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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of he St ai s of Mackinac. After reading 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

1. Feasible and prudent al erna i es to this plan do ex st  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume hat the no ac ion alternati e means hat the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 curren ly w thout a alid easement. Lawsui s and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed hat the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national policy outcomes  and so he possible decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potential cl mate impacts of a project that seeks to t e our sta e to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than en years to 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
emiss ons for his pro ect  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted o minimize he projec ed GHG impacts by us ng formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ous court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for this projec . Public need cannot be established by merely pointing to a has ily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. S nce that ime extensi e research has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addition  the Detroit automo i e industry has made dramat c commitments to ransitioning to
elec ric ehicles  showing he rapidly d minish ng need for the products in th s pipeline. O her sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so n short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources wh le pro iding no public benefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford o let Enbridge continue to operate his pipeline and the unnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
L nda Fighera
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s reques s to reloca 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 argumen s detailed before you  the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that I urge you to cons der as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  ncluding the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume hat the no action alterna i e means that the existing pipeline cont nues o funct on indefinitely. Enbridge s operat ng Line 5 currently wi hout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well end in
the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consume s and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national policy ou comes  and so he possible decommissioning of L ne 5 as a whole must be cons dered a alid possibility in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e impac s of a project that seeks o ie our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take signif cant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a o d he wo st impacts of climate change. You rightly decided o consider the mpact of GHG emissions for
this pro ect  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily crea ed and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that ime extensi e research has shown that the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addi ion  he Detro t automoti e industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing he rap dly diminishing need for the produc s in th s p peline. Other sources of energy are e ther readily a a lable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal outright s nce it would rel nquish public resources while pro ding no public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba e his issue  Enbr dge con inues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 mill on gallons of oil and natural gas l quids. Michigan cannot afford o let Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Dom nique Edmondson
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of he St ai s of Mackinac. After reading 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

1. Feasible and prudent al erna i es to this plan do ex st  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume hat the no ac ion alternati e means hat the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 curren ly w thout a alid easement. Lawsui s and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed hat the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national policy outcomes  and so he possible decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potential cl mate impacts of a project that seeks to t e our sta e to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than en years to 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
emiss ons for his pro ect  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted o minimize he projec ed GHG impacts by us ng formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ous court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for this projec . Public need cannot be established by merely pointing to a has ily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. S nce that ime extensi e research has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addition  the Detroit automo i e industry has made dramat c commitments to ransitioning to
elec ric ehicles  showing he rapidly d minish ng need for the products in th s pipeline. O her sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so n short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources wh le pro iding no public benefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford o let Enbridge continue to operate his pipeline and the unnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Ri a Walsh
Michigan  United States



F om hl  h
To - -
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 53 30 M

CAUTION  This s an External email. Please send suspicious ema ls to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s reques s to reloca e their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built th ough the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. It is a tragedy that Enbridge has been allowed to continue to operate in the Great Lakes for as long as they ha e. After reading the briefs  estimony  and arguments deta led before you  the only logical conclus on that can be reached is to
reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that I urge you to cons der as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  ncluding the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefin tely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits 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 decomm ss oning of Line 5 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 whole must be considered a alid possibil ty in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e impac s of a project that seeks o ie our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten yea s to take significant steps 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
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.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that ime extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addit on  the De roit automoti e industry has made drama ic comm tments to trans tioning to electric
ehicles  showing he rap dly diminishing need for the produc s in th s pipeline. Other sources of energy are e ther readily a a lable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources wh le pro iding no public benefi . While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge cont nues to un a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 mill on gallons of oil and natural gas l quids. Mich gan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to operate this p peline and the unnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Kathleen Wight
Perry  Michigan  8872  Uni ed Sta es
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Dear MPSC Commissione s

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bot omlands of he S rai s of Mackinac. After reading he briefs  tes imony  and arguments de ailed before you  the only logical conclus on that can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you o consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent al erna i es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that he no action alternati e means hat the existing pipeline continues to function ndefinitely. Enbridge s operating Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations w th Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impac s to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected o predict future court and national pol cy outcomes  and so the possible decomm ssion ng of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a al d possibility in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al cl mate impacts of a project that seeks to t e our sta e to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha e less han ten years to take signif cant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a o d he worst impacts of climate change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  wh ch would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert at emp ed to minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out n pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for this projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily created and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that he need for heat ng fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addit on  the Detroit automoti e ndustry has made drama ic commi men s to transition ng to
elec ric ehicles  showing the rapidly d minish ng need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources while pro ding no publ c benefit. Wh le regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e his pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Nathan Rauh-Bieri
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel bu lt through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed 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 I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alterna i es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action al erna i e means that the ex s ing p peline cont nues o function indef nitely. Enbr dge is operat ng Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsu ts and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could ery
well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decomm ssion ng 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 ct future court and national policy outcomes  and so the possible decomm ssion ng of Line 5 as a whole must be conside ed a alid possib lity in the case of
a “no ac ion” al erna i e.

2. The potential cl mate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our s ate to mo ing fossil fuels through he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts cla m we ha e less than ten years to take sign ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a o d the worst impacts of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG
emiss ons for his project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for this project. Publ c need cannot be es ablished by merely pointing to a hast ly crea ed and deeply flawed piece of leg slat on passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for hea ing fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addit on  the Detroit automo i e industry has made dramat c commitments o ransitioning to
elec ric ehicles  showing he rapidly diminishing need for the produc s in this pipel ne. Other sources of energy are ei her readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro ding no publ c benefit. Wh le regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 mi lion gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. M chigan cannot afford to let Enbr dge cont nue o operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Nancy Warszawski
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  tes imony  and arguments de ailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to re ect his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do exist  includ ng the “no action” alternati e. It would be ncorrect for you o assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego ia ions with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery
well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed w th minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. 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 possibility in the case
of a “no action” alternati e.

