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CHAIRMAN: Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. This is a
prehearing conference in reference to an application by
Enbridge Gas New Brunswick for a construction permit. And
I will commence by asking for appearances, please. The
applicant?

MR. MACDOUGALL: Mr. Chair, good morning. David MacDougall,
counsel for the applicant Enbridge Gas New Brunswick Inc.

On my left I have Mr. Neil Harte, Manager of Operations
for Enbridge.

On my right, to my immediate right, Mr. Arunas
Pleckatis, President of Enbridge Gas New Brunswick Inc.
To his right my colleague Len Hoyt of McInnes Cooper. And
to his right Mr. John Thompson, Manager of Marketing for

Enbridge Gas New Brunswick.



CHAIRMAN: Good. Thanks, Mr. MacDougall. And so that I



don't overlook it this hearing, appearances for Irving 0Oil
Limited?

MR. STEWART: Mr. Chairman, Christopher Stewart for Irving
0il Limited, joined this morning with Ms. Debbie Hunter
from Irving 0il, immediately to my left.

CHAIRMAN: Province of New Brunswick?

MR. BLUE: Good morning, Mr. Chairman. Ian Blue for the
Province of New Brunswick. To my right is Marion Rigby,
Department of Natural Resources and Energy.

CHAIRMAN: Union of New Brunswick Indians?

MS. ABOUCHER: Good morning, Mr. Chair. Juli Aboucher on
behalf of the New Brunswick Indians. On my right is
Mr. Ross Mill. And on my left is Mr. Ron Perley.

CHAIRMAN: City of Moncton?

MR. MACLELLAN: Good morning. Don MacLellan on behalf of
the City of Moncton. And on my right is Bill Cooper, our
City Solicitor for the City of Moncton.

CHAIRMAN: Thank you. City of Fredericton?

MR. NOBLE: Good morning, Mr. Chairman, Board members.
Bruce Noble appearing on behalf of the City of
Fredericton.

CHAIRMAN: Saint John Energy?

MS. COUGHLAN: Good morning. Jennifer Coughlan, Saint John
Energy.

CHAIRMAN: City of Saint John?

MR. BAIRD: Good morning. Jim Baird, City of Saint John.



CHATRMAN: MariCo 0Oil & Gas Corporation? Anyone here
representing MariCo 0il & Gas Corporation?

NB Power? Town of Dieppe-?

MR. RICHARD: Good morning. Roland Richard representing
Town of Dieppe.

CHATIRMAN: And last but not least, Environment Canada?

MR. LINDSAY: George Lindsay, Environment Canada.

CHAIRMAN: Are there any other parties that are in the room
that haven't filed written notice? I would like to do a
few housekeeping items here that I -- a few housekeeping
items here.

Mr. MacDougall, do you have any affidavits of
publication and posting?

MR. MACDOUGALL: Yes, I do, Mr. Chair. There is two. There
is one affidavit of publication. And the other one is an
affidavit of service, because some municipalities and
others had to be served by registered mail.

Copies are there. And we will give 15 copies to the
Board and distribute copies to the Intervenors here today.

CHAIRMAN: All right. I will just mark those. And they
will form part of the record then, Mr. MacDougall.

At the back of the room, when you came in, there is a
policy statement that the Board has issued in reference to
formal intervention, informal intervention and written
comment status, et cetera. And I'm sure that counsel have

all received those. You haven't yet? Okay. Are you



picking those up?
And while you are doing that, the Board at a recent
meeting also expanded the definition of what a sensitive

feature was under our Gas Distributors and Marketer's

filing regulation. And that sheet has been handed out by

the Board secretary, I believe, prior to the commencement

of the hearing. And also I believe there are copies on
that back table.

I would like now, if I could, to return to the
interventions and find out exactly what each Intervenor
wishes to have by way of status before the hearing. And
the Board will then deal with that section of our
procedural bylaw whereby we have to accept the
intervention or not.

