BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE APPLICATION BY )
TRANSCANADA KEYSTONE PIPELINE, LP )

FOR A PERMIT UNDER THE SOUTH ) DOCKET NUMBER HP@®1
DAKOTA ENERGY CONVERSION AND )
TRANSMISSION FACILITIES ACT TO )

CONSTRUCT THE KEYSTONE XL PROJECT )
INITIAL POST-HEARING BRIEF OF DAKOTA RURAL ACTION

BURDEN OF PROOF AND STANDARD OF REVIEW
Applicant’s burden of proof is contained in S.D.C8.49-4IB-22 (2010):

The applicant has the burden of proof to estalthiak

(1) The proposed facility will comply with all apphble laws and rules;
(2) The facility will not pose a threat of seriangury to the environment
nor to the social and economic condition of inheatis or expected
inhabitants in the siting area;

(3) The facility will not substantially impair tHeealth, safety or welfare
of the inhabitants; and

(4) The facility will not unduly interfere with therderly development of
the region with due consideration having been gihernviews of
governing bodies of affected local units of goveemm

The Commission’s decision here is subject to repevsuant to S.D.C.L. § 1-26-36 (2010),

which in relevant part states:

The court may reverse or modify the decision ifstabtial rights of the
appellant have been prejudiced because the adrainstfindings,
inferences, conclusions, or decisions are:

(1) In violation of constitutional or statutoryqvisions;

(2) In excess of the statutory authority of thercy;

(3) Made upon unlawful procedure;

(4) Affected by other error of law;

(5) Clearly erroneous in light of the entire eande in the record; or
(6) Arbitrary or capricious or characterized lijpse of discretion or
clearly unwarranted exercise of discretion.



Agency factual determinations are overruled onlgwthey are clearly erroneous; however,
conclusions of law are fully reviewabléends His Horse v. Myrl & Roy's Paving000 SD 146,

P9, 619 N.W.2d 516, 519, 2000 S.D. LEXIS 166 (Nzi,. 2000).

I. STANDARD FOR DETERMINATION OF COMPLIANCE WITH O THER LAWS

As noted, the Commission must determine whethgigégnt “will comply” with all
applicable laws. The meaning of the term “will quyi and the type of evidence that must be
reviewed in a determination of compliance with otlagvs is a matter of law, not of fact, that is
fully reviewable by a court. Although it appednattno South Dakota court has analyzed the
type of information that must be reviewed for sdettermination, other jurisdictions have done
So.

In particular, the courts in Pennsylvania havawrad the type of evidence that local
governments must consider when determining if @pplis for zoning changes have complied
with other laws.See, e.g., Edgmont Township v. Springton Lake MsoiteSchool, In¢.154
Pa. Commw. 76, 79; 622 A.2d 418, 419-420 (Pa. Com@iwl1988). When reviewing
applications for special permits, applicants agpied to show compliance with law through the
submission of detailed plans that demonstrate camge with such lawElizabethtown v.

Mount Joy Township Zoning Hearing BoaB84 A.2d 759, 767 (Pa. Commw. Ct. 2007).
Submission of a mere “concept plan” is not suffiti® show compliance with lawd. Further,

the Pennsylvania courts have found that failurebti@in sufficient evidence of compliance

cannot be cured by a condition that an applicargtroomply with law, because the proper
function of a condition imposed on an applicartbiseduce adverse impacts and not to enable an
applicant to meet its burden of proof to show caare with lawEdgmont 154 Pa. Commw.

at 80; 622 A.2d at 420.



Similarly, an Oregon Court has held that a locadizg body must know the specifics of
a required mitigation plan before a determinatiwat the plan will comply with the law
requiring it. Annunziata Gould v. Deschutes Coyr¥6 Ore. App. 150; 171 P.3d 1017 (2007).

Although little precedence appears to exist orethdentiary standards for a
determination of compliance with applicable law,emha failure of such compliance creates
substantial risks to public safety and welfare,applicable standards are detailed and
comprehensive, the reviewing agency’s public sabétigations are largely subsumed by other
law, and no other opportunity for a public reviefxagency compliance exists, a determination
of compliance with law should be based on a detadeiew of an applicant’s actual efforts to
comply with the law and not merely on an applicaktiowledge of the law and intent to
comply. Otherwise, a reviewing agency would faitbnfirm that it had met its duty to the
citizens it is required to protect.

