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Notice of Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 

  
 

Notice is hereby given of the Administrative Law Judge’s ruling on a Motion, filed 
on behalf of Intervenors Pleasant Murphy and the Village of Downs (“Movants”), and 
opposed by Applicant Enbridge Pipelines (Illinois) L.L.C., in which Movants request an 
opportunity to file additional rebuttal testimony further responding to the testimony of 
American Petroleum Institute (“API”) witness Dr. John Felmy. 

 
In a ruling issued April 16, 2008, Movants and other Intervenors were given an 

opportunity to file testimony responding to the testimony of API witness Dr. Felmy; on 
May 7, 2008 Movants filed the testimony of Dr. Patrick O’Rourke in rebuttal of the 
testimony of Dr. Felmy.   Movants also filed a motion requesting an opportunity to file 
additional rebuttal to Dr. Felmy’s testimony based on the discovery answers which API 
may be ordered to provide in compliance with such rulings as may be issued on a future 
discovery motion.  On May 12, 2008 Movants filed a motion to compel API to provide 
certain information; following responses and replies, a ruling on the motion to compel 
was issued on June 11, 2008.  

  
The pertinent filings and rulings have been reviewed.  It is observed that the 

information which API was directed to provide in compliance with the discovery ruling of 
June 11, 2008 is available to Movants to aid them in such things as further 
understanding the subject matter and preparing for the hearings.  However, given the 
particular nature and scope of the information which API was directed to provide in the 
discovery ruling of June 11, 2008, an opportunity to file additional testimony further 
responding to Dr. Felmy is not warranted.  Accordingly, the motion requesting an 
opportunity to file additional rebuttal to Dr. Felmy’s testimony is denied.  

 
The ruling is concluded. 