2. The potential cl mate impacts of a project hat seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels hrough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha e less than en years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You righ ly decided o consider he impact of GHG
em ssions for his project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert at emp ed to minimize the pro ected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for th s project. Publ c need cannot be established by merely pointing to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition  the Detro t automoti e industry has made dramatic comm tments to transition ng to
electr c ehicles  showing he rapidly diminishing need for the products in his pipel ne. Other sources of energy are either 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 no public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba e his ssue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Daniel Ui erwyk
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I STRONGLY DEMAND THAT YOU IMMEDIATELY REJECT Enbridge Energy’s TO REQUEST THEIR LINE 5 PIPEL NE IN A TUNNEL BUILT THROUGH THE BOTTOMLANDS OF THE Straits of Mackinac. Af er reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed before you  the only logical conclus on that can be reached is o TO SW FTLY REJECT THIS TERRIBLE
PROPOSAL. Below a e a few of he MAJOR ISSUES  THAT I STRONGLY URGE TO CONS DER IN MAKING YOUR  DECISION FOR THE COMMUNITY  THE ENVIRONMENT AND THE SAFETY OF YOUR CITIIZENS.

1. Feasible and prudent al ernati es to th s plan do exist  ncluding the “no act on” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no ac ion alterna i e means that the exist ng pipeline continues to funct on indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently wi hout a alid easemen . Lawsu ts and federal negotiations w th Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery well end in the
decommissioning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha e confirmed that the decomm ss oning of L ne 5 could be ach e ed w th minimal price impacts to consumers and no sho tages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national policy ou comes  and so the poss ble decomm ssioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a al d poss bil ty in the case of a “no act on” alternati e.

2. The potential climate impacts of a pro ect that seeks o tie our state o mo ing fossil fuels through the G eat Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly exam ned. Global cl mate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst mpacts of cl mate change. You righ ly decided to consider he impact of GHG emissions for this
pro ect  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attemp ed to minimize the pro ected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in p e ious court cases.

3. Lastly here is no public need for his projec . Public need cannot be established by merely pointing to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed n 2018. Since that time ex ensi e esearch has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addition  the Det oit automoti e industry has made dramat c commi ments to trans tioning to electr c eh cles
showing the apidly diminish ng need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of ene gy are e ther read ly a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal ou right s nce it would rel nqu sh public resources while pro iding no public benefit.

While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old pipeline 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
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

As a Michigan na i e  a Michigan homeowner  and an Illinois esident who relies on the Great Lakes for my dr nking water  I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests o relocate their L ne 5 p peline in a tunnel built hrough he bot omlands of the Straits of Mackinac. We simply can not place this body of fresh water at such unnecessary risk.

After reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments de ailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that I urge you to consider as you make your decis on

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do ex st  including he “no ac ion” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati e means hat the existing p peline con inues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge s operat ng Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego iations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery we l end
in the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e conf rmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be ach e ed wi h minimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national policy ou comes  and so the possible decomm ss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no act on”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e impacts of a pro ect hat seeks to t e our state to mo ng fossil fuels hrough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate expe ts cla m we ha e less than ten years to take signif cant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impac s of cl mate change. You rightly decided to consider he impact of GHG em ssions for
this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the pro ected GHG impac s by us ng formulas that ha e been thrown out n pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely pointing o a has ily created and deeply flawed piece of legisla ion passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addit on  the De roit automoti e indus ry has made dramat c commi ments to transi ioning to elec ric
ehicles  showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products in his pipeline. O her sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright since it would rel nquish public resources wh le pro ding no public benefi . While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbr dge con inue to ope ate his pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Kirk McMurray
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

Fossil fuel pipelines are he highway to past.  The fu ure is wind energy and solar power.

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests o relocate their L ne 5 p peline in a tunnel bu lt through he bottomlands of the Stra ts of Mackinac. After reading the br efs  tes imony  and arguments detailed before you  he only logical conclusion that can be reached s to re ect his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do ex st  including the “no act on” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action al ernati e means that the existing pipeline continues o function indefin tely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a alid easemen . Lawsui s and federal negotiat ons with Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well end
in the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e confi med that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict fu ure court and national pol cy outcomes  and so the poss ble decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e mpacts of a pro ect hat seeks to t e our state to mo ng fossil fuels hrough he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You righ ly dec ded to consider the impact of GHG emissions for
this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted o minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely pointing to a hast ly created and deeply flawed piece of leg slat on passed n 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can read ly be met without L ne 5. In addition  the Detroit automoti e ndustry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products n his pipeline. O her sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so n short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal outright s nce it would relinquish publ c resources while pro iding no publ c benefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge cont nue to operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Kathryn Rose
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I st ongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline n a unnel built through the bottomlands of he S rai s of Mackinac. After read ng the briefs  estimony  and arguments de ailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues hat I urge you o consider as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  including the “no act on” al ernati e. It would be ncorrect for you to assume hat the no action alternati e means that the existing pipel ne continues to function ndef nitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently w thout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery we l end
in the decommissioning of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that he decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and nat onal policy outcomes  and so he possible decommiss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no act on”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial climate mpacts of a pro ect hat seeks to tie our sta e to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global clima e experts claim we ha e less han ten years to take s gnificant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a o 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 staff’s expert a tempted to minimize he projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Publ c need cannot be established by merely poin ing to a hastily created and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since hat t me ex ensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addi ion  he Detroit automoti e indus ry has made drama ic commi ments to transit oning to elec ric
ehicles  showing the rapidly d minishing need for the products n this pipel ne. Other sources of energy are either read ly a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outr ght since t would relinqu sh public resources while pro id ng no public benef t. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of oil and na ural gas liquids. M chigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue o operate this p peline and the unnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
JERRY BELTER
Baraboo  Wisconsin  53913  Un ted Sta es



