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MS. HELT:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Maureen Helt and I am counsel with the Board.  We are here today for the purpose of a technical conference for Union Gas Jacob Pool storage project, EB-2011-0013, -0014 and -0015.

I understand that Union intends to make a presentation initially this morning, and we'll attempt to answer any questions that have been prefiled in this technical conference throughout that presentation, following which there may be certain follow-up questions by both the MNR and Board Staff.

Prior to that, I think it would be helpful if we had appearances.  For those of you who have not attended before here at the Board, you'll note in front of you there is a green button.  In order to activate your microphone, please make sure that the green light is on.  I should also mention that we are being broadcast on-air so that others can hear this technical conference through accessing our website.  And this technical conference is also being transcribed, and our court reporter is Ms. Nancy Lowrey, who is with us today.

So to start off, if we could go through appearances, next to me I have Zora Crnojacki, who is case manager and Board Staff, and as I said, my name is Maureen Helt and I am counsel with the Board.

Mr. MANOCHA:  Jug Manocha.  I am the operations engineer with the Ministry of Natural Resources.

MR. POTHEN:  I'm Phil Pothen, counsel for MNR.

MS. ROSENGARTEN:  Joanna Rosengarten.  I am counsel for Union Gas.

MR. VEGH:  George Vegh, counsel for Union Gas.

MR. MURRAY:  Mark Murray, manager of regulatory projects, Union Gas.

MR. LANGAN:  Ryan Langan. I'll be speaking on land matters, Union Gas.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt.  I'm a principal environmental planner at Union Gas, and I'll be speaking to environmental matters.

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  I'm the manager of reservoir engineering and drilling at Union.

MS. CLARKE:  And Julie Clarke, senior geologist, Union Gas.

MS. HELT:  Thank you.  Mr. Vegh, do you have any opening comments?

MR. VEGH:  I have no opening comments.  I'm going to hand the presentation over to the panel.

MS. HELT:  Thank you.

MR. PARDY:  I would just like to point out that as we go through the presentation, if there's any questions along the way, feel free to interrupt and ask those questions as we go.  Probably make it easier to address.

MS. HELT:  Actually, I'm sorry to interrupt.  Perhaps before we start, I understand or I see that we have a hard copy of the presentation.  At this time, we will mark that as Exhibit KT1.1, and it will be marked as the June 2nd, 2011 Union Gas technical conference presentation.  Thank you.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  UNION GAS TECHNICAL CONFERENCE PRESENTATION, DATED JUNE 2, 2011

UNION GAS – PANEL 1


Steve Pardy


Mark Murray


Ryan Langan


Doug Schmidt


Julie Clarke

Presentation by Mr. Pardy:


MR. PARDY:  So as part of the Jacob Pool application, Union is applying for a designated storage area, which covers the lands outlined in our evidence, above the Jacob Pool.

We're also applying for an injection withdrawal order, a favourable report to the Ministry of Natural Resources for three well-drilling licences, and a leave-to-construct 4.7 kilometres of NPS 8 pipeline and the 1.83 kilometres of NPS 8 and 6 gathering pipeline.

The Jacob Pool is a depleted Trenton gas reservoir and it's approximately about 867 metres deep.  The pool has produced 66,461 10-cubed m-cubed of gas throughout its production history, and the proposed working capacity for the pool is 69,400, which is 2.45 billion cubic feet.

I would just like to point out that geology of the Jacob Pool is different than the other pools that Union has developed in the past.  So we have a hydrothermal dolomite reservoir, versus our typical pinnacle reef storage.  And the caprock above the reservoir is a shale, as opposed to, in the majority of our pinnacle reefs, it's an anhydrite caprock.

And when Ms. Clarke talks about geology, she'll get into more detail on the differences in how the Jacob Pool looks from a geology standpoint.

And this is the first Trenton storage development in Ontario.

Moving on to slide 4, in the proposed facilities for the project, there's four injection withdrawal wells, which are PPC34, PC1, 2 and 3, two observation wells, C23 and RR9, and again, the pipeline that I've outlined, the 4.7 kilometres of NPS 8 transmission pipeline, and the gathering pipeline.  There's also, at our station facilities, there's filter separation, dehydration, measurement and compression.

This map just gives an overview of on the well drilling side.  I just want to point out the locations of the wells.  You can see right in the middle, there's a bigger circle - I'll point to one of these slides up here - so there's a bigger circle, and this is the PC1 well, so this is the surface location of the PC1 well, and it's drilled vertically down into the reservoir and then horizontally across the reservoir.  This was a stratigraphic test well that was drilled by Union in 2010.

