
From: Tom Pliura

To: "Reed, G. Darryl"; 

CC: "Andrew Holstine"; "Craig Hedin"; "Eric Ruud"; "Gerald Ambrose"; "James Olivero"; "Janes Freetly"; "Janis Von Qualen"; "Jon 
Robinson"; "Mark Maple"; "Mercer Turner"; "Paul Meints"; "Roy Farwell"; "Thomas Healey"; "Tom Pliura"; 

Subject: RE: Responses to Requests/Interrogatories

Date: Monday, November 19, 2007 3:47:00 PM

Attachments: Interrogatories.pdf 
Interrogatories 11-8-07.pdf 
Interrogatories 11-6-07.pdf 

Mr. Reed:
 
Thank you for providing me with responses to my inquiry to you earlier today related to our discovery requests. Unfortunately, many of your 
responses are non-responses, bad-faith objections and/or refusals to answer. Rather than wasting time explaining why your answers are non-
responsive, I would like to see if there is some way to resolve the non-responsive nature of the Enbridge responses, before we move to file a Motion 
to Compel. 
 
For brief illustrative examples, you have refused to answer Question #1(b) - (i) of our first set of interrogatories submitted on Oct. 25. Enbridge 
claims the material is irrelevant. I respectffully disagree. 
 
Question 1(b) inquires if the material is "synthetic crude oil." The relevance of the exact substance that Enbridge intends to pump through the pipe 
should be obvious. 
 
Question 1(c) inquires of Enbridge as to who are the shippers and producers of the material intended for transport in the pipe. Again, the relevance 
of this information is obvious. 
 
I see no reason to waste time going through each and every interrogatory and the non-response provided by Enbridge. In my opinion, your 
objections are posed in bad faith. I would like to attempt to resolve this discovery dispute by trying to see if there is a way Enbridge might reconsider 
the answers/responses provided to me and then submit responsive answers to the interrogatories. I prefer not to bother the ALJ with this matter if 
we can come to some type of mutually satisfactory agreement to this dispute. On the other hand, if we do not resolve this matter in a satisfactory 
manner before 2:00 PM, Tuesday, Nov. 20, 2007, I will file a Motion to Compel with the ICC and request the ALJ to compel Enbridge to produce the 
material. 
 
Please let me know if Enbridge wishes to try and discuss these matters. Also, please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thank you.
 
 
Tom Pliura
 
 
ol
 
 

From: Reed, G. Darryl [mailto:GReed@Sidley.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2007 3:17 PM 
To: Tom Pliura 
Cc: Andrew Holstine; Craig R. Hedin; Donald Korte; Doris Grunloh; Eliott M. Hedin; Eric T. Ruud; James Adams; James V. Olivero; Janis Freetly; 
Janis Von Qualen; John L. Benjamin; Jon Robinson; Mark Maple; Mercer Turner; Robert J. Beyers; Roy P. Farwell; Thomas J. Healey; Tom Pliura; 
William J. Holstine; William M. Hacker & Lorraine M. Hacker 
Subject: Responses to Requests/Interrogatories 
 

Please see attached files. 
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Discovery Questions and Document Requests 
Submitted by Thomas J. Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Date: October 25, 2007 


1. What is in the pipe 
a. Please describe in detail the product that will be transported in the pipe 
b. Is the product “synthetic crude oil” 
c. Who are the producers & shippers 
d. Where is the product coming from 
e. Where is the product being upgraded 
f. Describe the upgrading process 
g. By volume and percent, describe the amount of product in the pipe that 


will be derived by bitumen 
h. By volume and percent, describe the amount of product in the pipe that 


will consist of traditional liquid crude oil, pumped from the sub-surface of 
the earth in liquid form and thereafter transported without chemical 
alteration or upgrading 


i. Does Enbridge allege or claim that it will be shipping “crude oil” through 
the pipe, as defined under the Illinois Oil and Gas Act 


 
2. Identify with specificity the producers and/or shippers of the product intended for 


the pipe, including: 
a. Name of Company 
b. Country of origin 
c. Volume of product this company intends to transport in pipe 
d. Identify all shareholders holding in excess of 5% ownership in the 


company 
 


3. Please identify and describe in detail any foreign countries that hold an ownership 
interest in any of the companies intending to ship product through the pipe. 