Here, the Commission’s duty to protect the pulhd environment from the potentially
catastrophic injury that could result from this posed Keystone XL Pipeline (“Pipeline”) is
largely subsumed by federal law. Thus, confirnratd Applicant’s compliance with federal
law is of the utmost importance to the people ef$ttate. Further, public safety and
environmental protection depend on compliance thighmany detailed standards contained in
49 C.F.R. Parts 190 and 195, such that confirmatfa@ompliance should not be had via a
general finding of knowledge and intent to complyhwthe law. Instead, the only way to ensure
compliance with federal law is via detailed reviefrApplicant’s actual compliance.

Moreover, if the Commission does not provide anaspymity for public review of
Applicant’'s compliance with federal law, then thépc will have no opportunity to review and

comment on Applicant’s compliance with federal safaws, in either a federal or state agency



process. PHMSA does not provide any opportunityfdlic review of ERPs or IMPs. Also,
S.D.C.L. Chapter 34A-18 does not provide for pupheticipation in review of a pipeline oil
spill response plan, nor is DRA aware of any plays¢he South Dakota Department of
Environment and Natural Resources to provide fdaipueview of the Keystone | pipeline oil
spill response plan, indicating that it does négmal to allow for public participation in review of
oil spill response plans. Thus, unless the Comaomgsrovides opportunity for public review of
Applicant’'s compliance with federal law, citizendllmave no opportunity to review spill
prevention efforts or the emergency response pidasded to protect them.

In these circumstances, the Commission must redyipdicant to provide direct
evidence of its actual compliance with federal fanthe Pipeline and not rest its case on its
knowledge and stated intention to comply with @e.l Otherwise, the Commission will not
fulfill the intent of S.D.C.L. § 49-41B-22(1)(2) dn(3) to protect citizens and the environment

from the dangers of crude oil pipelines.

[ll.  APPLICANT HAS FAILED TO MEET ITS BURDEN OF PRO OF

Applicant’s burden of proof under S.D.C.L. § 4B#2(1)(2) and (3) are inseparably
intertwined because pipeline safety is regulatetedgral law. 49 U.S.C. § 601@1seq(2010)
(“Pipeline Safety Act”); 49 C.F.R. Parts 190 and 12010) (“Pipeline Safety Regulations”).
Before granting a permit, the Commission is requbg law to find that the proposed pipeline
“will comply with all applicable laws and rules,”[3.C.L. § 49-4IB-22(1), including the Pipeline
Safety Act and Regulations. Further, the Commrsgaequired to find that “[t]he facility will
not pose a threat of serious injury to the envirentji and that “[t]he facility will not

substantially impair the health, safety or welfaf¢he inhabitants.” S.D.C.L. § 49-41B-22(2) and

3).



Yet, federal law regulates pipeline safety andtisnded to prevent injury to people and
property and the environment. 49 U.S.C. 8§ 60102jaid (b)(1)(B)(ii) (2010). Further, federal
law preempts state crude oil pipeline safety lambess a state has applied for and received
certification to implement a state pipeline safetggram for crude oil pipelines. 49 USCS 8§
60104(c) (2010)e.g, Kinley Corp. v. lowa Utilities Board99 F.2d 354 (8Cir. 1993). South
Dakota has not applied for or received certifigatio implement a state safety program for crude
oil pipelines, therefore South Dakota is withouthauity to impose crude oil pipeline safety
standards and the Commission is without authooityondition any permit it might grant with
pipeline safety standards of the Commission’s ngakin

This puts the Commission in the position of evahgatnajor elements of its state-law
burden of proof based on whether or not Applica® tomplied with the Pipeline Safety Law
and Regulations. In particular, Applicant is reqdito submit, 49 C.F.R. § 194.101, and
PHMSA is required to approve, 49 C.F.R. 8§ 194.HOEmMergency Response Plan (“ERP”) for
the Pipeline. The purpose of the ERP is to “redheesnvironmental impact of oil discharged
from onshore oil pipelines.” 49 C.F.R. 8§ 194.1md@ng other things, an ERP, for the entire
pipeline and for each response zone, must contain:

» A description of each spill response zone;

* The person, position, or facility responsible ftar8ng immediate notification of
a spill;

* The maximum time required to detect spills and slowin flow in bad weather;

» Spill containment strategies;

» Description of spill response equipment and propeslto maintain it;

* The location of spill response equipment;

* The time to deploy response equipment;

* A description of the amount of trained personal degloyment of personnel for
spill containment operations;

* The contents of the training program to be provittefirst responders; and
* Drill procedures.



