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To Cenockers
Subject RE Case 020763
Date oy Mach2s 2022125517 M

CAUTION This is an Ex emal email. Please send suspicious emails o abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners
T strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line § pipeline in a tunnel built through the botiomlands of he St ai s of Mackinac. After eading he br efs tes imony and arguments de ailed before you the only log cal conclusion that can be reached is to reject th s proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues hat I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

sement, Lawsui s and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could  ery well
da_alid possib ity in the case of a “no

curren Iy w thoutaalid
outcomes and so e possible dec

nitcly. Enbridge is operating Line

1. Feasible and prudent al ema i es to this plan do ex st including the “no action” altemati . It would be incorreet for you o assume hat the no ac fon alternati ¢ means hat the existing pipeline continues to function inds
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studics ha ¢ confirmed. hat the decommiss oning of Line $ could be achic ed with min mal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national pol

mimissioning of Line § as a whole must be

action” alterati c.

en years to take signif cant steps towards a carbon-fee cconomy to a oid the worst mpacts of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG

ined. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less

2. The potential ¢l mate impacts of a project that secks ot ¢ our sta ¢ to mo_ing fossl e through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully e
1 which would be immense. The MPSC staf's expert attempied o minimize he projec ed GHG impacts by us ng formulas that ha @ been thrown out n pre. ous court cases.

emiss ons for his pro

carch has shown hat the need for heating fucl can readily be met s thou Line 5. In addition the Detroit automo i ¢ indusiry has made dramat ¢ commitments to ransitioning o

Iy Mlawed picce of legislation passed in 2018, § nce that ime extensi ¢
a ailable or can be made so n shortorder so MPSC ought o reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources wh le pro-iding no public bencfit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old

3. Lastly there is no publ ¢ need for ths projec . Public need cannot be established by merly pointing to @ has ily created and de
elec ric. ehicles shawing_he rapidly d minish ng need for the products in th s pipeline. O her sources of energy are cither readily
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m lion gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford o let Enbri

continue o operate. his pipeline and the unnel scheme only compounds

Yours sincerely
L nda Fighera

—
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Date ay ach25 2022 125441 1

CAUTION This s an External email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@m chigan.zo

Dear MPSC Commissioners.
umen s detaled before you the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to rejec this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that [ urge you to cons der as you make your decision

°s reques s to eloca e their Line 5 pipel ne in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the St ai s of Mackinac. Af er reading the briefs tes imony and a

s rongly urge you to eject Enbridge Ener

tiations wi h Canada are proceed ng right now that could _ery well end in

Line S currently wi hout a_alid easement. Lawsuits and federal
Of L ne 5 as a whole must be cons dered aald possibility in the case of a “no action”

s operat n

s 1o this plan do exist neluding the “no action” allenati . 1t would be incorrect for you to assume hat the no action alterna i ¢ means tha the existing pipeline cont nues o funct on indefinitely. Enbridge
of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consume  and no shortages. You should not be expee ed to predict policy ou comes and so he

1. Feasible and prudent altern
the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha ¢ confirmed that the decommiss oning

You rightly decided o consider the mpact of GHG emissions for

nif cant steps owards a carbon-free economy 108 0 dhe wo st impacts of climate chr

1 the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must b carefully exam ned. Global clmate experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten years to take si

2. The poten ial clima ¢ impac s of a project that sceks o ie our sate to.mo. ing fossil fuels throy
his pro ect which would be immense. The MPSC stafl’s expert attempted to minimize the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out i pre. ious court c:

S.Inaddifonhe Detro t automti ¢ industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitoning
cies deba ¢ his issue Enbr dge con inues o run a 68-year-old pipelinehat has

gislation passed in 201, Since that ime extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met wi hout Lin
e pro public benef & agen

Lastly there s no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po ning to a hastily crea ed and deeply flawed p ece of
ehicles showing he rap dly diminishing need forthe produ s in th s p peline. Other sources of energy are ¢ ther readily a4 lable or can be made so in shortorder so MPSC ought t re cct s nee it would rl nquish p
already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 mill on gallons of oil and natural gas | quids. Michigan cannot afford o et Enbridge continuc o operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds

ther sk

les showin,

Yours sincercly
Dom nique Edmondson
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To Cep0ckeTs
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end suspicious emails o abuse@michigan go

CAUTION This is an Ex emal email. Pleas

Dear MPSC Commissioners
T strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line § pipeline in a tunnel built through the botiomlands of he St ai s of Mackinac. After eading he br efs tes imony and arguments de ailed before you the only log cal conclusion that can be reached is to reject th s proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues hat I urge you to consider as you make your

sement, Lawsui s and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could  ery well
da_alid possib ity in the case of a “no

decision

curren Iy w thoutaalid
outcomes and so e possible dec

nitcly. Enbridge is operating Line

mimissioning of Line § as a whole must be

1. Feasible and prudent al ema i es to this plan do ex st including the “no action” altemati . It would be incorreet for you o assume hat the no ac fon alternati ¢ means hat the existing pipeline continues to function inds
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studics ha ¢ confirmed. hat the decommiss oning of Line $ could be achic ed with min mal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national pol

action” alterati c.
ined. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less than en years o take signif cant steps towards a carbon-free economy to.a oid the worst mpacts of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG

2. The potential ¢l mate impacts of a project that secks ot ¢ our sta ¢ to mo_ing fossl e through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully e
+ which would be immense. The MPSC stafl"s expert attempled o minimize he projec ed GHG impacts by us ng formulas that ha e been thrown out n pre _ous court ases

emiss ons for his pro

decply flawed picce of legislation passed in 2018, S nce that ime extensi ¢ rescarch has shown hat the need for heating fl can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addition the Detroit automo i ¢ industry has made dramat ¢ comitments to- ransitioning to
a ailable or can be made so n shortorder so MPSC ought o reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources wh le pro-iding no public bencfit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old

3. Lastly there is no publ ¢ need forthis projec . Public need cannot be established by merely pointing to a has ily created and
i showing  he rapidly d minish ng need for the products i th s pipeline. O her sources of energy are cither readily

n cannotafford. o let Enbridge continue to operate.his pipeline and the unnel scheme only compounds

lecric. chicles
ipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m lion gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Micl

v

Yours sincerely
Ria Walsh

Michigan United States
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Dear MPSC Commissioners.

1's rongly urge you to eject Enbridge Enerzy's reques s 1o reloca ¢ their Line 5 pipeline ina tunnel bult th augh the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. It i a ragedy that Enbridge has b
rejet this proposal. Below are a fow ofhe ma or ssues that | urge you o cons der as you make your decision

n allowed to continuc 0 operate in the Great Lakes for as long as they ha . Aflr reading the briefs estimony and arguments deta led before you the only logical conelus on that can be re

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o this plan do exist  ncluding the “no action” aliemati e. 1t would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action aiernati ¢ means tha the existing pipeline continues to function indefintely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently withouta alid easement. Lawsuis and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding right now that could _ery well end n
the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decom ss oning of Line S could be achie ed with minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national policy ou comes and so the possible decomm ss oning of Line 5 as a whol must be considered a_alid possibil y in the case of a “no action”
alterati c.

2. The poten ial clima ¢ impac s of a project that secks 0 e our state to mo ing fossil fuc Lakes for

2 Iy examined. Global we ha ¢ less than ten yea s 1o take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy 0. oid the worst impac s of el mate change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions for
this project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expert attempted to m nimsize the projected GHG impacts by usi

formulas that ha e been hrown out in pre fous court cases

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po ning 10 a hastly ereated and deeply flawed piece of egislation passed in 2018, Since that ime extensi ¢ research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addit on the De roit automoti ¢ industry has made drama ic comm tments to trans tioning (0 electric
it o rejectthis proposal outright s ne it would relinquish public resources wh le pro_id

already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 mill on gallons of oil and natural gas | quids. Mich gan canno afford to et Enbridge continue to operate this p peline and the unnel scheme only compounds

ther sk,

ehicles showing he rap diy diminishing nced forthe produc  in th s pipeline. Other sources of energy are ¢ ther readily a @ lable or can be made s0 n short order so MPSC ou encies debate this issue Enbri

no public benefi . While regulatory o

e cont nues to.un a 68-year-old pipeline that has

Yourssincerly
Kathleen Wight
Perry Michigan 8§72 Uni cd Sta cs
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Dear MPSC Commissione s

ckinac. Afler reading he briefs tes imony and arguments de aled before you the only logical conclus on that can be reached is o rejct this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that [ urge you o consider as you make your

the bot omlands of he S rai s of M

 you to reject Enbr dge Energy's requests o relocate their Line S pipeline in a tunnel built throug

strongly urg
decision

jon ndefinitcly. Enbridge s operating Line  curtently without aalid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations w th Canada are proceeding  ght now that could ~ery well
of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a_al d possibility in the case ofa “no

 for you to assume that he no action altemati ¢ means hat the existing pipeline continues to fun
es. You should not be expected o predict future court and national pol cy outcomes and so the possible decomm ssion n

1. Feasible and prudent al ema i es to this plan do exist including the “no action” aliernati . It would be incorr
of Line S could be achieed with min mal price impac s o consumers and no shorta

end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommiss onin

 cant steps towards a carbon-free economy to @ o d he worst impacts of limate change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions

2. The potent al ¢l mate impacts of a project that seeks o t ¢ our sta ¢ o mo ing fossl fuls through the Gireat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha ¢ less han ten years to ake

for this project wh ch would be immense. The MPSC stafT's expert at emp d to minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas thatha. been thrown out m pre_fous court cases.
3. Lastly there is no publ ¢ need for this projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily flawed p ece of leg passed in 201, @ rescarch has shown that he need for heat ng fl can read ly be met without Line 5. In addit an the Detroit automoti ¢ ndustry has made drama ic comi men s 1o ransition ng to
be made so in short order so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outright s e it would elinguish public resources while pro. ding no publ ¢ benefit, Wh le regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old

he rapidly d minish ng need for the products i this pipeline. Other soutces of energy are cither readily a ailable or can o
aked o cr 30 times and spilled o r | m llion gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford o let Enbridge continuc to opera ¢ his pipel ne and the tunncl scheme nly compounds

clec ric. chicles showing
pipeline that has already lea
the is

Yours sincarly
Nathan Rauh-Bieri
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Dear MPS

" Commissioners

strongly urge you o reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel bu It through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs testimony and arguments detaled before you'the only logical conclus on that can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of the ma or ssues  hat [ urge you to consider as you make your

decision

1. Feasible and prudent atena i s to this plan do exist_including the “no action” altermati e. 1t would be incortect or you to assume that the no action al erna i ¢ means that the ex s ng p peline cont nues o function indef nitely. Enbr dge is operat ng Line § currently withouta_ alid casement. Lawsu ts and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could ery
of Line 5 could be achie ed with m nimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to pred et future court and national policy outcomes and so the p ssion g of Line 5 as eda alid possib lty in the case of

wellend in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha ¢ confirmed that the decomm ssion
a*noac ion” al emai c.
by decided to cons der the impact of GHG

ficant steps owards a carbon-free cconomy 10.a 0 d the worstimpacts of climate change. You

ossil fuels through he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts cla m we ha ¢ less than ten years to ake si

2. The potential ¢l mate impacts ofa project that seeks 1o tie our s ate to mo ing
emiss ons for his project which would be immense. The MPSC stafP’s expert a tempied to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre ious court cases,

lat on passed in 2018. Since that time extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the need for hea ing fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addit on the Detroit automo i ¢ industry has made dramat ¢ commitments o ransitionis
it Wh le regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old

3. Lastly there s nio publ ¢ need for this project, Publ ¢ need cannot be es ablished by merely pointing to a hast Iy crea ed and deeply flawed piece of leg sl
showing he rapidly diminishing ned for the produ s in this pipel ne. Other sources of encrgy are ci her readily a ailable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ou
as liquids. M chigan cannot afford o let Enbr dge cont nue o operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds

h o rejectthis proposal outright since it would relinguish public resources while pro. ding no publ ¢ benefi

clec ric. chicles
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er I mi lion gallons of oil and natura

the risk,

Vours sincerely
Nancy Warszawski
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
ou the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is fo re cet his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Encrgy’s requests to relocate their Line $ pipeline in a tunnel builtthrough the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Afier reading the briefs tes imony and arguments de ailed before y:

decision

1. Feasible and prudent alierati es 10 th s plan do exist includ ng the “no action” alternati . It would be_ ncorreet for you o assume that the no action alterati means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne $ currently withouta alid casement. Lawsuits and federal nego ia ions with Canada are proceeding  ght now that couldery
well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line S ha e confirmed that f . You should not be expected o predict future court and na ional policy outcomes and so the poss ble decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a  alid possiblit in the case

ofa“no action” alternati

12 of Line 5 could be achic ed w th minimal price impacts to consumers and no shor

Yourigh ly decided o consider he impact of GHG.

cat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha ¢ less than en years o take significant s eps towards  carbon-free cconomy t0.a 0id the worstimpacts of climate chay

2. The potential l mate impacts of a project hat seeks (o tie our state to ma ing foss | fuels hrough the G

em ssions for his project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expertat emp ed to minimize the pro ccted GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre jous court cases

the nee for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition the Detro tautomoti ¢ indusiry has made dramatic comm tments to transition ng to

3. Lastly there s no publ ¢ need for th s project. Publ ¢ need cannot be established by merely pointing (o a hastily ereated and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that time extensi ¢ rescarch has shown ha ®
hicles showing he rapidly diminishing need for the products n- his pipel ne. Other sources of energy are cither readily a ailable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outright since it would relinqu sh public resources while pro iding o public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba ¢ his ssue Enbridge coninues to run a 68-year-old

pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er | million gallons of il and natural gas liquids. Mic

i cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipel ne and the tunnel seheme only compounds

the rish

Yours sincerely
Daniel Ui erwyk
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Dear MPSC Commissianers
that can be reached is o TO SW FTLY REJECT THIS TERRIBLE

the briefs testimony and argi before you the only log

ISTRONGLY DEMAND THAT YOU IMMEDIATELY REIECT Enbridge Energy’s TO REQUEST THEIR LINE § PIPEL NE IN A TUNNEL BUILT THROUGH THE BOTTOMLANDS OF THE Straits of Mackinac. AT er reading
PROPOSAL. Below a ¢ few of he MAIOR ISSUES THAT I STRONGLY URGE TO CONS DER IN MAKING YOUR DECISION FOR THE COMMUNITY THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE SAFETY OF YOUR CITIIZENS,

il and prdental s s o plado it ctin h ot ol . would e ot r oo ssume it he 5 o s | ¢ s e i \uwrvc\mr«mvmmwuvumc\ o indofnily.Enbedge s psating Line 3 cunly i hou s lidcasren L s el goons  h Canda s pocding ht o hatcould. ry el ndinhe
the e S could b ach ¢ cd v th minimal price impacts to consumers and o sho tages. You should no be expee cd o predict future court and nationa poliy ou comes and so the poss ble decornm ssioning of Line § s a whole must be considered o ald poss bilty n the case of 8 o sct on” alerai .
ssil fuels through the G eat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu Iy exam ned. Global cl e ha e less than ten years 1o take sig sq s conomy/10:2 oid the worst_ mpacts of l mate change. You righ ly decided to consider he impact of GHG emissions for this

2. The potential climate impacts of a pro ect that seks o te our sate 0 mo ing

pro cct which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expertattemp ed o minimiz the pro ccted GHG impacts by using formulas that ha_ e been thrown aut n p e ious courtcases

ing fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addition the Det oit automot ¢ industry has made dramat ¢ commi ments o tran tioning (0 clectr ¢ ch cles

thattime ex cnsi ¢ esearch has shown hat the need for

ointing t0 4 Tegistation passed n 2018, S

o p
o s e . bl o i . A 50 1 shr 30 MPSC ough 10 ot i propocl o i

3. Lastly here s no public need for_his projec . Public need cans
howing e apl i o necd for e products s piplne. Ot surces o ne

i nee it would re nqu sh public resources while pro iding o public benefit

‘While regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old pipelne that HAS ALREADY LEAKED 30 times and SPILLED OVER 1 MILLIONS OF GALLONS OF OIL AND NATURAL GAS LIQUIDS. MICHIGAN CANNOT AFFORD TO LET ENBRIDGE CONTINUE TO OPERATE THIS POLLUTING PIPELINE SCHEME ONLY COMPOUNDS THE RISK.

THAT ENDANGERS US,

Yours s ncerely
Mark Feldman

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

he bot omlands of the Straits of Mackinac. We simply can ot place this body of fresh water at such unnccessary risk

Asa Michigan na i ¢ @ Michigan homcowner and an Ilinois esident who relies on the Great Lakes for my dr nking water 1 strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Encrgy's requests o relocate their L ne 5 p peline ina tunnel built hrou

led before you the only logi a ached is o rject t 1. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that | urge you to consider as you make your decis on

After reading the briefs testimony and arguments de.

et for you to assume that the o actin altemati ¢ means_hat the existing p peline con inues to func ion indefiniely. Enbridge s operat ng Line S currently without alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego iations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ey we | end
impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national policy ou comes and 5o the possible decomm ss oning of Line $ s a whole must be considered a. ald possibility in the case of a “no act on

1. Feasible and prudent alienati es to th s plan do ex st including he “no ac ion” alternat . It would be incorr
in Les. e conf rmed that 2 of Line 5 could be ach ¢ ed wi h minimal pr
alternai .