 
4. Please state whether any of the following countries own an investment interest, 


directly or indirectly, in any of the companies intending to ship product through 
the pipe. If the answer is affirmative, please state the approximate ownership in 
those companies: 


 
a. China 
b. Korea 
c. Afghanistan 
d. Iran 
e. Iraq 
f. Venezuela 


 
5. If Enbridge claims a privilege from disclosing any information requested herein, 


please identify said privilege with a specific and detailed citation to the 
appropriate federal or state law or regulation that allegedly affords such protection 
or privilege. On page 7 of responses Enbridge submitted to ICC staff dated 
August 31, 2007, Enbridge cites the Interstate Commerce Act (Act) as a basis for 
not responding to staff inquiry. Please cite the specific section of the Act relied 
upon.  
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Discovery Questions and Document Requests 
Submitted by Thomas J. Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Date: October 25, 2007 
 


6. Please identify with specificity the amount of product transported in the pipe 
which will be refined in Illinois refineries. For example, please state how many 
barrels per day of product will be refined in any of the four (4) Illinois refineries 
(Woodriver, Robinson, etc.) 


 
7. Will foreign producers who are shipping product through the pipe be able to trade 


those petroleum by-products on the World commodities market? 
 


8. Is there any process in place that will prevent producers from transporting the 
pipe product or refined byproducts derived from the pipe product out of the 
United States? 


 
9. Will the proposed pipeline and the by-product in the pipe cause any downward 


effect on the price of gasoline that consumers pay at local gasoline stations across 
the state? If Enbridge alleges there will be a lowering of the price that customers 
pay at local Illinois gas stations, please support your response in detail, giving the 
economic theory as to why that will be the case. 


 
10. Enbridge has stated that it will not own the product in the proposed pipe. In its 


August 31 response to ICC staff questions, at page 38, the staff inquired “Will any 
of the ‘crude oil’ (or its end products) that enters Illinois end up being exported 
out of the United States?" Enbridge answers: "Enbridge does not own the oil. 
Enbridge will not have knowledge or control of the eventual disposition of the 
crude oil." Considering that response, please explain how Illinois citizens will 
benefit if Enbridge does not know where the product or its end-products will go.  


 
11. Please explain in detail Enbridge’s theory as to how and why Illinois citizens will 


benefit from the proposed pipeline if a foreign country owns the product in the 
pipe and the product or its end products are shipped out of the United States to 
other foreign countries. 


 
12. Please explain in detail Enbridge’s theory as to how and why citizens in 


Petroleum Administration Defense District II (PADD II) will benefit from the 
proposed pipeline if a foreign country owns the product in the pipe and the 
product or its end products are shipped out of the United States to other foreign 
countries. 


 
13. Please explain in detail Enbridge’s theory as to how and why citizens in the 


United States will benefit from the proposed pipeline if a foreign country owns 
the product in the pipe and the product or its end products are shipped out of the 
United States to other foreign countries. 


 
14. Describe how an Illinois oil producer will be able to access the proposed common 


carrier pipeline to ship product through the pipe. Describe how and where Illinois 
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Discovery Questions and Document Requests 
Submitted by Thomas J. Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Date: October 25, 2007 


crude oil producers will be able to introduce their product into the pipe between 
Flanagan, Illinois and Patoka, Illinois. 


 
15. Identify the Illinois crude oil producers who have been contacted about their 


needs to ship traditional liquid crude oil product through the pipe. 
 


16. Will Illinois crude oil producers be allowed to ship product through the pipe? If 
so, please describe in detail. 


 
17. Please explain how the Illinois general public will be able to utilize the common 


carrier pipeline. 
 


18. Please state whether or not Enbridge, Inc or its affiliates have shareholders who 
include any of the following, and if so describe specific amounts owned: 


 
a. public institution of higher education or municipal corporation of this 


State 
b. political subdivision 


 
19. Please describe with specificity the tariff and/or rate Enbridge will charge 


shippers or producers to use the pipeline, and describe how these tariffs or rates 
were determined. 