As such, the ERP will be the primary governmentathanism to protect public health
and safety and the environment in the event ofla dpefects in the ERP could have
catastrophic impacts on the lives and welfare ndtavners and their property and on the
environment, including drinking water sources fallions of people and large areas of habitat
used for hunting, fishing, boating, bird watchiagd other forms of recreation prized by
Americans. In order to find under S.D.C.L. § 4842 that damage from a spill of crude oll
from the Pipeline will be mitigated and thereby pose serious threat of harm to the
environment or to the safety of inhabitants, then@vssion must find that Applicant is in
compliance with federal ERP requirements becaus®her protection can exist.

Also, Applicant is required to submit and PHMSAaesjuired to review and approve a
Risk Analysis and Integrity Management Program @for the Pipeline. 49 U.S.C. 88§
60109(c)(9), 60118(a)(4) (2010). The purpose eflMP is to ensure the safe operation of the
Pipeline, particularly with regard to avoidancespiils in certain “high consequence areaSge
49 U.S.C. § 60109 (2010). Federal pipeline sdfetyand regulation contain a large number of
detailed requirements for this program intended ¢ntify and protect specific environmentally
sensitive high consequence areas through pipgteeHs analysis and application of health and
safety standards to protect these particular aré@4J).S.C. § 60109(c) (2010); 49 C.F.R.
195.452 (2010).

For example, the IMP must assess the risk factorpdrticular high consequence areas
when determining a schedule for inspection of tipe gegment in that area. 49 C.F.R. §
195.452(e)(1) (2010). These factors include exgstir projected activities by others in the area,
local environmental factors that could affect tiygepne, and site-specific geotechnical factors.

Id. Further, the IMP must identify “preventive andigative measures” to protect specific high



consequence areas. 49 C.F.R. 8§ 195.452(f)(6) j200le regulations contain many more
project and site-specific requirements intendeprétect citizen safety and the environment.

As such, the IMP is the federal government’s pryrsqill prevention mechanism
intended to protect areas along the Pipeline waesgll could have severe environmental
consequences. It represents an essential pdmt ééderal government’s environmental
mitigation effort. A failure of Applicant to propg design and implement its IMP could result
in a catastrophic oil spill. Since federal lawegmts all state and local pipeline safety laws
intended to prevent pipeline spills, the Commissidimding that the pipeline will not pose a
substantial risk of spilling oil and thereby hargiinhabitants, property, and the environment
must rely upon Applicant’s compliance with fedelP standards.

Thus, the Commission can find that Applicant has itlséourden of proof under S.D.C.L.
§ 49-4IB-22(2) and (3) only if it also finds, pussu to S.D.C.L. § 49-4IB-22(1) that Applicant is
in compliance with the Pipeline Safety Act and Ratians, including its ERP and IMP
requirements. A failure by Applicant to comply wihese federal requirements would be
evidence that it had not met its burden of proafans.D.C.L. § 49-4I1B-22(2) and (3), and also
that it was not in compliance with “all applicatidevs and rules” such that it could not meet its
burden of proof under S.D.C.L. § 49-4IB-22(1).

The only action that the Commission can take tegatdSouth Dakotans from improper
actions by Applicant related to pipeline safetyoignsure that Applicant “will comglywith
federal Pipeline Safety Law and Regulations anérdigderal safety and environmental
protection laws. S.D.C.L. § 49-4IB-22(1) (2010nfEhasis added).

DRA submits that Applicant has not provided su#fidi evidence that it “will comply”

with the Pipeline Safety Law and Regulations. pmadly, Applicant has provided evidence



that it is aware of federal requirements and tiestan intent to comply with federal law, but it
has not provided sufficient evidence of the sudinay of its actual compliance with federal
safety requirements for the Pipeline. Mere awassé legal standards does not assure
compliance with law. Likewise, statements of intéa not ensure actual compliance with law.