2. The poten il clima ¢ impacts ofa pro ect hat seeks t0 1 ¢ our state 1o mo. ng fossil fuels hrough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global ¢l mate expe s cla m we ha ¢ less than ten years 1o ke signif cantsteps owards a carbon-free economy 10 & 0id the worst impac s of ¢l mate change. You rightly decided 1o consider he impact of GHG em ssions for
po P o 5 o y 5 r y r‘ o ihily P

his project which would be immense. The MPSC saff’s expert attempted o minimize the pro ected GHG impac s by us ng formulas that ha ¢ been thrown ot pre fous court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely pointing 0 a has ily created and deeply flawed picce of egisla ion passed in 2018, Since that ime extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the need for heat ng fel can readi
ehicles showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products n. his pipeline. O her sources of energy are cither readily a_ailable or can be made 50 in short order so MPSC ought to eject th s proposal outright since it would rel nquish public resources wh le pra.ding no public ben
already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to et Enbr dge con inue to ope ate.his pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds

ther sk,

be met wi hout Line 5. In addit onthe De roit automoti ¢ indus ry has made dramat ¢ commi ments o trans ioning to elec ric
i atory agencies debate this issuc torun a 68-year-old pip a

Yours sincerely
Kitk McMurray

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
Fossil fuel pipelines are he highway to past. The fu ure is wind energy and solar power.
1 rongly urge you to eject Enbridge Energy's requests o relocate their L ne 5 p peline in a tunnel bu It through-he bottomlands of the S1ra t of Mackinac. After reading the br efs tes imony and arguments detaled before you he only logical conelusion that can be reached s to e eet_his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that | urge you to consider as you make your decision

now that couldery well end

e continues o function indefin tely. Enbridge is oper
c cour and rtionl pol ¢y outcomes. and o the poss ble decomisson

I Feasile andprdentallmt e 10l o . inluing he o ac an” lemi . It would b noret o you 0 sumethal e acton a et ean ha he xss ine 5 cumently without a_alid easemen . Lawsui s and federal negotiat ons with Canada are proceed ng
s L

Indeper dies ha ¢ confi med that 12 f Line 5 could be achic. ed with minimal price impacts to consumers and no shor ine 5 as @ whole must be considered a. alid possib lity in the case of a “no action”

i
es. You should not be expected to predict fu u

cls hrough he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carcfully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-rec cconomy 10 oid the warst impacts of climate change. You righ ly dec ded to consider the impact of GHG emissions for

2. The poten il clima ¢ mpacs ofa pro cet hat secks fo ¢ our state to mo. ng fossil
this project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expert a tempted o minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre_ious court cases.

3-Lasly e s pulic s for i . Pulic s cnno b el s by erly poiing 0 st crsted o deply laved i ot o s 2018 et e i s b shw ot e T hesting s ca s be et lhou L e 1 ddon the Dl oo  adusry s made st commiments o rasionig o et
showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products n_his pipeline. O her sources of energy are cither readily a ailable or can be made o shortorder so MPSC ought tore cet his proposal outright s nce it would relinguish publ ¢ resources while pro-iding no publ ¢ benefit. While regulatory ags cbate this issue e o run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has
Jlons of oil and natural ga liquids. Michigan cannot afford to et Enbridge cont nue to operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds.

ehi
alrcady eaked o 130 times and spiled o e 1 millon

ther sk

Yours sincere]
Katbryn Rose
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

o consider as you make your decision

st ongly urge you t0 reject Enbridge Enerey's requests o relocate their Line 5 pipeline na wnnel built through the bottomlands of he S rai s of Mackinac. Afier read ng the briefs estimony and arguments de ailed before you the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is o rejct this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues hat I urg

2 pipel ne continues to function ndef nitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently w thouta  alid casemen. Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery we | end
of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibilty in the case ofa “no act on”

acton” al emati e. It would be ncorrect for you o assume hat the no action alenati ¢ means that the exist
shortages. You should not future court and nat onal policy outcomes and so_he possible decommiss oni

1. Feasible and prudent aliernati s to this plan do exist. including the “no
in the decommissioning of Line 5. Independent studies ha ¢ confirmed that he decommissioning of Line S could be achie ed with min mal price impacts

alternat ¢
2. The poten il climate. mpacts of a pro ect hat seeks (o tie our sa ¢ to mo.ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global clima ¢ experts claim we ha ¢ less han ten years o take s gnificant steps towards a carbon-fiee cconomy t0.8 0 d.he worst impacts of climate change. You rightly decided to consider he impact of GHG emissions for
this project which would be immense. The MPSC staf's expert a tempted to minimize he projected GHG impac

s by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre-ious court cases.

e of legislation passed in 2018, Since hat t me ex ensi @ rescarch has shown thatthe need for heating fu can readily be met w thout Linc 5. In addi ion ~he Detroit automoti ¢ indus ry has made drama ic commi ments o transi oning to lec ric

poin ing 10 hastily created and deeply flawed p
S0 MPSC ought o reject th L outr ght since ¢ P while pro id ng no p . While regulatory ag thisissue Enbridg 10 run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Publ ¢ need cannot be established by merel
ehicles showing the rapidly d minishing need for the products n this pipel ne. Other sources of energy are cither read ly a ailable or can be made.
already leaked o er 30 times and spiled o er 1 m llon gallons of o and na ural gas liquids. M chigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue o operate this p peline and the unnel scheme only compounds

ther sk,

Yaurs sincerly
JERRY BELTER
Baraboo Wisconsin 53913 Un ted Sta es
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Date day Mach25 2022124524 1
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
ou to consider as you make your

hat can be reached is o rejectthis proposal. Below are a few of he ma or issues hat T urg

the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs testimony and arg before you the only

T srongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests to relocate heir L ne  pipeline. n a tunnel buil thro

decision

ne S currently wi houtaalid easemen . Lawsui s and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ey well
5 alid possibility i the case of a “no

al ema i e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action al erna i @ means that the ex s ing pipeline con inues to funct on indefin tely. Enbridge is operatin
ed wi h minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict u ure court and nat ona

he o acto L
al policy outcomes and so the ine 5 as a whole must be

1. Feasible and prudent al ernati es 1o this plan do exist _ neludin
of Line 5. Independent studies ha ¢ conf rmed that he decommissioning of Line  could be achic

end in the decomm ssion

action’ alterati c.
Yourightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions

99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten years (o take significant s eps towards a carbon- ee cconomy o a 0id the worst impacts of clima ¢ chany

2. The potent al ¢l mate impacts of a project that secks o ie our state o mo. ng fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the ne

for this project which wuld be mmense, The MPSC staffs experta tempied to minim ze the projected GHG impac s by us ng formulas hat ha. ¢ been thrown outin pre. ous court cases.

el can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addition the Detroit au oma i ¢ industry has made dramat ¢ commitmen [0 transitioning to
e continues (0 run a 68-year-old

10 a hastly created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that ime extensi @ research has shown that the need for heat
10 re ect_ his proposal ou ight since it would relinquish public resources while pro. iding no public

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely point
elec ric. ch cles showing the rap dly dim ishing need for he products i this p peline. Other sources of eneray are either readily a ailable o can be made so in short order so MPSC ougt nefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbrid
ed o er 30 times and spi led o er | million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Mich gan cannot afford to lt Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and.he tunnel sc

cme only compounds.

pipeline that has alr
the is

Yours sincercly
an Raphael

|
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

Istrongly urge you to refect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipel ne in a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Staits of Mackinac. Aftr reading the br ¢fs. tes imony and arguments deailed before you the only logical conclusionhat can be reached is o rejectths proposal. Below are a few of the major isues that I urge you to consider as you make your decision

could ery well

ement. Lawsuits and federal nego ia fons with Canada are proceeding right now tha
as a whole must be considered a_alid possib lty in the case of 2 “no

at . It would be incorrect for you 0 assume that the no action alternati  means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefini ely. Enbridge is operating Line S curren ly w thouta_alid c
and

i es o his plan do exist includ ng the “no action” aler

1. Feasible and prudent alterna
s ha ¢ confirmed that the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed \ th minimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expeted to pred ct future court and na ional

end inthe decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent s udi
action” alternati c.

ars o ake significant s eps lowards a carbon-free economy o @ o d he worst impacts of cl mate change. You r ghtly decided to cons der the impact of GHG emissions

2. The potent al climate. mpacts of a project that secks {o te our stae to mo ing fossilfucls through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten y

for this p oject which would be immense. The MPSC s aff's expert attempied to minimize the projected GHG impac s by us ng formulas that ha ¢ been th own aut in pre fous courtcases.

e indus ry has made dramatic commitments 10 ransition ng to electric
this issue 10 run a 68-year-old pipeline. hat has

lafon passed n 2018, § nee that time extensi @ rescarch has shown that the need for heating

fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addi ion the De roit automai
since it would relinquish public resources while pro id deb

1o public benef .

3. Lastly there s no public need for his pro cct. Public need cannot be es ablished by merely po nting to a hastly created and deeply flawed piece of leg
cay are i her readily a ailable o can be made 50 in short rder 50 MPSC
an cannot afTord to et Enbridge continue to operate his pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds

1o re eet his proposal outrig

already leaked o e 30 times and spilled o er 1 mi lion gallons of o and natural gas | quids. Michig:

therr s

Yours sincerely
James Dawson
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Dear MPSC Commiss oners

i ludicrous for the MPSC o consider appro. al and escalation of a fossl fuel based future for North America. | am appalled that you would consider imperiling our precious Gt Lakes waters for m nimal Michig fit. It i a bad business decision. Itis an e en worse

Lstrongly u y's requests toreloca e thei L ne $ pipeline in a tunnel built through he bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Afte read ng the briefs testimony and arguments de ailed before you the only logical conclusion hat can be reached s to reect this proposal. Below are a few of the ma or ssues hat I urge you to cons der as you make your

You o reject Enbridge Energ

bt now that couldery

ations wi h Canada are proceeding i

p peline continues (o function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently withouta  al d easement. Lawsuits and federal n
‘and so the possible decommiss oning of Line  as a whole must be considered a_ald possibilty n the case

he “no ac ion” al ema i e. 1t would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action alternati  means that th

1. Feasible and prudent altemai es o this plan do exist including e exist
wll end i hedecommissioning o Line 5. Independont stud s < confrmed that e dcommisioning of Lin 5 couldbe achic ¢d with m mimalpice mpacts o onsumers and no shor ages. You shouldnot b expected. o precictfutare ourt and na onal policy vtcomes
ofa “no action” altemati e.

omy 10 3 oid the worst impac s of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the mpact of GHG

2. The potential climate impac s of a pro cet that secks (o fi our state to mo.ng fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less han en years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-free
em ssions for this project. which would be. mmense. The MPSC stafl's expert atiempted to minimize he projec ed GHG impac s by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out i pre fous court cases.

el can readily be met without L ne 5. Tn add tion the De roit automoti ¢ ndustry has made dramat ¢ commitments to trans tioni
il pro id g o pubiic benefit. Whie rgula ory agencies debate this e Enbridgs ont uce o a 65-yer ol

ed for heating

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely po nting to a hastly ereated and deeply flawed piece of leg slat on passed in 2015, Since thattime extensi ¢ research has shown hat the
e chicles showing he raidly diminishing need for the products n tis ppclne. Othr sourees of cnrgy are e thr el a lble o ca be made s n short order so MPSC ought o e s propos oigh e it would el s public esource
pipeline that has already leaked o e 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of o | and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge cont nue to operate th s pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds

the risk.