 
20. Please describe whether Enbridge will remove the pipe from the property of 


landowners after its useful life and describe any guarantees landowners will have 
that Enbridge or its assignees will actually remove the pipe. 


 
21. Please describe plans to clean up or remove the existing pipeline that Enbridge 


now alleges it owns (old Texas Empire Pipeline easement from 1939) along the 
proposed path of the new pipeline, including plans to remove contaminated soil, if 
any. 


 
22. In the Lake Head pipeline application previously before the ICC in 1997, Lake 


Head Pipeline Company and Interprovincial Pipe Line, Inc. (hereafter collectively 
“Enbridge I”) received a denial of eminent domain authority. Enbridge I officials 
thereafter simply moved the pipe path to many areas not previously disclosed to 
the ICC. If Enbridge receives approval for this project, 07-0446, is there any 
scenario where Enbridge would alter the path of the proposed project without first 
seeking approval from the ICC?  


 
23. Similarly to the previous question, if the ICC grants Enbridge’s application 


seeking authority to take property via eminent domain, is there any scenario 
where Enbridge would attempt to move the path of the pipeline to property of 
landowners who were not contacted during the ICC application process? 
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Discovery Questions and Document Requests 
Submitted by Thomas J. Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Date: October 25, 2007 


24. Enbridge alleges at page 7 of its application that the proposed pipeline will be 
“adjacent to or collocated with existing rights-of-way or will be partially in an 
existing right-of-way of the former Central Illinois Pipeline Company (CIPC) 
with which Enbridge Illinois merged in 2006.”  Please provide all written 
documentation and copies of documents verifying Enbridge merged with CIPC. 


 
25. Enbridge alleges at page 16 of its application that it has acquired “approximately 


120 miles of the needed 170 ± miles of right-of-way for the Extension Project.” A 
variety of landowners in the path of the proposed pipeline dispute that Enbridge 
holds any easements at all for the property in question. These landowners believe 
that any easements that might have existed back in 1939 have now expired 
pursuant to the terms of said easement agreement. Please provide copies of all 
written documentation related to Enbridge’s allegation it has legally acquired any 
easements related to this 120 mile section of property. We specifically request 
copies of all sale documents, settlement sheets, easement records, transfer records 
and any supporting documents related to this alleged sale and acquisition. 


 
26. 42 CFR 195 requires annual reports for pipelines. Landowners in the path of the 


proposed pipeline allege the old pipeline that is in the path of the proposed 
pipeline has not been maintained. Landowners allege the pipe is corroded and has 
eroded up out of the ground. Landowners allege the pipe is not buried to the 
depths required by 49 CFR 195.248.  Landowners allege the pipe contains 
numerous holes and is now leaking substance out of the ground into the 
surrounding soil and local watershed systems.  Please provide copies of all the 
annual reports, cathodic testing records and all maintenance records for the past 
five years for the pipeline which Enbridge alleges it acquired in 2006 from 
Central Illinois Pipeline Company (CIPC) or any other pipeline on the property it 
alleges to now hold easements for. 


 
27. Landowners in the path of the proposed pipeline allege the old pipeline that is in 


the path of the proposed new pipeline has not been maintained. A legal action was 
filed by intervenor Carlisle Kelly in DeWitt County Circuit Court requesting the 
court to determine whether Enbridge holds a valid easement to the property in 
question. Enbridge has transferred the case to federal court, based on a diversity 
claim. The case (3-07-cv-3245) is now pending before the U.S. District Court, 
Central District in Springfield, IL. Landowners allege the pipe is corroded and has 
eroded up out of the ground. Landowners allege the pipe is not buried to the 
depths required by 49 CFR 195.248 and has not been maintained. We have 
attached copies of a letter sent to the Office of Pipeline Safety in Kansas City, 
Missouri with accompanying exhibits.  Please respond as to whether the pipeline 
referred to in the letter sent to the Office of Pipeline Safety and in the 
accompanying exhibits is now owned by Enbridge. 


