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Notice of Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling 

  
 

Notice is hereby given of the following evidentiary rulings by the Administrative 
Law Judge: 

 
Enbridge Objections to Carlisle Kelly Testimony and Exhibits 

 
Primarily by means of charts, Enbridge raises summary objections to more that 

180 separate passages of Mr. Kelly’s testimony, many on the basis of “no foundation” 
and “opinion testimony”, and to the attachments thereto.  Except as otherwise ruled, 
and except where the passages are withdrawn, the testimony will not be stricken; 
rather, the objections go to the weight.  

 
Carlisle Kelly Direct - Pliura Intervenors’ Exhibit 1.0  
 
Page 6, lines 1-9:  The witness is making observations about the condition of the 

pipeline and is offering a lay opinion about the status of the easement. The testimony is 
admitted on that basis, not as a legal opinion or conclusion. The objections go to the 
weight. 

 
Page 6, line 12 to page 7, line 5:  The testimony about the old pipeline is relevant 

to the specific location of the new line on landowners’ property, and the cumulative 
impact on such property, and as such is pertinent to the issue of line route selection, as 
well as fitness.  The testimony is admitted, except for lines 15-21 which are stricken; the 
witness’ purported “personal knowledge” does not overcome this hearsay objection.  
The relevancy objections go to the weight. This and other rulings do not reach the issue 
of what rights exist under the easement. 

 
Page 7, lines 7-15:  The testimony is admitted; the witness is testifying as to what 

he was purportedly told by an Enbridge representative.  
 
Page 8, lines 1-3:  The testimony is admitted for the reasons stated in the ruling 

regarding page 6, line 12, except for the conclusion about violating “federal safety 
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violations” which is stricken;  the witness’ purported “own personal knowledge” does not 
overcome the objection.  

 
Page 8, line 5-14: The testimony is admitted for the reasons stated in the ruling 

regarding page 6, line 12, except for the portion withdrawn and except for the full 
sentence on line 6 which is stricken;  the witness’ purported “personal observations” do 
not overcome the objections to the sentence on line 6. 

 
Page 8, lines 16-22:  This testimony is not stricken.  See the earlier rulings.  
 
Page 9, lines 1-9:  The objections are overruled. The testimony pertains to 

impact on the witness’ property, and is relevant to the issue of line route selection.  
 
Page 10, line 4:  The full sentence on line 4 is stricken; see the ruling above 

regarding page 8, line 6. 
 
Page 10, lines 10-14:  The objection is overruled. Safety is relevant to fitness. 
 
Page 13, line 19 through page 14, line 8: Except for the portions withdrawn, the 

relevancy objection is overruled and the testimony is admitted. See the rulings above 
relating to page 6, line 12. 

 
Page 15, line 10 through page 18, line 10: This testimony is withdrawn.  
 
Page 18, lines 10-13: The objection is sustained due to lack of foundation.  
 
Page 18, line 16 through page 20, line 11: The objections go to the weight.  
 
Page 18, lines 16-17:  These lines themselves do not appear to contain hearsay 

testimony. 
 
Page 20, lines 17 through 20: The relevancy objection is overruled. Safety is 

relevant to fitness. 
 
Page 20, line 22 through page 21, line 2: The portion of the answer beginning 

with “It is my understanding …”, is stricken due to lack of foundation. 
 
Page 22, lines 6-11:  The relevancy objection is overruled; see earlier rulings 

regarding testimony about the existing pipeline. 
 
Page 22, line 22, through page 24, line 2: The witness’ testimony about the 

criteria to be met under the statute represents his layman’s understanding of them. 
They will be allowed on that limited basis; they are not offered or admitted as a legal 
conclusion. 

 
Page 24, lines 14-15: The statement represents the view of the witness, as a 

party. It will be allowed on that limited basis; it is not offered or admitted as a legal 
conclusion or opinion. The objections go to the weight. 
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 Page 25, line 21, through page 26, line 17:  The testimony, to the extent not 
withdrawn, will be allowed. It appears to primarily address the facts of the case. It is not 
admitted as a legal conclusion. The objections go to the weight. 

 
Page 27, lines 3-14: For the most part, the witness appears to be referring to the 

testimony of another witness in the case. It will be admitted to the extent the other 
witness’ testimony is admitted. 