Just northwest of that, so you can see the well head location for PC2, and directly above that is PC3.

So PC2, again, is drilled in the westerly section of the reef, and it's drilled horizontally through the reef, and then we'll also drill a second lateral off that well, so this would be a multi-lateral horizontal well.

To the east will be the PC3 well.  It will start at a surface location here, drill down into the reservoir, and drill to the east across the reservoir.

The two observation wells, RR9 well on the easterly portion of the reservoir will be -- is an existing well, and it will be converted to an observation well, and it will be used to observe the pressure as we inject and withdraw gas into the reservoir.  It will observe pressure in the Trenton formation.

The C23 well is kind of on the southern edge off to the west, and it is also an observation well and it will be completed such that it can observe the pressure in the Trenton reservoir, but also directly below in the Black River reservoir.

Just to talk a little bit about the other facilities that are involved, the pipeline and the compression, if I can direct everybody to schedule -- or section 4, schedule 1.  There's a large map there, and it's actually the same map as shown on the screen, but I think it's a little easier to see when you look at the map itself.

Give everybody a -- good.

So if you look on the eastern side of this map, you can see the three well head locations, PC1, 2 and 3, and those are located off to the edge here.  The dotted or the dashed line outlines the pipeline, proposed pipeline route.  You can see the wells.  The pipeline goes to -- directly towards the Jacob Road, and then along the Jacob Road, it comes up here to the intersection of Jacob and Maple Line.  The intersection of Jacob and Maple Line, that is where the compressor facilities, the station facilities will be located.  The compressor dehydrator will be located in this area.

And then also off to the west is the PC34 well; that will also be an injection withdrawal well, and again, its gathering system connects back into the station.  So all the wells connect back through the gathering line into the compressor station here at the corner of Maple and Jacob.

Continuing along Jacob, we have the transmission pipeline.  It will continue up Jacob to Belle Rose, and it will go in a westerly direction along Belle Rose, and then turn up and connect into Union's Panhandle system.  So you can see Union's Panhandle system kind of going on the western edge of the map, and we'll connect into that system.

The Jacob Pool was discovered in 1985.  The discovery well was the RR9 well.  The discovery pressure of the reservoir was 8,026 kPa, and the reservoir produced 66,461 10-cube m-cubed between January of 1988 and September of 2010.

The pressure in November 2009 was 280.4 kPa, and these numbers were used to calculate the original gas in place of 68,130, which leaves a remaining gas in place of 1,669.

We're on slide 8 right now, the stratigraphic test well.  So the Union Pain Court 1 well was drilled in 2010 to look at the internal characteristics of the Jacob reservoir.  It was drilled to a total vertical depth of 925 metres and a measured depth of 1,903 metres.  So vertically it was drilled down about 900 metres and then drilled out approximately another 1,000 metres into the reservoir.  
A caprock core was taken in the Blue Mountain shale.

One of the main reasons that Union drilled this well was to assess the deliverability of the Jacob reservoir and would it be suitable for conversion to storage.  The results that we got from that well-drilling confirm that the reservoir is suitable to storage, and thus we're here today.

In addition we are also looking to confirm the seismic model that we had in place, and Julie -- or Ms. Clarke will talk a little more about the seismic model, but that was used to select the subsequent well locations.

So the Blue Mountain shale, in addition to the Queenston shale that's above the reservoir, acts as the caprock.  A caprock core was taken during the drilling of the stratigraphic test well, and tests were performed on that, and the permeability that came back ranged in a .000 -- excuse me, .0004 millidarcies and .0066 millidarcies.

And just to put that in context, that's a very tight rock.  Typically the permeabilities that we see in our reservoir are in the range of 10, up to several darcies, so 10 millidarcies, so as opposed to where we store gas being 10 millidarcies, this is obviously orders of magnitude tighter than the reservoir itself.

In addition, in some conversations with the Ministry of Natural Resources, we were pointed out to some work done at the Bruce nuclear site by OPG, and their project there involves some testing that done in these shales also, and reviewing their reports that were publicly available, Union was able to confirm that they received similar results in the same formations at the Bruce nuclear site as we were seeing here.  So this gave us some comfort that the results that we were seeing were appropriate.

The Blue Mountain shale and the Queenston shale above this reservoir is greater than 225 metres thick, and the reservoir held gas for approximately -- or, sorry, for millions of years prior to conversion.

One of the questions that was asked by the MNR in one of the follow-ups that we received yesterday was, is there any other reservoirs that have a shale caprock.  So Union's Dawn 167 reservoir also has a shale caprock above it.