Younssincerly
Laura Jug
Holand Michigan 9 23 Unied Sates
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
ou the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is fo re cet his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Encrgy’s requests to relocate their Line $ pipeline in a tunnel builtthrough the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Afier reading the briefs tes imony and arguments de ailed before y:

decision

1. Feasible and prudent alierati es 10 th s plan do exist includ ng the “no action” alternati . It would be_ ncorreet for you o assume that the no action alterati means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne $ currently withouta alid casement. Lawsuits and federal nego ia ions with Canada are proceeding  ght now that couldery
well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line S ha e confirmed that f . You should not be expected o predict future court and na ional policy outcomes and so the poss ble decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a  alid possiblit in the case

ofa“no action” alternati

12 of Line 5 could be achic ed w th minimal price impacts to consumers and no shor

Yourigh ly decided o consider he impact of GHG.

cat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha ¢ less than en years o take significant s eps towards  carbon-free cconomy t0.a 0id the worstimpacts of climate chay

2. The potential l mate impacts of a project hat seeks (o tie our state to ma ing foss | fuels hrough the G

em ssions for his project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expertat emp ed to minimize the pro ccted GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre jous court cases

the nee for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition the Detro tautomoti ¢ indusiry has made dramatic comm tments to transition ng to

3. Lastly there s no publ ¢ need for th s project. Publ ¢ need cannot be established by merely pointing (o a hastily ereated and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that time extensi ¢ rescarch has shown ha ®
hicles showing he rapidly diminishing need for the products n- his pipel ne. Other sources of energy are cither readily a ailable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outright since it would relinqu sh public resources while pro iding o public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba ¢ his ssue Enbridge coninues to run a 68-year-old

pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er | million gallons of il and natural gas liquids. Mic

i cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipel ne and the tunnel seheme only compounds

the ris
Un il ecently we owned property on Grand Tra erse Bay. Lcan'te en mag ne what hose beautiful w

ers would look like ca ered i sheen of il

Yours sincerely
Laur e VerMeulen
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line $ pipeline in  tunnel builthrough he bottomlands of he S ra ts of Mackinac. After reading the briefs testimony and arguments detailed befo ¢ you the only log cal conclusion that can be reached is o eject this proposal. Below are a fe of the major issues that | urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o this plan do exist including the “no action” al
end in the decommiss oning of Line
action” alierati c.

1 . 1t would be incorreet for you to assume that he no action alternati € means that the ex § ing pipeline continues to func ion indefiniely. Enbri

is operating Line S currently withouta _alid easement, Lawsuits and federal nego iations with Canada are proceeding
Independent stud es ha ¢ confirmed that the decommission ng of Line 5 could be achic ed with min mal price impacts o consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national pol ey outcomes and so the possible decommissioning of Line

now that could.ery well

as a whole must be considercd a_alid possib fity in the case ofa “no

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our tate to mo

s 1 fuels thro

i the Gireat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten years to tae si
forhs project which would e mmense. The MPSC stafTs cxpertampted t minimise the projctcd GHG: mpacs by using formulas hat i b rown ot re. s cout cses

104 oid the worst

ificant seps

der the impact of GHG emissions.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need cannot e oata ly cretedad dosly e p e of in 2018, Since tha e rescarch has shown that the n
eicles showing the rapily dimiishing nood or th producs i this p peline. Othr sourcesofenery ar ethr readily a alable or can b made 0 MPSC ought to ce it would
already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er | million g s Mchigan camnot afford o 1 Enbridge coninie 0 aperte i p yu\uwmulvm\uumlnhum(ml» compounds

ther s

4 for heating ful can_cad ly be met without Line 5. In add tion he Detroit automoti ¢ indus ry has made dramatic comitments to. ransitioning to clectric
I public resources while pro_iding no public benefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline.hat has

lons of oil and natural g

Yours sincerely

y
Charlie Bums

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners.
umen s detaled before you the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to rejec this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that [ urge you to cons der as you make your decision

°s reques s to eloca e their Line 5 pipel ne in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the St ai s of Mackinac. Af er reading the briefs tes imony and a

s rongly urge you to eject Enbridge Ener

bt now that could.ery well end in

Line S curtently wi hout a_alid casement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceed

s operat n
Of L ne 5 as a whole must be cons dered aald possibility in the case of a “no action”

pipeline cont nues o funct on indefinitely. Enbridg

s o this plan do exist neluding the “no action” aternati e. It would be incorreet for you to assume hat the no action alterna i @ means that the exstin
of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consume  and no shortages. You should not be expee ed to predict

ou comes and so he

1. Feasible and prudent altern
e 5. Independent studies ha ¢ confirmed that the decommiss oning

the decommissioni

alternat .
You rightly decided o consider the mpact of GHG emissions for

nif cant steps owards a carbon-free economy 108 0 dhe wo st impacts of climate chr

1 the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must b carefully exam ned. Global clmate experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten years to take si

2. The poten ial clima ¢ impac s of a project that sceks o ie our sate to.mo. ing fossil fuels throy
his pro ect which would be immense. The MPSC stafl’s expert attempted to minimize the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out i pre. ious court c:

S.Inaddifonhe Detro t automti ¢ industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitoning
cies deba ¢ his issue Enbr dge con inues o run a 68-year-old pipelinehat has

gislation passed in 201, Since that ime extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met wi hout Lin
public benef & agen

Lastly there s no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po ning to a hastily crea ed and deeply flawed p ece of
ed for the produc s in th s p peline. Other sources of encrgy are ¢ therreadily a a lable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought o re ect
an cannot afford o let Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds

s nee it would rl nquish p fepro ding

ehicles showing he rap dly diminishi
already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 mill on gallons of oil and natural gas | quids. Michiy

ther sk

Yours sincercly

Judy Bruce
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

Lswo
decision

e youtore Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a unnel built hrough the bot omlands of the Stra ts of Mackinac. AT er read ng the briefs testimony and arguments detailed before you the only log cal conclus on that can be reached s 1o reject this proposal. Below are a fow of the major issues hat 1 u

jouto consider as you make your

1. Feasible and prudent alternat es o his plan do exist including the *no action” alternati . It would be incorrect for you to assume that i ¢ means that to fnc ion indefinitly. Enbridge s operating Line 5 currently without a_al d easement, Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canad are proceeding right now that could  ery well
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha e confirmed that the decomm ssion ng of Lin § could be ach ¢ ed with minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national pol cy outcomes and so the possible decommissioning of L ne S as a whole must be considered aalid possibility in the case of a “no
action” aliernati c.

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks (0

¢ our state to mo ing fossilfuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global clima ¢ experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten years to take signif cant steps towards a carbon-free economy o a 0id the worst impacts of climate change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this project which would be immense. The MPSC staff o P

ccted GHG mpacts by us s that ha ¢ been hrown out i e ous cou tcases.

3. Lastly there s no public need o this project. Public need canno be established by me ely pointing to.a has ily created and degply fawed. 2018, Sine
ehicles showing the rapidly diminish ng need for the products in this p peline. Other sources of energy are cither readily a ailable or can be made so.n short order so MPSC ought o reject this p oposal out
already leaked o e 30 imes and spilled o er | mi fion ga lons of il and natural gas iqu ds. Michigan cannot a ford to et Enbridge cont nuc (o operate his pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
therr sk.

of legistatio

that time extensi ¢ research has shown hat the need for heat ng ful an readily be met without L ne 5. In addition the Detro t automati ¢ industry has made dramat ¢ commi men s to transition ng to cloctr ¢
since it would rel nquish public resources while pro_iding no public benefit, Wh e regulatory continues to run a 68-year-old p peline that has

cies debate his ssue Enbridg

Vours sincerely
Suzanne Kicby
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Dear MPSC Commissioners.
s rongly urge you to eject Enbridge Energy's reques s 1o reloca ¢ ther Line 5 pipeline ina tunnel built th ough the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After cad ng the briefs st mony and arguments detaled before you he only log cal conelus on that can be reached i to rejectth s proposal. Below a ¢  few ofthe major issues that | urge you to consider as you make your decis on

neluding the “no action altemnati . 1t would be incorrect for you 1o assume that the no action aliernati ¢ means tha the existing pipeline continues to function indefintely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently withouta  alid easement. Lawsuis and federal negoriations with Canada are proceeding right novw that could ery well end n
msidered 2. alid possibil ty in the case of a “no action™

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o this plan do exist
the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha ¢ confirmed that the decom ss oning of Line 5 could be achic ed with minimal price impacts o consumers and o shortages. You should not be expeted (o predict future court and national policy ou comes and so the possible decomm ss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be co

alternai c.

