super busy. 
  
The report does say Under Scope of Work, “Survey efforts followed the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service’s “2018 Dakota 
Skipper (Hesperia dacotae) North Dakota Survey Protocol” and Survey Methodology, “The 2018 DASK Survey 
Protocol for North Dakota was referenced during our 2020 survey to determine if DASK was present along 27 miles 
of proposed pipeline that would pass through USFS land.” 
  
Would both of those sentences be more appropriate to say followed and fulfilled? 
  
I understand we can’t go back and fix everything on GIS so that is something that can’t be changed to show the hard 
data on the maps. 
  
Let me know if this is something that I can talk to Jim on. 
  
I will be out of the office tomorrow and Friday but Jaimee will be available if there’s any more questions/feedback. 
  
Karine Finken 
Project Manager 

 
(701) 667-1800  www.keitu.com  
  
 
 
 
 
This electronic message contains information generated by the USDA solely for the intended recipients. Any 
unauthorized interception of this message or the use or disclosure of the information it contains may violate the law and 
subject the violator to civil or criminal penalties. If you believe you have received this message in error, please notify the 
sender and delete the email immediately.  
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File Code:    2670  Date:  June 25, 2021 
  

Subject: Botany Biological Evaluation Concurrence For Bridger Pipeline LLC South Bend 
Pipeline  

  
To: Lucas Graf, McKenzie District Ranger 

 
 
Introduction 
Bridger Pipeline, LLC (Bridger) is proposing to install a crude oil transmission pipeline (Project) in 
McKenzie County, North Dakota. The pipeline would be 145 miles total in length with 80 miles in North 
Dakota and 66 miles in Montana. The proposed pipeline would traverse 19 miles across National Forest 
System lands on the McKenzie Ranger District of the Little Missouri National Grasslands (LMNG). The 
proposed route will utilizes an existing utility corridor to the greatest extent possible, reusing previously 
disturbed Right-of-Ways (ROW). The route of the proposed Project was primarily chosen to parallel 
Bridger’s existing operating pipelines and infrastructure which parallels over 80% of the proposed Project 
route. 
 
I have reviewed the Biological Evaluation (BE) from June 2021, by Keitu, for Bridger. Botany guidelines set 
forth in Forest Service Manual 2672.42 and 2672.43 have been met by Keitu’s BE and this memo. These 
guidelines provide a process and standard to ensure that Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive (TES) plant 
species receive consideration during the decision-making process. 
 
A botanical field surveys were conducted by Keitu on the following dates: July 8 through 10, July 24, August 
16, September 19 and September 30 of 2019 and May 26 and 27, and June 2 through 4 of 2020. Keitu used a 
300-foot-wide corridor centered along the pipeline centerline for their botanical survey. The survey was to 
describe the existing plant community and potential plant community; search and identify any of the 13 
sensitive species on the LMNG along with their habitat; determine the extent of invasive species within the 
proposed project area; and search for any of the 24 watch plant species on the LMNG. 
 
Summary of Threatened, Endangered and Sensitive Plant Species 
There are no federally listed Threatened, Endangered, or Proposed plant species or designated critical habitat 
on the LMNG at this time. 
 
Keitu’s BE indicated potential habitat for 9 of the 13 R1 LMNG Forest Service sensitive species: alkali 
sacaton (Sporobolus airoides), Torrey’s cryptantha (Cryptantha torreyana), Dakota buckwheat (Eriogonum 
visheri), sand lily (Leucocrinum montanum), alyssum-leaved phlox (Phlox alyssifolia), nodding buckwheat 
(Eriogonum cernuum), lance-leaf cottonwood (Populus x acuminata), Easter daisy (Townsendia exscapa), 
and Hooker’s Townsendia (Townsendia hookeri). I concur with Keitu’s assessment and determination call of 
may impact individuals or habitat but will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the population or species, for these 9 species. I also concur with Keitu’s assessment and 
determination call of no impact on the remaining 9 sensitive species (Table 4.2 and Section 4.0 of Keitu’s 
BE). 
 
Table 1. Summary of Determinations for LMNG Forest Service-designated Sensitive Plant Species. 

Sensitive Species No Impact May 
Impact1 

Will 
Impact2 

Beneficial 
Impact 

Slimleaf goosefoot (Chenopodium subglabrum) X    
Blue lips (Collinsia parviflora) X    
Torrey’s cryptantha (Cryptantha torreyana)  X   
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Nodding buckwheat (Eriogonum cernuum)  X   
Dakota buckwheat (Eriogonum visheri)  X   
Sand lily (Leucocrinum montanum)  X   
Dwarf mentzelia (Mentzelia pumila) X    
Alyssum-leaved phlox (Phlox alyssifolia)  X   
Limber pine (Pinus flexillis) X    
Lance-leaf cottonwood (Populus x acuminata)  X   
Alkali sacaton (Sporobolus airoides)  X   
Easter daisy (Townsendia exscapa)  X   
Hooker’s townsendia (Townsendia hookeri)  X   

1May impact individuals or habitat but will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the 
population or species. 
2Will impact individuals or habitat with a consequence that the action may contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a loss of 
viability to the population or species. 
 
Project Effects on Forest Service-designated Sensitive Plant Species 
The proposed project may impact individuals (undiscovered) or suitable habitat for nine R1 LMNG Forest 
Service sensitive species. This project will not likely contribute to a trend toward federal listing or cause a 
loss of viability to the populations of Forest Service sensitive species. 
 

o Mitigation Measures 
• Minimize soil and vegetation disturbance during construction to the extent possible. 

 
Invasive and Noxious Weeds 
A total of sixteen noxious/non‐native invasive species were identified during the field surveys for the 
proposed project. The state noxious weeds that were encountered during the field surveys included Canada 
thistle (Cirsium arvense) and absinthium wormwood (Artemisia absinthium) while county listed noxious 
weeds included common burdock (Arctium minus), and black henbane (Hyoscyamus niger). Invasive species 
included Kentucky bluegrass (Poa pratensis), Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia),  yellow sweet clover 
(Melilotus officinalis), alfalfa (Medicago sativa), black medick (Medicago lupulina), common dandelion 
(Taraxacum officinale), field bindweed (Convolvulus arvensis), intermediate wheatgrass (Thinopyrum 
intermedium), kochia (Bassia scoparia), crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum),  downy brome (Bromus 
tectorum) and smooth bromegrass (Bromus inermis). The location of the state and county noxious weed 
species are displayed in Appendix A. Project Route Maps. 
 
There is the potential of spreading invasive plants that are prevalent along the road margins of the existing 
roads and invasive species that already exist within native plant communities. These effects would continue 
whether or not this project would be implemented. Direct and indirect impact of the proposed project is the 
likelihood of the existing invasive and noxious species being introduced into native plant communities that 
aren’t invaded and potential for these species to be transferred to other areas of LMNG and surround 
counties. However, mitigation measures can reduce the potential spread of invasive and noxious weeds. 
 

o Mitigation measure to minimize the spread of invasive and noxious weeds 
• Clean vehicles and equipment used for construction prior to entering the LMNG to remove 

all seeds and plant propagules (seeds and vegetative parts that may sprout) in order to 
prevent the potential spread of noxious and invasive plant species. 

• Any North Dakota state-listed or McKenzie County-listed noxious weeds need to be 
controlled, if found on reclamation sites and in compliance of the 2007 DPG Weed EIS. 

  
Cumulative Effects 
Within the Study Area there is 13 active oil wells. Cattle grazing is the most common agriculture practice in 
the region. There is 32.21 miles of USFS road in the Study Area, 7.19 miles of the total is considered are 
considered two-track roads. General uses include, livestock  grazing, hunting, recreation, transportation and 
oil and gas development. 
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The project would result in temporary impacts to vegetation communities within temporary construction 
areas.  Disturbance of vegetation in areas of noxious weed infestations may result in redistribution of 
invasive species to the project area. Thus, areas not currently dominated by such species would have a 
potential to become infested. The spread of noxious weeds can have an effect on multiple aspects of 
vegetation resources ranging from the suitability of sensitive plant habitat and maintenance of native 
biodiversity to forage production for livestock grazing. 
 
Between 2003 and 2020, there have been over 24 documented occurrences of adverse effects to existing 
sensitive plant populations on the LMNG. The vast majority of these occurrences involved oil and gas 
developments, and direct disturbances to Missouri foxtail cactus (Escobaria missouriensis), Townsendia 
species, and Dakota buckwheat, the four most abundant of the sensitive species on the LMNG. In most cases, 
the degree of adverse effects was decreased through avoidance or slight adjustments of the proposed 
developments. As a result, adverse effects were only to  a portion  of  the  sensitive  plant  population,  rather  
than  the  entire population.  These  cumulative  effects have not contributed to a loss of viability for any of 
the four species, and the Missouri Foxtail cactus has been removed from the list of sensitive species, in May 
of 2019. 
 
Other Mitigation 
The following are other mitigations for the construction and reclamation of this project: 

• Keep disturbance to a minimum to reduce the impacts to the native vegetation and spreading of 
invasive species. 

• Scenario #13 is recommended for any reclamation. 
• Any discovery of sensitive or watch plants within the proposed project area shall be immediately 

reported to the Mckenzie Ranger District office.  Sensitive plant populations discovered after project 
approval should be protected; therefore, last minute alterations of the project design or access route 
may be requested in order to avoid negative impacts to such populations. 

 
 
/s/ Jack D. Dahl 
 
Jack D. Dahl 
Botanist 
Medora Ranger District 
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File Code: 2670       Date: August 5, 2021 

 

Subject: Bridger South Bend Pipeline Biological Evaluation of Sensitive Species 

To: District Ranger, 

Bridger Pipeline LLC is proposing to install a crude oil transmission pipeline in McKenzie 

County, North Dakota.  The pipeline would be 145 miles total in length with 80 miles in North 

Dakota and 66 miles in Montana.  The proposed pipeline would traverse across 19 miles of 

United States Forest Service property land located within the McKenzie Ranger District of the 

Little Missouri National Grasslands.  The proposed route utilizes an existing utility corridor to 

the greatest extent possible, reusing previously disturbed Right-of-Ways.  The route of the 

proposed project was primarily chosen to parallel Bridger’s existing operating pipelines and 

infrastructure which parallels over 80% of the proposed project route.   

The project originates at Eighty Eight Oil Company’s Johnsons Corner terminal located near 

Johnson’s Corner, North Dakota and runs 142 miles southwest to Bridger’s Sandstone station 

west of Baker, Montana.  The pipeline would interconnect with Bridger’s existing North Dakota 

facilities at Wilson station, Bicentennial station and their respective crude oil transmission 

network.  The proposed Project will result in a new crude oil transmission pipeline and would 

encompass approximately 754 acres, of which, about 115 acres are National Forest System Land.   

Keitu’s Biological Evaluation (2021) speaks to a timing limitation on construction from April 1 

through June 15 within 1 mile (line-of-sight) of the female home range.  This timing limitation 

has been updated to read: “there will be no construction from April 1 through July 15 within 1 

mile (line-of-sight) of LRMP MA 3.51 and 3.51a or within 1 mile (line-of-sight) of North 

Dakota Game and Fish designated critical lambing habitats”.  This update aligns the timing 

limitation more consistently with recommendations from NDGF that the USFS has been utilizing 

for multiple years. 

I have reviewed Keitu’s Biological Evaluation (2021) and found it sufficient to evaluate this 

project paired with the additional corrections provided in this letter.  Also used to assess this 

proposal was Dakota Prairie Grasslands Management Plan and applicable district records.  The 

guidelines set forth by FSM 2672.41, 2672.42, and 2672.43 have been met by the biological 

assessment and this report.  This direction provides a process and standard by which to ensure 

that threatened, endangered, and sensitive species receive consideration in the decision-making 

process. 
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Table 1. Determinations for Forest Service Designated Sensitive Species & DPG LRMP Special 

Interest Species. 

 

Design Features  

1. No construction will be allowed from March 1 to June 15 within 1 mile (line-of-sight) of 

active Sharp-tailed Grouse leks.   