F om Megan Raphael
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 45 24 M

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

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests to relocate heir L ne 5 pipeline n a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or issues hat I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent al ernati es to this plan do exist  ncluding he “no act on” al erna i e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action al erna i e means that the ex s ing pipeline con inues to funct on indefin tely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently wi hout a alid easemen . Lawsui s and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e conf rmed that he decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed wi h minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict fu ure court and nat onal policy outcomes  and so the possible decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al cl mate impacts of a project that seeks o ie 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 e less than ten years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-f ee economy o a oid the worst impacts of clima e change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  which would be mmense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted to minim ze the projected GHG impac s by us ng formulas hat ha e 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 hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addition  the Detroit au omo i e industry has made dramat c commitmen s to transitioning to
elec ric eh cles  showing the rap dly dim nishing need for he products in this p peline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal ou right since it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Mich gan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Megan Raphael

___________________________



F om  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 44 28 M

CAUTION  This is an External ema l. Please send suspic ous emails to abuse@m chigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipel ne in a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the br efs  tes imony  and arguments detailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o his plan do exist  includ ng the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefini ely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 curren ly w thout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego ia ions with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent s udies ha e confirmed that the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed w th minimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to pred ct future court and na ional policy outcomes  and so the possible decommiss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate mpacts of a project that seeks to tie our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years o ake significant s eps towards a carbon-free economy to a o d he worst impacts of cl mate change. You r ghtly decided to cons der the impact of GHG emissions
for this p oject  which would be immense. The MPSC s aff’s expert attempted to minimize the projected GHG impac s by us ng formulas that ha e been th own out in pre ious court cases.

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 deeply flawed piece of legisla ion passed n 2018. S nce that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addi ion  the De roit automoti e indus ry has made dramatic commitments to transition ng to electric
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are ei her readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro id ng no public benef t. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 mi lion gallons of o l and natural gas l quids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to operate his pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
James Dawson



F om au a Judge
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 43 59 M

CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send susp cious ema ls to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commiss oners

It is ludicrous for the MPSC o consider appro al and escalation of a fossil fuel based future for North America. I am appalled that you would consider imperiling our precious Great Lakes waters for m nimal Michigan benefit. It is a bad business decision. It is an e en worse ethical decision.

I strongly urge you o reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to reloca e their L ne 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through he bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After read ng the briefs  testimony  and arguments de ailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached s to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the ma or ssues hat I urge you to cons der as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  including the “no ac ion” al erna i e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati e means that the exist ng p peline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently without a al d easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could ery
well end in the decommissioning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with m nimal price impacts to consumers and no shor ages. You should not be expected o predict future court and na ional policy outcomes  and so the possible decommiss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case
of a “no action” alternati e.

2. The potential climate impac s of a pro ect that seeks to tie 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 e less han en years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impac s of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the mpact of GHG
em ssions for this project  which would be mmense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize he projec ed GHG impac s by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely po nting to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of leg slat on passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met without L ne 5. In add tion  the De roit automoti e ndustry has made dramat c commitments to trans tioning to
electr c ehicles  showing the rapidly diminishing need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are e ther readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright s nce it would relinqu sh public resources while pro id ng no public benefit. While regula ory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge cont nues o run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of o l 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.

Yours sincerely
Laura Judge
Ho land  Michigan  9 23  Uni ed States



F om au ie Ve Meulen
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 43 42 M

CAUTION  This is an Ex ernal email. Please send suspic ous emails to abuse@michigan go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  tes imony  and arguments de ailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to re ect his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do exist  includ ng the “no action” alternati e. It would be ncorrect for you o assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego ia ions with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery
well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed w th minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. 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 possibility in the case
of a “no action” alternati e.

2. The potential cl mate impacts of a project hat seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels hrough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha e less than en years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You righ ly decided o consider he impact of GHG
em ssions for his project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert at emp ed to minimize the pro ected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for th s project. Publ c need cannot be established by merely pointing to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition  the Detro t automoti e industry has made dramatic comm tments to transition ng to
electr c ehicles  showing he rapidly diminishing need for the products in his pipel ne. Other sources of energy are either 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 no public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba e his ssue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.
Un il recently  we owned property on Grand Tra erse Bay.  I can't e en mag ne what hose beautiful waters would look like co ered in a sheen of oil.