And Irving Oil Limited of course is a formal
intervention, Mr. Stewart?

MR. STEWART: That is correct.

CHATIRMAN: Province of New Brunswick, Mr. Blue?

MR. BLUE: It is a formal intervention, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN: Thank you, Mr. Blue. Union of New Brunswick
Indians?

MS. ABOUCHER: A formal intervention.

CHAIRMAN: Right. City of Moncton?

MR. MACLELLAN: Formal intervention.

CHAIRMAN: Okay. City of Fredericton?

MR. NOBLE: Formal intervention, Mr. Chairman.



CHAIRMAN: Saint John Energy.

MS. COUGHLAN: Formal intervention.

CHAIRMAN: City of Saint John?

MR. BAIRD: Formal intervention, Mr. Chairman.

CHATRMAN: MariCo is not here. But their correspondence
indicated that they wished to be a formal Intervenor.

NB Power, who is not represented, they just wanted to
reserve the right to make a comment to the Board by way of
letter of comment. Therefore they are an informal
Intervenor.

The Town of Dieppe?

MR. RICHARD: As was submitted, it was placed on the
informal intervention list based on the correspondence we
sent. We would request copies of the file evidence. 1Is
that possible?

CHAIRMAN: Under our rules we better make you a formal
Intervenor, so that you will get copies of everything.

MR. RICHARD: Okay. That is good.

CHATIRMAN: And Environment Canada?

MR. LINDSAY: As submitted, informal intervention.

CHATIRMAN: Informal? Yes. Thank you. I would like to
address the municipalities now. And I too read the press.

And it appears to me that the basic reason, and this
may be incorrect, but the basic reason that the
municipalities are represented here today has to do with

taxation, charging for easements, et cetera. I would just



like to go through the municipalities and see if that is
the sole reason.

My reason for asking that is that, for instance, if
the municipalities were not to be represented at the
construction hearing, why we could probably all fit in the
Public Utilities boardroom and thereby save a number of
dollars.

And it may well be that the Board has no power to deal
with the question that you are here for. So that is the
reason that I would like to poll you and find out just
exactly what the nature of your intervention is.

Let's start with the City of Moncton.

MR. MACLELLAN: Mr. Chairman, you are somewhat correct, I
suppose, in your interpretation of why we are here. O0Of
course we recognize that part of the reason we need to
intervene is the fact that the rules of the game for us
are not clear. They are very unclear.

We don't point to Enbridge for that. We realize that
that is something that the Province needs to do for us, is
to clear up those -- the rules of the relationship and the
relationship that will develop between Enbridge and our
municipality.

So yes, one of the issues definitely relates to
compensation. We are not sure exactly what form that
compensation should take, whether it is taxation, whether

it is a percentage of revenue.



And I guess what in our counsel, our City Counsel has
done in communication with the Province is ask that they
get busy and clear up those issues for us and do their
homework.

But our concerns relate to much more than taxation and
easements. It relates to the whole issue of the need for
us to have an agreement with the gas distribution company
when they come into our city.

And it is not just compensation. It is clarifying
issues like the fact that our City Engineer should be the
final signoff on where gas lines should be. That is just
one example.

It is agreeing on things like how restoration will
occur. It is things like will they replace tress when
they are destroyed or damaged?

It is a myriad of issues. And certainly what you are
seeing here is frustration on the part of the
municipalities. Because there is nothing yet that
determines how we will go about getting these agreements.

In fact the information we have at this point, we don't
even know if we are going to have agreements with the gas
distributors.

So you are partially right, Mr. Chairman. But you are
also right that the majority of our issues will relate to
the need for municipalities to have appropriate agreements

with the gas company.



CHATIRMAN: Mr. MaclLellan, do you agree that if it has to do
with compensation and this Board has no jurisdiction in
reference to it, maybe you should ask Mr. Cooper to share
the mike with you there.