2. If project activities are scheduled to occur during February 1 to July 31, a raptor nest 

survey, with a focus on known Golden eagle and ferruginous hawk nests will be 

completed prior to construction to confirm that the nest is not active.  If any nests are 

determined to be active, no activity will occur within ½ mile of the active nest(s) between 

February 1 to July 31.   

3. There will be no construction from April 1 through July 15 within 1 mile (line-of-sight) 

of LRMP MA 3.51 and 3.51a or within 1 mile (line-of-sight) of North Dakota Game and 

Fish designated critical lambing habitats. 

 

BE reviewed by:  

 

Sarah Bickerdyke  

Wildlife Biologist 

McKenzie Ranger District 

Little Missouri National Grassland 

Species Common Name No Impact May Impact Will Impact  Beneficial Impact 

Region 1 Sensitive Species Occurring on LMNG 
Bald Eagle X    

Sprague's Pipit  X   
Baird's Sparrow  X   

Burrowing Owl  X   

Loggerhead Shrike  X   

Long-Billed Curlew  X   

Bighorn Sheep X    

Black-tailed Prairie Dog  X   

Ottoe Skipper  X   

Regal Fritillary  X   
Tawny Crescent  X   

Northern Red-bellied Dace X    

Interior Least Tern  X   

DPG LRMP Special Interest Species 
Golden Eagle  X     

Ferruginous Hawk  X   

Merlin  X   

Sharp-tailed Grouse (MIS)  X   

Prairie Falcon  X   

American Peregrine Falcon  X   
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References and Citations  
USDA Forest Service. 2001. Land and Resource Management Plan for the Dakota Prairie 

Grasslands (DPG LRMP). United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern 

Region, Missoula, MT.  

 

Keitu Engineers and Consultants. 2021. Biological Evaluation South Bend Pipeline, Bridger 

Pipeline, LLC. August 2021. Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Mandan, ND.  

 



 

June 22, 2021 
 
 
Ms. Andrea Kruse 
Little Missouri National Grasslands 
McKenzie Ranger District 
1905 S Main St 
Watford City, ND 58854 
 
 
 
ND SHPO Ref.: 21-5470 “Evaluative Testing for Sites 32MZ59, 32MZ141, and 32MZ499 Letter 
Report” in portions of [T145N R104W Section 24] & [T146N R102W Section 4] 
 
 
 
 
Dear Ms. Kruse, 
 
We reviewed ND SHPO Ref.: 21-5470 “Evaluative Testing for Sites 32MZ59, 32MZ141, and 
32MZ499 Letter Report” in portions of [T145N R104W Section 24] & [T146N R102W Section 4] 
and we concur with a determination of “No Historic Properties Affected” for this project 
provided it takes place in the location and in the manner described in the documentation and 
provided all borrow comes from an approved source. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review this project.  Please include the ND SHPO Reference 
number listed above in further correspondence for this specific project.  If you have any 
questions please contact Lisa Steckler, Historic Preservation Specialist at (701) 328-3577 or 
lsteckler@nd.gov 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 

for William D. Peterson, PhD 
State Historic Preservation Officer 
(North Dakota)  
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File Code: 2670       Date: May 18, 2021 

Subject: Bridger South Bend Pipeline Biological Assessment of Threatened and Endangered 

Species 

To: District Ranger, 

Bridger Pipeline LLC is proposing to install a crude oil transmission pipeline in McKenzie 

County, North Dakota.  The pipeline would be 145 miles total in length with 80 miles in North 

Dakota and 66 miles in Montana.  The proposed pipeline would traverse across 19 miles of 

United States Forest Service property land located within the McKenzie Rnager District of the 

Little Missouri National Grasslands.  The proposed route utilizes an existing utility corridor to 

the greatest extent possible, reusing previously disturbed Right-of-Ways.  The route of the 

proposed project was primarily chosen to parallel Bridger’s existing operating pipelines and 

infrastructure which parallels over 80% of the proposed project route.   

The project originates at Eighty Eight Oil Company’s Johnsons Corner terminal located near 

Johnsons’s Corner, North Dakota and runs 142 miles southwest ot Bridger’s Sandstone station 

west of Baker, Montana.  The pipeline would interconnect with Bridger’s existing North Dakota 

facilities at Wilson station, Bicentennial station and their respective crude oil transmission 

network.  The proposed Project will result in a new crude oil transmission pipeline and would 

encompass approximately 754 acres, of which, about 115 acres are National Forest System Land.   

I have reviewed Keitu’s Biological Assessment and found it sufficient to evaluate this project.  

Also used to assess this proposal was Dakota Prairie Grasslands Management Plan and 

applicable district records.  The guidelines set forth by FSM 2672.41, 2672.42, and 2672.43 have 

been met by the biological assessment and this report.  This direction provides a process and 

standard by which to ensure that threatened, endangered, and sensitive species receive 

consideration in the decision making process. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

See Table 1 for a summary of effects determinations for endangered and threatened species as 

well as designated critical habitats. 

Table 1. Effects determinations for endangered and threatened species and designated critical habitat. 

Species Common Name No Effect 

May Affect, 
Not Likely 

to 
Adversely 

Affect 

May Affect, 
Likely  to 
Adversely 

Affect 

Beneficial 
Effect 

Endangered Species 

Whooping Crane X    

Pallid Sturgeon X    

Interior Least Tern  X   
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Species Common Name No Effect 

May Affect, 
Not Likely 

to 
Adversely 

Affect 

May Affect, 
Likely  to 
Adversely 

Affect 

Beneficial 
Effect 

Threatened Species 

Dakota Skipper  X   

Northern Long-Eared Bat  X   

Piping Plover  X   

Rufa Red Knot  X   

Designated Critical Habitat 

Dakota Skipper Designated Critical Habitat X    

Piping Plover Designated Critical Habitat X    

Design Features applicable to ESA-listed Species 

1. If a whooping crane is sighted within one mile of the Project area while it is under 

construction, work shall cease within one mile of that part of the Project or within line-of-

sight of the crane(s). The USFWS and USFS would be contacted immediately. In 

coordination with the USFWS, work may resume after the bird(s) leave the area.  

2. All equipment maintenance, repairs, and refueling will be performed in upland locations 

at least 100-feet from all water bodies and wetlands.  All equipment will be parked 

overnight at least 100-feet from a watercourse or wetland.  Equipment will not be washed 

with water draining into wetlands or streams.  Spills of fuel and other hazardous materials 

will be cleaned-up immediately and will be disposed of in accordance with applicable 

laws and regulations.  Each construction and cleanup crew will have on site sufficient 

tools and materials to stop leaks including supplies of absorbent and barrier materials that 

would allow for rapid containment and recovery of spilled materials.   

3. No trees 3 DBH or greater will be removed from April 1 through September 30. 

4. Bridger will provide replacement trees on a two-to-one basis in an alternate location in 

the same region. 

5. No construction will be allowed between June 10 and July 25 during the flight period of 

adult Dakota skipper. Construction is defined as any ground disturbing activities 

associated with the building of the pipeline, access roads or any other feature needed for 

the pipeline.  

6. All identified Dakota skipper habitat will be temporarily fenced and flagged to avoid 

impacts to suitable habitat from construction. 

7. Airborne dust would be reduced during Project construction on all construction locations, 

including any additional haul roads and access roads whenever needed and/or as 

determined by the USFS.  

8. A qualified monitor will remain on-site during the life of construction to ensure 

compliant with all design features. 

9. During reclamation activities, USFS-approved revegetation seed mixes would be used.  
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BA Reviewed by:  
 

Sarah Bickerdyke 

Supervisory Wildlife Biologist 

McKenzie Ranger District 

Little Missouri National Grassland 

 

References and Citations  
USDA Forest Service. 2001. Land and Resource Management Plan for the Dakota Prairie 

Grasslands. United States Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Northern Region, 

Missoula, MT.  

Keitu. 2021. Biological Assessment South Bend Pipeline. April 2021. Keitu Engineers & 

Consultants, Mandan, ND.  

 



In Reply Refer To:  
06E15000-2021-I-0677              August 5, 2021 
USFS Bridger South Bend Pipeline 
 
Mr. Lucus Graf 
District Ranger 
USFS McKenzie District 
1905 South Main Street 
Watford City, ND 58854 
 
Dear Mr. Graf:   
   
We respectively submit this letter in response to your May 18, 2021 letter requesting written 
concurrence of the USFS determination of effects regarding federally listed species in the 
Biological Assessment (BA) submitted by your office and Keitu Engineering for the Bridger 
South Bend crude oil pipeline.  The proposed pipeline project is for a 145-mile pipeline starting 
near Johnson’s Corner in McKenzie County, North Dakota and terminating west of Baker 
Montana in Fallon County.  Approximately 19 miles of the pipeline are on Forest Service 
managed lands with the remainder on private, state and other lands. The biological assessment 
and concurrence is for that portion of the pipeline on Forest Service property.   
 
 In accordance with Section 7 consultation under the Act, USFS has requested Service 
concurrence with the Forest Service determinations the Project "may affect but is not likely to 
adversely affect" to the threatened Dakota skipper (Hesperia dacotae), Northern Long-Eared Bat 
(Myotis septentrionalis), piping plover, (Charadrius melodus), and Rufa Red Knot (Calidris 
cantutus rufa).  Bridger committed to undertake certain conservation measures for these species 
during construction of the project.  
 
The Service recommends no construction activities take place along the pipeline ROW during 
the Dakota skipper flight period of June 10-July 25.  As noted in the Biological Assessment 
Bridger has agreed to directionally drill all suitable DASK habitats identified and depicted on the 
maps associated with the biological assessment.  The Service further recommends that suitable 
DASK habitats are delineated and marked on the ground and all DASK habitats will be avoided 
by vehicles, construction equipment or other habitat altering equipment traveling along the 
ROW.  A construction monitor shall be onsite during the construction process to ensure no 
suitable DASK habitat is altered.  Migrating dust shall be controlled via freshwater during all 

United States Department of the Interior 
 

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
North Dakota Ecological Services Field Office 

3425 Miriam Avenue  
Bismarck, North Dakota 58501 

(701) 250-4481, ndfieldoffice@fws.gov 
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phases of pipeline construction to avoid inundating any skipper habitat. Lastly, the Service 
recommends no pesticides or insecticides are sprayed or utilized within suitable DASK habitat 
areas.   
 
The Northern Long Eared Bat is covered under the Service’s January 5, 2016 Programmatic 
Biological Opinion.  However, the Service recommends all trees larger than 3 dbh be removed 
between November 1 and March 31 
 
We concur with your conclusion that the described project may affect, but not likely to adversely 
affect the listed species involved in this project and believe the effects to Dakota skipper, 
Northern Long-eared Bat, piping plover and Rufa Red Knot are discountable or insignificant 
based on the conservation measures in the BA.  If changes are made in the project plans or 
operating criteria, or if additional information becomes available, we must be informed so that 
the above determination can be reconsidered. 
 
USFS has also determined that there will be “no effect” determinations for the endangered 
whooping crane (Grus americana), pallid sturgeon (Scaphirhynchus albus) and no adverse 
modification to designated Dakota skipper or piping plover critical habitat.  There is no 
requirement under the implementing regulations of the Act (50 CFR Part 402) for action 
agencies to receive Service concurrence with “no effect” determinations, therefore the 
responsibility for “no effect” determinations remain with USFS.  Accordingly, we recommend 
USFS retain the documentation for these listed resources in your decisional record for this 
federal action.   
 