Yours sincerely
Laur e VerMeulen



F om h l  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 42 45 M

CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send susp cious emails to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built hrough he bottomlands of he S ra ts of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed befo e you  the only log cal conclusion that can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that he no action alternati e means that the ex s ing pipeline continues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego iations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha e confirmed that the decommission ng of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national pol cy outcomes  and so the possible decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You ightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha e been hrown out in pre ous court cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by merely pointing o a has ily created and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can ead ly be met without Line 5. In add tion  he Detroit automoti e indus ry has made dramatic commitments to ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminishing need for the products in this p peline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright since it would relinquish 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

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million ga lons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue o operate this p peline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Charlie Burns

___________________________



F om  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 41 22 M

CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@m chigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s reques s to reloca 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 argumen s detailed before you  the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that I urge you to cons der as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  ncluding the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume hat the no action alterna i e means that the existing pipeline cont nues o funct on indefinitely. Enbridge s operat ng Line 5 currently wi hout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well end in
the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consume s and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national policy ou comes  and so he possible decommissioning of L ne 5 as a whole must be cons dered a alid possibility in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e impac s of a project that seeks o ie our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take signif cant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a o d he wo st impacts of climate change. You rightly decided o consider the mpact of GHG emissions for
this pro ect  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily crea ed and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that ime extensi e research has shown that the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addi ion  he Detro t automoti e industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing he rap dly diminishing need for the produc s in th s p peline. Other sources of energy are e ther readily a a lable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal outright s nce it would rel nquish public resources while pro ding no public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba e his issue  Enbr dge con inues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 mill on gallons of oil and natural gas l quids. Michigan cannot afford o let Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Judy Bruce



F om  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 41 07 M

CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send susp cious emails to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built hrough the bot omlands of the Stra ts of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed before you  the only log cal conclus on that can be reached s to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues hat I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o his plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that he no action alterna i e means that the existing pipeline continues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge s operating Line 5 currently without a al d easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canada 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 Line 5 could be ach e 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 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global clima e experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take signif cant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid 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’s expert attempted to minimize the pro ected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha e been hrown out in pre ous cou t cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by me ely pointing to a has ily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown hat the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met without L ne 5. In addition  the Detro t automoti e industry has made dramat c commi men s to transition ng to electr c
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminish ng need for the products in this p peline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so n short order  so MPSC ought o reject this p oposal outright since it would rel nquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit. Wh le regulatory agencies debate his ssue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old p peline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 mi lion ga lons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot a ford to let Enbridge cont nue to operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Suzanne  Kieby



F om  
To - -
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 41 01 M

CAUTION  This s an External email. Please send suspicious ema ls to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s reques s to reloca e their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built th ough the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After ead ng the briefs  est mony  and arguments detailed before you  he only log cal conclus on that can be reached is to reject th s proposal. Below a e a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your decis on

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  ncluding the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefin tely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits 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 decomm ss oning of Line 5 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 whole must be considered a alid possibil ty in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e impac s of a project that seeks o ie our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten yea s to take significant steps 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
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.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that ime extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addit on  the De roit automoti e industry has made drama ic comm tments to trans tioning to electric
ehicles  showing he rap dly diminishing need for the produc s in th s pipeline. Other sources of energy are e ther readily a a lable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources wh le pro iding no public benefi . While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge cont nues to un a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 mill on gallons of oil and natural gas l quids. Mich gan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to operate this p peline and the unnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Barbara Mastorgi



F om  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 32 19 M

CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send susp cious emails to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built hrough he bottomlands of he S ra ts of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed befo e you  the only log cal conclusion that can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that he no action alternati e means that the ex s ing pipeline continues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego iations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha e confirmed that the decommission ng of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national pol cy outcomes  and so the possible decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You ightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha e been hrown out in pre ous court cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by merely pointing o a has ily created and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can ead ly be met without Line 5. In add tion  he Detroit automoti e indus ry has made dramatic commitments to ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminishing need for the products in this p peline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright since it would relinquish 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

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million ga lons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue o operate this p peline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Lee Kane



F om h  l
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 31 49 M
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Dear MPSC Commissioners

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests o relocate their L ne 5 p peline in a tunnel bu lt through he bottomlands of the Stra ts of Mackinac. After reading the br efs  tes imony  and arguments detailed before you  he only logical conclusion that can be reached s to re ect his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do ex st  including the “no act on” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action al ernati e means that the existing pipeline continues o function indefin tely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a alid easemen . Lawsui s and federal negotiat ons with Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well end
in the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e confi med that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict fu ure court and national pol cy outcomes  and so the poss ble decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e mpacts of a pro ect hat seeks to t e our state to mo ng fossil fuels hrough he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You righ ly dec ded to consider the impact of GHG emissions for
this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted o minimize the projected GHG mpacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely pointing to a hast ly created and deeply flawed piece of leg slat on passed n 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can read ly be met without L ne 5. In addition  the Detroit automoti e ndustry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products n his pipeline. O her sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so n short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal outright s nce it would relinquish publ c resources while pro iding no publ c benefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge cont nue to operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Sharon Pal in

___________________________



F om  
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CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@michigan go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly u ge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Strai s of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and argumen s detailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to reject th s proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume hat the no action alternati e means that he exist ng p peline cont nues o function indefin tely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently wi hout a alid easement. Lawsu ts and federal negotiat ons w th Canada are proceeding right now hat could ery we l
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with minimal price impac s to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict fu ure court and na ional policy outcomes  and so he possible decomm ssion ng of Line 5 as a whole must be cons dered a alid possibil ty n he case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels hrough he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global cl mate experts cla m we ha e less than ten years to ake significant s eps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You rightly dec ded o consider the impact of GHG em ssions
for this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out n pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by merely pointing o a hast ly created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addit on  the Detroit automoti e ndustry has made dramatic commitments to transi ioning to elec ric
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminishing need for the products in th s pipeline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources while pro id ng no public benef t. While regulatory agenc es debate this issue  Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 imes and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to operate th s pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Stacey  Nongueskwa
Harbor Springs  Michigan  97 0  United States



F om James Talbot
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 30 55 M

CAUTION  This is an Ex ernal email. Please send suspic ous emails to abuse@michigan go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  tes imony  and arguments de ailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to re ect his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do exist  includ ng the “no action” alternati e. It would be ncorrect for you o assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego ia ions with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery
well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed w th minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. 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 possibility in the case
of a “no action” alternati e.