MR. COOPER: Yes. We could accept that position, Mr.
Chairman. The real -- the issue is that the municipality
is responsible for right-of-ways. And we have this
intervening act about to happen on our right-of-ways.

And we don't know what the rules are. And the rules
not necessarily set down by this Board, but set down by
the Province through the standard construction regulation
which has been promised and has been anticipated.

We expect that many of our questions may be answered
by that standard construction regulation. But until such
time as somebody produces that document, we have to be
here, because we don't know what is happening.

CHATIRMAN: Well, Mr. Cooper, after we finish with the other
matters, the Board will take a short recess and then come
back in again. Because I would like the municipalities to
chat with one another again.

But I point out to you section 16(3) of the Gas
Distribution Act. And my interpretation, but I could be
persuaded otherwise, i1s that basically if there is a
disagreement between the gas distributor and a
municipality or planning district about whether the gas

distributor must comply with a requirement of the standard



construction regulation, a bylaw or regulation under the
Community Planning Act, then this Board will adjudicate.
Otherwise, you know, from where I sit, I don't see us with
any jurisdiction.

Now I would just like, as I say, after a brief recess,
after we have done the other business here, perhaps you
can come back to me again.

And I guess all I'm looking for is that if the
Province does come forth with the standard construction
bylaw between now and the time of this construction
hearing, then we will be able to take it for granted that
the municipalities will go off pursuant to that standard
construction bylaw and not be appearing at the hearing. I
guess that is where I'm coming from.

MR. MACLELLAN: Mr. Chairman, could I just follow up on
that? I would like to clarify on our behalf that it is
more than -- or reiterate that it is more than
compensation. I would Jjust like to clarify that, that it
is the whole idea of the need to have an actual agreement
with the gas company. I would just like -- I just wanted
to clarify that.

CHAIRMAN: Okay. City of Fredericton? Mr. Noble, anything
to add?

MR. NOBLE: Yes, Mr. Chairman. With respect, we understand
the taxation issues are not the issues for this Board.

The City's concern flies more particularly with



respect to the distribution of the pipeline, the
infrastructure within the limits of our streets and our
rights-of-way, the nature of the construction and the
nature of the agreements with the applicant, and
ultimately the interrelationship which is going to exist
between us and with them.

Since this Board is dealing with construction permits
and permit applications, I think that those are very
directly relevant to the circumstances.

In addition, there are other agreements which must be
dealt with between us as far as finances are concerned.
But our primary concern is the infrastructure and those
items which are specifically set out in the Gas line
Distribution Act.

CHATIRMAN: Mr. Noble, you I presume have read 16(3). But
again I would like you to direct your attention to that.

And perhaps when we come back after the break -- I'm
just saying rather than expend the resources, et cetera
and be here throughout this hearing, that perhaps the
appropriate way to go is if you can't negotiate pursuant
to that standard construction bylaw, that you then come
back in a separate application, Jjust to have the Board
adjudicate as between the City and -- or the
municipalities and the applicant.

Go ahead.

MR. NOBLE: Mr. Chairman, the nature of the application and



- 11 -
the suggestions as to whether or not there are going to be
single contracts or in fact individual contracts with each
municipality makes that a major concern for us, and I
think it is an issue which should be resolved by this
Board.

We are not -- I understand the position that you are
taking with respect to those items but I think there are
some elements of the application itself of the
implications for the municipalities, which have to be
resolved by this Board or should be -- the ground rules
should be laid down.

That will allow us to deal with the applicant more
directly on those issues that are financial or those
issues which tie directly to our own bylaws and our own
legislation.

CHAIRPERSON: Thank you, Mr. Noble. Mr. Blue, I will
recognize you in an minute. I would like to go through
the municipalities here if I could. The City of Saint
John, Mr. Baird.

MR. BAIRD: Mr. Chairman, I would substantially agree with
much that has been said for Moncton and Fredericton. And
I guess I would point out that many things -- while you
say you have read the press, many things have been said,
and I guess I say that also with respect to the Province
and the applicant. Many things have been said in terms of

what people are going to do, what form the regulations may



or may not take, but we don't have those.