Pursuant to the implementing regulations of the Act (50 CFR 402.13), this letter concludes 
informal consultation.  This consultation should be re-initiated if: (1) new information reveals 
effects of the action that may affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an extent not 
considered in this consultation; (2) the action is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an 
effect to the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered in this consultation; or (3) a 
new species is listed or critical habitat is designated that may be affected by this action.   
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments and your efforts to ensure the conservation 
of listed species and their habitat.  If you have any questions on these comments, please contact 
Tim Zachmeier (Timothy_Zachmeier@fws.gov) of my staff at (701) 355-8504 or myself at (701) 
355-8512.  
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
                Drew Becker 
 North Dakota Field Office Supervisor 
 

cc:  Greg Link, North Dakota Game and Fish 

mailto:Timothy_Zachmeier@fws.gov
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September 30, 2019 

Amber Higgens 
Weed Board 
512 14th St SW 
PO Box 930 
Watford City, ND 58854 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 





From: Zachary Peterson
To: "Karine R Finken"; "Jaimee Antognazzi"
Subject: FW: Weed Managment Plan
Date: Friday, December 27, 2019 10:53:21 AM
Attachments: Weed Management Plan - Copy.doc

 
 

From: Amber Higgins [mailto:mcweed@restel.net] 
Sent: Monday, December 23, 2019 11:48 AM
To: zpeterson@keitu.com
Subject: Weed Managment Plan
 
Zach-
 
Good afternoon, I received your letter regarding Bridger Pipeline,
All I need is the attached weed management plan filled out. After I receive it and review it as long as
completely filled out I can get it approved for you. If you have any questions on the paper work
please don’t hesitate to contact me.
 
 
 
Amber Higgins
McKenzie County Weed Officer
Phone- 701-842-4131
Fax -701-8424731
 
 

mailto:zpeterson@keitu.com
mailto:kfinken@keitu.com
mailto:jantognazzi@keitu.com

McKenzie County 

Weed Management Plan


Purpose: This is a simplified weed management template that is specifically designed for small properties/areas. It is designed to assist in controlling noxious weeds by documenting areas at risk whether it be currently infested or could possibly become infected in the future.  This weed management template is also to assist in coordinating efforts between McKenzie County Weed Control and landowners/operators/developers to accomplish noxious weed control goals in McKenzie County. A copy of this weed management plan will be kept on file with McKenzie County Weed Control as well as with all parties involved in the ownership and/or management of the property. 

Date ____________           Circle One:  
PRIVATE

COMMERCIAL

Name of Landowner _____________________________________________________

Name of Party Responsible for Weed Control if Different than Landowner


________________________________________________________________________

Address of Responsible Party

________________________________________________________________________


Phone Number___________________________________________________________


E-Mail__________________________________________________________________


Approximate Size of Property _____________________________________________

Legal Description of Property _____________________________________________


Purpose of Property ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Surface Movement for Commercial Construction Purposes: Circle or highlight one

Scoria
   Manure 
Dirt
  Sand    Gravel   Construction   Other_______________

1.0 Management Goals: Management goals describe the purpose/use of the property and what you are trying to achieve. Having clear management goals is key to developing a weed management plan. (The minimum amount required by North Dakota and McKenzie County Weed Law is to mow noxious weeds to prevent them from going to seed. Another management goal may be to restore an area with native vegetation. Management goals might also include preventing contamination and/or spread of noxious weeds due to mining or storage of construction materials by a yearly or bi-yearly application of herbicide.)


Please list your management goals as they apply to this property:  ________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


2.0 Weed Control Objectives: 


Knowing which weed species occur on your property and where they are located is very important in developing control priorities. Weed species vary considerably in the threat that they pose to the resource values of the property. In addition, weed species vary greatly in their susceptibility to control measures. Thus, weed species that pose the


greatest threat to achieving the management goals for the property and which can be most easily controlled are the highest priority for management. To create weed control objectives for your weed management plan, first search your property for weeds (if you have not already done so). 


3.0 Weed Control Objectives – 3 year plan


1st  Year Weed Control Objective: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


2nd Year Weed Control Objective: _______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


3rd Year Weed Control Objective: ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________


4.0 Evaluating Weed Control: After you have created weed control objectives and have began to control the priority weed species on your property, you should evaluate the results of your control methods. This requires follow-up visits to the areas where weeds were controlled and a re-assessment of the size and density of an infestation. (For example, compare the size of the infestation after a growing season has elapsed to the size before control actions were initiated.) In most cases, the elimination of an infestation will take several years with multiple treatments per year to kill the plants and eliminate the bank of weed seeds in the soil.


ND Law 4.1-47-02. Control of noxious weeds.


Each Person shall do all things necessary and proper to control the spread of noxious weeds.

In signing this document I understand that I will be responsible for noxious weed control on the property listed above.

Responsible Party___________________________________ Date__________________


McKenzie County 


Weed Board Chairperson:____________________________ Date__________________

Please allow 48 hours for review of this plan prior to receiving confirmation of approval.


PAGE  
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September 30, 2019 

Fred Anderson 
ND Geological Survey 
600 E Boulevard Ave, Dept 405 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0840 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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September 30, 2019 

Mark Golberg 
Weed Control Officer 
PO Box 605 
Beach, ND 58621 

RE:  Bridger Pipeline, LLC – Bridger 16” Crude Oil Pipeline 

Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location near Johnson’s 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota.    

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. (“Keitu”) is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in November 2019. The 
Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review.  We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items.   

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance.  I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at (701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure:  Proposed Pipeline Route 
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KE/TU 
ENGINEERS & CONSULTANTS, INC. 

January 4, 2021 

ND Governor 
600 E Blvd Ave 
Bismarck, ND 58505-0001 

RE: Bridger Pipeline, LLC - Bridger 16" Crude Oil Pipeline 

1403 27th STREET NW 

PO BOX 98 

MANDAN. ND 58554-0098 

701-667-1800

Bridger Pipeline, LLC {"Bridger'') plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility 
Application and Route Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota 
Public Service Commission {"Commission") for the construction of an approximately 160-
mile crude oil supply pipeline {"Project"). It originates from a location near Johnson's 
Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, 
MT. The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North 
Dakota. 

Keitu Engineers and Consultants, Inc. {"Keitu") is contracted by Bridger to submit the 
Certificate of Corridor Compatibility and Route Application in late winter/early spring 2021. 
The Commission requires applicants to contact relevant agencies for comment on the 
Project. 

Enclosed is a map of the entire length of the pipeline route intended for your review. We 
respectfully request that any concerns known in the area is brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items. 

As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies 
with compliance. I will serve as the primary Keitu contact and can be reached at {701) 667-
1800 or via email at jantognazzi@keitu.com. 

��� Jaimee Antognazzi 
Operations Manager 

Enclosure: Proposed Pipeline Route 
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From: Hochhalter, Don G.
To: jantognazzi@keitu.com
Cc: Heick, Tammy A.; Effertz Hanson, Maria
Subject: Bridger Pipeline - 16" Crude Oil Pipeline
Date: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 12:48:35 PM
Attachments: image003.png

image001.png

Good afternoon Jamiee,

Thanks for returning my call, below you will find a few question we discussed;

What is the estimated pipeline capacity per day
How many pump stations are expected to be on the proposed route, please indicate
approximate locations
Provide a breakdown of miles of pipeline in ND, on private/state/federal lands ect.
Can you provide a Total Investment Cost (TIC) of the project
What size easement are being requesting

Thank-you,

Don Hochhalter
Oil and Gas Business Development Manager

701.328.5300     •   701.388.9339     •     dhochhalter@nd.gov      •     www.commerce.nd.gov

cid:image002.png@01D49FD2.1E3F7210

1600 E. Century Ave., Suite 2 PO Box 2057     •     Bismarck, ND  58503

From: Heick, Tammy A. <theick@nd.gov> 
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2021 3:33 PM
To: Hochhalter, Don G. <dhochhalter@nd.gov>
Subject: Bridger Pipeline Mail

Tammy Heick
Executive Assistant to the Commissioner

701.328.5305    •     theick@nd.gov     •     www.commerce.nd.gov

mailto:dhochhalter@nd.gov
mailto:jantognazzi@keitu.com
mailto:theick@nd.gov
mailto:mehanson@nd.gov
mailto:dhochhalter@nd.gov
http://www.commerce.nd.gov/
mailto:theick@nd.gov
http://www.commerce.nd.gov/
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Jaimee Antognazzi

From: Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>
Sent: Thursday, February 11, 2021 4:25 PM
To: 'Hochhalter, Don G.'
Subject: RE: Bridger Pipeline - 16" Crude Oil Pipeline 

Hi Don‐ 
 
Below are the answers to your questions about Bridger’s 16” Line. Sorry it took so long to get back to you. 
 
Have a great day, 
 
Jaimee Antognazzi 
Keitu Engineers & Consultants, Inc. 
PO Box 98 
Mandan, ND 58554‐0098 
701‐667‐1808 Ext. 105 
 

From: Hochhalter, Don G. [mailto:dhochhalter@nd.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 19, 2021 12:48 PM 
To: jantognazzi@keitu.com 
Cc: Heick, Tammy A. <theick@nd.gov>; Effertz Hanson, Maria <mehanson@nd.gov> 
Subject: Bridger Pipeline ‐ 16" Crude Oil Pipeline  
 
Good afternoon Jamiee, 
 
Thanks for returning my call, below you will find a few question we discussed; 
 

 What is the estimated pipeline capacity per day  
Initially planned for 105,000 BPD expandable to 250,000 

 How many pump stations are expected to be on the proposed route, please indicate approximate locations 
2 initially at our current Johnsons Corner and our current Bicentennial Station, with 2 others proposed if 
necessary at a later date one of those in Montana and the other at our current Wilson station. 

 Provide a breakdown of miles of pipeline in ND, on private/state/federal lands ect.  
Approximately 81 miles in ND, It is approximately 60 miles on private, 19 miles on federal, and 2.7 miles 

on Federal. 

 Can you provide a Total Investment Cost (TIC) of the project  
$122 million 

 What size easement are being requesting  
Varies, but typically 100’ of working space and 50’ of permanent easement 

 
Thank‐you, 
 

Don Hochhalter 
Oil and Gas Business Development Manager 
 
701.328.5300     •   701.388.9339     •     dhochhalter@nd.gov      •     www.commerce.nd.gov  
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1600 E. Century Ave., Suite 2 PO Box 2057     •     Bismarck, ND  58503 
 
 
 

From: Heick, Tammy A. <theick@nd.gov>  
Sent: Tuesday, January 12, 2021 3:33 PM 
To: Hochhalter, Don G. <dhochhalter@nd.gov> 
Subject: Bridger Pipeline Mail 
 
 
 

Tammy Heick 
Executive Assistant to the Commissioner 
 
701.328.5305    •     theick@nd.gov     •     www.commerce.nd.gov 
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ND Forest Service 
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20th Airforce 91st Missile Wing 
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Grand Forks Airforce Base 

 

 





Bridger Pipeline LLC 
16” South Bend Pipeline Project 

Amended NDPSC Consolidated Application 
 

 

 

 

Exhibit B.39 
Federal Bureau of Land Management 
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Jaimee Antognazzi

From: Jaimee Antognazzi <jantognazzi@keitu.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 3, 2022 10:11 AM
To: 'osd.dod-siting-clearinghouse@mail.mil'
Subject: Pipeline Project Review
Attachments: ND_Alignment_20220222.cpg; ND_Alignment_20220222.dbf; ND_Alignment_

20220222.prj; ND_Alignment_20220222.sbn; ND_Alignment_20220222.sbx; 
ND_Alignment_20220222.shp; ND_Alignment_
20220222.shp.ELECTRONGOLD.3404.5152.sr.lock; ND_Alignment_20220222.shx

 
Bridger Pipeline, LLC (“Bridger”) plans to submit a Certificate of Corridor Compatibility Application and Route 
Permit Application, requesting permission from the North Dakota Public Service Commission (“Commission”) for 
the construction of an approximately 160‐mile crude oil supply pipeline (“Project”). It originates from a location 
near Johnson’s Corner, North Dakota and terminates at the Baker/Sandstone Terminal located near Plevna, MT. 
The Project is located entirely within McKenzie and Golden Valley Counties in North Dakota. The purpose of this 
contact is to assess the Project area for the presence of areas that could potentially be impacted, and to provide 
comments. We respectfully request that any specific concerns known in the area are brought to our attention to 
ensure we focus on those items. Attached are the GIS Shapefiles of the entire length of the proposed Project 
intended to review. 
 
As always, Keitu appreciates the opportunity to assist our client and the regulatory agencies with 
compliance. 
 