2. The potential cl mate impacts of a project hat seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels hrough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha e less than en years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You righ ly decided o consider he impact of GHG
em ssions for his project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert at emp ed to minimize the pro ected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for th s project. Publ c need cannot be established by merely pointing to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition  the Detro t automoti e industry has made dramatic comm tments to transition ng to
electr c ehicles  showing he rapidly diminishing need for the products in his pipel ne. Other sources of energy are either 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 no public benef t. While regulatory agencies deba e his ssue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
James Talbot Talbot
Aust n  Texas  7870  Un ted S ates



F om janet make
To - -
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 30 53 M

CAUTION  Th s is an Ex ernal email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Comm ss oners

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests to relocate heir Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mack nac. After reading the briefs  est mony  and argumen s detailed before you  the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you o consider as you make your dec sion

1. Feasible and prudent alterna i es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no act on alternati e means that the existing pipeline cont nues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could e y well end in the
decommission ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be ach e ed wi h minimal price impac s to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected o predict future court and national policy ou comes  and so he possible decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid poss bility in the case of a “no action” al ernati e.

2. The potential climate impacts of a p oject that seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels th ough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global clima e experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take s gnificant s eps towards a carbon-free economy o a o d he wo st impacts of clima e change. You rightly decided to consider he impact of GHG emissions for this
pro ect  which would be mmense. The MPSC sta f’s expert a tempted to minimize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ous court cases.

3. Lastly here is no public need for this pro ect. Publ c need cannot be established by merely po nt ng to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since hat ime extensi e research has shown hat he need for heating fuel can ead ly be met without Line 5. In addi ion  he Detroit au omo i e ndustry has made dramat c comm tments to trans tioning to electric
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminishing need for he products n his pipeline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject his proposal outright since it would relinqu sh public resources while pro iding no public benef t. While egulatory agencies debate th s issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has already

leaked o er 30 imes and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. M chigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to operate this p peline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the isk.

Yours sincerely
janet maker



F om l  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 30 47 M

CAUTION  This s an External ema l. Please send suspic ous emails o abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I st ongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate the r Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mack nac. After reading he briefs  testimony  and argumen s detailed before you  he only log cal conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that I urge you to consider as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to his plan do exist  includ ng the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no act on alternati e means hat the exist ng p peline cont nues to funct on indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a al d easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now hat could ery we l end
in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent s udies ha e confirmed hat the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with m nimal price mpacts o consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national pol cy outcomes  and so the possible decommissioning of L ne 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibili y n he case of a “no ac ion”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial climate mpacts of a project that seeks to tie our s ate o mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate experts cla m we ha e less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of clima e change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG em ssions for
this project  which would be immense. The MPSC sta f’s expert at emp ed to minim ze the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly the e s no public need for his pro ect. Public need cannot be established by merely point ng to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addition  the Detroit au omo i e industry has made dramatic comm tments to transi ioning to elec ric
ehicles  showing the rapidly d minish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are e ther readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit. Wh le regula ory agencies deba e this ssue  Enbr dge cont nues o run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of o l and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
All s er  Layne
Conyers  Georg a  3009  Un ted Sta es

___________________________



F om  ll
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 35 40 M

CAUTION  This s an External ema l. Please send suspic ous emails o abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I st ongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate the r Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mack nac. After reading he briefs  testimony  and argumen s detailed before you  he only log cal conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that I urge you to consider as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to his plan do exist  includ ng the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no act on alternati e means hat the exist ng p peline cont nues to funct on indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently without a al d easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now hat could ery we l end
in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent s udies ha e confirmed hat the decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed with m nimal price mpacts o consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national pol cy outcomes  and so the possible decommissioning of L ne 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibili y n he case of a “no ac ion”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial climate mpacts of a project that seeks to tie our s ate o mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate experts cla m we ha e less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of clima e change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG em ssions for
this project  which would be immense. The MPSC sta f’s expert at emp ed to minim ze the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly the e s no public need for his pro ect. Public need cannot be established by merely point ng to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addition  the Detroit au omo i e industry has made dramatic comm tments to transi ioning to elec ric
ehicles  showing the rapidly d minish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are e ther readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit. Wh le regula ory agencies deba e this ssue  Enbr dge cont nues o run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of o l and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Jady Ho land
Seabrook  Texas  77586  United States



F om  l
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 12 34 11 M

CAUTION  This is an Ex ernal email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel bu lt through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed 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 I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alterna i es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action al erna i e means that the ex s ing p peline cont nues o function indef nitely. Enbr dge is operat ng Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsu ts and federal negotiations wi h Canada are proceeding right now that could ery
well end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decomm ssion ng 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 ct future court and national policy outcomes  and so the possible decomm ssion ng of Line 5 as a whole must be conside ed a alid possib lity in the case of
a “no ac ion” al erna i e.