So typically all of our pinnacle reefs have the anhydrate caprock, but that is one reservoir in our system that has a shale caprock.  In that case the caprock is in the magnitude of 10 metres thick, whereas we're dealing with several hundred metres thick shale above this reservoir.

At this point Ms. Clarke will get into the geology of the Jacob Pool.

MS. CLARKE:  Good morning, everyone.  We're on slide 10 now, which is the stratigraphic column for southwestern Ontario.  As mentioned, this development is different than Union's previous storage development projects.  To date, all of Union's storage pools are pinnacle reefs of Silurian age.  Oops...

So...  oh, here we go.  The Guelph form is Silurian, is right at the top of this sequence here.  It's blown up just to the right of the slide there.  So the Jacob Pool development is an Ordovician hydrothermal dolomite reservoir which lies approximately 870 metres deep.  So it's a lot deeper in this sequence.  You can see down here and above is the Georgian Bay and Queenston, which actually forms the shale caprock.  So you can see in comparison it is much deeper than the pinnacle reefs that we typically store in.

So just for comparison, slide 11 is a cross-section of a typical pinnacle reef.  So the reef structure is a build-up on a regional platform.  It's surrounded by non-porous A1 carbonate and is overlain by an impermeable anhydrate caprock.

Slide 12 diagrams a typical hydrothermal dolomitization model.  In this model, regional non-porous limestone is showing in purple, and the porous hydrothermal dolomite is shown in pink.  Hot magnesium-rich fluids migrate up through the sequence along faults and fractures, causing alteration of the surrounding rock, converting it from limestone to dolomite.  If the fluids cannot migrate upwards they're forced outwards along naturally porous beds.  And this process of dolomitization is what creates the porosity and permeability to form these reservoirs.

Slide 13 is the seismic coverage map.  It's -- we use this information to interpret the Jacob Pool reservoir, locate faulting within the area, and used it to select the proposed designated storage area.

The reservoir boundary is shown as the grey dashed outline.  The pink box is the outline of the 3D seismic survey over the pool, and the blue dashed lines are the 2D seismic lines that were incorporated into the geological model as well.

Slide 14 now is a map of the Jacob Pool.  The boundary was determined using both the 2D and 3D seismic, as well as any existing well control in the area.  The reservoir is fault-bound to the north and south, and the east and west reservoir boundaries are determined by the pinch-out of the dolomite into the regionally non-porous limestone.

This map also illustrates our proposed surface -- well surface locations and well paths.  Union proposes to drill three new wells using two surface locations.  PC2 is a multilateral heading west-southwest.  So there's a northern finger to that, as well as one that dips to the southwest.  NPC3 penetrates the eastern portion of the reservoir, as Mr. Pardy indicated.  And these paths were selected to maximize the intersection of porous dolomite along each well path.

Slide 15 is a cross-section of the Jacob Pool.  So similar to the geological model discussed a minute ago, the regional non-porous limestone is shown in blue and the hydrothermally dolomitized rock is shown in red.

The Jacob Pool lies completely within the Trenton group and includes three formations.  The Trenton group is outlined here on the side.  It includes the Cobourg, which is the formation at the top, the Sherman Fall, and the Kirkfield formation.

The Sherman Fall is preferentially dolomitized.  However, porous sections can be found throughout the entire Trenton section.  The bottom seal is the shaley (ph) bed at the bottom of the Kirkfield formation, and it's typically in the range of 3 to 4 metres thick.  The caprock seal is provided by the Blue Mountain shale overlying the reservoir.

Initially it was thought that this area may contain two independent reservoirs, but pressure studies conducted in PC-- PPC34 on the western edge and RR9 on the eastern edge show that there is communication between the two.  So it is all one reservoir, but there is poor communication from east to west.

At Liberty and Torque we'll continue to produce oil and gas from the Black River underlying the proposed storage zone, and three of their wells are shown on this cross-section.  So RR8A, which is this well here, and VRI5, which is right beside it here, are oil and gas producers in the Black River.  The green zones highlighted on the well bores, those little marks there, indicate where the casing has been perforated to allow for oil production.  So as you can see, these wells are isolated from the storage zone and only open within the Black River zone.

PPC-31 lies just to the west of those wells, and it's an injection well into the Black River that just assists with oil production at RR8-A.

So just going back to reservoir containment -- I'm now on slide 16 -- the shale caprock is greater than 225 metres when you look at both the Blue Mountain and Queenston.  And for comparison, the A2 anhydrate draping the pinnacle reefs is typically somewhere 1 to 10 metres thick.  It's confined by faults to the north and south and the non-porous limestone to the east and west.