 
28. The Federal District Court in case 3-07-cv-3245 (referenced above) has set a 


scheduling conference on November 26, 2007 and directed the parties to submit a 
proposed discovery plan by that date. Is Enbridge agreeable to have its application 
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Discovery Questions and Document Requests 
Submitted by Thomas J. Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Date: October 25, 2007 


and hearing with the ICC tolled until the Federal Court issues its decision on 
whether Enbridge holds a valid easement for the property in question in that 
lawsuit? If Enbridge is not agreeable to toll the ICC application until the federal 
court issues its ruling, is Enbridge willing to acknowledge to the ICC that there is 
a pending legal dispute over whether it actually holds a valid and legal easement 
for the 120 miles it now alleges it holds? 


 
29. Please provide a detailed explanation as to whether or not Enbridge will remove 


the “inactive” pipeline that it allegedly acquired from CIPC or any other pipeline 
that exists in the pathway of the proposed pipeline. If Enbridge has plans to 
remove the old pipeline, please provide details of those plans including a timeline.  


 
30. If Enbridge does not plan to remove the old “inactive” pipeline that it alleges to 


now own, please provide a detailed corrective action plan including the steps it 
will take to clean up or otherwise maintain this “inactive” line so it does not 
further harm the environment. 


 
31. What type of assurances exist for landowners that Enbridge will not allow its 


proposed pipeline to deteriorate into a condition such as that shown in the pictures 
and referenced in the letter sent to the Office of Pipeline Safety in Kansas City, 
Missouri mentioned in question 22, above? 


 
32. What recourse will landowners have against Enbridge if the proposed pipeline 


deteriorates and is not maintained after its useful life? Will landowners be 
required to initiate legal proceedings and pay legal costs, fees and expenses to 
force Enbridge or a subsequent assignee to try and force the company to maintain 
the pipe? 


 
33. Is it possible to ship products such as that proposed for the pipe in rail cars via rail 


shipment in tanker cars? If so, what is the reason Enbridge does not utilize railcars 
for shipping the product? 


 
34. Will the shipment of proposed tar sands byproducts from Alberta, Canada have 


any affect on the price of crude oil produced in Illinois by drillers of Illinois oil? 
How will the price of crude oil produced in Illinois be affected by the shipment of 
tar sands byproduct into the state? 


 
35. In Wisconsin, many landowners are allegedly upset with Enbridge because of the 


Southern Access expansion project. Landowners allegedly have commented that 
Enbridge used the terms of an old easement from 1969 to coerce and threaten 
them into accepting fair market value for their easements. In essence, these 
landowners allege Enbridge threatened to only pay a small portion of the fair 
market value of the land, citing language in the 1969 easement that allowed a 
second pipeline for the payment price of $450/acre. Numerous landowners have 
commented about a fear or threat that Enbridge might try a similar tactic in 
Illinois with this project, and try to argue Enbridge could build another second 
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Discovery Questions and Document Requests 
Submitted by Thomas J. Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Date: October 25, 2007 


pipeline for payment of forty dollars ($40.00). Does Enbridge intend to tell 
landowners in the path of the pipeline that it can take their land for payment of an 
additional forty ($40.00) dollars? Has Enbridge threatened or told landowners that 
it has authority to take their land pursuant to the 1939 easement, which is now at 
the center of a dispute in federal court? See attached easement from 1939.  


 
36. The 1939 easement (attached) contains language stating Texas-Empire Pipeline 


Company, its succeesors and its assigns could hold the easement so long as the 
pipe line and other structures are maintained. Has the pipeline running through the 
property of the landowners been maintained by Enbridge or the previous pipeline 
company?  If Enbridge believes the pipeline has been maintained, will Enbridge 
maintain its proposed new pipeline in the same fashion as the pipeline which now 
exists on the landowners property? 
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Interrogatories Submitted to Enbridge by Tom Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Submission date: 11-8-07 


1. Does Enbridge plan to operate the pipeline as a Public Utility? Is it intended that 
the proposed pipeline project be considered a Public Utility? 


 
2. Please explain in detail how and why the proposed project will be operated in 


Illinois primarily for the benefit, use, or enjoyment of the public.  
 