So it does put us into a position of wondering, well
what -- in fact what role does the Board have to play and
if those regulations were to be very minimal and to say
very little about the nature of the relationship between
the municipalities and the gas distribution company, I
would think that we would be here requesting that the
Board play a more active role with respect to the nature
of its permit and what in fact they are approving and the
conditions of their approval.

Whereas if we are -- 1f we were dealing with a rather
comprehensive set of construction regulations I think
quite possibly, as you suggest, many of the issues that we
have concerns about will be resolved.

It does go beyond financial. That is probably the
thing that the press picks up on most readily, but clearly
there are more significant issues.

CHAIRPERSON: Thank you. Mr. Richard.

MR. RICHARD: Good morning. I guess I will echo the same
comments that have been identified today, but being
somewhat of a smaller municipality I guess our main
interests is our right-of-ways and the affects it's going
to have on our municipality.

And not knowing the details of that standard
construction agreement which as we understand it are going

to set the rules of the game, if you will, for possible
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agreements i1s where our main concern lies. And at this
stage we don't -- we are not aware of those -- of those
rules that we have to play by.

And it is the right-of-ways and the direct and
indirect costs that will be affected in the long term.

And as previously noted it is not necessarily the taxation
issue, that's not our main concern at this presentation.
It is the unknowns, I guess.

CHAIRPERSON: Thank you, Mr. Richard. Mr. Blue, can you
shed any light on the standard construction regulation or
any other matter?

MR. BLUE: Mr. Chairman, I am going to stand up because I
don't have a microphone.

CHAIRPERSON: Would you like to come up to the front here on
table 1. And I have neglected -- the shorthand reporter
will discipline me later -- but when you speak if you
would identify yourself, it would be helpful for her.

MR. BLUE: Mr. Chairman, I don't have a lot of information.

I have a little bit of advice though.

A great deal of faith is being put in the unyet made
standard construction regulation. I have seen the
regulation in draft. The regulations simply would impose
a default agreement in the event that the municipality and
Energy Gas New Brunswick are unable to reach a reasonable
agreement. If there is then a disagreement with the

default agreement imposed by provincial regulation after
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failure of good faith negotiations, the Board will be able
to resolve any difference of opinion.

I think what this tells us is that it makes a great
deal of sense for the municipalities and Enbridge to
negotiate in good faith a standard type of agreement
between a gas company and a municipality. Precedents for
these abound across Canada and Ontario and Alberta.

The form of agreement in the standard construction
regulation, if it is made in the form that I have seen it,
would be basically the agreement that is used by Enbridge
Consumers Gas Company and Union Gas in Ontario.

It is fair, it does not cover every detail, it does
not cover every issue. And the reason for that is that
the relationship between the gas company and the
municipality is an ongoing one that carried on in good
faith in which there must be an element of trust. Not a
relationship where every dispute comes before an
independent and impartial tribunal and is argued by
lawyers to be resolved by order. It doesn't make sense to
proceed that way.

So I would urge the municipalities and I would urge
Enbridge to negotiate in good faith, try to reach an
agreement bearing in mind that the taxation issue is going
to be determined by the Province, and let each party
ensure itself that it's a standard type of agreement,

because that is after all what other municipalities across
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the country get. We are not going to reinvent the wheel
here in New Brunswick, in my respectful submission, and
let's proceed that way.

Now there is no reason, in my submission, why if there
are remaining issues applicable to each municipality that
cannot be resolved in that agreement, that the Board
cannot be spoken to by the municipality in terms of an
appropriate condition for a permit to construct.

But let's go through the negotiations, let's see what
the outstanding issues are before the Board is heard on
that. That doesn't have to be done in this hearing. The
Board can be approached at any future time, as you
yourself have noted, for an amendment to a certificate for
a condition if the Board thinks one is necessary in the
public interest.