Jaimee Antognazzi, CSP 
Operations Manager 
Keitu Engineers & Consultants 
1403 27th Street NW 
Mandan, ND 58554 
(701) 667‐1808 Ext# 105 
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McKenzie County Weed Management Plan 
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Exhibit D.2 
10 Year Spill History 

 

 



Date of Spill Spill Name Quantity Oil Released 
(barrels)

5/14/2012 33-153-90 100
5/15/2012 Fryburg Station 150

10/15/2013 EOG Liberty 8-01 15
11/30/2013 Ehlert Station 125
1/13/2014 Whiting Tarpon Fed 21-4 25
6/6/2014 EOG Wayzetta 155-26-36H 700
8/22/2014 Wayzetta 1-13H 100
11/25/2014 EOG 40-1509 pump 50
6/25/2016  Conoco Elizabeth-Celia Stroh44-4 Quad Pad 6.0
6/2/2017 Conoco-Big Bend 41-2 140

12/21/2018 Denali Station 6.0
7/3/2019 COP Big Bend 41-2TFH 200

12/2/2019 EOG Liberty 11 10
5/31/2020 Hwy 23-Strainer O-Ring 7
2/2/2021 Brandvik Piping 260

11/23/2021 EOG Liberty LR 107-1109H 10

*Data represents Bridger Pipeline LLC’s 10-year spill history current as of 12/31/21 for 
spills greater than five barrels
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Report of Geohazard Evaluation 
South Bend Pipeline Segment 
West Central North Dakota 
Tetra Tech Project No. 117-0533085 
August 28, 2020 
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Belle Fourche Pipeline, LLC 
Attn: Mr. Kevin Pena 
455 North Poplar Street 
Casper, Wyoming 82601 
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Missoula, MT 59808 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

At the request of Belle Fourche Pipeline, LLC (Belle Fourche Pipeline), a field geologic hazard evaluation 
has been completed at six (6)  sites of concern identified by Belle Fourche Pipeline along the proposed South 
Bend segment in the Little Missouri Badlands area of west central North Dakota. Six (6) field evaluation sites 
were located along the corridor for the proposed South Bend pipeline segment. The field evaluation locations 
along the proposed and existing pipeline routes are included in Figure 1. This report describes the preliminary 
field evaluation results of slope geohazards in the evaluation area. 

The proposed South Bend pipeline segment will include installation of a 16-inch diameter pipeline across 
137 miles to collect and transport petroleum products from various well pads to tankage. The pipeline 
segment will begin east of Watford City at the Johnson’s Corner Station and will then intersect the Wilson 
Station south of Watford City. The pipeline will then continue to the Bowline Station located southwest of 
Arnegard, then to the Bicentennial Station near Trotters. After leaving the Bicentennial Station, the South 
Bend pipeline will terminate near Baker, Montana at the Sandstone Station. Portions of the proposed pipeline 
alignment will share its corridor with existing pipelines. 

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF FIELD EVALUATIONS 
A field evaluation was completed for slope geologic hazards at six (6)  locations of concern selected by Belle 
Fourche Pipeline along the proposed South Bend pipeline segment within McKenzie and Golden Valley 
Counties, North Dakota. The purpose of the evaluations was to observe and document site conditions and 
assign slope failure potential rankings to each selected slope geohazard location along the proposed and 
existing pipeline routes. 

The field evaluations and rankings included in this report are intended to be used by Belle Fourche Pipeline 
as a pipeline management tool to monitor potential geologic hazard areas and reduce the potential risk 
presented by the identified hazards. Understanding the geologic hazard behavior presented in this report will 
allow contingency plans relative to pipeline operations to be formulated and implemented by Belle Fourche 
Pipeline to manage pipeline performance and minimize potential pipeline failures.  

This report presents the results of the geologic hazard field evaluations, summaries of findings, conclusions 
of risk, and next steps in the geohazard evaluation process. 

2 SLOPE SELECTION AND DATA COLLECTION 

2.1 SLOPE SELECTION 
The list of potential slope crossings evaluated in the field by Tetra Tech for the proposed South Bend project 
was developed by Belle Fourche Pipeline, derived from potential areas of concern to the proposed and 
existing pipeline segments. Six (6) potential slopes were selected by Belle Fourche Pipeline and were 
provided to Tetra Tech for evaluation. Each site was subsequently visited and evaluated for potential 
geohazards. Summaries of the completed field evaluations and slope failure potential rankings, based on 
field evaluations and background data, are discussed in Section 5.  
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2.2 DATA COLLECTION 
Multiple public and private data sources were reviewed and utilized as part of the field evaluations and 
subsequent evaluation of the six (6) sites identified by Belle Fourche Pipeline, listed in the following sub-
sections.  

2.2.1 PUBLIC SOURCES AND TYPES 
• Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI) 

o Aerial imagery 
o Topographic maps 

• North Dakota GIS Hub Data Portal 
o LiDAR elevation dataset 

• United States Geological Survey (USGS) 
o The National Map 
o National Geologic Map Database 
o Topographic maps 
o Mineral Resources Data System, which provides surficial and bedrock geology information 

2.2.2 PRIVATE SOURCES AND TYPES 
Belle Fourche Pipeline provided GIS data related to the existing pipelines and proposed South Bend pipeline 
in the assigned geographic area. Data included: 

• Pipeline polylines 
• Pump stations 
• Valves 

 

3 GEOHAZARD IDENTIFICATION 

3.1 GEOLOGIC SETTING 
A basic understanding of the geology of a region or locale is important for evaluating geohazard concerns. 
Following is a brief description of the regional geology. 

The project is located within the semi-arid climate of the northern Great Plains, on the southwestern side of 
the Williston Basin. The proposed and existing pipeline segments cross McKenzie and Golden Valley 
Counties in west central North Dakota. The project area is located in the Little Missouri Badlands area of the 
unglaciated Missouri Plateau. Topography is characterized by gently rolling uplands interrupted by buttes 
and ridges capped by resistant rock types and steep badlands created by the network of small tributaries 
draining to the Little Missouri River. 

The regional geology can be summarized as predominately weathered sandstone, siltstone, and shale 
(claystone) locally overlain by unconsolidated soil deposits. Unconsolidated deposits at the surface consist 
of clay, silt, sand, and gravel of irregular thickness within the valleys and typically thin deposits in upland 
areas. Most of the bedrock exposed at the surface and encountered below the surficial soils consists of 
relatively flat-lying sedimentary formations. The vast majority of the exposed bedrock consists of the Sentinel 
Butte and Bullion Creek Formations (Paleocene), which consists of alternating layers of weathered 
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claystone, siltstone, sandstone, and lignite. The Sentinel Butte Formation is described as fine- to medium-
grained, gray to tan and yellowish gray, clay, silt, sand, and lignite. The Bullion Creek Formation is described 
as fine- to medium-grained, yellow-brown, silt, sand, clay, and lignite. 

The Bullion Creek Formation typically forms more rounded, vegetated slopes than the overlying Sentinel 
Butte Formation. Deposits of bentonitic claystone/shale and their derivative clay soils from the Sentinel Butte 
Formation are historically susceptible to landslide deformations when slopes approach 25 percent or greater, 
especially when moisture content increases seasonally due to snowmelt and spring rains. Bentonite typically 
forms a desiccated “popcorn” structure when dry at the surface. 

The project area has the potential for localized subsidence related to collapse of burned out lignite layers, 
which can be indicated by the presence of clinker beds or chimneys, although available mapping does not 
indicate any such features in the project area. Karst subsidence is not noted in the area due the small 
percentage of limestone deposits, although surface runoff can develop localized “pseudo-karst” piping 
features including small tunnels and caves that are sometimes observed in badland topography. Localized 
features such as burned out lignite layers and piping features are not mapped and can only be evaluated 
after identification in the field.  

Geologic hazards can be caused by man-made impacts such as road construction, regrading, fill placement, 
and altering natural drainage patterns. Such activities can contribute to existing areas of slope instability and 
initiate new landslides. 

3.2 GEOHAZARD RANKING CRITERIA 
Tetra Tech assigned a ranking to each of the six (6) potential slope crossing geohazard locations ranging 
from very low to very high potential of instability. The geohazard ranking criteria is summarized below in 
Table 4-1: Slope Geohazard Ranking Criteria. 

Table 4-1. Slope Geohazard Ranking Criteria 

Rank Ranking Criteria Description 

Very Low 
Very low potential of slope movement. Typically, gentle (<12 degrees) slopes. Slope has a very low 
potential for mass movement. Well vegetated (>80%), stable soil type. No obvious erosion or 
movement features - slope less than 12 degrees. 

Low 
Low potential of slope movement. Typically, gentle to moderate (12 to 20 degrees) slopes. Low 
potential for mass movement. Possible minor rills, erosion, and creep. Well vegetated (>80%), stable 
soil type. 

Medium 
Moderate potential of slope movement. Typically, moderate (20 to 30 degrees) slopes. Moderate 
potential for mass movement. Slope has evidence of creep, erosion, minor slumping, or seepage. 
Sparse vegetation (<50%). Stratigraphy and soil type are favorable for slope movement. 

High 

High potential of slope movement. Typically, moderate to steep (20 to >45 degrees) slopes. 
Evidence of slope movement, major erosion, slumping, seepage, etc. Proximal to other areas of 
mass movement. Stratigraphy and soil type are favorable for slope movement. Area should be 
evaluated within the next 6-12 months. 

Very High1 
Very high potential of slope movement. Typically, moderate to steep (20 to >45 degrees) slopes. 
Material is unstable. Visible evidence of recent mass movement. Recommend site specific 
evaluation. Area may need immediate attention and should be evaluated within 1-2 months. 

Note:    1Slope stability features assigned a hazard rating of high or very high based on specific criteria should be further evaluated by direct field observation. 
Some rankings were modified based on engineering judgement, with comments provided in the geohazard table. 
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A geohazard intersect map (Figure 1) is included in the Appendix. Specific slope geohazard points are 
consecutively numbered by county, generally from west to east then north to south along the proposed 
pipeline alignment.  

4 FIELD EVALUATION 

4.1 FIELD EVALUATION SUMMARY 
A field evaluation consisting of observation and data gathering was conducted by Tetra Tech for six (6)  
potential geohazard locations identified and selected by Belle Fourche Pipeline for the proposed South Bend 
pipeline segment and existing Wilson to Bowline pipeline segment. 

Prior to the field work, Tetra Tech prepared an Incident Prevention Plan. The document included anticipated 
safety issues that the Tetra Tech field team might encounter while performing the field work within the 
pipeline right-of-way. All project access to the pipeline right-of-way and requisite landowner notifications were 
performed by Belle Fourche Pipeline personnel or their designated land agents for all locations prior to the 
field work beginning. A one (1) person Tetra Tech field crew performed the requested field evaluations on 
July 6th and 7th, 2020, with mobilization and de-mobilization occurring on July 5th and July 8th, respectively. 
The field crew was accompanied by two (2) Belle Fourche Pipeline representatives throughout the duration 
of the program. 

The field evaluations were conducted to determine if remedial measures are necessary to reduce the slope 
failure potential. Tetra Tech collected site specific information for each potential geohazard location to 
establish a baseline of current conditions. Site specific information included; geohazard identification, 
distance of the geohazard from the proposed or existing pipeline, geohazard location (latitude/longitude), 
location description, soil and/or rock lithology, slope type, slope inclination and dimensions, slope aspect 
relative to the proposed pipeline direction, erosion potential, surface water (if applicable), vegetation cover, 
existing pipeline depth of cover (if available), location photos, and comments on the specific geohazard. Field 
equipment included: Real-Time Kinematic Global Positioning System (RTK GPS), mobile tablet, utility line 
locator (for depth of cover measurements), and laser rangefinder/inclinometer. 

4.2 FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
Slope instability (landsliding) is the most common and frequent type of geologic hazard along the proposed 
and existing pipeline segments. Landsliding and the other identified hazards have the potential to damage 
or rupture the existing or proposed pipelines within the evaluated areas. The relationships of geologic unit, 
slope angle, slope length, and slope aspect are important relative factors for understanding previous 
landsliding, existing landsliding, and future landsliding potential. 