3. Please explain in detail how and why the proposed project is necessary for a 
public purpose in Illinois. 


 
4. Please explain how the proposed project will be used for utility purposes in 


Illinois.  
 


5. Enbridge previously responded to ICC staff data request ENG. 1.39 [see Exhibit 
1, attached] explaining that “Enbridge will not own the crude oil shipped on its 
systems. After delivery to connection points at Patoka (and other interconnections 
that could be built to meet customer needs in the future), Enbridge will not have 
knowledge or control of the eventual disposition of the crude oil.” Please explain 
how the Illinois project will be operated primarily for the benefit, use or 
enjoyment of the public if Enbridge does not know where the end-product will go. 


 
6. If the pipeline product or its end-products are transported to Cushing, Oklahoma 


and stored in tanks owned by Enbridge in that community, are the owners of the 
product or end-products able to trade those commodities on the world market. 


 
7. If the pipeline product or its end-products are transported to Cushing, Oklahoma 


and stored in tanks owned by Enbridge in that community, and the product or 
end-products are traded on the world market, please explain in detail how the 
pipeline project is being operated in Illinois primarily for the benefit, use, or 
enjoyment of the public. 


 
8. Enbridge maps of the proposed pipeline dated 4/27/07 (See Exhibit 2, attached) 


show three pipelines or pipeline easements: A pipeline referenced as “Magelian 
(sic) pipeline”, a pipeline referenced as “Southern Access 36” pipeline”, and 
another un-labeled pipeline which the map legend references as “surveyed 
proposed pipeline”.  Please explain what these three pipelines or proposed 
pipelines are and what they constitute. 


 
9. Enbridge alleges to have purchased an old pipeline easement from Central Illinois 


Pipeline (See Exhibit 3, attached). Will the new proposed pipeline be laid out 
within the existing right-of-way of the old Central Illinois Pipeline Company 
easement through the entire length of the old easement? If the proposed pipeline 
will not be laid entirely within the existing old right-of-way easement, please 
explain with specificity where and the approximate length or distance the 
proposed pipeline will not run within the old Central Illinois Pipeline Company 
easement.  


 







Interrogatories Submitted to Enbridge by Tom Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Submission date: 11-8-07 


10. If Enbridge plans to build the new pipeline outside the right-of-way of the old 
Central Illinois Pipeline, does this mean landowners will then have two pipelines 
running through their property, the old Central Illinois Pipeline and the new 
pipeline? 


 
11. Enbridge has responded to an ICC Staff inquiry about multiple pipelines stating, 


“In some cases, this may result in a property containing two pipelines but the 
right-of-way for the existing line is already in place.” (See Exhibit 3, attached). 
Please explain how many tracts of land or landowners will have two pipelines on 
their property. 


 
12. Please explain how many tracts of land and how many landowners will have two 


separate pipelines running through their land on two separate, non-overlapping 
right-of-ways. 


 
13. Please explain whether the existing pipeline referred to as the old Central Illinois 


Pipeline currently is in active operation or is used as a pipeline. If it is not 
currently used, please state when it was last used.  


 
14. Please provide copies of most recent annual reports and safety inspection reports 


for the old Central Illinois Pipeline.  
 


15. Please state whether the old Central Illinois Pipeline is inactive or if it has been 
abandoned. 


 








Interrogatories Submitted to Enbridge by Tom Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Submission date: 11-6-07 


1. Some news agencies report that China has made, and is making, significant 
investments in Canadian tar sands reserves. (See Exhibit 1, Oct. 16, 2007, Alberta 
Seeks Chinese Investment). Will China’s three oil giants, Sinopec, The China 
National Petroleum Corporation (CNPC) and China National Offshore Oil 
Corporation (CNOOC) transport any petroleum byproduct in the proposed 
pipeline? 


 
2. Some news agencies report that China National Offshore Oil Corporation 


(CNOOC) holds a significant ownership in Canada’s MEG Energy Corp. Other 
reports suggest China Petrochemical Corp. purchased a forty percent (40%) stake 
in Canada’s Northern Lights tar sands project with Synenco Energy Inc. (Please 
see Exhibit 2) Will MEG Energy Corp. or Synenco Energy Inc. transport and 
petroleum byproduct in the proposed pipeline? 