And there is isolation of the Black River production zone below the storage zone, and there's multiple pieces of evidence for this.  Some of them are -- one piece is that we have a drill stem test result from PPC41, which is located just to the southeast of the reservoir.  In that it's clear there is no communication between the Trenton and Black River zones.

There is a letter from the MNR granting sale of gas from the Trenton.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Julie, I just want to ask you if you can define "drill stem test."  I'm not familiar with that term.

MS. CLARKE:  Mr. Pardy will answer that question.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thank you.

MR. PARDY:  A drill stem test is a test commonly done during the drilling of a well, and what happens is as you drill into the formation, packers or elements are placed into the well bore to isolate specific sections of the well.  So you can isolate, say, a one- to two-metre section, so you have an isolation above and below, and then the pipe is up through the middle.  And they will inject fluids into the formation at that point, and then watch for pressure response in other parts of the well.

MR. PARDY:  So it was used in this case to confirm whether or not if you inject into the Black River or the Trenton, there would be a subsequent pressure response in the other formation, and the test that was done at this time confirmed that there was no other communication when you injected into those formations.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Is that the standard test that is used for this purpose in the industry?

MR. PARDY:  Yeah.  The test has other things that's used also.  It's also used to evaluate the reservoir characteristics at that location, but it is a test that can be used to evaluate.

The one key thing that you need to be able to do that is the well needs to be drilled through both formations, so the wells that we're drilling as a part of this project, obviously we're only drilling in the Trenton, so you wouldn't be able to look at what's happening in the new wells in the formation below.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thank you.

MS. CLARKE:  So in terms of isolation of the Black River below the storage zone, we also have a letter from the MNR granting sale of gas, dated September 22nd, 1986.  This is when the pool first went on to production.

And this letter is important, because it allows simultaneous production of gas from the Trenton and oil from the Black River, and if there was any evidence of communication between the two units, the gas production would have been delayed in order to maintain pressure in the reservoir for producing the oil.

And also looking at surrounding reservoirs and whatnot, there is nothing in the production data to suggest there is any type of communication.

MR. MANOCHA:  Is that your interpretation or is that what the letter actually states?

MS. CLARKE:  Let me just grab the letter here.

MR. MANOCHA:  I'm saying it could be, but does the letter expressly state?

MS. CLARKE: Yes, it does.  It does say that there is no communication between the two.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  That is on the record in the prefiled evidence?  Yes.

MS. CLARKE:  Yes.  It's Union's response to Board Staff IR No. 1, as an attachment in the assessment of neighbouring activities report.   It's the second-last page of the report.  There is no page number associated with it.

MR. VEGH:  Sorry, Board Staff?

MS. CLARKE:  Oh, sorry, MNR No. 1, appendix B.  Can everybody locate it?  Got it?  Okay.

It states in the letter:

"At this time, we have no evidence that the gas from the Rowe Ram No. 9 well originates from a gas cap overlying the oil-bearing zone and therefore do not have any objections to the sale of this gas."

MR. MANOCHA:  That was in '86, but there is nothing there to substantiate whether there is or is not from that point on?

MS. CLARKE: From what we've seen in the production data, there is no communication, there is no change in pressures associated with activity at any of the wells that we can determine.

MR. MANOCHA:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. CLARKE: For the proposed designated storage area, we looked at the 2D and 3D seismic data, included all well information from wells within the reservoir and the surrounding wells, looked at the MNR drilling tracks and discussed the DSA -- the proposed DSA boundary with the MNR, and we have a letter of acceptance from them as well.

So this map just shows the proposed DSA in relation to the MNR drilling tracts, and Union is satisfied that it will adequately protect the Jacob Pool reservoir.  And now I will pass it back to Mr. Pardy.

MR. PARDY:  On slide number 19, the proposed wells for this project, so there is two new horizontal wells proposed as a part of this project, PC2 and PC3.  The PC2 well will be drilled as a multilateral well, and therefore there's two well applications associated with the PC2 well.  In one of my subsequent slides, I'll show the multiple legs and which is associated with each of the licences.

PC1, which was the stratigraphic test well, will be converted to an injection withdrawal well.

The PPC34 well, which was one of the original production wells from the reservoir, will also be converted to an injection withdrawal well.

RR9 well will be converted to a Trenton observation well.

And C23 will be converted to a Trenton Black River observation well, to observe the pressure in both formations.

The transmission and gathering pipelines, and again, the station facilities, which include filter separation, dehy (ph), measurement and compression.

The maximum operating pressure for the associated pipelines, so the transmission pipeline will operate at a maximum pressure of 6,040 kPa, and the gathering pipeline will operate at a pressure of 9,930 kPa.  The pipeline is designed to meet all the applicable codes and regulations, CSA Z662, the '07 version, CSA Z245.1, the TSA guidelines, Ontario Regulation 210.  All of the storage wells have also been designed to meet the requirements of CSA Z341, the 2010 version.