2. The potential cl mate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our s ate to mo ing fossil fuels through he Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully exam ned. Global climate experts cla m we ha e less than ten years to take sign ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a o d the worst impacts of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG
emiss ons for his project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no publ c need for this project. Publ c need cannot be es ablished by merely pointing to a hast ly crea ed and deeply flawed piece of leg slat on passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for hea ing fuel can read ly be met without Line 5. In addit on  the Detroit automo i e industry has made dramat c commitments o ransitioning to
elec ric ehicles  showing he rapidly diminishing need for the produc s in this pipel ne. Other sources of energy are ei her readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro ding no publ c benefit. Wh le regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge con inues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 mi lion gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. M chigan cannot afford to let Enbr dge cont nue o operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Sandra Rem lien
North Miami  Florida  33161  Uni ed States



F om l 
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 1 23 19 M

CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send suspicious ema ls to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to re ect Enb idge Energy’s reques s to reloca e heir L ne 5 p peline n a unnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  estimony  and arguments detailed before you  the only log cal conclusion that can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  ncluding he “no ac ion” alternati e. It would be ncorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipel ne continues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 currently w thout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceeding right now hat could ery we l
end in the decomm ssioning of Line 5. Independent studies ha e conf rmed that the decommissioning of L ne 5 could be achie ed w th minimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national policy outcomes  and so the possible decomm ssioning of Line 5 as a whole must be cons dered a alid possibili y n he case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks o ie our state to mo ng fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for he next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global clima e experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take signif cant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a o d he worst impac s of climate change. You righ ly decided o consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  which would be mmense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted to minim ze the projec ed GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely poin ing to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of leg sla ion passed in 2018. Since hat t me ex ensi e research has shown hat the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addit on  the De roit automoti e industry has made dramatic commitments to transi ioning to
elec ric eh cles  showing the rap dly dim nishing need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro ding no publ c benefit. While regula ory agencies debate his issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 t mes and spi led o er 1 million gallons of oil and na ural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbr dge cont nue to operate this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

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

___________________________



F om  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 1 16 23 M

CAUTION  This is an External email. Please send susp cious emails to abuse@michigan go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly u ge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built hrough he bottomlands of he S rai s of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and argumen s detailed before you  he only logical conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to cons der as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati e means that he exis ing p peline con inues to funct on indefin tely. Enbridge is operating Line 5 curren ly w thout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot a ions with Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent stud es ha e confirmed that the decommission ng of Line 5 could be achie ed with min mal price impac s to consumers and no shor ages. You should not be expec ed to predict fu ure court and na ional policy outcomes  and so the possible decommiss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate impacts of a project that seeks to tie our state to mo ing foss l fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global climate experts cla m we ha e less than ten years to take significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a o d he worst impac s of cl mate change. You rightly decided to consider the mpact of GHG emissions
for this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by merely pointing o a has ily created and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In addi ion  the De roit automoti e industry has made dramatic commitments to trans tioning to electric
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminishing need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright s nce it would relinquish publ c esources while pro id ng no public benef t. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 imes and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liqu ds. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Jess ca Hayes



F om  l
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 1 16 01 M

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

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bot omlands of the S ra ts of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments deta led before you  the only logical conclus on that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent al erna i es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that he no action alternati e means that he existing pipeline continues to function ndef nitely. Enbr dge is operat ng Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be ach e ed with min mal price impac s to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national policy outcomes  and so the possible decommiss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be cons dered a alid possibili y in the case of a “no
action” alte nati e.

2. The potent al cl mate impacts of a project that seeks to t e our sta e to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha e less than ten years to take sign ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impac s of cl mate change. You righ ly decided o consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  wh ch would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert at emp ed to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily created and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e resea ch has shown that he need for hea ing fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addi ion  the De roit automoti e industry has made dramatic comm tments to transit oning to
elec ric eh cles  showing the rapidly d minish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are either read ly a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit. While regula ory agencies debate his ssue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of o l and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely

Bretton C. Li tle  MPA



F om  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 1 15 45 M

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

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipeline n a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs  testimony  and argumen s detailed before you  the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to re ect his proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent al ernati es to this plan do exist  including the “no act on” al erna i e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action alterna i e means that the ex s ing p peline con inues o function indefini ely. Enbridge is opera ing Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e conf rmed that he decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed wi h minimal price impacts to consumers and no shor ages. You should not be expected to pred ct future court and nat onal policy ou comes  and so the poss ble decommissioning of L ne 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al cl mate impacts of a project that seeks o t e our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts cla m we ha e less than ten years o ake significant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of climate change. You rightly decided to cons der the impact of GHG emiss ons
for this project  wh ch would be mmense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted to min mize the projected GHG impac s by using formulas hat ha e been hrown out in pre ous court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by merely point ng to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition  the Detroit automoti e industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to
elec ric eh cles  showing the rap dly d m nishing need for he products in this p peline. Other sources of energy are either read ly a a lable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outr ght since it would rel nquish public resources while pro iding no public benef t. 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 1 million gallons of o l and natural gas l quids. Mich gan cannot a ford to let Enbridge continue o operate th s pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Emi M



F om Ma y e nst um
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 1 12 34 M

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

Dear MPSC Commissioners

Although I li e in MN  I am a Yooper of Menominee MI for 8 years.   Then I didn’t realize there was a p pe line flow ng under he Mackinaw Bridge threatening the Great Lakes.  I c ossed the bridge many times as well as boated o er it.   How could I could not know it existed?  In my year of being 80 with my parts weaken ng  I mplore you to shut down Line 5
before the ne i able happens.  It should ne er ha e been built.  The Great Lakes deser e heir name  and you must help to preser e them.