 
3. Some news reports suggest Enbridge, Inc. is encouraging Chinese investment in 


the Canadian petroleum industry. (Bloomberg report, Exhibit 3). Did Pat Daniel, 
Enbridge Inc. CEO travel to Beijing, China with Canadian Natural Resources 
department officials to discuss Chinese involvement in the Canadian petroleum 
industry?  


 
4. What type of discussions has Enbridge, Inc. had with Chinese officials about 


Chinese investment in the Canadian petroleum industry? What type of discussions 
has Enbridge, Inc. had with Chinese officials about transportation of petroleum 
products and by-products through the proposed pipeline? 


 
5. News reports suggest Enbridge and PetroChina had a confidential agreement to 


send Canadian petroleum to China via the Gateway project to the Canadian West 
Coast through British Columbia. Enbridge spokesperson Glenn Herchak has been 
quoted as saying that Enbridge and PetroChina had a confidential agreement (See 
Exhibit 4). Some news agencies reported allegations that Enbridge offered 
PetroChina a forty-nine percent (49%) stake in the Gateway project. Apparently 
the Gateway project failed to materialize for a variety of reasons, including failure 
to obtain appropriate permits as well as opposition from environmentalists and 
native indigenous tribes. Did PetroChina and Enbridge have a confidential 
agreement to send Canadian petroleum to China? 


 
6. Does Enbridge support or encourage Chinese investment in Canadian petroleum 


investments? Now that the Gateway project has fallen through for the time being, 
will petroleum exports to China occur via the Southern Access project being 
proposed at the Illinois Commerce Commission? 


 
7. News reports in the past alleged that China was offered a significant investment 


interest in a pipeline being developed by Enbridge. See Exhibit 4A. Does 
Enbridge have any plans to offer any foreign country or foreign investor an 
investment interest or equity stake in the proposed pipeline project now pending 
before the ICC? Will Enbridge stipulate and agree that it will not sell an 







Interrogatories Submitted to Enbridge by Tom Pliura, attorney for intervenors 
Submission date: 11-6-07 


investment interest in the proposed pipeline (now pending before the ICC) to any 
foreign country or foreign investors at any time in the future? 


 
8. The Enbridge website contains material regarding the proposed Southern Access 


expansion. The website material mentions the project will “increase crude oil 
capacity to Midwest refineries and beyond.” (emphasis added, Exhibit 5). Will 
the petroleum product be shipped to Gulf Coast refineries? What does the phrase 
“and beyond” refer to in the Enbridge web-site? 


 
9. Will petroleum shipped via the Southern Access expansion through Central and 


Southern Illinois eventually be transported to Cushing, Oklahoma? Is Cushing, 
Oklahoma the delivery destination for petroleum products on the New York 
Mercantile Exchange (Nymex)? (See Exhibit 6, Wall Street Journal Article, Oct. 6 
2007) 


 
10. The Dow Jones Newswire (6-29-07) “China CNPC Wins Rights To Explore Oil 


Sands” reported that China National Petroleum Corp. secured rights to explore for 
petroleum sands in Alberta. Provincial officials are reported as stating that the 
exploration rights involve an estimated two billion barrels of bitumen. Will China 
National Petroleum be able transport petroleum byproduct through the proposed 
Enbridge pipeline, as a common carrier pipeline?  


 
11. Husky Energy Inc. (Husky) is reported (Exhibit 8, Reuters, Oct. 18, 2007, “Husky 


Profits Climb”) to be Canada’s number 3 petroleum producer and refiner. Husky 
is owned by Hong Kong, China billionaire Li Ka-shing. News agency reports 
state Husky recently acquired a petroleum refinery in Lima, Ohio for 
approximately $1.9 Billion. Will the proposed Enbridge pipeline transport any 
Husky petroleum through Illinois to the Lima, Ohio refinery? Will any of the 
Husky petroleum or its byproducts be exported out of the United States, or traded 
to countries outside U.S. borders? If so, how much? 