The field geohazard evaluation of the various sites indicates steep slopes with poor vegetation and fine-
grained surficial soils are susceptible to slope movement and erosion. Specifically, areas of unconsolidated 
soils overlying highly weathered sandstone and claystone bedrock of the Bullion Creek and Sentinel Butte 
Formations are more susceptible to slope instability. Slopes with poorly established vegetation are 
susceptible to surficial raveling, rilling, gully erosion, and surficial slump failures. Slope failures above the 
pipeline can continue to load slide mass and debris on to the pipeline alignment adding weight and increasing 
the potential for slope failure below the pipeline. Slope movements may also start lower on the slope and 
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propagate head-ward upslope to intersect the pipeline alignment. Historic slope movements may provide 
information and insight on hazards most likely to affect the pipeline in the future. 

Many of the areas which have moved in the past may be temporarily stable but have the potential to 
reactivate. A previous slide will often remain stable unless a present condition changes. Direct condition 
changes generally involve construction on or adjacent to a landslide or adjacent slopes. Indirect condition 
changes generally involve the behavior of surface water, infiltration and groundwater on or near a landslide 
or slopes prone to landsliding. Recent development near the pipeline, or on-going construction activities can 
present a potential impact to the pipeline corridor both immediate and ancillary. For these investigations a 
corridor width of 200 feet total, 100 feet either side of centerline, was considered.  

4.3 ADDITIONAL ANALYSIS  
Based on the findings of this initial geohazard field data collection, Tetra Tech recommends additional 
geohazard studies be performed on other portions of the proposed South Bend pipeline segment and other 
portions of the existing pipelines traversing areas of steep topography or water crossings. 

5 GEOHAZARD SUMMARIES, MITIGATION ALTERNATIVES, AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

5.1 GEOHAZARD SUMMARIES 
Six (6) potential geohazard locations were evaluated in the field on July 6th and 7th, 2020 and are discussed 
and described briefly below with the information tabulated in summary tables. Conceptual mitigation 
alternatives are also summarized should Belle Fourche Pipeline determine it necessary. The slope crossing 
field forms include detailed data, descriptions, and photos of each evaluated geohazard location and are 
included in the Appendix. 

5.1.1 POTENTIAL SLOPE 1, GOLDEN VALLEY COUNTY, NORTH 
DAKOTA 

The slope is the upper portion of the western side of a local drainage tributary. The slope extends downward 
to the east for approximately 175 feet at 8 degrees. The slope was well vegetated with grasses and several 
small sections of sagebrush, with a livestock trail extending along much of the slope. The slope was ranked 
as a low potential for slope movement due to the relatively shallow slope angle, lack of erosional or slumping 
features along the slope, no proximal source of water, and its well-vegetated character. The risk for potential 
impacts to the proposed South Bend pipeline are also low. 

Location 
Geohazard 

Rating 
Slope 
(deg) 

Down-slope 
Length (ft) 

Distance from 
Pipeline to 

Geohazard (ft) 

Slope 
Aspect 

USCS Soil 
Class 

Geology 

Potential Slope 1, 
Golden Valley 

County 
Low 8 175 100 E CL-ML Bullion Creek 

Formation 
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5.1.2 POTENTIAL SLOPE 2, GOLDEN VALLEY COUNTY, NORTH 
DAKOTA 

The slope is the lower portion of the western side of a local drainage tributary. The slope is relatively short 
at approximately 35 feet in length, extending downward to the east at approximately 22 degrees. An 
approximately 20-foot long gully was observed along a livestock path found on the southern portion of the 
slope, increasing in dimensions downslope to roughly 6 feet wide and 3 feet deep. Another partially 
revegetated gully was observed on the north portion of the slope, extending the entire length of the slope. 
The maximum width of the gully was approximately 15 feet near the toe of the slope and was near 10 feet 
deep. Additional minor erosion along historic wheel paths and throughout the slope were also observed. This 
slope was ranked as a medium potential for slope movement due to the moderately steep drainage bank 
slope and evidence of continued erosion and material loss within the proposed pipeline corridor. In its current 
state, the risk for potential impacts to the proposed South Bend pipeline is low to moderate. Potential 
mitigation may include partial regrading in gully and erosion areas and installation of erosion control 
measures during pipeline construction activities. 

Location Geohazard 
Rating 

Slope 
(deg) 

Down-slope 
Length (ft) 

Distance from 
Pipeline to 

Geohazard (ft) 
Slope 

Aspect 
USCS Soil 

Class Geology 

Potential Slope 2, 
Golden Valley 

County 
Medium 22 – 31 35 40 E CL-ML Bullion Creek 

Formation 

5.1.3 POTENTIAL SLOPE 4, MCKENZIE COUNTY, NORTH DAKOTA 
The proposed South Bend pipeline extends east to west approximately 75 feet beyond the toe of the north 
facing slope for approximately 400 feet, then continues to the west as the slope toe turns toward the 
southwest. The slope is a north and northwest facing ridge that extends approximately 165 feet down steep 
sides averaging 30 degrees. There were multiple smaller landslides and numerous slumps observed along 
the slope, with most of the movement associated with the north-facing slope. A larger landslide measuring 
approximately 75 feet across, 15 to 20 feet long, and 3 to 4 feet deep at the head scarp was also observed. 
Evidence of historic standing water near the toe of the slope was also recorded. Along the north-facing 
portion of the slope, an approximate 2-foot deep and 1- to 2-foot wide gully extending up to 30 feet down the 
slope was observed. This slope was ranked as a high potential for slope movement due to general steepness 
of the slope, the existing slide masses and slumping observed, gullying, as well as indications of previous 
standing water at the toe of the slope. The risk for potential impacts to the proposed South Bend pipeline is 
low, however, given that the proximal distance from the proposed pipeline to the toe of the slope is 60 feet 
or greater. 

Location Geohazard 
Rating 

Slope 
(deg) 

Down-slope 
Length (ft) 

Distance from 
Pipeline to 

Geohazard (ft) 
Slope 

Aspect 
USCS Soil 

Class Geology 

Potential Slope 4, 
McKenzie County High 30 – 47 165 75 N, NE CL Sentinel Butte 

Formation 

5.1.4 POTENTIAL SLOPE 5, MCKENZIE COUNTY, NORTH DAKOTA 
A drainage with an intermittent stream intersects the proposed South Bend pipeline alignment at the toe of 
the slope. At the time of assessment, minimal water was observed in the stream. The existing Bicentennial 
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to Baker pipeline (10-inch) exists approximately 55 feet to the northwest of the proposed South Bend 
segment at this location. The slope extends down to the northeast at 30 degrees for approximately 40 feet, 
then flattens to approximate 10 degrees for 65 feet where the intermittent stream defines the toe. The upper, 
steeper portion of the slope is defined by a knob which extends outward beyond the surrounding slope facies 
and intersects the proposed pipeline alignment. There was slumping observed approximately one-third of 
the way up the slope, with approximate dimensions of 20 feet wide, 5 feet long, and extended about 2 feet 
above the surrounding soil. Multiple small livestock trails merging at one main trail near the top of the slope 
to the west of the proposed pipeline location extended down the length of the slope. The main trail exhibited 
minor gullying less than 6 inches deep. Additional surficial erosion was observed at various locations 
throughout the slope. This slope was ranked as a medium potential for slope movement due to its moderately 
steep to steep slope and observed slumping, gullying, and erosion features throughout the slope. Due to the 
proximity of the proposed and existing pipelines to the observed slope features, the risk for potential impacts 
to the pipeline is moderate. 

Location Geohazard 
Rating 

Slope 
(deg) 

Down-slope 
Length (ft) 

Distance from 
Pipeline to 

Geohazard (ft) 
Slope 

Aspect 
USCS Soil 

Class Geology 

Potential Slope 5, 
McKenzie County Medium 10 – 30 105 20 NE CL Bullion Creek 

Formation 

5.1.5 POTENTIAL SLOPE 6, MCKENZIE COUNTY, NORTH DAKOTA 
A drainage with an intermittent stream intersects the proposed South Bend pipeline alignment at the toe of 
the slope. At the time of assessment, there was approximately 3 to 4 inches of water observed in the stream. 
The existing Bicentennial to Baker pipeline (10-inch) exists approximately 55 feet to the northwest of the 
proposed South Bend segment at this location. The slope is mostly well vegetated and is part of the southern 
side of a steep drainage, extending down to the northeast at an average of 37 degrees. The upper 15 feet 
of the slope is slightly less steep at 30 degrees, while the remaining distance slopes at near 46 degrees. 
There was gullying observed along the western edge of the corridor with approximate cross-sectional 
dimensions of 1-foot wide by 1-foot deep. The gullies extended down the slope approximately 40 feet. A 
deeper gully, or possibly a tension crack, was observed near the top of the slope, extending 25 to 30 feet 
transversely along the slope, gradually transitioning into the more defined and eroded gullies downslope. 
The slope was ranked as a high potential for slope movement due to its steepness, observed gullies, and 
possible tension crack near the crest of the slope. The risk for potential impacts to the proposed South Bend 
pipeline at this location is also high due to the steepness of the slope and proximity to the observed slope 
features. 

Location Geohazard 
Rating 

Slope 
(deg) 

Down-slope 
Length (ft) 

Distance from 
Pipeline to 

Geohazard (ft) 
Slope 

Aspect 
USCS Soil 

Class Geology 

Potential Slope 6, 
McKenzie County High 30 – 46 55 10 NE CL Bullion Creek 

Formation 

5.1.6 POTENTIAL SLOPE 7, MCKENZIE COUNTY, NORTH DAKOTA 
A drainage with an intermittent stream intersects the proposed South Bend pipeline alignment at the toe of 
the slope. The slope extends down to the northeast for approximately 145 feet at an average angle of 20 
degrees. The slope has a convex shape, with the upper 100 feet sloping at 13 degrees and the bottom 45 
feet within the drainage channel sloping at 28 degrees. There was minor historic slumping observed near 
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the toe of the slope and within the drainage channel, and some head cutting of the streambed was observed 
upstream of the slope location. The observed slumping did not appear to be active at the time of assessment, 
however. The slope was well vegetated throughout with no apparent erosion observed. This slope was 
ranked as a medium potential for slope movement due to its moderately steep slope and observed historic 
slumping near the toe of the slope. Due to the nature of the observed slumping and proximity to other 
observed features near the slope, the risk for potential impacts to the proposed South Bend pipeline is 
moderate. 

Location Geohazard 
Rating 

Slope 
(deg) 

Down-slope 
Length (ft) 

Distance from 
Pipeline to 

Geohazard (ft) 
Slope 

Aspect 
USCS 
Soil 

Class 
Geology 

Potential Slope 7, 
McKenzie County Medium 13 – 28 145 15 NE CL Sentinel Butte 

Formation 

5.2 MITIGATION ALTERNATIVES SUMMARY 
Should erosion and slope movement continue to occur at the locations above and Belle Fourche Pipeline 
determines that mitigation is necessary, potential mitigation alternatives are presented and discussed in 
more detail below for further consideration. All slope stabilization methods include one or more of the 
following goals; reduce driving forces, increase resisting forces, or avoid the failure area. 

Typically, mitigation alternatives fall into three primary categories: avoidance, slope modification (reduce the 
driving forces/increase the resisting forces), and slope reinforcement (increase the resisting forces). 

Avoidance consists of avoiding areas of potential or existing hazards. Avoidance can be accomplished by 
re-routing around the hazard area, trenching or horizontal directional drilling to a depth sufficiently below the 
hazard, or spanning over the hazard area. 

Slope Modification includes; slope re-grading (slope flattening, benching, toe berm/buttress), removal and 
replacement of unstable material (may include shear key trench or light-weight fill material), surficial 
reinforcement (re-vegetation, erosion control fabric, geocell, rip rap), and surface water controls (interception 
ditches, BMP berms). Slope flattening is often the simplest method for improving the stability.  