Given the vital importance of both the ERP and Itdfhe health and safety of South
Dakotans and their environment, the Commission mays¢w evidence not only of Applicant’s
knowledge and intent to comply with these fedezglirements, but also detailed evidence that
demonstrates Applicant’s compliance with theser@dequirements. Specifically, the
Commission must examine at least a draft of ApplissERP and IMP documentation, because
only such drafts would provide sufficient proof t#gplicant will in fact comply with federal
law. Although Applicant has provided a “draft” ER$tch draft is merely a conceptual template
that provides almost no project-specific informatand cannot form the basis for confirming
compliance with federal law. Further, that PHMS#sapproved Applicant’s Keystone 1 ERP
does not mean that the ERP for the Pipeline wilhbeompliance with federal law. Also, given
the complete lack of public oversight of PHMSA'sians, there is reasonable doubt that
PHMSA has fully complied with its legal obligatiomrsits approval of the Keystone | ERP. The
Commission should not trust secret federal agentigra

Mere reliance on knowledge and intent without revaé actual project-specific
documentation showing compliance with federal ldaces undue trust in Applicant and
PHMSA. Such trust is undue given the life and deaiplications of a failure by Applicant or
PHMSA to comply with federal standards.

DRA submits that a finding that Applicant will colgpwith federal pipeline safety

standards requires greater Commission scrutinyppiiéant’s actual compliance with federal



standards. Impacted landowners and community mentaserve more assurance than mere
review of Applicant’s self-serving assurances thaiill comply with pipeline safety laws. They
deserve Commission review of actual draft documemtee public also deserves an opportunity
to comment on and confirm that Applicant and PHM®&%e complied with federal law, which
compliance should not be presumed. Absent sucewethe Commission will trust to a federal
government and industry “star chamber” negotiaitboompliance with federal law.

DRA also notes it is practically impossible for antervenor to ever disprove that an
applicant for a large interstate pipeline sitingnpié would not meet its burden of proof if the
Commission reviews only Applicant’s knowledge antént. Such limited review would mean
that intervenors would need to prove either thaplsant is unaware of federal standards or that
it intends to mislead the Commission about itsnnhgas.

Given the resources of large pipeline companias,likely that all pipeline companies
are fully aware of federal requirements. Thus, fcally speaking, it would likely be impossible
for intervenors to prove that any applicant forsterstate pipeline lacks awareness of federal
standards. With regard to intentions to comphhvatw, it would also be highly unlikely that
any intervenor could ever have access to eviddratecould show an applicant’s lack of intent to
comply with law, because such evidence would be bely by applicants. Adoption of a
“knowledge and intent” evidentiary standard wousé the practical effect of making all
Commission findings of compliance with federal &kt accompli Mere reliance on knowledge
and intent would result in an evidentiary standaat offers no meaningful review of actual
compliance with federal law and therefore no acstale protection of citizens or the

environment from the dangers of noncompliance tatteral law.



In contrast, review of a draft ERP and IMP docuratan would provide direct evidence
of Applicant’s compliance with federal standar@uch review would permit the Commission
and intervenors to compare Applicant’s actionslictive federal standards.

Given Applicants failure to provide evidence ofattual compliance with federal law, it
has failed as a matter of law to meet it burdegpréwe that it “will comply with all applicable
laws and rules” intended to limit the “threat ofieas injury to the environment” and ensure that
the Pipeline will not “substantially impair the lia safety or welfare of the inhabitants.”
S.D.C.L. § 49-41B-22 (2010). Further, such failtiges unlawfully limited DRA’s meaningful
participation in the Commission’s review of the Aipation and prejudices DRA'’s ability to

protect its rights under law. As such, the Commarssnust deny the permit.

IV.  APPLICANT'S SUBMISSION OF ITS APPLICATION WAS P REMATURE
Applicant has argued that it will not have drafideal documents available for
Commission review prior to termination of the Coragidn’s hearing on this matter. While this
may be true, this timing issue indicates that tippl&ant’s submission of its application was
premature. Specifically, neither federal nor state require that the Applicant receive
Commission approval prior to completion of fedguigleline safety requirements, such that the
Commission could require that Applicant submitaipglication later in the federal review
process. Instead, Applicant chose to submit itglidption long before its proposed start of
construction and before almost all of its effodsomply with federal safety requirements.
Likewise, Applicant chose to initiate Commissiomiesv before most if not all other
federal permit processes, such that the Commissionot know before its determination

whether Applicant has complied with federal law.