 
12. Synenco Energy Inc. and SinoCanada, a subsidiary of China-based Sinopec group 


have been reported as entering into an agreement whereby Sinopec will obtain a 
40% stake in the Northern Lights oil sands project (Exhibit 2). The transaction 
apparently obtained all the necessary regulatory approvals required by Chinese 
and Canadian governments. Will any petroleum products or byproducts from the 
Northern Lights project be transported in the proposed Enbridge pipeline to 
Patoka, Illinois? If so, how much? 


 
13. The Wall Street Journal reported (Exhibit 6, October 6, 2007, “Where Has All 


The Oil Gone”) that Enbridge Energy Partners owns large petroleum storage 
facilities in Cushing, Oklahoma. Will any petroleum products or byproducts from 
the proposed Enbridge pipeline be sent to Cushing, Oklahoma for storage in 
Enbridge storage facilities? If so, how much? If any petroleum products or 
byproducts from the proposed Enbridge pipeline will be sent to Cushing, 
Oklahoma, explain how Illinois citizens will benefit. 
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14. News reports (Exhibit 9 & 10, Market Watch, June 5, 2007, “Enbridge, Exxon 


Study Midwest Pipeline Project”) suggest that Exxon and Enbridge are in 
tentative negotiations about studying a possible pipeline to be built between 
Patoka, Illinois and Beaumont, Texas and the U.S. Gulf Coast?  The article 
mentions that the Gulf Coast is home to nearly half of all U.S. refining capacity, 
with many of those refineries well suited to run lower quality Canadian-crude. 
The article mentions that the northern tier of the U.S. refining market is already 
almost saturated with Canadian crude. Is the refining market in Illinois saturated 
with Canadian petroleum by-products? Is the refining market in PADD II 
saturated with Canadian petroleum by-products? 


 
15. Will any petroleum products or byproducts from the proposed Enbridge pipeline 


be sent to the Gulf Coast, rather than being refined in PADD II refineries? Does 
Enbridge have plans or intentions to transport petroleum products or byproducts 
to the Gulf Coast from Patoka, Illinois? 


 
16. A June 6, 2007, Market Wire story, “New Oil Pipeline to Supply US Refineries” 


mentions Enbridge and ExxonMobil plan a new pipeline to the Gulf Coast 
(Exhibit 10). If the proposed pipeline now pending before the Illinois Commerce 
Commission is approved and built, will any petroleum products and byproducts 
that are transported in the pipe to Patoka, Illinois then be shipped on to the Gulf 
Coast? Is the 400,000 bbd that is proposed to be transported in the Enbridge-
Exxon pipeline the same 400,000 bbd that will be transported through the 
proposed Central and Southern Illinois pipeline now pending in the ICC? 


17. A Wall Street Journal article from July 12, 2006 (Exhibit 11), Canadian Sands 
Yield More Oil for U.S., alleges that increased production of Canadian “bitumen 
output from oil sands quickly saturated that limited regional market, pushing 
down bitumen prices to about half of the West Texas Intermediate crude price…”  
Has the increased output of Canadian bitumen resulted in downward pressure on 
the price of bitumen as compared to traditional crude oil? Will transporting the 
bitumen product down to the Gulf Coast relieve downward pressure on the price 
of Canadian oil sands product? 


18. Please explain how increasing the availability of refining capacity for Canadian 
Oil sands product in the Gulf Coast will affect the price of the raw product in 
Canada and on the world market. 


19. Please indicate the approximate dollar amount of 400,000 barrels of Canadian 
bitumen product and any necessary diluent that will be transported through the 
proposed pipeline on a daily basis (using world prices for Canadian heavy oil, as 
of Nov. 6, 2007). Please pick any respective Canadian heavy oil and simply cite 
the type and price when providing an answer. 


 
20. The July 12, 2006 article (Exhibit 11) states that some energy analysts believe 


Chinese investment in Canadian tar sands fields that is occurring will stabilize the 
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overall energy security around the world. Will the fact that China is investing in 
the Canadian petroleum market have any effect on the planned Enbridge pipeline 
through Illinois? If so, please explain. 