Drainage Improvements includes; surface water diversion, interception, and collection ditches or berms, 
subsurface drainage galleries, horizontal drains, and dewatering wells. 

Slope Reinforcement can include a wide variety of reinforcement types or combinations of different types. 
Ground anchors, tieback walls, micropiles, soil nails, retaining walls, soldier piles, sheet piles, and reinforced 
soil slopes are examples of the types of reinforcement techniques typically used to repair unstable slopes. 

Slope modification and structural reinforcement are often combined to some degree to optimize the slope 
mitigation method. Slope modification and structural slope reinforcement techniques typically include 
measures to address surface and ground water drainage, such as underdrains, cut-off drains, horizontal 
drains, diversion and interception ditches, de-watering wells, and impermeable membranes. A more 
complete and detailed list of possible mitigation alternatives are summarized in the following table. 
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Mitigation 
Alternative Effectiveness Cost Brief Description 

Earthworks 

Slope Re-
grading High Low to 

High 

Improves stability by flattening or benching slope to uniform and stable 
geometry. Often includes cutting material from top of slope and placing 
it as fill at toe of slope. 

Toe Buttress High Low to 
High 

Construction of soil berm at toe of slope to resist driving forces of slide 
mass. Typically benched into the slope and keyed into the toe area. 

Shear Key 
Trench High Low to 

High 

Excavation or large trench or series of trenches into slope to intercept 
the failure plane. Replace native materials with compacted higher 
strength, free-draining, granular material. Typically included in 
conjunction with re-grading or buttressing. 

Rip Rap 
Armoring Moderate Low 

Placing large cobbles and boulders or engineered hard armor products 
along stream bank or across slope to provide erosion and provide 
surface protection. 

Lightweight Fill Medium High 

Replacement of native soils with light-weight material to reduce weight 
of slide mass and reduce driving forces in slide area. Lightweight 
material can consist of geofoam, polystyrene blocks, wood fiber, 
shredded rubber tires, or other materials. 

Ground 
Improvement 

(stone columns, 
jet grouting, 

etc.) 

High High 
Replacing or strengthening existing soil within the slide area or across 
the slide plane by drilling and replacement or mixing soil with cement 
to increase shear strength. 

Surface Protection 

Geocell High Low to 
Moderate 

Shallow cellular confinement system used to prevent erosion on slopes 
up to 45 degrees. Permeable and allows water to flow between cells, 
improving drainage and promoting vegetation growth for erosion 
control. 

Erosion Control 
Fabric Moderate Low Prevent erosion by protecting surface and promoting vegetation. 

Drainage Improvement 

French Drains Moderate Low 
Excavated trenches perpendicular to slope and filled with gravel 
wrapped in filter fabric. Improves stability by draining near surface soils 
and reducing pore pressures. 

Horizontal 
Drains Moderate Moderate 

Drilling into slope at low angle and installation of drain pipe. Improves 
stability by lowering groundwater levels and decreasing pore pressure. 
Can be susceptible to freezing or clogging, which may require periodic 
maintenance. Can be damaged by slide movement and become 
inoperative. 

Dewatering 
Wells High Moderate 

Drilling vertical wells and pumping to lower groundwater levels and 
decrease pore pressures. Requires electricity to run pumps and outfall 
system.  

BMP ditches 
and Interception 

ditches 

Low to 
Moderate Low 

Construction of berms and/or ditches to collect and divert surface water 
flow away from failure area. Controls surface water flow to reduce 
infiltration and erosion. 

Structural Reinforcement 

MSE Wall Low to 
Moderate Moderate 

Construction of reinforced retaining wall on slope below pipeline. 
Welded wire mesh, gabions, and geogrid wrapped faces are typical 
applications. 

Soil Nails High High 
Installation of steel bars grouted into place with a steel mesh and 
shotcrete slope facing. Provides additional shearing resistance along 
failure plane and surface protection. 

Ground Anchors High High 
Installation of anchor strands or bars grouted into place and pre-
tensioned against a reaction block at the slope face. Provides 
additional shearing resistance and normal force across the failure plan. 
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Mitigation 
Alternative Effectiveness Cost Brief Description 

Micropiles High High 
Installation of small diameter steel and grout piles through slide mass 
to provide additional shearing resistance across failure plane. Often 
installed in ‘A-frame” type pattern with a concrete pile cap. 

Geohazard locations with a ‘high’ or ‘very high’ potential for slope movement with potential to affect the 
pipeline can be monitored and instrumented to provide observation and characterization of factors that may 
contribute to slope instability (precipitation, groundwater elevation, stream flow), and slope movement 
(magnitude and direction of movement, and depth of shear zone). This information can be useful as an ‘early-
warning’ system indicating impending pipeline damage and for design of a long-term mitigation design. The 
simplest method of monitoring consists of periodic field inspection and documentation of basic site 
conditions.  

Additional monitoring techniques include topographic survey, fixed survey points, rain gauges, stream gages, 
crack monitoring, piezometers, extensometers, inclinometers, and aerial and terrestrial photography. These 
techniques can be utilized at specific locations on a case by case basis. 

A significant factor to consider for improving slope stability is subsurface water, surface run-off, and infiltration 
control. Saturated soil conditions can reduce soil strengths and contribute to slope instability. To minimize 
these conditions, surface water runoff must be controlled both during construction and after construction of 
any mitigation system. Mitigation methods will perform more effectively with a drainage system installed to 
intercept and control surface water flow. 

The mitigation alternatives summarized above are general “tried and true” methods for slowing or arresting 
slope movement within slide areas and have proven effective on similar projects. However, given the 
relatively unknown subsurface conditions, the overall lifespan and the effectiveness to arrest movement 
through mitigation is not completely predictable without additional geotechnical investigation, slope 
monitoring, and analysis. New or existing slides can be reactivated due to many factors beyond the 
geotechnical engineer’s control such as seismic activity and vibration, relaxation of the mitigation system, or 
increased infiltration due to ‘above normal’ precipitation. Other factors include variations in subsurface soil 
or rock properties and groundwater elevations not encountered during the limited field investigation. 

5.3 GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 
The following recommendations are based on information obtained from the data review, geohazard 
mapping, and geohazard description. The recommendations below are for general consideration at high 
instability, erosion potential, and/or active geohazard locations along the proposed pipeline corridor.  

The intent of a monitoring program is to identify slope movements before the pipeline is affected. The 
monitoring program should consist of both visual monitoring, and movement monitoring if deemed 
necessary. Four (4) of the six (6) potential geohazard locations in Golden Valley and McKenzie Counties of 
North Dakota evaluated during the July 2020 field evaluations were observed to have slope movement or 
erosional features with potential to encroach toward and pose risk to the proposed or existing pipeline. At a 
minimum, geohazard locations ranked as ‘high’ or ‘very high’ with potential to affect the pipeline should be 
monitored to observe, document, and characterize factors that may contribute to slope instability and 
movement. Monitoring should include measuring the physical dimensions of the failure areas to determine 
movement over time.  Consideration should be given to adjusting the proposed pipeline alignment around 
these geohazard locations or providing regrading and erosion control to decrease the potential for future 
slope instability.   
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Movement monitoring could be performed by in-situ instruments or surveyed movement monitoring. 
Systematic visual monitoring could be performed by Tetra Tech’s geotechnical staff. The program would 
monitor active and pre-existing landslides and slopes with high potential for instability that would affect the 
pipeline, if deemed necessary by Belle Fourche Pipeline. The program would be structured similar to the 
initial field inspections completed as part of this evaluation. Each visual monitoring event would be recorded 
and evaluated so monitoring events can be compared through time. In-situ movement and movement 
surveys would also be recorded and evaluated. This monitoring information will also be useful for design of 
a long-term mitigation design. If subsequent monitoring indicates the slope failure is active and encroaching 
on the pipeline, a geotechnical investigation is recommended to provide full mitigation recommendations. 

The slope movements and movement susceptible slopes along the project segment are most directly 
affected by water. Future monitoring should focus on recording water features on or near the slopes, as well 
as any loading, erosion, or moving at susceptible slopes. 

In unstable slopes and landslides, it is critical to understand the failure mechanism before making 
recommendations for mitigation and stabilization. Otherwise, construction activities can often be ineffective 
or further instigate additional instability. Survey monitoring points can be installed within slope movement 
areas to monitor and document magnitude, rate, and direction of future movement. In areas where seepage 
or groundwater appears to affect stability, temporary piezometers can be installed in boreholes and 
monitored to document groundwater levels and identify the shear plane depth in the event of future 
movement. Geotechnical evaluation/investigation may be necessary for geohazard locations where ongoing 
active slope movement occurs with the potential to damage the pipeline. Geotechnical 
evaluation/investigation may include a combination of the following elements; field inspection, field 
monitoring, geophysical exploration, subsurface exploration (boreholes and/or test pits/trenches), laboratory 
testing, slope stability analysis, and slope mitigation design alternatives. 

Stabilization measures can be extensive and repairs costly depending on the mechanism of failure, 
combinations of slope geometry, slide size, access, and location of the failure plane. Therefore, it is important 
to recognize that based on actual slope and subsurface conditions, recommendations for slope stabilization 
measures may be too extensive or cost prohibitive to implement. In such a case, other less-conservative 
alternatives can be considered that would be less costly, but also less certain to provide long-term 
stabilization. 

6 LIMITATIONS 

This assessment has been conducted in accordance with generally accepted geotechnical engineering 
practices in the region where the work was conducted; however, no guarantees or warranties are provided 
or implied. The conclusions and preliminary recommendations submitted in this report are based upon 
project information provided to Tetra Tech, and data obtained from the desktop assessment. 

This report has been prepared exclusively for our client. This report and the data included herein shall not 
be used by any third party without the express written consent of both the client and Tetra Tech. Tetra Tech 
is not responsible for technical interpretations by others. As the project evolves, Tetra Tech should provide 
continued consultation and field services to review and monitor the implementation of our recommendations 
and verify that our recommendations have been appropriately interpreted. 
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September 29, 2020 

2020 Belle Fourche Slope Crossing Field Form 

Potential Slope 1, Golden Valley County, North Dakota 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Crossing Summary 
 

Proposed Pipeline at Crossing: South Bend Project 
 

Mass Failure Potential: 
Low 

 

Narrative Summary: 
The slope is shallow and well vegetated. This slope is the upper portion of “Potential Slope 2, 

Golden Valley County, North Dakota”. A livestock trail exists along the slope and extends down 
most of the slope. No apparent indications of instabilities or erosion were noted along the 

slope. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Action Items 
Suggested Action Items: 
None 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Location, Date, and Time 

 

Target Crossing Coordinates: 47.269246, -104.02882 
 

Region:   Belle Fourche  Inspection Date: Jul 7, 2020 
State:   North Dakota  Time Arrived: 12:04 
County:   Golden Valley  Time Departed: 12:13 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Access and Parking 

 

Access Coordinates:    47.26066, -104.02812 
Parking Coordinates:   47.26066, -104.02812 
 

Access and Parking Comments: Parked at abandoned house north of the main gravel road (Cs 
Creek Road) and walked north to proposed pipeline corridor location. 
Field Crew: 

Andrew Warren (team lead, Tetra Tech) 
Kyle Koppinger (Belle Fourche) 
Kevin Peña (Belle Fourche) 

Access Method: Walk 

Access Difficulty: Moderate 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Assessment Area 
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 Potential Slope 1, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

Start Coordinates: 47.26875, -104.02934 
End Coordinates: 47.26903, -104.02901 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Evidence of Mass Failure 

None 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Bedrock Geology 

Exposed Bedrock: No 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Soil Conditions 
 

USCS Soil Category: CL (lean clay) with Silt 
Soil Condition Comments: Lean clay with silt and sand to silty clay with sand. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Water Conditions 

 

No proximate water source with potential to affect the slope. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Site Topography/Landforms 

Landform Type: Valley 
Slope Profile: Linear 
General Slope Aspect: East 
Crossing Angle: Diagonal 
Crossing Angle Description: Proposed pipeline will be diagonal to slope. 
 