10



This timing forces the Commission to trust to Appht’s intentions and trust that federal
agencies will properly implement federal law. bntrast, submission of an application to the
Commission later in the federal review process wdsve allowed the Commission access to
greater information about Applicant’s compliancehifederal law, thereby avoiding the reality
of a Commission decision unfounded on review of @i¥pplicant’s actual federal safety plans
or efforts or any federal environmental review.

Consideration of the timing of submission of anleggpion is also critical given the one-
year limitation on the duration of the Commissionéaring. S.D.C.L. § 49-41B-24 (2010). If
such requirement did not exist, then the Commissand adjust its schedule to the federal
review schedule and thereby benefit from infornmatiathered through federal process. Here,
the premature start of the Commission’s processimtat its review is hampered by a lack of
access to information about compliance with fedsa#éty and environmental standards. The
Commission can only trust that Applicant will complith federal law, and not confirm that it in
fact will comply with federal law. Such timing the Keystone 1 decision may have resulted in
the Commission conditioning that permit on comptamith federal safety laws, because the
Commission could not in fact verify such compliabefore issuance of its order. Such “will
comply” condition should not be used as substitotea Commission determination of actual
compliance with federal law.

DRA could not know that submission of the Applicatiwas premature at the time it was
submitted because DRA was not then aware and cmtlkdnow Applicant’s internal timing for

compliance with federal requirements.
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CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, DRA requests that thrar@tigsion find that Applicant has not

met its burden of proof under S.D.C.L. § 49-41BaP? therefore deny the Application.

Respectfully submitted,
Dated January 20, 2010.

PLAINS JUSTICE

Y

y: Paul C. Blackburn
Plains Justice
P.O. Box 251
Vermillion, SD 57069
Phone: 605-675-9268
Fax: 866-484-2373
Email: pblackburn@plainsjustice.org

ATTORNEYS FOR DAKOTA RURAL ACTION

12



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

| hereby certify that the aboVNITIAL POST-HEARING BRIEF OF DAKOTA
RURAL ACTION andMOTION TO ACCEPT LATE-FILED BRIEF were served upon all
of the parties listed on the attached Service diisthe 28' day of January, either electronically
or by mailing a true and correct copy thereof &nthby first class mail, postage prepaid, at their

last known address.

PLAINS JUSTICE

o J

Paul C. Blackburn

Plains Justice
P.O. Box 251

Vermillion, SD 57069
Phone: 605-675-9268

Fax: 866-484-2373

Email: pblackburn@plainsjustice.org

Service List
HP09-001
BY EMAIL:

MS PATRICIA VAN
GERPEN

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION
500 EAST CAPITOL
PIERRE SD 57501
patty.vangerpen@state.sd.us
605-773-3201 — voice
866-757-6031 — fax

MS KARA SEMMLER
STAFF ATTORNEY
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION
500 EAST CAPITOL
PIERRE SD 57501
kara.semmler@state.sd.us
605-773-3201 — voice
866-757-6031 — fax

MR BOB KNADLE

STAFF ANALYST

SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION
500 EAST CAPITOL
PIERRE SD 57501
bob.knadle @state.sd.us
605-773-3201 — voice
866-757-6031 — fax

MR NATHAN SOLEM
STAFF ANALYST

SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION
500 EAST CAPITOL
PIERRE SD 57501
nathan.solem@state.sd.us
605-773-3201 — voice
866-757-6031 — fax

MS STACY
SPLITTSTOESSER

SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION
500 EAST CAPITOL

PIERRE SD 57501
stacy.splittstoesser@state.sd.
us

605-773-3201 — voice
866-757-6031 — fax

MR TIM BINDER

STAFF ANALYST
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
UTILITIES COMMISSION
500 EAST CAPITOL
PIERRE SD 57501
tim.binder@state.sd.us




605-773-3201 — voice
866-757-6031 — fax

MR BRETT KOENECKE
MAY, ADAM, GERDES
AND THOMPSON, LLP
PO BOX 160

PIERRE SD 57501
koenecke@magt.com
605-224-8803 - voice
605-224-6289 — fax

MR WILLIAM G TAYLOR
WOODS, FULLER,
SHULTZ & SMITH P.C.
PO BOX 5027

SIOUX FALLS, SD 57117-
5027

bill.taylor@wfss.com
605-336-3890 - voice
605-339-3357 — fax

MR JAMES P WHITE
ASSOCIATE GENERAL
COUNSEL

PIPELINES &
REGULARTORY AFFAIRS
TRANSCANDA
4547 RINCON PLACE
MONTCLAIR, VA 22025

jim p white@transcanada.co

m
703-680-7774 — voice

HARDING COUNTY
AUDITOR

MS KATHY GILINES

PO BOX 26

BUFFALO SD 57720-0026
kathy.glines@state.sd.us
605-375-3313 - voice
605-375-3318 — fax