I the Great Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global elimate experts claim we ha ¢ lss than ten yea s to take significantsteps towards a carbon-free economy o a oid the worst impac s of cl mate change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions for

2. The poten ial clima ¢ impac s of a project that seeks o ie our state to mo ing fossl fucls thor
this project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expert attempted to m nimize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been hrown out in pre ious court cases

lion ot 201, Sine S v xen ¢ e s show it s o et e ca oty b et wihout Lin 5. o the Dol et sy s e e o cot e ot gl

ont nues (o un a 68-year-old pipeline that has.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po niing to a hastily ereated and deeply flawed picce of eg
need for the produc s in th s pipeline. Other sources of energy are ¢ ther readily a_a lable or can be made 50 i short order so MPSC
alrady lsked o et 30 mes and pi T e 1 mill o galons of il and naturs 1 quids. Mich i cannot aford o 1 Enbridse contine o operai s pline and th. unnel scheme only compounds

ther sk,

no public benefi . While ncies debate this issue Enbri

ject this proposal outright s nce it would relinquish publc resources wh e pro. idi

Yours sincerely
Barbara Mastorgi
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line $ pipeline in  tunnel builthrough he bottomlands of he S ra ts of Mackinac. After reading the briefs testimony and arguments detailed befo ¢ you the only log cal conclusion that can be reached is o eject this proposal. Below are a fe of the major issues that | urge you to consider as you make your
decision

o iations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
as a whole must be considercd a_alid possib fity in the case ofa “no

1 . 1t would be incorreet for you to assume that he no action alternati € means that the ex § ing pipeline continues to func ion indefiniely. Enbri

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o this plan do exist including the “no action” al is operating Line S currently withouta _ alid easement, Lawsuits and federal
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha ¢ confirmed that the decommission ng of Line 5 could be achic ed with min mal price impacts o consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national pol ey outcomes and so the possible decommissioning of Line
action” alierati c.

104 oid the worst

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that ek 1 fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e lss than ten years o take si der the impact of GHG emissions.

forhs project which would e mmense. The MPSC stafTs cxpertampted t minimise the projctcd GHG: mpacs by using formulas hat i b rown ot re. s cout cses

s 10 tie our sate 1o mo i

ificant seps

5.1nadd tion he Detroit automoti ¢ indus ry has made dramatic commitments to_ ransitioning to electric
zencies debate this issue Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline.hat has

cannot e oata ly cretedad dosly e p e of in 2018, Since tha e rescarch has shown that the need for heating fuel can. cad ly be met withou L
are cither readily a ailable or can be made 0 MPSC ought to ce it would relinguish public resources while pro. iding no public benefit. Wihile regulatory
A cannot afordto It Enbridge continue 0 opera his p pelinc and the tunnelscheme only umvymumlw

3. Lastly there s no public need for his project. Public net
eicle showing the rapily diminishing neod for th producs i this p peline. Othr sourcesofenee;
already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er | million g i ds. Michig
ther s

lons of oil and natural g

Yours sincerely

Lee Kane

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
1 rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy's requests o relocate their L ne  p peline in a tunnel bu It through-he bottomlands of the S1ra ts of Mackinac. Afer reading the br efs tes imony and arguments detaled before you he only logical conclusion that can be reached s to e ect_his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that | urge you to consider as you make your decision

e S currently without a_alid casemen . Lawsui s and federal negoriat ons with Canada are proceed ng right now that couldery well end
asa a_ alid possib lty in the case of a “no action”

1. Feasible and prudent aliernati es 10 th s plan do ex st including the “no act on” alternati e. [t would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action al emati ¢ means that the existing pipeline continues o function indefin tely. Enbridge is operating L
in the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha ¢ confi med that the decommissioning of Line S could be achie ed with minimal price impacts to consumers and o shortages. You should not be expected o predict u e court and national pol cy outcomes and so the poss

alternai .
1ex199 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts elaim we ha ¢ less than ten years to ake significan steps towards a carbon-frec economy o 0id the worst impacts of limate change. You righ ly dec ded to consider the impact of GHG emissions for

he Great Lakes for

2. The poten il clima ¢ mpacts ofa pro cet hat secks to ¢ our state to mo. g fossilfucls hro
his project which would be immense. The MPSC saff’s expert a tempted. o minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre_fous court cases.
v has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to clectric

of leg slat on passed n 2018, Since thattime extensi ¢ research has shown that the need for heating fuel an read ly be met withaut L ne 5. In addition the Detroit automoti ¢ ndusiry
s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish publ ¢ resources while pro-ding no publ ¢ bencfit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge coninues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

3. Lastly there is no public need for this proje stabl she P toahastly ly flawed p
ehicles showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products n. his pipeline. O her sources of enary are either readily a ailable or can be made so.n short order so MPSC ought to re ect
already leaked o er 30 times and spiled o er 1 million gallons of il and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to et Enbridge cont nue to operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds

ther sk

ours sincerely
Sharon Pal in

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

conclusion hat can be reached is to reject th s proposal. Below are a few of the major ssues that | urge you to consider as you make your

Istrongly u ge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line  pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Stai s of Mackinac. Aftr reading the briefs testimony and argumen s detailed before you the only log

decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternat es o this plan do exist including the “no action” alierati . It would be incorreet for you to assume_hat the no action altemnati ¢ means that he exist ng p peline cont mues o function indefin tely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently wi houta._alid casement, Lawsu ts and federal negotiat ons w th Canada are proceeding right now hat could ery we |
f dereda alid possibil ty n he case of a “no

end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent studies ha < confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with minimal price impac s o shortages. You o predict fu ional policy outcomes and so. he possible decomm ssion ng of Line S as a whole must be cons der

action” alierati c.

cat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carcf ly examined. Global el mate experts cla m we ha ¢ less than ten years to_ ake significant s eps towards a carbon-fee cconomy (0 a 0id the wors! impacts of climate change. You rightly dec ded o consider the impact of GHG em ssions

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that secks totic our state to mo_ing foss | fucls hrough he Gr
for this project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expert atiempted to minimiz the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out n pre-fous court cascs

4 hast ly created and deeply lawed piece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that time extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thou Line 5. In addit on the Detroit automoti ¢ ndustry has made dramatic commitments (0 transi fonin
15 ne it would relinguish public resources while pro. id ng no public benef . While regulatory agene es debate this isue Enbridge con inues 10 run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need canno be establshed by merely poinin
ehicles showing the rapidly diminishing need for the products i th s pipeline. Other sourees of energy are either eadily a_ailable or can be made so in shor order so MPSC ought (o rejectth s proposal outri
already leaked o er 30 imes and spilled o er | million gallons of ol and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to operate th s pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds
ther sk.

Yours sincerely
Stacey Nongueskwa
Harbor Springs Michigan 97 0 United States
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

ou the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is fo re cet his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Encrgy’s requests to relocate their Line $ pipeline in a tunnel builtthrough the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Afier reading the briefs tes imony and arguments de ailed before y:

decision

o action’” alternat . It would be neorreet for you o assume tha the no action alternati ¢ means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne S currently without . alid casement. Lawsuits and federal nega ia ions with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery

1. Feasible and prudent altemnati s to th s plan do exist includ ng the
b . You should not be expected o predict future court and na ional policy outcomes and so the poss ble decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a  alid possiblit in the case

well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line S e confirmed that 12 of Line 5 could be achic ed w th minimal price impacts to consumers and no shor

ofa“no action” alternati

cat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carcfully examined. Global el mate exper s claim we ha ¢ less than en years o take significant s eps towards a carbon-frce cconomy 10 a 0id the worstimpacts of climate change. You righ ly decided o considerhe impact of GHG.

2. The potential l mate impacts of a project hat seeks (o tie our state to ma ing foss | fuels hrough the G
em ssions for his project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expertat emp ed to minimize the pro ccted GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre jous court cases

fiel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition the Detro t automoti ¢ indusiry has made dramatic comm tments to ransition ng to

3. Lastly there s no publ ¢ need for th s project. Publ ¢ need cannot be established by merely pointing (o a hastly created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that time extensi. ¢ research has shown hat te need for heat
hicles showing he rapidly diminishing need for the products n- his pipel ne. Other sources of energy are cither readily a ailable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outright since it would relinqu sh public resources while pro iding o public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba ¢ his ssue Enbridge coninues to run a 68-year-old

pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er | million gallons of il and natural gas liquids. Mic

i cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipel ne and the tunnel seheme only compounds

Yours sincerely
James Talbot Talbot
Austn Texas 7870 Un ted S ates
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Dear MPSC Comm ss oners
1 rongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests to relacate heir Line S pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Siraits of Mack nac. After reading the briefs est mony and argumen s detaled before you'the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to rejct tis proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that | urge you o consider as you make your dec sion

xisting pipeline cont nues to fune fon indefiniely. Enbridge is operating Line S currently without a_alid casement, Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ¢ y well end in the

‘no action” allemnati . It would be incarre for you to assume that the no act o ltermati ¢ means that the
. You should not be expected o predict future courtand national policy ou comes and sohe possible decommissioning of Line $ as a whole must be considered a_ alid poss bil i case of a “no action” al emai <.

ommissioning of Line  could be ach ¢ ed wi h minimal price impac s o consumers and no shorta

1. Feasible and prudent alierna i s to this plan do exist including the
decommission ng of Line 5. Independent sudics ha ¢ confirmed that the d

2. The potential climate impacts ofa p oject that sceks o tie our state to mo_ing foss 1 fuels th ough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examvined. Global clima e expertsclaim we ha ¢ less than ten years o take s gnificant s eps towards a carbon-free economy 0 0.d.he wo st impacts of lima ¢ change. You rightly decided to consider  he impact of GHG emissions for this
formulas that ha ¢ b

en thrown out in pre. ous court cases

pro cet which would be. mmense. The MPSC sta s experta tempied to minimize the projected GHG impacs by usin

i addi fon e Detroit au omo i e ndusiry has made dramat ¢ comm tments o trans tioning to clectric
ulatory agencies debate th s ssue Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has already

3. Lastly here is no public need for this pro cct. Publ  need canna b established by merely po nt g o a hastly created and deeply flawed picce of legislation passed in 2018. Since hat ime extensi ¢ research has shown hat he need for heating fuel can. cad Iy be met without Line 5. I
ehicles showing the rapily diminishing need for he products . his pipeline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so i short order so MPSC ought o rejct his proposal outright since it would elingu sh public resources while pro_iding no public benef 1. While ¢
leaked o er 30 imes and spiled o er 1 million gallons of il and natural gas liquids. M chigan cannor afford to let Enbridge continue to operate this p pline and the tunnel scheme only compounds

the isk.