Average Slope Angle: 8 degrees 
Maximum Slope Angle: 8 degrees 
 

Length of Entire Slope: 175 ft (53.3 m) 
Length of Slope at Maximum Slope Angle: 175 ft (53.3 m) 
 
Topography Landform Comments: The slope is the upper portion of “Potential Slope 2, Golden 
Valley County, North Dakota”. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Vegetation Cover 

5% shrubs 
90% forbs/groundcover 
5% bare 
 
Tree Fall Evidence: No 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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 Potential Slope 1, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

Potential Slope 1, Golden Valley County, North Dakota Photo Log 
 

  
Photo Type: Looking downslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 55 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #1 
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 Potential Slope 1, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking across slope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 98 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #2 
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 Potential Slope 1, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 209 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #3 
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 Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

2020 Belle Fourche Slope Crossing Field Form 

Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Crossing Summary 
 

Proposed Pipeline at Crossing: South Bend Project 
 

Mass Failure Potential: 
Medium 

 

Narrative Summary: 
The slope is moderate in steepness and relatively short in length. The slope is well vegetated 

but did exhibit some erosion and gullying at two main locations along the slope within the 
proposed pipeline corridor. There is also a well-defined drainage area at the toe of the slope. 

The slope appeared stable with no apparent signs of recent erosion at the time of assessment. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Action Items 
Suggested Action Items: 
Other (see comments) 
 

Action Item Comments: 
During future site visits, observe erosional features and gully areas for signs of change. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Location, Date, and Time 

 

Target Crossing Coordinates: 47.269229, -104.029326 
 

Region:   Belle Fourche  Inspection Date: Jul 7, 2020 
State:   North Dakota  Time Arrived: 11:41 
County:   Golden Valley  Time Departed: 12:02 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Access and Parking 

 

Access Coordinates:    47.26067, -104.02812 
Parking Coordinates:   47.26067, -104.02812 
 

Access and Parking Comments: Parked near abandoned house located north of the main gravel 
road (Cs Creek Road) and walked north to the potential slope location. 
Field Crew: 

Andrew Warren (team lead, Tetra Tech) 
Kyle Koppinger (Belle Fourche) 
Kevin Peña (Belle Fourche) 

Access Method: Walk 

Access Difficulty: Moderate 
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September 29, 2020 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Assessment Area 

 

Start Coordinates: 47.26903, -104.02901 
End Coordinates: 47.26917, -104.02884 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Evidence of Mass Failure 

Gullying 
Description: A gully was observed within a livestock path on southern end of the slope, 
extending approximately 20 feet down the slope, and was approximately 6 feet wide at its 
widest point and approximately 3 feet deep. Another larger gully with associated erosion was 
observed on the north edge of slope extending down the length of the slope. The maximum 
width of this gully was approximately 15 feet wide near the toe of the slope, with an 
approximate maximum depth near 10 feet. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Bedrock Geology 

Exposed Bedrock: No 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Soil Conditions 
 

USCS Soil Category: CL (lean clay) with Silt 
Soil Condition Comments: Lean clay with silt to silty clay 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Water Conditions 

 

No proximate water source with potential to affect the slope. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Site Topography/Landforms 

Landform Type: Valley 
Slope Profile: Linear 
General Slope Aspect: East 
Crossing Angle: Diagonal 
Crossing Angle Description: The proposed pipeline will be diagonal to the slope face. 
 

Average Slope Angle: 22 degrees 
Maximum Slope Angle: 31 degrees 
 

Length of Entire Slope: 35 ft (10.7 m) 
Length of Slope at Maximum Slope Angle: 15 ft (4.6 m) 
 
Topography Landform Comments: The maximum slope angle and length is in the area of the 
gully on north side of slope. 
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September 29, 2020 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Vegetation Cover 

10% shrubs 
85% forbs/groundcover 
5% bare 
 
Tree Fall Evidence: No 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 



 

4 
 Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota Photo Log 
 

  
Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 253 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #1 
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 Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking across slope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 149 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #2 
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 Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 227 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking upslope at historic vehicle wheel paths and minor associated 
erosion and gullying. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #3 
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 Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking across slope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 319 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #4 
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 Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 197 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking up slope at livestock trail and minor gullying within, and nearby 
surficial erosion. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #5 
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 Potential Slope 2, Golden Valley County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 339 degrees 
Photo Description: Erosion and gullying on north edge of slope. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #6 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

2020 Belle Fourche Slope Crossing Field Form 

Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Crossing Summary 
 

Proposed Pipeline at Crossing: South Bend Project 
 

Mass Failure Potential: 
High 

 

Narrative Summary: 
The slope is moderately steep to very steep and well vegetated throughout. Multiple historic 

slides were observed throughout the slope, mostly on the north facing portion of the slope. The 
largest slide observed was approximately 75 feet across, 15 to 20 feet in height, and 3 to 4 feet 
deep at the head scarp. Rooting depths of roughly similar depths (3 to 4 feet) were observed at 
the head scarp. Numerous slumps were observed, mostly near the toe of the slope. Evidence of 

historic standing water was observed near toe of slope. No active slope movement was 
observed. The proposed South Bend pipeline will be located a minimum of 60 feet beyond the 

toe of the slope. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Action Items 
Suggested Action Items: 
Regrade, Install Erosion Control Measures 
 

Action Item Comments: 
Regrade the slope to remove multiple slide masses and slumps with proper site drainage and re 
vegetate the area. Additionally, regular monitoring and assessments of the slope should be 
conducted to assess for changing slope conditions. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Location, Date, and Time 

 

Target Crossing Coordinates: 47.785839, -102.906472 
 

Region:   Belle Fourche  Inspection Date: Jul 6, 2020 
State:   North Dakota  Time Arrived: 11:14 
County:   McKenzie  Time Departed: 12:17 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Access and Parking 

 

Access Coordinates:    47.78794, -102.90505 
Parking Coordinates:   47.78843, -102.90363 
 

Access and Parking Comments: Walked across access road and to corridor from parking area. 
Field Crew: 
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September 29, 2020 

Andrew Warren (team lead, Tetra Tech) 
Kyle Koppinger (Belle Fourche) 
Kevin Peña (Belle Fourche) 

Access Method: Walk 

Access Difficulty: Easy 
Pipeline Corridor Comments: The proposed South Bend pipeline will be located a minimum of 
60 feet beyond the toe of the slope. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Assessment Area 
 

Start Coordinates: 47.78647, -102.90756 
End Coordinates: 47.78666, -102.90528 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Evidence of Mass Failure 

Slides 
Description: Multiple slides along the slope were observed, with the largest slide located on the 
north-facing portion of the slope. Dimensions of that slide were approximately 75 feet across, 
15 to 20 feet in height, and roughly 3 to 4 ft deep at the head scarp. 
 

Slumping 
Description: Numerous slumps were observed throughout the slope, many of which were 
located on the north-facing portion of the slope. Many of the slumps observed appear to be 
associated with larger slide masses as secondary movement. 
 

Gullying 
Description: A gully was observed on the north facing portion of slope and was approximately 2 
feet deep and 1 to 2 feet across, extending roughly 20 to 30 feet in length near the bottom of 
the slope. 
 

Other Mass Failure Comments: The observed slides and slumps did not appear to be actively 
moving at the time of assessment. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Bedrock Geology 

Exposed Bedrock: No 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Soil Conditions 
 

USCS Soil Category: CL (lean clay) with Silt 
Soil Condition Comments: Lean clay with silt and gravel. Numerous boulders found at top of 
the slope and at the bottom of the slope. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Water Conditions 

 

No proximate water source with potential to affect the slope. 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Site Topography/Landforms 

Landform Type: Ridge 
Slope Profile: Linear 
General Slope Aspect: North, Northwest 
Crossing Angle: Perpendicular 
Crossing Angle Description: The proposed pipeline will generally be perpendicular to the slope. 
 

Average Slope Angle: 30 degrees 
Maximum Slope Angle: 47 degrees 
 

Length of Entire Slope: 165 ft (50.3 m) 
Length of Slope at Maximum Slope Angle: 15 ft (4.6 m) 
 
Topography Landform Comments: There are generally two slope aspects: north and northwest, 
with a gentle curved transition between the two slope aspects. The slope is generally linear, but 
there are multiple oversteepened sections along the slope from historic slide activity. The 
northwest slope aspect was measured at an average angle of 23 degrees and 180 ft in length. 
The north facing slope aspect was generally steeper with a closer proximity to the proposed 
pipeline. Measured lengths and angles of the north facing slope aspect are detailed above. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Vegetation Cover 

40% trees 
20% shrubs 
30% forbs/groundcover 
10% bare 
 
Tree Fall Evidence: No 
 

Vegetation Cover Comments: No apparent indications of gravitropism, however, rooting 
depths of up to approximately 3 to 4 feet were observed at historic scarp locations along the 
north facing slope. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota Photo Log 
 

  
Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 150 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking up slope at the north-facing slope from near the proposed pipeline 
corridor. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #1 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope movement evidence ꟾ Photo Bearing: 160 degrees 

Photo Description: Historic slide/slumping mass at toe of the north-facing slope. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #2 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 195 degrees 

Photo Description: Area of historic standing water just above the toe of the north-facing slope.-
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Photo #3 
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September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 141 degrees 

Photo Description: Oversteepened section of the north-facing slope at historic slide head scarp. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #4 
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September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 265 degrees 

Photo Description: Oversteepened section of the north-facing slope at historic slide head scarp. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

 

Photo #5 
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September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking downslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 304 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking downslope toward proposed pipeline corridor from the crest of the 
north-facing slope. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #6 
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September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking downslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 351 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking downslope toward proposed pipeline corridor from the crest of the 
northwest-facing slope. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #7 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 114 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking upslope toward the northwest-facing slope. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #8 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking across slope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 53 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking across the toe of the northwest-facing slope. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #9 
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September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 124 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking upslope near the convergence of the north-facing and northwest-
facing slopes. 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 

Photo #10 
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 Potential Slope 4, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

  
Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 241 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking at historic scarp on the east edge of the north-facing slope. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #11 
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 Potential Slope 5, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

2020 Belle Fourche Slope Crossing Field Form 

Potential Slope 5, McKenzie County, North Dakota 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Crossing Summary 
 

Proposed Pipeline at Crossing: South Bend Project 
 

Mass Failure Potential: 
Medium 

 

Narrative Summary: 
The slope is moderate in steepness and generally well vegetated. The slope is more thickly 

vegetated along the lower portion of the slope and the upper portion. There is an intermittent 
stream located at the toe of the slope. Minor slumping was observed approximately one-third 
up the slope with no apparent recent movement activity. A livestock path was observed along 
the western edge of the slope and exhibited minor gullying from precipitation events. Minor 
surficial erosion was observed throughout the slope. The slope appeared to be stable at the 

time of assessment. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Action Items 
Suggested Action Items: 
None 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Location, Date, and Time 

 

Target Crossing Coordinates: 47.339739, -103.901176 
 

Region:   Belle Fourche  Inspection Date: Jul 7, 2020 
State:   North Dakota  Time Arrived: 08:24 
County:   McKenzie  Time Departed: 09:06 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Access and Parking 

 

Access Coordinates:    47.34423, -103.90612 
Parking Coordinates:   47.34423, -103.90612 
 

Access and Parking Comments: Parked just off the edge of Prairie Dog Road and walked south 
to corridor across drainage. 
Field Crew: 

Andrew Warren (team lead, Tetra Tech) 
Kyle Koppinger (Belle Fourche) 
Kevin Peña (Belle Fourche) 

Access Method: Walk 
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Access Difficulty: Moderate 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Assessment Area 
 

Start Coordinates: 47.33958, -103.90135 
End Coordinates: 47.33974, -103.90111 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Evidence of Mass Failure 

Slumping 
Description: Minor slumping was observed approximately one-third up the slope below the 
oversteepened section of the slope. The observed slump mass was approximately 20 feet wide 
and 5 feet long with a height of roughly 2 feet above adjacent ground. No apparent recent 
movement was observed. 
 