 
Page 27, lines 20-23. The objection is sustained. There is no indication where 

the “evidence as presented by Enbridge” may be found in the evidentiary record.  
 
Page 28, line 14, through page 29, line 5: The testimony relates to the potential 

use of the proposed line; hence, it will not be stricken on relevancy grounds. Regarding 
lines 14-21, the documents to which the witness refers appear to be generated by 
Enbridge entities; this testimony will not be stricken on hearsay grounds. 

 
Page 29, line 8 through page 32, line 12:  Regarding the relevancy objection, 

parties should be permitted to explore the possible relationship between a possible 
Patoka to the Gulf Coast line and the use of the proposed line; the testimony will not be 
stricken on relevancy grounds. Objections relating to the “opinion testimony” go to the 
weight. 

 
Page 35, lines 4-7:  There is no indication of where these conclusions are 

supported by “sufficient evidence of record.” The testimony is stricken.  
 
Page 36, lines 12-17:  The source appears to be a representative of an Enbridge 

entity. The hearsay objection is overruled. 
 
Page 36, lines 19-21:  A response that the witness is “merely stating the facts” 

does not overcome the stated objection to the conclusion in his testimony. The objection 
is sustained. 

 
Page 36, line 20, through page 37, line 5:  The response asserts that the 

testimony is based on facts of record. There is no indication where testimony that the 
project “may increase prices”, and testimony about “huge capital expenditures”, is 
contained in the record. The objection is sustained.  

 
Page 37, lines 6-12: The response to the “legal conclusion” objection asserts that 

the testimony is based on facts of evidence. There is no indication where testimony 
about what “Illinois lawmakers [did or] did not intend” is contained in the record. The 
objection is sustained.  

 
Page 42, lines 4-14: The objections are overruled. The filing was made by an 

Enbridge entity; it pertains to the line at issue in the instant proceeding, and to 
Enbridge’s willingness and ability to undertake the project. 

 
Page 42, line 18, through page 43, line 4: The filing was made by an Enbridge 

entity. The hearsay objection is overruled.  
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Page 43, line 6, through page 44, line 16:  The filing was made by an Enbridge 
entity. The hearsay objection is overruled. 

 
Page 45, lines 3 through 45:  The objections go to the weight. 
 
Page 46, line 21, through page 47, line 2:  The sentence starting at the bottom of 

page 46, beginning with “The information …”, is stricken due to lack of foundation.  The 
response asserts that the witness is “testifying as to facts in evidence.” There is no 
indication where such testimony is contained in the record. 

 
Attachments to Kelly Direct: 
 
1.1, Part 1:  The objection is sustained. There is no response to the hearsay 

objection. 
 
1.2, Part 2-4: The response does not indicate where, in the record, the source of 

these items is identified. The attachments are not admitted. 
 
1.2:  This item is admitted; it is relevant to fitness. 
 
1.3:  It appears that this item was generated by an Enbridge entity. It is admitted. 
  
1.4:  The objection is sustained. There is no response to the hearsay objection. 
 
1.5: This item is admitted; it is relevant to fitness. 
 
1.6:  This item is not admitted as a “Kelly” exhibit.  It is addressed in the rulings 

on the Stelle exhibits. 
 
1.7:  The objection is sustained. There is no response to the hearsay objection. 

Also, the testimony referring to it has been withdrawn. 
 
1.8:  This item is admitted. It appears the underlying press release was 

generated by an Enbridge entity. Regarding the relevancy objection, Enbridge has 
alleged that there is a need for the transportation of crude petroleum oil through the 
proposed pipeline. Parties should be permitted to explore the possible relationship 
between a possible Patoka to the Gulf Coast line and the use of the proposed line. 

 
1.9: The item is admitted. The source appears to be the website of an Enbridge 

entity. Regarding relevancy, see 1.8 above. 
 
1.10, 1.13: The items are admitted. See 1.8 and 1.9 above. 
 
1.11, 1.12: The objections are sustained. There is no response to the hearsay 

objections. 
 
1.14:  The item is admitted. 
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1.15, 1.16, 1.17:  The items, identified in part as copies of pages of Enbridge 
annual reports, are admitted.  

 
1.18:  The item is admitted. 
 
1.19:  The item is admitted. See the ruling above on the testimony. 
 
1.20, 1.21:  The items are admitted. 
 