I don't, however, want any municipality to go away
thinking that the standard construction regulation is
going to be a solution, a perfect solution to all the
problems that the municipalities have shared with us this
morning and the issues that they have raised. It probably
won't be. Those can only be resolved by ongoing
negotiations in good faith between the gas company and the
municipalities.

As for when the standard construction regulation will
be ready, my understanding is soon. I can't be any more

precise than that.



Thank you, sir.

CHAIRPERSON: Mr. Blue, you mentioned that the taxation
issue also will be resolved by the Province. Can you
share any further knowledge with us in that regard as to
when that will be?

MR. BLUE: No, sir, other that I know that the discussions
have been held at the highest levels and we are awaiting -
- we are waiting for that issue to move forward

CHAIRPERSON: Thank you, Mr. Blue. Mr. MacDougall, since I
can just ask one rather than every municipality, have
negotiations commenced with the various municipalities by
Enbridge Gas New Brunswick?

MR. MACDOUGALL: Mr. Chair, what I would like to say is
Enbridge Gas New Brunswick has been working closely with
the municipalities and we have met with the engineering
departments of the various municipalities. Parties from
the municipalities for the year one construction have
shown up at the open houses and otherwise. We were not
aware, I don't believe, until Mr. Blue made his comments
that the process may be that of negotiation with a fall-
back agreement.

So any discussions that have gone on to date have gone
on in the spirit of the fact that Enbridge Gas New
Brunswick is going to co-operate and work with the
municipalities throughout in the absence of or with a

standard construction regulation.
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We are waiting for the standard construction to come
out, as are the municipalities, and would hope that that
would come out in a timely fashion so that we know the
parameters under which we should be operating and should
be acting.

Mr. Blue has said that they are now in draft, he gave
an idea of what they may be. We were not aware of that.
We look forward to seeing them in final form and then
acting in accordance with them to the extent that that is
required.

Our key issue really is one of timing. We agree with
the municipalities that this is an issue that should be
resolved. Hopefully if it could be resolved in advance of
the hearing on this construction process going forward,
that would be I think to everybody's benefit and then we
would be able to answer thee questions somewhat clearer.

CHAIRPERSON: Following up on what Mr. Blue said, have you
shared with the New Brunswick municipalities the form of
agreement that Enbridge uses in Ontario and/or Union in
Ontario?

MR. MACDOUGALL: We are not -- I am not a hundred percent
whether that has been or has not been, but if we could
talk amongst ourselves for a moment and then we can get
back to you with whether that has been shared with the
municipalities.

CHAIRPERSON: By all means, yes.



(Short break)

MR. MACDOUGALL: Mr. Chair, my understanding is that the
form of municipal operating agreement that Enbridge or
Enbridge Consumers Gas or Union uses in Ontario was shared
with the Province, a copy was given to them to show what
Enbridge does do in another jurisdiction.

It wasn't shared between Enbridge Gas New Brunswick
and the municipalities specifically, it was given to the
Province as an example of what is done in Ontario.

Whether the Province shared that with the municipalities
or not we are unsure.

Again, it was given to the Province to give an idea of
what was done by Enbridge in other jurisdictions in the
understanding that the Province is the party who is going
to be preparing the standard construction regulation.

CHAIRPERSON: Mr. MacDougall, I wonder if the Board could
request the applicant to get copies of that agreement from
Ontario and share it with all the municipalities that are
going to be -- that form part of this application?

MR. MACDOUGALL: Mr. Chair, I think that is fine and we
would undertake to do that. However, I don't know if that
document will become the standard construction regulation,
so I don't know if we want to create a situation where we
are sharing a document that the province may or may not
use. I just raise that.

We have no problem with sharing what is referred to as
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the Municipal Operating Agreement in those jurisdictions.
Again, if we are relying on Mr. Blue's comments that in
draft that would be the default agreement, we will share
that on that basis.