BUTTE COUNTY
AUDITOR

MS ELAINE JENSEN

839 FIFTH AVE

BELLE FOURCHE SD
57717-1719
elaine.jensen@state.sd.us

605-892-4485 - voice
605-892-4525 — fax

PERKINS COUNTY
FINANCE OFFICER

MS SYLVIA CHAPMAN
PO BOX 126

BISON SD 57620-0126
sylvia.chapman@state.sd.us
605-244-5624 - voice
605-244-7289 — fax
MEADE COUNTY
AUDITOR

MS LISA SCHIEFFER
1425 SHERMAN ST
STURGIS SD 57785-1452
auditor@meadecounty.org
605-347-2360 - voice
605-347-5925 — fax

PENNINGTON COUNTY
AUDITOR

MS JULIE PEARSON

315 ST JOSEPH ST
RAPID CITY SD 57701-
2879
juliep@co.pennington.sd.us
605-394-2153 - voice
605-394-6840 — fax

HAAKON COUNTY
AUDITOR

MS PATRICIA FREEMAN
PO BOX 698

PHILIP SD 57567-0698
haakon@gwtc.net
605-859-2800 - voice
605-859-2801 — fax

JONES COUNTY
AUDITOR

MR JOHN BRUNSKILL
PO BOX 307

MURDO SD 57559-0307
john.brunskill@state.sd.us
605-669-7100 - voice
605-669-7120 — fax

LYMAN COUNTY
AUDITOR
MS PAM MICHALEK

PO BOX 38

KENNEBEC SD 57544-0038
auditor@lymancounty.org
605-869-2247 - voice
605-869-2203 — fax

TRIPP COUNTY AUDITOR
MS KATHLEEN FLAKUS
200 EAST 3RD

WINNER SD 57580-1806
kathleen.flakus@state.sd.us
605-842-3727 - voice
605-842-1116 - voice

MS MARY JASPER
33630 293RD ST
GREGORY SD 57533
maryjasper@hotmail.com
605-835-9433 — voice

MR. PAUL SEAMANS
27893 244TH STREET
DRAPER SD 57531
jacknife@goldenwest.net
605-669-2777 — voice

CITY OF COLOME

PO BOX 146

COLOME SD 57528
dakotamum@yahoo.com
605-842-0853 — voice

MS JACQUELINE
LIMPERT

14129 LIMPERT ROAD
BUFFALO SD 57720
slimbuttes@hughes.net
605-866-4846 — voice

MR JOHN H HARTER
28125 307TH AVENUE
WINNER SD 57580
johnharterll@yahoo.com
605-842-0934 — voice

MS ZONA VIG
17572 VIG PLACE
MUD BUTTE SD 57758

dvig@gwtc.net
605-748-2423 — voice



MR CRAIG COVEY
TRIPP COUNTY WATER
USER DISTRICT

1052 WEST 1ST
WINNER SD 57580
tcwud@gwtc.net
605-842-2755— voice

MR DAVID NIEMI
12200 S CAVE HILLS
ROAD

BUFFALO SD 57720

niemiranch@sdplains.com

605-641-3355- voice

MS DEBRA NIEMI

1404 WOODBURN DRIVE
SPEARFISH SD 57783
niemi@knology.net
605-722-2227— voice

MS RUTH M IVERSEN

PO BOX 506

MURDO SD 57559-0506
sue_iversen@goldenwest.net
605-669-2334— voice

BY 15T CLASS US POSTAL SERVICE:

MR. DARRELL IVERSON

PO BOX 467
MURDO SD 57559
605-669-2365 — voice

MR GLEN IVERSEN
PO BOX 239

MURDO SD 57559-0239

605-669-2310 — voice

MR LON LYMAN

PO BOX 7

OKATON SD 57562
605-669-2581— voice

MR MARTIN LUECK

PO BOX 576

LONG LAKE MN 55356
mrlueck@rkmc.com
mallorymullins@mchsi.com
612-349-8587— voice