It is further noted that data requests (“DRs”) and responses are informal 

discovery between parties.  Generally speaking, whether DR responses have a 
sufficient foundation as evidence or are otherwise admissible as evidence is not at issue 
unless the response is offered into evidence. Thus, Pliura Intervenors’ contentions that 
their proffered exhibits should be held to no higher foundation standard than another 
party’s responses to data requests is unpersuasive.   

 
Kelly Supplemental direct – Pliura Intervenors Exhibit 2.0: 
 
Page 2-3, Q. 7:  The filings were made by an Enbridge entity. The hearsay 

objection is overruled. Information regarding pipeline capacity relative to refinery 
capacity is pertinent to the potential use of and need for the line. The objections as to 
the witness’ opinions go to the weight. 

 
Pages 4-5, Q. 10: The witness is drawing a conclusion utilizing information of 

record.   The testimony will be allowed. The objections go to the weight. 
 
Pages 5-6, Q. 11: The last paragraph is stricken. In the response, there is no 

indication where such “facts in evidence” are contained in the record. 
 
Pages 7-8, Q. 13: The testimony is stricken. There is no representation that the 

facts to which it refers, and relies upon, are in the record.  
 
Pages 11-12, Q. 18, third paragraph: The response claims that the witness “is 

testifying as to his own personal observations” and review of correspondence submitted 
by Enbridge; however, there is no indication where evidence of such “personal 
observations” and review of correspondence is contained in the evidentiary record. The 
objection is sustained.  

  
Page 14, Q. 20:  The response that the witness “is testifying to his own personal 

knowledge and experience in interacting with Enbridge representatives” supports 
admission of the testimony except for the final sentence, which is stricken. 

 
Page 15, Q. 21, paragraph 1: The objection is overruled. Enbridge has opened 

the door on this issue. 
 
Page 16, Q. 22:  The statements were made by an officer of Enbridge, Inc. The 

objection is overruled. 
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Page 17, Q. 24: The statement was made by an officer of Enbridge, Inc.; the 
hearsay objection is overruled. The testimony is relates in part to the potential use of the 
line; the relevancy objection is overruled. 

 
Page 17, Q. 26: The statements were made by officers of Enbridge entities; the 

hearsay objection is overruled. The testimony is admitted. 
 
Pages 19-20, Q. 28:  With regard to the first sentence in the second paragraph, 

“The failure to submit federally required annual reports…”, the arguments made in the 
response do not appear to be responsive to the objections raised. That sentence is 
stricken. 

 
Attachments - 2.1 through 2.16: The exhibits are admitted, except for 2.9. 

Regarding relevance, see the rulings above on the testimony that refers to the exhibits. 
The objections go to the weight. 

 
Kelly Rebuttal – Pliura Intervenors’ Exhibit 3.0: 
 
Page 2, lines 31-36: This testimony relies on an exhibit which is not admitted. 

The testimony is stricken. 
 
Ex. 3.1:  There does not appear to be a response specific to the hearsay 

objection. The objection is sustained.  
  
Page 2, lines 37-43: The response states generally that the witness is testifying 

as to facts of record, but does not indicate where such evidence is located in the record. 
The objection is sustained.  

 
Page 3, lines 66-68; Exhibit 3.2: The FERC order is relevant for reasons stated in 

prior rulings. The testimony is allowed, except for the final sentence which is repetitive 
and argumentative. 

 
Page 4, Q. 8, lines 74-77:  The response claims the witness is testifying as to 

evidence of record; however, there is no indication where the opinion regarding 
valuation “in Illinois” is contained in the record. The testimony is not admitted.  

 
Page 4, lines 88-91:  The response claims the witness is testifying based on “an 

offer …. to him”; however, his testimony appears to be based on “many offers”, not 
limited to him. The testimony is not admitted. 

 
Page 5, lines 93-95: The response claims the witness is testifying to personal 

knowledge of proposals offered to landowners, but does not indicate where such 
testimony of personal knowledge is contained in the record. The testimony is not 
admitted. 

 
Page 6, lines 117-119: The sentence, starting with “Mind you, ….”, is stricken 

due to lack of foundation.  
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Page 6, lines 121-122: The sentence, starting with “The main reason ….”, is 
stricken due to lack of foundation. 

 
Page 6, lines 133-134: The sentence, starting with “The project will benefit ….”, is 

stricken due to lack of foundation. 
 