CHATRPERSON: Okay. Thank you. Now each Intervenor and the
applicant of course received from the Board a tentative
schedule and I just wonder i1f there are any comments on
that, or shall we proceed in this hearing with that
schedule? Anybody any comments? Moncton? Saint John?

MR. MACLELLAN: Mr. Chairman, I guess I will start by saying
I think we are as surprised as Enbridge in terms of the
different slant that has been put on the standard
construction regulation.

I guess we thought that it was going to cover more
than it does. And the fact that now the door is going to
be opened, that all municipalities negotiate their own
agreement with Enbridge. Given that, I think Mr.
MacDougall has pointed out the fact that that could take
some time.

I am wondering what that does to this schedule. We
are going to be hard-pressed without understanding the
agreement and the standard construction regulation to
effectively be an Intervenor based on this schedule.

CHAIRPERSON: I appreciate what you are saying and that is
why I am going to take a break. But I think you should

look at it and look at the section that I quoted to Mr.
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Cooper. And I think you come by way of a separate
application to us to adjudicate in reference to any
difficulties you may have in negotiating with the
applicant in this hearing.

And then we can attach a caveat to the permit, they
can run parallel is what I am saying. And frankly, I
don't want to cut off anybody's opportunity to be an
Intervenor in this process at all. But I think if you
take the time and think about it you may find that as long
as you keep in mind that you have the right to get before
the Board to have us adjudicate in reference to that
agreement, why then, your interests will be protected.

But that is why I want to have this break after.

MR. MACLELLAN: Well, Mr. Chair, before we do break, could I
just follow-up on that. My question to the Board, I
guess, 1s when we disagree, meaning Enbridge and the
municipalities, when and if we disagree, and we come to
the Board, I am wondering what -- on what basis you will
adjudicate? That is part of our problem.

We don't -- particularly we won't know the rules of
the game even after we have the standard construction
regulation, by the sounds of things. So our concern would
be how the Board will adjudicate.

If you are using the Ontario agreement, as an example,
I would just like to go on record and say the Ontario

municipalities are fighting with the Ontario Energy Board
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right now over those -- the unsatisfactory nature of the
operating -- the model operating agreement that are used
in Ontario. So I guess that is my question to the Board,

how will you adjudicate?
CHATIRPERSON: I suggest that you talk to your solicitor in

the break and he will get back. And I think that those

are things that -- this is new to New Brunswick, but we
can probably do it in a rather expeditious fashion. Mr.
Stewart?

MR. STEWART: Just before you break, the tentative schedule
that has been circulated, which I assume will now become
the schedule --

CHATRPERSON: Yes.

MR. STEWART: -- 1is there any change in this from what was
previously circulated as the tentative schedule?

CHATIRPERSON: ©Not to my knowledge. Let me read it out. I
have got a couple of matters before we will take that
break.

Of course the Pre-filed Evidence i1s now passed, Notice
of Intention to Intervene on the 31st of March, pre-
hearing conference today, interrogatories to EGNB April
14, EGNB response April 21, Intervenor evidence April 28,
interrogatories to Intervenors May 5, Intervenors
responses May 12, hearing commences May 15. That's the
only one I have ever seen, Mr. Stewart, frankly.

MR. STEWART: Fine. I just didn't have my other one.



That's fine.

CHATIRPERSON: It is different from your other one?

MR. STEWART: No.

CHAIRPERSON: Just before I see if there are any matters
that the parties wish to bring up, this is not in
reference to the construction application, but yesterday
the Board received a letter forwarding along in the rate
application the interrogatories for Irving 0Oil Limited and
for staff's witness in which Mr. Hoyt expressed perhaps
the need at the commencement of the rate hearing next week
to make a motion.

I received that and simply spoke briefly with Board
counsel, Mr. O'Connell and Mr. Goss, and I would think it
would be propitious if counsel would meet with Board
counsel and Mr. Goss after this pre-hearing conference
concludes and try to get to the bottom of this.

