
OVERVIEW OF PSAB TO THE U.P. 
ENERGY TASK FORCE

Sally Talberg, PSAB Member,
MPSC Chairman
July 9, 2019



PRECEDING EVENTS

Enbridge Line 6B rupture 
near Marshall, MI

July 2010

National Wildlife Federation 
releases “Sunken Hazard,” 
spotlighting Enbridge’s Line 
5 pipelines in the Straits of 
Mackinac

Oct. 2012

Petroleum Pipeline Task 
Force, consisting of eight 
state agencies, is created to 
inform future state action on 
petroleum pipelines

June 2014

Pipeline Task Force releases 
its final report, containing 13 
recommendations, four of 
which pertain to the Straits 
Pipelines

July 2015

Pursuant to a Task Force 
Report recommendation, 
Governor Snyder creates 
the Michigan Pipeline 
Safety Advisory Board

Sep. 2015



PIPELINE SAFETY ADVISORY BOARD – A PRIMER
Formed by Executive Orders 2015-12 and 2015-14

16 Board Members, charged with 6 duties:
1. Review information submitted in response to the Task Force Report 
2. Advise the Governor on how best to implement the Task Force Report Recommendations
3. Make recommendations regarding emergency response and planning for pipelines
4. Provide recommendations to improve transparency and public engagement on pipelines
5. Identify best practices for pipeline safety and siting
6. Make recommendations on state policies and procedures for pipeline siting

PSAB produced its final report on December 20, 2018, prior to the board’s formal 
dissolution date of December 31.
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TWO STUDIES
STUDY #1 – ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS FOR THE STRAITS PIPELINES

Conducted by: Dynamic Risk Assessment Systems

Purpose: Analyze various alternatives to the existing Straits 
Pipelines

Methodology and Scope:
 Six different alternatives evaluated
 Assessed the overall feasibility, costs, market impacts, and various risks 

associated with each alternative
 Also analyzed the principal threats to the existing Straits Pipelines and 

assessed the potential health and safety, economic, and environmental 
impacts that could result if the Straits Pipelines were to fail

October 2017



ALTERNATIVES 1-3
Alternative Type Description Study Result

Alt 1-N New-Build Pipeline Northern Route (via Canada) Screened Out – Cost Considerations

Alt 1-C New-Build Pipeline Central Route (via Kincheloe) Screened Out – Involves New Great Lakes 
Crossing

Alt 1-S New-Build Pipeline Southern Route (via Chicago) Analysis Completed

Alt 2 Spare Capacity Use Non-Line 5 Capacity Screened Out – Capacity Not Available

Alt 3T Alternative Modes Truck Screened Out – Logistics Not Viable

Alt 3B Alternative Modes Barge: Duluth to Port Huron Screened Out – Cost Considerations

Alt 3R-N Alternative Modes Rail: Northern Route (via Canada) Screened Out – Cost Considerations

Alt 3R-C Alternative Modes Rail: Central Route Screened Out – Involves New Great Lakes 
Crossing

Alt 3R-S Alternative Modes Rail: Southern Route Analysis Completed



ALTERNATIVES 4-6
Alternative Type Description Study Result

Alt 4A New Straits Crossing Line 5 New Trench Crossing Analysis Completed

Alt 4B New Straits Crossing Line 5 New Tunnel Crossing Analysis Completed

Alt 5 Existing Routing Line 5 Status Quo Analysis Completed

Alt 6A Decommission Line 5 Partial Decommissioning (use non-Straits 
portion of Line 5 for UP and/or LP service)

Screened Out – Operational and 
Integrity Issues

Alt 6B Decommission Line 5 Full Decommissioning Analysis Completed

Alt 6B-UP Decommission Line 5 UP Propane Supply to Rapid River via 
Truck/Rail

Analysis Completed

Alt 6B-LP-R Decommission Line 5 LP Oil Production to Marysville from 
Lewiston via Rail

Screened Out – No Available Rail 
Infrastructure

Alt 6B-LP-T Decommission Line 5 LP Oil Production to Marysville from 
Lewiston via Truck

Analysis Completed



ADDITIONAL FINDINGS

 Levelized cost increases for the various alternatives range from $0.009/bbl (new 
trenched crossing) to $6.492/bbl (rail transport) compared to the status quo.

 For Michigan, a Line 5 closure is estimated to result in an increase in costs for 
motor fuels of 2.13 cents/gal, equating to increased consumer costs of $128 
million per year.

 The predominant threat to the Straits Pipelines was assessed to be anchor hooking, 
and the overall probability of the Straits Pipelines failing prior to 2053 is 1.6%

 The study evaluated four options to supply the U.P. with propane in the absence of 
Line 5.  The lowest cost option was estimated to increase U.P. propane supply costs 
by $0.10/gal, while the most expensive option increased costs by$0.35/gal.



U.P. PROPANE 
ALTERNATIVES

Cost Considerations:
Market Price 
Adjustment

Transport Costs (Truck 
& Rail)

Current Pipeline Tariffs

Incremental Cost 
Adjustment



TWO STUDIES
STUDY #2 – RISK ANALYSIS FOR THE STRAITS PIPELINES

Conducted by: A multi-organizational consortium led by Dr. Guy 
Meadows of Michigan Technological University

Purpose: Analyze the duration, magnitude, and assorted impacts 
associated with a “worst case” spill

Methodology and Scope:
 Define “worst case” spill scenarios
 Model the fate and transport of released product 
 Analyze the implications for spill response and cleanup
 Assess the potential public health, ecological, and other broader impacts
 Compute the total potential liability of a worst case spill September 2018



SELECTED FINDINGS FROM THE RISK ANALYSIS

 An unmitigated release of 58,000 bbl of oil, caused by a double rupture of the 
Straits Pipelines and failure of the primary and secondary safety valves, would 
yield an estimated $1.88B in total liability.

 Of this figure, approximately $500 million pertains to cleanup costs, $460 million 
for recreational damages, and $680 million for lost income to local businesses.

 In total, more than 400 miles of shoreline could be impacted, while 47 wildlife 
species of concern and 60,000 areas of unique habitat could be at risk.

 The overall risk of fatalities or short-term or long-term human health effects from 
a spill are relatively low, and the larger concern is adverse impacts to mental 
health. 
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