Page 7, lines 139-141: The testimony is speculative; it is stricken. 
 
Page 9, line 183:  The response argues only that the witness is agreeing with the 

direct testimony of Enbridge witness Burgess; however, the testimony to which 
Enbridge objects goes beyond the Burgess testimony cited. The sentence is stricken.  

 
Page 9, line 191: The sentence starting with “So we agree ….”, is stricken due to 

a lack of foundation. 
 
Page 11, lines 237-239: There is no indication where the two sentences 

beginning with “Exxon/Mobil” and “Recent news” are contained in the record or where 
such statements were made by Enbridge. The two sentences are stricken.  

 
Pages 11-12, lines 249-252: The sentence is stricken due to a lack of foundation. 
 
Page 12, lines 262-270:  Although the testimony is somewhat lacking in detail, 

the foundation for this first-hand testimony is otherwise sufficient; the objection is 
overruled. 

 
Page 13, lines 276-278:  The sentence regarding what other landowners will be 

filing is stricken due to a lack of foundation. 
 
Page 18, lines 401-403:  The objections go to the weight. 
 
Page 19, lines 417-421:  The sentences beginning with the words “We estimate” 

and “This estimate” are stricken due to lack of foundation.  
 
Page 21, lines 459-461:  There was no response to the objection. The testimony 

is stricken. 
 
Page 26, lines 577-581:  There is no indication of where the facts being assumed 

are contained in the record. The testimony is stricken. 
 
Page 26, lines 585-592:  A question asking the witness to “explain Mr. Cook’s 

comments” does not appear to be a proper question over an objection. The answer is 
stricken. 

 
Page 31, lines 681-684:  The last two sentences in the answer are stricken for 

lack of foundation. Otherwise, the objection is overruled. 
 
Attachments - Exhibits 3.1, 3.4 and 3.5:  The response to the objections is not 

sufficient to overcome the objections to these documents; they are not admitted. The 
other attachments, 3.2, 3.3 and 3.6, are admitted. 
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 Objections to Attachments to Dr. Durkin Testimony – Pliura Intervenors’ Exh. 5.0 

 
Exhibits 1 and 2 attached to Pliura Intervenors Exhibit 5.0:  Among other things, 

the objections assert that when one navigates the web site address, nothing resembling 
the graphs appears.  The response does not address this objection.  The exhibits are 
not admitted.   

 
It is further noted that data requests (“DR”) and responses are informal discovery 

between parties.  Generally speaking, whether DR responses have a sufficient 
foundation as evidence or are otherwise admissible as evidence is not at issue unless 
the response is offered into evidence.  Thus, Pliura Intervenors’ contentions that their 
proffered exhibits should be held to no higher evidentiary standards than another party’s 
responses to data requests is unpersuasive.   

 
Objections to Pliura Intervenors’ Exhibit 7.0 – Stephen Hazell testimony 

 
It appears that the information relied upon by the witness is of a type reasonably 

relied upon by experts in the field in forming opinions or inferences. The testimony will 
not be stricken based on a hearsay objection.  

 
Paragraphs 25-31:  This testimony relates to the nature and composition of the 

product to be transported through the pipeline.  It will not be stricken on relevancy 
grounds. The objections go to the weight. 

 
Paragraphs 33-43 and 44 (second sentence): This Commission does not have 

authority over the mining and processing of tar sands in Canada, the production of 
synthetic crude in Canada from tar sands, the purported environmental impacts in 
Canada resulting therefrom, or the implications of tar sands extraction and processing 
on Canada’s ability to meet its objectives under the Kyoto Protocol.   

 
However, the Hazell testimony is not irrelevant to the analysis provided by 

Intervenor witness Dr. Mulligan regarding the inclusion of environmental costs in 
evaluating the costs and benefits associated with a project. As such, the Hazell 
testimony will not be stricken. The objections go to the weight. This ruling does not 
reach a conclusion as to whether either of the Intervenor witnesses is correct, or the 
weight to be afforded their testimony, and no presumptions are created with respect 
thereto. 

 
In reaching this ruling, the argument by Pliura Intervenors that the Sierra Club of 

Canada’s actions may result in a restraint of processing of tar sand product has been 
given no consideration. 

 
In conclusion, the Hazell testimony is not stricken. The objections go to the 

weight. 
 