Frankly, the Board doesn't want to get involved in a
very complex motion at the commencement of the rate
hearing if we can at all avoid it. It is going to take a
good deal of time.

So that is all the Board is saying, is that I would
like you to sit down if you would after and see if we can
find out what is at the bottom of this.

MR. MACDOUGALL: Mr. Chair, we consider that is fine, we
will meet with Mr. O'Connell after this and also advise

you that that motion which was directed to one of the
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other parties in that hearing, we have already set up a
tentative time to meet with counsel for that party to try
and deal with the issues to the extent necessary. If not,
we will probably continue with our motion. We will talk
to Mr. O'Connell at the break.

CHAIRPERSON: Perhaps Mr. Stewart could be involved as well

MR. MACDOUGALL: I would hope so.

CHAIRPERSON: -- and Mr. Blue and, you know, any of the
Intervenors who wish to be.

All right. Any matters that any of the Intervenors
wish to bring up at this time before we take our break.
City of Saint John?

MR. BAIRD: Mr. Chairman, when I made my initial comments I
was alluding to the fact that really without the standard
construction agreement we are in a bit of a situation
where what are the matters that are not covered, how bare
bones, how lack of detail there may be in these
regulations.

And what I was thinking that I read and was struggling
to find before I spoke was section 21 (1) where it speaks
of the Board granting a permit subject to terms and
conditions. And really I guess that to me is the heart of
it is, well without knowing what is already covered in the
regulations, where do you start?

I would think surely many of the issues that are of
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concern to us will be covered in those regulations and may
very well be covered in a satisfactory fashion. But
unless we know that, we are really -- and I would think
yourselves as well as ourselves are not in a position to
address the subject of what reasonable terms and
conditions should be considered.

CHATIRPERSON: We will take our break. I suggest -- it is
quarter after 10:00, the Board will come back in at 25 to
11:00. 1If you are doing a lot of talking, you want some
more time, why let us know.

Thank you.

(Recess)

CHATIRPERSON: Any of the parties have anything to report to
the Board after that break? Mr. Noble?

MR. NOBLE: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. With respect, it is
the position of the City of Fredericton and I believe the
other municipalities, that we wish to continue as formal
Intervenors.

We are listed as parties pursuant to the fact that
this is an application. We have interests with respect to
the location of the proposed pipeline and its effect upon
the environment for our respective municipalities. And as
each of those are elements of the Act and each of those
are issues that must be dealt with in some way, shape or
form, we feel that it is of real value to us to be

available to participate in an active way before this



Board.

Given those circumstances, we do believe that it is
relevant for us to be here and we wish to remain and
participate fully with the Board and with the applicant.

CHATIRPERSON: Thank you, Mr. Noble. All of those parties
that have submitted interventions, both formal and
informal, are approved as Intervenors by the Board
pursuant to our regulation.

I am hopeful that negotiations will start and that you
won't wait on the Province.

MR. NOBLE: Certainly not, Mr. Chairman. We would be more
than happy to deal with Enbridge in an informal fashion.
MR. PLECKAITIS: Mr. Chairman, that is our position as well.

We intend to enter those discussions.

CHAIRPERSON: Good. Thank you. Now I had neglected to
bring up one further matter. And that is Mr. Blue had
written to the Board on Friday in reference to exemptions
which were requested in the original application.

And during the break I had an opportunity to talk with
Board staff concerning it and Board staff has been in
touch with Enbridge concerning any exemptions under
Section 5.

And my understanding, Mr. Highfield, is that if
Enbridge wanted a specific exemption from Section 5 that
the Board was to be informed and reasons given why that

specific exemption should be granted. To date, as I
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understand it, there have been no specific requests for
exemptions under Section 5.

In Mr Blue's letter he requests that EGNB provide a
concordance showing where the Section 5 required
information is included in the application by schedule,
page and paragraph number, and as w