Yours sincerely
janet maker

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
You to consider as you make your decision

he briefs testimony and argumen s detailed before you e only log cal conelusion that can be reached is o rfect this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that |

y's requests to relocate the  Line S pipeline in a tunnel buil through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mack nac. After readin

Isto

You to reject Erbri

s hat the exist ng p peline cont nues o funct on indefinitely. Enbrid

cis operating Line 5 currently without a al d casement, Lawsuits and federal negofiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now hat could ey we I en
outcomes and so. ne 5 as a whole must be considered

1. Feasible and prudent aliemati s to_his plan do exist includ ng the “no action” alterati c. It would be incorreet for you to assume that the no act on alternai ¢ m
alid possibiliy 1 he case ofa “no ac ion

in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent s udies ha ¢ confirmed hat the decommissioning of Line  could be achic ed with m nimal price. mpacts o consumers and no shoriages. You should nat be expec ed to predict future court and national pol

alternat <.

2. The poten il climate. mpacts ofa project that seeks o te our s ate 0 mo. ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global ¢l mate experts cla m we ha ¢ less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free cconoms t0.a oid the worst impacts of clima ¢ change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG em ssions for
his project which would be immense. The MPSC sta s expertat emp ed to minim z¢ the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha. e been thrown out in pre.ious court cases
3. Lastly the ¢ s no public need for his pro < of e passed in 2018, Since thattime extensi ¢ research has shown that the need for heating fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addition the Detroit au omo i ¢ indusiry has made dramatic comm tments o transi oning to ¢

be established point ng o a hastily flawed pi
ehicles showing the rapidly d minish ng need for he producs in this pipeline. Other sourc ther readily a ailable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought fo eje
already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of o | and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbride

ther sk.

it Wh L rogula ory agencies deba ¢ this ssue Enbr dge cont nues o run a 68-year-old pipeline tha

th's proposal outright s e it would relinquish public resources while pro_iding no public be

of energy ar

e continue to opera ¢ this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds.

Yourssincerely
Allser Layne
Conyers Georga 3009 Unted Sta es
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
You to consider as you make your decision

he briefs testimony and argumen s detailed before you e only log cal conelusion that can be reached is o rfect this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that |

y's requests to relocate the  Line S pipeline in a tunnel buil through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mack nac. After readin

Isto You to reject Erbri

cis operating Line 5 currently without a al d casement, Lawsuits and federal negofiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now hat could ey we I en
L ne S as a whole must be considered & alid possibili y n he case of a “no ac ion'

s hat the exist ng p peline cont nues o funct on indefinitely. Enbrid

1. Feasible and prudent alierati s to_his plan do exist includ ng the “no action” alterat . It would be incorreet for you to assume that he no act on alternati ¢
outcomes and so.

in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent s udies ha ¢ confirmed hat the decommissioning of Line  could be achic ed with m nimal price. mpacts o consumers and no shoriages. You should nat be expec ed to predict future court and national pol

alternat <.
You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG em ssions for

{gnificant steps towards a carbon-frce cconomy t0.@ oid the worst impacts of clima e cha

the Gireat Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global ¢l mate experts cla m we ha ¢ less than ten years 1o ake
G impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ ben thrown out in pre.ious court cases

2. The poten il climate mpacts of a project tha sesks (o tie our s ate o mo. ing fossl fuels throu
his project which would be immense. The MPSC st s expert at emp ed to minim ze the projec ¢d Gl

in 2018, Since that time extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the need for heating fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addition the Detroit a omo i ¢ industry has made dramatic comm tments to transi foning to c
s proposal outright s n it would relinquish public resources while pro-iding no public benefit, Wh e regula ory agencies deba ¢ this ssue Enbr dge cont nues o run a 68-year-old pipeline tha

3. Lastly the ¢ s no public need for his pro be established point ng 0 a hastly flawed picc of e
ehicles showing the rapidly d minish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are ¢ therreadily a ailable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought o rej
already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of o | and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to et Enbridge continue to opera e this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds

ther sk.

Yours sincerely
Jady Ho land
Seabrook Texas 77586 United States

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

strongly urge you o reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel bu It through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs testimony and arguments detaled before you'the only logical conclus on that can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of the ma or ssues  hat [ urge you to consider as you make your

decision

1 Feasibl and prdent altemai s 0 tis plan do exst includin th “n action” altat . 1¢ would b incoree or you 0 assume tha he o acton alerma |  means ht th o 5 ing ppelinecont nuss o uncton indf icly. Enr dge i operat g Line S currntly withoutaalid casement.Lawsi t and fderal negotsions wi h Canad ae proceein righ now thatcould. ery
You should not be expected to pred et future court and national policy outcomes and so the p ssion ng of Line Sas o eda alid possib lty in the case of

of Line 5 could be achie ed with m nimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortage

of Line 5. Independent studies ha ¢ confirmed that the decomm ssion

wellend in the decomm ssion n
a*noac ion” al emai c.

ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy 108 0 d the worstimpacts of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG

ssil fuels through he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts cla m we ha ¢ less than ten years to take si

2. The potential ¢l mate impacts ofa project that seeks 1o tie our s ate to mo ing
emiss ons for his project which would be immense. The MPSC stafP’s expert a tempied to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre ious court cases,

3. Lastly there is no publ ¢ need for this project. Publ ¢ need cannot be es ablished by merely pointi Jat on passed in 2018, Since that ime extensi ¢ research has shown that the need for hea ing fuel can read ly be met without Line S. In addit on the Detroit automo i ¢ industry has made dramat ¢ commitments o ransitioni
showing he rapidly diminishing necd for the produc s in this pipel ne. Other sources of energy are ei her readily a ailable or can be made so in shortorder so MPSC reject this proposal outrigh since it would relinguish public resources while pro. ding no publ ¢ benefit. Wh le regulatory agencics debate this issue Enbridge con inues fo run a 68-year-old
o e, M chigan camnt aford o et Enbrdgecont . perte i ipelne and h onne chene nly compounds

o a hast Iy crea ed and deeply flawed picce of |

clec ric. chicles
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er I mi lion gallons of oil and natura
the risk,

Vours sincerely
Sandra Rem
North Miami Florida 33161 Unied Stes
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
the briefs estimony and argumens detailed before you the anly log cal conelusion that can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major ssues that I urge you to consider as you make your

the bottomlands of the Staits of Mackinac. After reading

Youto re cct Enb idge Energy’s reques s 1o reloca ¢ heir L ne S p peline na unnel built thro

Lstrongly u
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist_neluding he “no ac ion” alternati e. It would be ncorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati ¢ means that the existing pipel ne continues to fun ion indefinitely. Enbridee s operating Line $ currently w thout a_alid easement, Lawsuis and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceeding right now hat could  ery we |
end in the decomm ssioning of Line 5. Independent studies ha ¢ con rmed that the decommissioning of L ne 5 could be achie ed w th minimal pr ce impacts to consumers and 1o shortages. You should not be expectet policy outcomes and so the p ssioning of Line 5 as a whole must be cons dered a._alid possibili y n he case of a “no.

inge. You righ ly decided o consider the impact of GHG emissions

bon-fi

economy 102 0.d_ he worst impac s of

arefully examined. Global clima e experts claim we ha  less than ten years to take signif cant steps towards a ¢

must be

s 0 ie our state tomo g fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for_he next 99 years
© safl"s expert a tempted to minim 72 the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out n pre ious court ases.

that se

2. The potent al climate impacts of a proje
for this projeet. which would be mmense. The MPS

passhown it the neeforhein fslan radilybe et withoutLie 5. nadit on th De it automot ¢ industy s made dramaic commimens o s ing (o
tinues to run a 68-year-old

3 Lasly her .t pulc ned s i prjct. Public i anno bt shed by el poin n 0 il crsted snd despy e i of sl o s in 201, Since bt e e
e i h les howin the rap iy i mishing ncd for the prduts i iplne. Othes sources o enery are e readly . bl o ca b e 30 shotoder 50 MPSC aught st hs proposl owright sine I would rlngish public resources while o ding o pbl ¢ henei Whiereulaary agenies debate s e Eni

piclne thatho aleady eaked & 1 01 mes and i e 1 1 o galons aFofl nd na url g T, Michigan cannot fford 10 et Fnbr e cont e 0 perte s ppein an the onnel piredivirn compounds