Attachments to Hazell testimony:  There appear to be no direct responses to the 

objections to the admission of the attachments.   As an expert, the witness is allowed to 
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rely on them forming opinions or inferences, but they will not be admitted as substantive 
evidence. 

 
Objections to Pliura Intervenors’ Exhibits 8.0 and 8.1 – Jeffery Stelle Testimony 

 
Enbridge objects to the witness’ testimony in its entirety, arguing that the witness 

has not been qualified to offer opinions as an expert.   Based on a review of the record, 
it appears that Pliura Intervenors have narrowly established Mr. Stelle’s qualifications as 
an expert. The objection goes to the weight. 

 
Enbridge also objects to the testimony in its entirety on lack of foundation and 

hearsay grounds. The objections are not specific to individual passages of testimony.  
The testimony will not be stricken in its entirety on those bases.  Except as noted below, 
the testimony will be admitted.  

 
In some instances, the testimony contains multiple references to the witness’ 

“understanding” about various communications not involving the witness, but does not 
indicate the source of or foundation for that understanding.   

 
In paragraph two of the answer to question 11, the three sentences beginning 

with “It is also my understanding …”, “Some people were apparently told …”, and “It 
does not appear …” are stricken. Similarly, in the answer to question 12, the two 
sentences appearing after the word “Yes” are stricken. In question 15, the three 
paragraphs beginning with “I have been told …”, “I am aware …” and “Some 
landowners have been told …” are stricken, as is the answer to Question 16. 

 
Enbridge Objections to Dr. Mulligan direct (Turner Intervenors’ Exhibit 1):  

 
The relevancy objections are overruled. The testimony appears to be an 

appropriate response to the economic analyses offered in testimony from Enbridge 
witnesses, particularly with respect to which types of costs should be considered. 
Further, there is Intervenor testimony elsewhere in the record regarding the purported 
environmental impacts. The objections go to the weight.  This ruling does not reach a 
conclusion as to whether either of the Intervenor witnesses is correct, or the weight to 
be afforded their testimony, and no presumptions are created with respect thereto. 

  
Attachments A, C, D and E to the response to the objections are stricken, and 

have not been considered.  Exhibit B, citable statutory provisions, will not be stricken.   
 
Exhibit B to Mulligan direct:  This exhibit, consisting of a piece of testimony from 

another docket, will not be admitted. The response does not contain a reference to the 
hearsay objection.  Experts are permitted -- in formulating their inferences and opinions 
-- to refer to and rely on documents of the type reasonably relied upon by experts in the 
field even if such documents are not otherwise admissible. However, such documents 
are not automatically admissible as standalone substantive exhibits over the objections 
of other parties.  
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Exhibit C to Mulligan direct:  Generally speaking, Commission orders may be 
cited. The corrected version of the exhibit will be admitted.  Its relevance may be argued 
in the briefs. 

 
Enbridge Objections to Turner Intervenors’ Exhibit 4 – Mayor Schwartz Testimony 

 
Attachment H to Mayor Schwartz’ testimony: In their response, Intervenors assert 

that the document is admissible “under the Wilson v. Clark decision.”  This argument is 
unavailing.  There is no representation that the witness is testifying as an expert. Even if 
he were, Wilson v. Clark, 84 Ill. Dec. 308, allows experts, in formulating their inferences 
and opinions, to rely on information of the type reasonably relied upon by experts in the 
field, even if such information is not itself admissible.  It does not stand for the 
proposition that such reliance and reference somehow require the wholesale admission 
of such documents as standalone substantive exhibits over the objections of other 
parties.  

 
Nevertheless, the document relied upon by Mayor Schwartz, as the mayor of the 

village, appears to be “of a type commonly relied upon by persons in the conduct of 
their affairs” within the meaning of 83 Ill. Adm. Code 610. The exhibit in its full form is 
admitted. 

 
Exhibit F to the response is stricken. 
 
Enbridge Objections to Turner Intervenors’ Cross Exhibits 4 and 5  
 
Turner Intervenors represent that Cross 4 was identified by an Enbridge witness 

as a presentation given by him.  It has sufficient relevance to issues addressed by the 
witness to warrant its admission. The objections go to the weight. 

  
Cross 5 is admitted over the objections of Enbridge. The FERC order is relevant 

to questions of Enbridge’s willingness and ability to proceed with the project for which 
certification is sought. The objections go to the weight. 