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests to relocate heir L ne 5 pipeline n a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. Af er read ng the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or issues hat I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent al ernati es to this plan do exist  ncluding he “no act on” al erna i e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action al erna i e means that the ex s ing pipeline con inues to funct on indefin tely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently wi hout a alid easemen . Lawsui s and federal negotiations with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e conf rmed that he decommissioning of Line 5 could be achie ed wi h minimal price impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict fu ure court and nat onal policy outcomes  and so the possible decommissioning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al cl mate impacts of a project that seeks o ie 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 e less than ten years to take significant s eps towards a carbon-f ee economy o a oid the worst impacts of clima e change. You rightly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  which would be mmense. The MPSC staff’s expert a tempted to minim ze the projected GHG impac s by us ng formulas hat ha e 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 hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addition  the Detroit au omo i e industry has made dramat c commitmen s to transitioning to
elec ric eh cles  showing the rap dly dim nishing need for he products in this p peline. Other sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal ou right since it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit. While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spi led o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Mich gan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue o operate this pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Mary Ferns rum Ferns rum
Marine on Saint Croix  Minnesota  550 7  Uni ed S ates



F om l  ll
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 1 06 46 M

CAUTION  This is an External ema l. Please send suspic ous emails to abuse@m chigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to re ect Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate their Line 5 pipel ne in a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the br efs  test mony  and arguments deta led before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is to reject th s proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to cons der as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es o his plan do exist  includ ng the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no action alternati e means that the existing pipeline continues to function indef nitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 currently wi hout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well
end in the decommiss oning of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommiss oning of Line 5 could be achie ed wi h minimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to pred ct future court and nat onal policy outcomes  and so he possible decomm ssion ng of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no
action” alternati e.

2. The potent al climate mpacts of a project that seeks to tie our state to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less han ten years to take s gnificant steps towards a carbon free economy to a oid the worst impac s of climate change. You righ ly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this p oject  which would be immense. The MPSC s aff’s expert attempted to m nimize the projected GHG impac s by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

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 deeply flawed piece of leg sla ion passed n 2018. Since that ime extensi e research has shown that the need for heating fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addit on  the Det oit automoti e industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing the rapidly diminish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are ei her readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to re ect his proposal ou right since t would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benef t. While regulatory agenc es debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 mi lion ga lons of oil and natural gas l quids. Mich gan cannot afford to let Enbridge con inue to operate this pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
All son Ciancibelli



F om  
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 1 06 20 M

CAUTION  This s an External email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@mich gan go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I li e n Arizona but am wri ing to show there s national interest in this issue. Please reject Enbridge Energy’s requests.

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests o relocate heir L ne 5 p peline in a tunnel built hrough the bot omlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading he briefs  testimony  and a guments detailed before you  the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to reject th s proposal. Below are a few of the major issues hat I urge you o consider as you make your decision

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do ex st  including he “no ac ion” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that the no action alternati e means hat the existing p peline con inues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge s operat ng Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal nego iations with Canada are proceeding r ght now that could ery we l end
in the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e conf rmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be ach e ed wi h minimal pr ce impacts to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expec ed to predict future court and national policy ou comes  and so the possible decomm ss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possibility in the case of a “no act on”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e impacts of a pro ect hat seeks to t e our state to mo ng fossil fuels hrough the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global cl mate expe ts cla m we ha e less than ten years to take signif cant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impac s of cl mate change. You rightly decided to consider he impact of GHG em ssions for
this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the pro ected GHG impac s by us ng formulas that ha e been thrown out n pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s project. Public need cannot be establ shed by merely pointing o a has ily created and deeply flawed piece of legisla ion passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met wi hout Line 5. In addit on  the De roit automoti e indus ry has made dramat c commi ments to transi ioning to elec ric
ehicles  showing he rapidly d m nishing need for the products in his pipeline. O her sources of energy are either readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject th s proposal outright since it would rel nquish public resources wh le pro ding no public benefi . While regulatory agencies debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline that has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 million gallons of oil and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbr dge con inue to ope ate his pipel ne and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Harriet Cowper
Tucson  Arizona  85730  United States



F om  h
To - -
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 1 00 50 M

CAUTION  This s an External email. Please send suspicious ema ls to abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

All pipelines leak  The only ques ion is When and Where.

Michigan cannot afford to let Enbr dge con inue to operate his pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds the risk.

Yours sincerely
Sam Booher
Augusta  GA  30907  US



F om h h  h
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date day  Ma ch 25  2022 1 00 28 M

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

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I strongly urge you to reject Enbr dge Energy’s requests o relocate their Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bot omlands of the S ra ts of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments deta led before you  the only logical conclus on that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your
decision

1. Feasible and prudent al erna i es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you to assume that he no action alternati e means that he existing pipeline continues to function ndef nitely. Enbr dge is operat ng Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well
end in the decomm ssion ng of Line 5. Independent studies ha e confirmed that the decommissioning of Line 5 could be ach e ed with min mal price impac s to consumers and no shortages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national policy outcomes  and so the possible decommiss oning of Line 5 as a whole must be cons dered a alid possibili y in the case of a “no
action” alte nati e.