Gullying 
Description: A livestock trail exhibiting signs of minor gullying less than 6 inches deep was 
observed on westernmost edge of topographical knob. 
 

Other Mass Failure Comments: Minor surficial erosion and bare areas were observed 
throughout the slope. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Bedrock Geology 

Exposed Bedrock: No 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Soil Conditions 
 

USCS Soil Category: CL (lean clay) with Sand 
Soil Condition Comments: Lean clay with sand and silt, occasional gravel. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Water Conditions 

 

Proximate water source(s) with potential to affect the slope: 
Intermittent Waterways 
Description: Drainage with an intermittent stream is located at the toe of the slope. Minimal 
water in the stream channel was observed at the time of assessment. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Site Topography/Landforms 

Landform Type: Valley 
Slope Profile: Concave 
General Slope Aspect: Northeast 
Crossing Angle: Parallel 
Crossing Angle Description: Proposed pipeline will be parallel to slope. 
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Average Slope Angle: 20 degrees 
Maximum Slope Angle: 30 degrees 
Upper Slope Angle: 30 degrees 
Lower Slope Angle: 10 degrees 
 

Length of Entire Slope: 105 ft (32 m) 
Length of Slope at Maximum Slope Angle: 40 ft (12.2 m) 
Length of Upper Slope: 40 ft (12.2 m) 
Length of Lower Slope: 65 ft (19.8 m) 
 
Topography Landform Comments: The proposed pipeline crossing location intersects a small 
knob along the drainage channel valley representing the maximum slope and length. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Vegetation Cover 

10% trees 
15% shrubs 
60% forbs/groundcover 
15% bare 
 
Tree Fall Evidence: No 
 

Vegetation Cover Comments: Substantially more trees to the east of the proposed pipeline 
corridor. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Potential Slope 5, McKenzie County, North Dakota Photo Log 
 

  
Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 204 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking at slope from opposite drainage bank. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #1 
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Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 227 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #2 
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Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 119 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking at small slump and cattle trail. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #3 
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Photo Type: Looking downslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 22 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #4 
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Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 20 degrees 

Photo Description: Minor gullying and livestock trail. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #5 



_̂

2,3
70 

ft

2,370 ft

BICENTE
NNIAL TO

BAKER 10
INCH

Sou
th Bend

 Proj
ect

Potential Slope 5,
McKenzie County,

North Dakota

# 1

# 2

# 3

# 4

# 5

E:
\B

rid
ge

r P
ip

el
in

e\
Po

te
nt

ia
l S

lo
pe

 5
, M

cK
en

zi
e 

C
ou

nt
y,

 N
or

th
 D

ak
ot

a.
m

xd
   

D
at

e:
 9

/2
8/

20
20

2020 South Bend Project
Potential Slope 5, McKenzie

County, North Dakota
Belle Fourche - South Bend Project

FIGURE 1

/

Service Layer Credits: Source: Esri, Maxar, GeoEye, Earthstar Geographics, CNES/Airbus DS, USDA, USGS, AeroGRID,

0 50 100
Feet

DOC Measurement Location

Slope Start Point

Slope End Point

_̂ Slope Crossing Coordinates Provided

FFFFFFFFFF Photo Location and Direction
South Bend Project (Proposed)

Other Active Line

Other Inactive Line

15 ft Contour
3 ft Contour



 

1 
 Potential Slope 6, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

2020 Belle Fourche Slope Crossing Field Form 

Potential Slope 6, McKenzie County, North Dakota 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Crossing Summary 
 

Proposed Pipeline at Crossing: South Bend Project 
 

Mass Failure Potential: 
High 

 

Narrative Summary: 
The slope is very steep and well vegetated with thick brush throughout much of the slope, 
mixed with grasses. The slope forms part of the southern bank of a long drainage with an 
intermittent stream at the toe. There was approximately 3 inches of water at the time of 

assessment. Gullying was observed on the western edge of the corridor and was approximately 
1 foot deep and 1 foot wide, extending approximately 40 feet along the slope. A deeper gully or 
possible tension crack was observed near the top of the slope, extending roughly 25 to 30 feet 
transversely along the slope. The deeper gully or possible tension crack was approximately 2 

feet deep and 2 feet wide and transitioned into the more defined and eroded gullies 
downslope. No apparent recent movement was observed on the slope at the time of 

assessment. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Action Items 
Suggested Action Items: 
Clear Corridor, Regrade 
 

Action Item Comments: 
Regrade the slope to improve the oversteepened and vulnerable slope and remove the thick 
brush along the slope to better view potential instabilities. Revegetate the slope with low lying 
forbs and grasses for erosion protection. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Location, Date, and Time 

 

Target Crossing Coordinates: 47.336974, -103.905431 
 

Region:   Belle Fourche  Inspection Date: Jul 7, 2020 
State:   North Dakota  Time Arrived: 09:08 
County:   McKenzie  Time Departed: 09:43 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Access and Parking 

 

Access Coordinates:    47.34414, -103.90614 
Parking Coordinates:   47.34414, -103.90614 
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Access and Parking Comments: Parked just off Prairie Dog Road and accessed the proposed 
pipeline corridor from the same location as for Potential Slope 5, McKenzie County. 
Field Crew: 

Andrew Warren (team lead, Tetra Tech) 
Kyle Koppinger (Belle Fourche) 
Kevin Peña (Belle Fourche) 

Access Method: Walk 

Access Difficulty: Moderate 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Assessment Area 
 

Start Coordinates: 47.33698, -103.90549 
End Coordinates: 47.33706, -103.90536 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Evidence of Mass Failure 

Surface Tension Cracks 
Description: A possible tension crack was observed near the top of the eastern side of the slope 
and was approximately 2 feet wide and 2 feet deep. The possible tension crack extended 
approximately 25 to 30 feet transversely along slope and then transitioned into more defined 
gully areas downslope. There was also minimal erosion observed in vicinity of the possible 
tension crack.  
 

Gullying 
Description: Gullying was observed on eastern edge of corridor with dimensions of 
approximately 1 foot deep by 1 foot wide, extending approximately 40 feet along the slope. 
Several gully channels along the slope face were observed. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Bedrock Geology 

Exposed Bedrock: No 
----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Soil Conditions 
 

USCS Soil Category: CL (lean clay) with Sand 
Soil Condition Comments: Lean clay with sand and silt, occasional gravel. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Water Conditions 

 

Proximate water source(s) with potential to affect the slope: 
Intermittent Waterways 
Description: Long drainage with an intermittent stream is located at the toe of the slope. 
Roughly 3 inches of water were observed in the intermittent stream channel at the time of 
assessment. 
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------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Site Topography/Landforms 

Landform Type: Valley 
Slope Profile: Linear 
General Slope Aspect: Northeast 
Crossing Angle: Parallel 
Crossing Angle Description: The proposed pipeline will be parallel to the slope. 
 

Average Slope Angle: 37 degrees 
Maximum Slope Angle: 46 degrees 
 

Length of Entire Slope: 55 ft (16.8 m) 
Length of Slope at Maximum Slope Angle: 40 ft (12.2 m) 
 
Topography Landform Comments: Small slope break located at the top of the slope. Area is 
roughly 15 feet long and 30 degrees. There is also an area approximately 5 feet long of slightly 
lower gradient than the maximum slope angle near toe of slope. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Vegetation Cover 

5% trees 
50% shrubs 
35% forbs/groundcover 
10% bare 
 
Tree Fall Evidence: No 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Potential Slope 6, McKenzie County, North Dakota Photo Log 
 

  
Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 212 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking at the slope face from opposite drainage bank. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #1 
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Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 208 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #2 
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Photo Type: Slope documentation ꟾ Photo Bearing: 229 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking at gullying on eastern portion of the slope. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #3 
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Photo Type: Looking across slope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 133 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #4 
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Photo Type: Looking downslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 46 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #5 
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Photo Type: Slope movement evidence ꟾ Photo Bearing: 306 degrees 

Photo Description: Looking at a possible tension crack near top of slope. 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #6 
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2020 Belle Fourche Slope Crossing Field Form 

Potential Slope 7, McKenzie County, North Dakota 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Crossing Summary 
 

Proposed Pipeline at Crossing: South Bend Project 
 

Mass Failure Potential: 
Medium 

 

Narrative Summary: 
The slope is moderate to steep and well vegetated. There is a small drainage with an 

intermittent stream located at the toe of the slope which has caused some historical erosion; 
however, the area has revegetated and appears to have stabilized at the time of assessment. 

Several small slumps were also observed near the toe of the slope within the drainage channel. 
No recent movement was apparent at the time of assessment. Overall, the slope appeared to 

be stable at the time of assessment with no signs of active movement or instability. 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Action Items 
Suggested Action Items: 
Other (see comments) 
 

Action Item Comments: 
Periodically assess the slope for indications of slope movement associated with historic 
slumping and erosion near the toe of the slope. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Location, Date, and Time 

 

Target Crossing Coordinates: 47.733506, -103.199639 
 

Region:   Belle Fourche  Inspection Date: Jul 6, 2020 
State:   North Dakota  Time Arrived: 13:06 
County:   McKenzie  Time Departed: 13:48 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Access and Parking 

 

Access Coordinates:    47.73307, -103.19769 
Parking Coordinates:   47.73307, -103.19769 
 

Access and Parking Comments: Parked on the side of 122nd Ave NW and walked to the 
proposed pipeline corridor. 
Field Crew: 

Andrew Warren (team lead, Tetra Tech) 
Kyle Koppinger (Belle Fourche) 



 

2 
 Potential Slope 7, McKenzie County, North Dakota  Slope Form v1.0 

September 29, 2020 

Kevin Peña (Belle Fourche) 
Access Method: Walk 
Access Difficulty: Easy 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 

Assessment Area 
 

Start Coordinates: 47.73410, -103.20131 
End Coordinates: 47.73421, -103.20083 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Evidence of Mass Failure 

Slumping 
Description: Minor historic slumping observed near the toe of the slope within the drainage 
channel. Additional slumping and minor sliding were observed along the opposite drainage 
bank. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Bedrock Geology 

Exposed Bedrock: No 
 
Other Bedrock/Surficial Geology Comments: Exposed boulder-sized sandstone blocks observed 
along opposite drainage bank. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Soil Conditions 

 

USCS Soil Category: CL (lean clay) with Sand 
Soil Condition Comments: Sandy lean clay with silt and occasional gravel. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Water Conditions 

 

Proximate water source(s) with potential to affect the slope: 
Intermittent Waterways 
Description: Local drainage with an intermittent stream located at the toe of the slope. Stream 
bed is approximately 1 to 2 feet wide and 1 foot deep. Some headcutting of the stream bed was 
observed upstream of the slope. 
 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Site Topography/Landforms 

Landform Type: Valley 
Slope Profile: Convex 
General Slope Aspect: Northeast 
Crossing Angle: Parallel 
Crossing Angle Description: The proposed pipeline will be parallel to slope. 
 

Average Slope Angle: 20 degrees 
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Maximum Slope Angle: 28 degrees 
Upper Slope Angle: 13 degrees 
Lower Slope Angle: 28 degrees 
 

Length of Entire Slope: 145 ft (44.2 m) 
Length of Slope at Maximum Slope Angle: 45 ft (13.7 m) 
Length of Upper Slope: 100 ft (30.5 m) 
Length of Lower Slope: 45 ft (13.7 m) 
 
Topography Landform Comments: Site is a drainage valley. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Vegetation Cover 

25% trees 
20% shrubs 
50% forbs/groundcover 
5% bare 
 
Tree Fall Evidence: Yes 
 

Rooting Depth: 2.0 ft (0.6 m) 
 

Vegetation Cover Comments: A fallen mature cottonwood tree was observed with exposed 
roots at the toe of the slope. The tree appears to have fallen many years ago and has continued 
to grow since falling. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
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Potential Slope 7, McKenzie County, North Dakota Photo Log 
 

  
Photo Type: Looking downslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 20 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #1 
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Photo Type: Looking across slope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 335 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #2 
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Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 207 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #3 
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Photo Type: Looking upslope ꟾ Photo Bearing: 239 degrees 

--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 

Photo #4 
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