 
Enbridge Objections to Shelby Intervenors’ Testimony and Exhibits: 

 
Shelby Intervenors’ Cross 1 – Schuldhaus affidavit:  In terms of relevancy, 

Enbridge has alleged in documents filed in this proceeding that there is a need for the 
transportation of shipments of crude petroleum oil through the proposed pipeline, and 
that the proposed line is needed to transport crude required by refineries in Illinois and 
elsewhere.  Hence, the relevancy objections are not persuasive. Regarding the second 
objection, the witness is an employee of an Enbridge entity and testified for Enbridge, 
Inc., of which Applicant Enbridge is a subsidiary.  Under the circumstances, the fact that 
the document was filed by an Enbridge entity that is not a party in this proceeding does 
not provide a sufficient basis for disallowance of the exhibit. The exhibit is admitted. The 
objections go to the weight.  If Enbridge believes it should have an opportunity to file 
testimony responding to the exhibit, it can file a motion seeking leave to do so.   
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Shelby Exhibit 1.0, page 5, line 104 through page 8, line 169: The testimony 
under objection is admitted solely for the limited purpose of identifying the witness’ 
“personal conclusions and opinions” as to the meaning of the order. 

 
Shelby Exhibits 3.0 and 3.1: The objection on relevancy grounds is sustained. 

There is no indication in the response that the witness relied upon these documents. 
Shelby appears to be arguing that that these documents must be admitted because “as 
a matter of law” they constitute the type of information “commonly relied upon by 
reasonably prudent persons in the conduct of their affairs” under 83 Ill. Adm. Code 
200.610(b). The “commonly relied on …” standard is essentially a discretionary 
exception to otherwise applicable rules of evidence, and thus does not require 
admission of otherwise inadmissible material as a “matter of law.”  

 
Shelby Exhibits 4.3, and 5.1 through 5.22, identified by Dr. Makholm:  For the 

most part, the objections are “not relevant” and “no foundation.”  
 
In formulating an opinion, an expert witness such as Dr. Makholm may refer to 

and rely on documents of the type reasonably relied upon by experts in the field, even if 
such information being relied upon is not itself admissible. However, these references 
do not somehow supply the basis for the wholesale admission of such documents as 
standalone substantive exhibits over the objections of other parties. That is, such 
documents are not automatically admissible as substantive evidence over the 
objections of other parties, and references to them do not transform otherwise 
inadmissible documents into admissible exhibits.   

 
Further, if Shelby is arguing that a mere reference by a witness to a document 

automatically makes the document admissible as constituting evidence “commonly 
relied upon by reasonably prudent persons in the conduct of their affairs”, such 
argument is not persuasive.  As noted above, the “commonly relied on …” standard is 
essentially a discretionary exception to otherwise applicable rules of evidence, and thus 
does not require admission of otherwise inadmissible material as a “matter of law.” 

 
With respect to the individual attachments, most are FERC orders and letters, or 

government reports, whose relevancy is supported by the witness’ testimony. Exhibits 
4.3, 5.1, 5.2, 5.3, 5.5, and 5.7 through 5.21 are admitted. The objections go to the 
weight. 

 
The other attachments, 5.4 and 5.6, are not admitted.  As noted above, in 

drawing inferences and formulating opinions, an expert witness may refer to and rely on 
documents of the type reasonably relied upon by experts in the field, even if such 
information being relied upon is not itself admissible. However, such documents are not 
automatically admissible as standalone substantive exhibits over the objections of other 
parties, and references to them do not transform otherwise inadmissible documents into 
admissible exhibits.  Here, there does not appear to be a direct response the hearsay 
objections, which are sustained.  

 
Shelby Exhibit 6.0:  The exhibit is admitted over the objections of Enbridge. The 

FERC order is relevant to questions of Enbridge’s willingness and ability to proceed with 
the project for which certification is sought. 
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Pliura Intervenors’ and Shelby Intervenors’ Motions to Strike Enbridge Testimony 
 
These motions and supporting memoranda assert that the testimony at issue is 

outside the scope of the Commission’s statutory jurisdiction and authority.  These 
issues can be argued in the briefs, where they can also be addressed by other Parties 
and Staff.  The testimony will not be stricken. 

 