 
21. A San Francisco Chronicle article from May 22, 2005, FUELING AMERICA 


OIL'S DIRTY FUTURE, (Exhibit 12) alleges as follows: “These oil sands are the 
world's most expensive, most polluting source of oil under large-scale production. 
Wringing four barrels of crude oil from the sands requires burning the equivalent 
of a fifth barrel. The mines and refineries release huge amounts of greenhouse 
gases -- the equivalent each day to more than a third of California's daily car 
emissions.” Please describe the major environmental effects that the mining of 
Canadian tar sands has on the global environment. 


 
22. Please describe the major environmental effects that are caused by the upgrading 


of bitumen to a less-viscous byproduct that can be shipped via pipeline. Please 
comment on the major environmental effects including global green house gas 
production.  


 
23. What percent of the petroleum products planned for the Enbridge pipeline will 


come from mining of Canadian tar sands? 
 


24. Upgrading of bitumen is alleged to produce significant amounts coke residue. 
Some coke residue is used to produce energy for the upgrading of bitumen to 
allow it to be broken down into a less-viscous byproduct of bitumen that can then 
be shipped via pipeline. Does the burning of coke residue in the upgrading 
process create green house gas emissions? 


 
25. What happens to all the coke residue that is created during the upgrading of 


bitumen? If any of the coke residue is stored in mines, please explain how this 
might affect the environment for future generations. 


 
26. A San Francisco Chronicle article from May 22, 2005, FUELING AMERICA 


OIL'S DIRTY FUTURE (Exhibit 12) quotes one oil industry executive regarding 
the mining of bitumen from the tar sands as follows: "This is not for the faint of 
heart or those short on capital," said Neil Camarta, senior vice president of Shell 
Canada Ltd., the lead partner in a consortium that has spent $5 billion in the last 
five years. Mr. Camarta is quoted as describing the Canadian oil sands project as 
“one of the world’s biggest projects.” Is the mining of Canadian oil sands one of 
the world’s biggest projects? 


 
27. Does Enbridge plan to dig up and remove the old Texas Empire Pipeline that runs 


through Central and Southern Illinois and which has not been functional for many 
years? How does Enbridge plan to restore the environmental damage caused by 
the old Texas Empire Pipeline? Will landowners be compensated by Enbridge for 
the environmental damaged caused by the old Texas Empire Pipeline? 
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28. Enbridge apparently had a significant petroleum spill on or around April 15, 2007 
involving a pipeline transporting Heavy oil sands by-product to Superior, 
Wisconsin. See Exhibit 13.  If a similar spill were to occur in Illinois involving 
the proposed pipeline, please explain how Enbridge handles the environmental 
contamination related to the spill. Please explain in detail how landowners would 
be financially compensated if a spill were to occur on their property.  


 
29. In its application with the ICC, Enbridge alleges it holds an easement for much of 


the proposed 170 miles of pipeline it plans to construct. Many landowners have 
disputed this alleged claim by Enbridge. Please provide copies of all documents 
and material that verify Enbridge holds a valid easement through central and 
southern Illinois involving the land now being proposed for the new pipeline. 


 
 


 
 







Dionne Kerney  
Administrative Assistant  
(312) 853-2201 

Sidley Austin LLP mail server made the following annotations on 11/19/07, 15:13:46:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
IRS Circular 230 Disclosure: To comply with certain U.S. Treasury regulations, we inform you
that, unless expressly stated otherwise, any U.S. federal tax advice contained in this
communication, including attachments, was not intended or written to be used, and cannot be
used, by any taxpayer for the purpose of avoiding any penalties that may be imposed on such 
taxpayer by the Internal Revenue Service.  In addition, if any such tax advice is used or referred
to by other parties in promoting, marketing or recommending any partnership or other entity,
investment plan or arrangement, then (i) the advice should be construed as written in connection
with the promotion or marketing by others of the transaction(s) or matter(s) addressed in this
communication and (ii) the taxpayer should seek advice based on the taxpayer's particular
circumstances from an independent tax advisor.
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