Yours sincerely
Bi | Simpson
Charlotte Mich gan 8813 Uni ed States

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

al conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major isues that I urge you to cons der as you make your

i s of Mackinae, After reading the bricfs testimony and argumen s detailed before you  he only

strongly u g youto re cct Enbridge Energy”s requests to relocate their Line S pipeline in a tunnel builthrough he bottomlands of he

decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternat es o this plan do exist including the “no action alternati . It would be incorteet for you 1o assume that the no action alternati  means that he exis ing p peline con inues to funct on indefin tely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 curren Iy w thout a_alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot a fons with Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well
Line S as a whole must be considered aalid possibility in the case ofa “no

of Line 5 could be achic.ed with min mal price impac s tconsumers and no shor ages. You should not be expec ed to predict fu ure courtand na fonal policy outcomes and so the possibe decommiss oning

end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha ¢ confirmed that the decommission n
action” alterati ¢

onomy 102 0.d_he worst impac s of ¢l mate change. You rightly decided to consider the mpact of GHG emissions.

s t0 take significant steps towards a carbonfre

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that secks totic our state to ma_ing foss | fuls through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carcfu ly exanvined. Global climate experts cla m we ha ¢ lss than ten y

for this project which would be immense. The MPSC stafF's expert attempted to minimize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out in pre ious court case.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need canna be established by merely pointing 0. has ily ereated and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that ime extensi. ¢ research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addi jon.the De roit automoli. ¢ industry has made dramatic commitments o trans tioning (0 electric

Other sources of energy are cither readily a_ailable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought to reect th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish publ ¢ csources while pro. id ng no public bencf ¢ " 10 run a 68-year-old pipeline that has
cline and. he tunnel scheme only compounds

chicles showing the rapily diminishing need for the products in this pipelinc.
already leaked o er 30 imes and spilled o er 1 million gallons of ol and natural gas liqu ds. tolet Enbrides o operate

therr sk.

Yours sincercly
Jess ca Hayes
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
ct this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that T urge you to consider a5 you make your

he briefs testimony and arguments deta led before you the only logical conelus on that can be reached is to

the bot omlands of the S ra t of Mackinac. After reading

T strongly urge you o reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line S pipeline in a tunnel built thro

decision

Line S currently without a_alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well

5 as a whole must be cons dered . alid possibili y in the case ofa “no

o function ndef nitely. Enbr d at
Vo ahoul nt b expect 10 predict e courtnd il plicy outcomen a0 e poswi decommies oing of Line

0 action” alternai . It would be incorreet for you to assume that he. e mes
5 could be ach ¢ ed with min mal price impac s to consumers and no shoria

1. Feasible and prudental erna i es to this plan do exist including 1
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. ¢ confirmed that ine
action alte nati c.

ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy (0. oid the worst impac s of ¢l mate change. You righ Iy decided o consider the impact of GHG emissions

ars o take s

2. The potent al ¢l mate impacts of a projeet that seeks 10 t ¢ our st ¢ to mo. ing fossi fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu Iy examined. Global ¢l mate exper s elaim we ha ¢ less than

for this project wh ch would be immense. The MPSC stafT's expert a cmp ed to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out i pre ous court ases.
e industry has made dramatic comm tments 1o transit oning to

e thattime extensi ¢ resea ch has shown that e need for hea ing fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addi fon the De roit automoti
=)

outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit, While regula ory agencies debate his ssue Enbridge continucs to run a 68-yea

istation passed in 2015 S

3 Lesty e s o bl e o s et Pl nd o b esiblhed by el o g (0 8 sty rsiedand dosly e s
. ch cles shawing the rapidly d minih g need o b produces 1 pipling. Othe sourees o cnrgy re etherrad . ilable o can b e 50 i short order s0 MPSC ought o rject i
pipclne that o leady kel s 0 tmes and spled o s 1 ion gllns o 1 and tral as . ichigancamnot affrd It Enbrd coninue ( opers ¢ tis piplneand the annel schene anly compouns

the is

Yours sincerely

Bretton C. Li tle MPA.



Fom

To
Subject Re case 020763
Date day Mach25 202211545 M

CAUTION This is an External email. Please send suspicious emails to sbuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

Lstrongly u pipeline n a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs testimony and argumen s detaled before you the only logical conelusion that can be reached s to  ect_his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that | urge you to consider as you make your

e you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line

1. Feasible and prudent al ernati es 1o this plan do exist including the “no act on” al ema i e. It would be incorreet for you
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line e con rmed that 12 of Line 5 could be achieed wi h minimal price impacts o consumers and no shor a

o assume that the no action altema i ¢ means that the ex s ing p peline con inues o function indefini ely. Enbridge is opera ing Line 5 currently withouta  alid easement, Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
of

. You should not be expected to pred ct future courtand nat onal policy ou comes and 5o the poss LneSasa o alid possibility in the case ofa “no

ided to cons der the impact of GHG emiss ons

2. The potent al ¢l mate impacts of a project that seeks o t ¢ our state to mo_ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate expers cla m we ha e less than ten years o ake significant steps towards a carbon-free economy t0.a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You rightly de

for this project wh ch would be mmense. The MPSC staffs expert a empted to min mize the projected GIIG impac s by using formulas hat ha e been hrown outin pre ous courlcases.

carch has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Lin . In addition the Detroit automai ¢ industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to

3

flawed picce of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi ¢ re;

Iy there i no public need for this projaet. Public need cannot be established by mercly point ng to a hastily created and det

elec ric. ch cles showing the rap dly d m nishing need for he products in this p peline. Other souces of energy are either read Iy a a lable or can be made so in short order so MPSC ought to rejec this proposal outr ght since it would rel nquish public resources while pro. iding no public benef . While regulatory agenc es debate th s issue Enb idge cont nues o run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er | million gallons of o | and natural gas | quids. Mich gan cannot a ford to let Enbridge continue o operate th s pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
the is

Yours sincerely
Emi

M

—
I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

car of being 80 with my parts weaken ng 1 mplore you to shut down Line §

Lakes. ¢ ossed the bridge many times as well as boated o erit. How could I could not know it existed? In my

Although I li ¢in MN Tam a Yooper of Menominee MI for § years.  Then I didn’t realize there was a p pe line low ng under he Mackinaw Bridge threatening the

before the ne i able happens. It should ne.er ha ¢ been built. The Great Lakes deser ¢ heir name and you must help to preser ¢ them.

the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs testimony and arg before you the only log hat can be reached is o rejectthis proposal. Below are a few of he ma or issues hat I urge you to consider as you make your

Fstrongly u y's requests to telocate heir L ne 5 pipeline n a tuanel buil thro

decision

Youto reject Enbr dge Enes

on"al ema i e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action al erna i @ means that the ex s ing pipeline con inues to funct on indefin tely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently wi hout aalid casemen . Lawsui s and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
. You should ot be expec ed 1o predict fu ure court and nat onal p and so the 2 of Line § o5 a whole must alid possibility i the case of a “no

1. Feasible and prudent al ernati es to this plan do exist_ncluding he “no a
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha ¢ conf rmed that he decommissioning of Line S could be achie ed wi h minimal price impacts to consumers and no shorta

action’ altemati c.

2. The potent al ¢l mate impacts of a project that secks o ie our state to mo g fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global elimate experts claim we ha @ les than ten years to take significant s ps towards a carbon-f ee economy 0.2 oid the worst impacts of elima ¢ ehange. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions

for this project. which would be mmense. The MPSC stafl’s expert a tempted o minim z¢ the projected GHG impac s by us ng formulas hat ha. ¢ been thrown out in pre. ous court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely point ng to a
elec ric. eh cles showing the rap diy dim nishing need for_he products i this p peline. Orher sources of enes
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er | million gallons of oil and natural gas iquids. Mich gan cannot afford to lt Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and.he tunnel scheme only compounds

iy created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that ime extensi @ research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addition the Detroit au omo i ¢ industry has made dramat ¢ commitmen s to ransitioning to
ay are either readily a ailable or can be made 50 in short orderso MPSC ough to e ect.his proposal ou right since it would relinguish public resources while pro_iding no public benefit, While regulatory agencies debate this issue Enbridge continues (0 run a 68-year-old

the risk.

Yours sincercly
Mary Ferns rum Ferns rum
Marine on Saint Croix Minnesota 550 7 Uni ed S ates
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
led before you the only hat can be reached i to reject th s proposal. Below are  few of the major issues that  urge you o cons der as you make your

the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the br efs test mony

Lo Energy’s requests to elocate their Line  pipel ne in a unnel buil throt

decision

 you to e ect Enbri

well

o bis lan do it inlu g th “noaction”alfmai . It woud be ot foryou ©assume e h 1 o et mean that he cistingppelinecontimes o functon inde ily. Extrd s amuuum $cumenty v hout . aldcsmcnt. L snd el negot at ons withCanada s proced . gt s st cold.
achie ed wi h minimal pr ce impacts o consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected 1o pred c dnat o ndso ssion ng of Line 5 as a whole must be considered aalid possibility in the case of a “no.