2. The potent al cl mate impacts of a project that seeks to t e our sta e to mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefu ly examined. Global cl mate exper s claim we ha e less than ten years to take sign ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impac s of cl mate change. You righ ly decided o consider the impact of GHG emissions
for this project  wh ch would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert at emp ed to min mize the projected GHG impacts by using formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for this project. Public need cannot be established by merely po nting to a hastily created and deeply flawed p ece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e resea ch has shown that he need for hea ing fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addi ion  the De roit automoti e industry has made dramatic comm tments to transit oning to
elec ric eh cles  showing the rapidly d minish ng need for he products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are either read ly a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought o reject this proposal outright since it would relinquish public resources while pro iding no public benefit. While regula ory agencies debate his ssue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old
pipeline that has already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of o l and natural gas liquids. Michigan cannot afford to let Enbridge continue to opera e this pipeline and the tunnel scheme only compounds
  the risk.

Yours sincerely
Christopher Dunham



F om  l
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 56 59 M

CAUTION  This s an External ema l. Please send suspicious emails o abuse@michigan.go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I st ongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to relocate the r Line 5 pipeline n a tunnel built through the bottomlands of the Straits of Mackinac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed before you  the only logical conclusion that can be reached is to reject this proposal. Below are a few of the major issues that I urge you to consider as you make your dec s on

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to this plan do exist  including the “no action” alterna i e. It would be ncorrect for you to assume that the no ac ion alternati e means that he ex s ing pipeline continues to func ion indefinitely. Enbridge s operat ng Line 5 currently without a alid easement. Lawsu ts and federal negot at ons with Canada are proceed ng right now that could ery well end
in the decommissioning of Line 5. Independent s udies ha e confirmed hat he decommissioning of L ne 5 could be achie ed with minimal price impac s to consumers and no shor ages. You should not be expected to predict future court and national policy ou comes  and so the possible decommission ng of Line 5 as a whole must be considered a alid possib lity in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial climate mpacts of a project that seeks to tie our s a e o mo ing fossil fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than ten years to take sign ficant steps owards a carbon-free economy o a oid the worst mpacts of climate change. You righ ly decided to consider the impact of GHG emissions for
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 out in pre ous court cases.

3. Lastly there s no public need for his project. Publ c 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 e research has shown hat the need for heat ng fuel can readily be met without Line 5. In addition  the Detroit automoti e industry has made dramatic commitments o ransitioning to electric
ehicles  showing the rapidly d minishing need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are either read ly a a lable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright since it would rel nquish public resources wh le pro ding no public benefi . While regulatory agenc es debate this issue  Enbridge continues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

already leaked o er 30 times and spilled o er 1 m llion gallons of o l and na ural gas liquids. M chigan cannot afford o let Enbridge continue to operate th s pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Max Salt



F om h  l l
To ARA-M SC-EDOCKETS
Subject RE  Case U-20763
Date iday  Ma ch 25  2022 12 33 51 M

CAUTION  This s an External email. Please send suspicious emails to abuse@michigan go

Dear MPSC Commissioners

I s rongly urge you to reject Enbridge Energy’s requests to elocate heir Line 5 pipeline in a tunnel built through the bo tomlands of the Straits of Mack nac. After reading the briefs  testimony  and arguments detailed before you  the only logical conclusion hat can be reached is o reject this proposal. Below are a few of he ma or ssues that I urge you to cons der as you make your dec s on

1. Feasible and prudent alternati es to th s plan do ex st  including he “no ac ion” alternati e. It would be incorrect for you o assume that the no act on alternati e means that he exis ing pipeline continues to function indefinitely. Enbridge is operating L ne 5 curren ly w thout a alid easement. Lawsuits and federal negotiations w th Canada are proceeding right now that could ery well end
in the decommissioning of L ne 5. Independent studies ha e conf rmed that the decommission ng of Line 5 could be achie ed 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 5 as a whole must be cons dered a alid poss bility in the case of a “no action”
alternati e.

2. The poten ial clima e impac s of a project that seeks to t e our state to mo ing foss l fuels through the Great Lakes for the next 99 years must be carefully examined. Global climate experts claim we ha e less than en years to take s gnificant steps towards a carbon-free economy to a oid the worst impacts of clima e change. You rightly decided o consider the mpact of GHG emissions for
this project  which would be immense. The MPSC staff’s expert attempted to minimize the projected GHG impac s by us ng formulas that ha e been thrown out in pre ious court cases.

3. Lastly there is no public need for th s projec . Public need cannot be established by merely pointing to a hastily created and deeply flawed piece of legislation passed in 2018. Since that time extensi e research has shown that he need for heating fuel can readily be met w thout Line 5. In add tion  the Detroit au omo i e industry has made dramatic commitments to transitioning to electric
ehicles  showing he rapidly dim nishing need for the products in this pipeline. Other sources of energy are ei her readily a ailable or can be made so in short order  so MPSC ought to reject this proposal outright since it would relinqu sh public resources while pro id ng no public benefit. While regulatory agencies deba e this issue  Enb idge con inues to run a 68-year-old pipeline hat has

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 Enbridge continue to opera e this pipeline and he tunnel scheme only compounds
  the r sk.

Yours sincerely
Anthony Jammal Jammal
Rose ille  California  95661  United States