1. Feasible and prudent alterati
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5.
action” alernati .

could

© confirmed that the ine

e. You righ Iy decided o consider the impact of GHG emissions.

st b careflly examined:Gloal lima expers i we s han e yeas 1 take s grifcan ieps fowards acarbon fee economy 108 id the worst impac s ofcimate chr

the Grest Lakes or the next 9 yc
impac s by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out i e ious court cases

it al climate.mpacts of a projeet that ks
The

our state 1o mo_ing fossil fuels thre
MPSC s affs

tom nimize the

e po
mum,,n,m whic
In addit on the Det ot automoti ¢ industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to c

Coninaes o run a6 ycarold pipeine tht has

readily be met wi hout Line

d for heating fucl
no public benef 1. While regulatory agenc s debate this issue Enbrid

ime extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the

Fleg sl ion passed n 2018, Since that

3. Lastly there s no public need for_his pro ect. Public need cannot be es ablished by merely po nting to a hastily created and decply flawed pi
ehicles showing the rapidly dinvinish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are ci her readily a ailable or can be made so in shortorder so MPSC ought o re ect his proposal ou right since 1 would relinquish public resources while pro.idi
 con inue to operate this pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds

gan cannot aford to let Enbrid

Tons of oil and natural gas | quids. Mich

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er | mi lion g

Yours sincerely
All son Ciancibelli
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
1l n Arizona but am wri ing to show there s national interest in this issuc. Please reject Enbridge Encrgy’s requests.

I's rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests o relocate heir L ne S p peline in a tunnel built hrough the bot omlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Afte reading he briefs testimony and a guments detailed before you the only logical conclusion that can be reached is o reject th s proposal. Below are a few of the major issues hat | urge you o consider as you make your decision

et for you to assume that the o actin altemati ¢ means_hat the existing p peline con inues to func ion indefiniely. Enbridge s operat ng Line S currently without alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego iations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ey we | end
impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national policy ou comes and 5o the possible decomm ss oning of Line $ s a whole must be considered a. ald possibility in the case of a “no act on

1. Feasible and prudent alienati es to th s plan do ex st including he “no ac ion” alternat . It would be incorr
in Les. e conf rmed that 2 of Line 5 could be ach ¢ ed wi h minimal pr

alternai .

2. The poten il clima ¢ impacts ofa pro ect hat seeks t0 1 ¢ our state 1o mo. ng fossil fuels hrough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global ¢l mate expe s cla m we ha ¢ less than ten years 1o ke signif cantsteps owards a carbon-free economy 10 & 0id the worst impac s of ¢l mate change. You rightly decided 1o consider he impact of GHG em ssions for
po P o 5 o y 5 r y r‘ o ihily P

which would be immense. The MPSC stafl’s expert ttempled to minimize the pro ected GHG impac s by us ng

his pro formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out  pre fous court cases.

be met wi hout Line 5. In addit onthe De roit automoti ¢ indus ry has made dramat ¢ commi ments o trans ioning to elec ric

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely pointing 0 a has ily created and deeply flawed picce of egisla ion passed in 2018, Since that ime extensi ¢ rescarch has shown that the need for heat ng fel can readi
car-old pip

ehicles showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products n. his pipeline. O her sources of energy are cither readily a_ailable or can be made 50 in short order so MPSC ought to eject th s proposal outright since it would rel nquish public resources wh le pra.ding no public ben
already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to et Enbr dge con inue to ope ate.his pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
ther sk,

i a e this issuc toruna 68

Yous sincerely
Harriet Cowper
Tucson Arizona 85730 United States
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Dear MPSC Commissioners.
All pipelines leak The only ques ion is When and Where.
Michigan canno afford to lt Enbr dge con e to operate.his pipeling and the tunnel scheme only compounds the rsk.

Yours sincerely
Sam Booher
A

usia GA 30907 US
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
ct this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that T urge you to consider a5 you make your

he briefs testimony and arguments deta led before you the only logical conelus on that can be reached is to

the bot omlands of the S ra t of Mackinac. After reading

T strongly urge you o reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line S pipeline in a tunnel built thro
decision

Line S currently without a_alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well

5 as a whole must be cons dered . alid possibili y in the case ofa “no

@ means that o function ndef nitely. Enbr d

0 action” alternai . It would be incorreet for you to assume that he. at
Vo ahoul nt b expect 10 predict e courtnd il plicy outcomen a0 e poswi decommies oing of Line

5 could be ach ¢ ed with min mal price impac s to consumers and no shoria

1. Feasible and prudental erna i es to this plan do exist including 1
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. ¢ confirmed that ine
action alte nati c.

ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy (0. oid the worst impac s of ¢l mate change. You righ Iy decided o consider the impact of GHG emissions

ars o take s

2. The potent al ¢l mate impacts of a projeet that seeks 10 t ¢ our st ¢ to mo. ing fossi fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu Iy examined. Global ¢l mate exper s elaim we ha ¢ less than
for this project wh ch would be immense. The MPSC stafT's expert a cmp ed to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha ¢ been thrown out i pre ous court ases.
e industry has made dramatic comm tments 1o transit oning to

e thattime extensi ¢ resea ch has shown that e need for hea ing fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addi fon the De roit automoti
=)

outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit, While regula ory agencies debate his ssue Enbridge continucs to run a 68-yea

istation passed in 2015 S

3 Lesty e s o bl e o s et Pl nd o b esiblhed by el o g (0 8 sty rsiedand dosly e s

. ch cles shawing the rapidly d minih g need o b produces 1 pipling. Othe sourees o cnrgy re etherrad . ilable o can b e 50 i short order s0 MPSC ought o rject i

pipclne that o leady kel s 0 tmes and spled o s 1 ion gllns o 1 and tral as . ichigancamnot affrd It Enbrd coninue ( opers ¢ tis piplneand the annel schene anly compouns
the risk.

Yours sincerely
Christopher Dunham
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
st ongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy's requests to elocate the  Line S pipeline.n a tunnel buil through the bottomlands of the Strats of Mackinac. After reading the briefs testimony and arguments detaled before you the only logical conclusion that an be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that | urge you to consider as you make your dec s on

cat ng Line S currently withouta  alid casement. Lawsu 1 and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceed ng right now that could. cry well end
of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a. alid possib lty in the case of a “no action

1. Feasible and prudent alternati e to this plan do exist.including the “no action™ altera i . Tt would be. neorreet for you o assume that the no ac jon altemati ¢ means that he ex s ing pipeline continues to func fon indefinitely. Enbrid
i the decommissionng of ine 5 Indepeodeot s udies b ¢ confirmed hat b decommissoning of L 0 5 couldbe achi. e with mininal prie mpec 0 consuners nd o shor 85, You shoud 10 b experid 0 predit Rk court and tioal olicy o omes and 30 b possble deoomision

alternat <.
oid the worst mpacts of climate change. You righ ly decided to cosider the impact of GHG emissions for

2. The poten ial climate mpacts of a projec that seeks to tie our s a ¢ o ma ing fossilfuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must b carcfully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less than ten years to take sign ficantsteps owards a carbon:

this project which would be immense. The MPSC staff's expert at empted to minim ze the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been hrown outin pre  ous court cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for his project. Publ  need cannot be established by merely poin ing to.a hastily crea ed and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018, Since that time extensi ¢ research has shown hat the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met without Line . In addition the Detroit automoti ¢ industry o
s ssue. Enbridge contnues to run  68-year-old pipeline.hat has

nade so in short orderso MPSC ought to rejectthis proposal outright since it would el nquish public resources wh le pro.ding no public benefi . While regulatory ag

e tunnel scheme only compounds

e es debat

i showing e rpdly d minising ced for i producs i ppeline, O s of vy e il read 1. bl can e
leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er | m llon gallons of o | and na ural gas liquids. M chigan cannot afford o let Enbridge coninue to operate th s pipeline

i

Yous sinceely

I
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Dear MPSC Commissioners
hat can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that 1 urge you o cons der as you make your dee s on

‘S requests to-elocate e Line S pipeline in a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mack nac. Afler reading the briefs testimony and arg before you the only log

Isto you to rejct Enbri

 ight now that could ery well end

alid casement, Lawsuits and federal negotiations w th Canada are proceedi

alternat . Tt would be incorrect for you o assume that the no act on alternati ¢ means that he exis ing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne $ curren ly w thout
ald poss biliy in the case of

1. Feasible and prudent aemati es to th s plan do ex st including e “no ac ion” a
Independent studics ha. ¢ conf rmed that the decommission ng of Line S could be achic e w th minimal p ice. mpacts o consumers and no shor ages. You should not be expected o predict future court and nat onal policy outcomes and so the possible decommissioning of L ne § as  whole must be cons dered a

inthe decommissioning of L ne
alterna <.
it steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacs of elima ¢ change. You rightly decided o consider the mpact of GHG emissions for

examined. Global climate experts claim we ha ¢ less than en years to take s gnifi

2. The poten ial clima e impac s of a projectthat secks o t ¢ our state to mo ing fos Lakes for the
(s et i wouk e mmere, Th MPSC Sl et aepied o i h prjecied GH mpac by s e o hth  ben row ot i pr fous court cse
In add tion the Detroit au omo i ¢ indusiry has made dramatic commitments (o transitioning to electric

year-old pipeline hat has

2018, Since that time extensi @ rese that he need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Li
s proposal outright since it would relinqu sh public resources while pro. id ng no public benefit, While regulatory agencies deba  this issue Enb idge con inues to run a 6

03 hastly created and deeply flawed picce of
are ei herreadily a ailable or can be made so n short order so MPSC ought t reject this
continue to opera e this pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely pointing
ehicles showing he rapidly dim nishing need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy
already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridg

ther sk

Vour sincerel
Anthony Jammal Jammal
Rose ille California 95661 United States