In addition, the project will be included as part of Union Gas's Pipeline and Storage Downhole Integrity Management programs.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Excuse me.  Maybe it will be good to describe this program and what are the requirements and what is it based on, just for the record.  Thank you.

MR. PARDY:  For the Storage Downhole Integrity program, it's really based on the completion of casing inspection logs, so the casing inspection logs -- which is similar to a pig in a pipeline -- it goes in and it looks at the pipe itself, and it looks for any wall loss or any anomalies in the pipe.

So those are required at the -- prior to the reservoir is put into service, and within the first five years after operation.  At that point, there is a decision tree that's worked through as to whether the subsequent logs will be completed in a five-year basis or a 10-year basis.  And Union will continue to follow that.

Union's Pipeline Integrity Management system looks at all the pipelines in our system.  And again, the pigs are used to inspect those pipelines, and that system is designed to follow the requirements of CSA Z662 that are outlined.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  And the Downhole Integrity Management program for storage, is it also required by the CSA standard?  Or some other regulatory requirement?

MR. PARDY:  The CSA standard doesn't require an integrity management program, but the elements that we've included in our integrity management programs are required by the code, so the requirements to do the logging and inspections are all included in the code, but there is no specific part of the CSA 341 regulation that says you have to have an integrity management program the way it's laid out in 662.  So 662 has a specific integrity management program requirement.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  So this is the way that Union is implementing the requirements of the CSA for storage?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thanks.

MR. MANOCHA:  Just to clarify, you will be following the 662, the '07 version, or the new edition that's coming out with the new annexes for the integrity management systems?  There's a new annex E and N, I think, that are fairly new in the new edition that's going to be published in August of this year.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Yeah, Board Staff is also aware that a new edition of the CSA Z662 is going to be released in August this year, but I don't know if maybe you want to take away this question with you.

MR. VEGH:  So perhaps could you restate the question, and we'll take it as an undertaking?

MR. MANOCHA:  I think it's just a clarification regarding the integrity management system.  I understand from Steve Pardy that the Z341 is silent on this at this point in time.  The new edition of the 662 is being published in August, which we've seen.  That has a new annex in it that deals with integrity management systems.  I think it's in annex N that covers it.  Perhaps you can have a look at that and see if Union Gas will be following that.

MR. VEGH:  Just a second.  Thank you.  So we'll take that as an undertaking.  And just to be clear, we'll have to investigate.  I don't think the panel has seen that annex, so we will look into it and get back to you on your question.

MR. MANOCHA:  Thank you.

MR. VEGH:  Thank you.

MS. HELT:  For the record then, the question is whether or not Union will be implementing the new annex expected to come out in August of this year, which is a new edition to Z662 relating to the integrity management system.  And we'll have that marked as -- or note that as Undertaking JT1 point -- or just JT1.

MR. VEGH:  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING JTI:  TO DETERMINE WHETHER UNION WILL BE IMPLEMENTING THE NEW ANNEX to CSA Z341 EXPECTED IN AUGUST 2011.

MR. PARDY:  Just moving to slide 21, which is a map of the Jacob Pool.  The one thing I wanted to point out here was the PC2 well.  It leads to a little bit of confusion as to how many wells were actually drilled in this reservoir.  So there's two surface wellhead locations, as Julie mentioned, so PC2 and PC3, and the PC2 well is a multilateral well, so its surface location is near PC1 and PC2, and it's drilled to the west of the reservoir.

This is a cross-section of the well, and also a view from the top of the well.  You can see on the left part of this diagram on slide 22 is the casings in cement that are in place.  So starting at the top are conductor casing, surface casing, intermediate casing, and production casing.  Each of these casings are cemented to surface, and the production casing is set in the caprock of the formation.

So this is the surface location on the right side of the top right diagram.  The surface location would be up here for the PC2 well.  The drill -- the well will be drilled vertically down into the reservoir, and the PC1 horizontal 1 leg will be drilled in this blue path that's illustrated on the diagram, and there is a licence associated with that.  This is looking down at the top of the well.

The red line that's on the graph shows the PC2 horizontal 1 lateral 1 well.  So it's drilled off the main well -- horizontal wellbore of the PC1 horizontal 1 leg.  The drill bit is pulled back, and then it's directed to the left and drilled through the reservoir.  So there are two separate licences for each of those legs of the horizontal well.

The proposed construction schedule for this project, wells will be -- are proposed to be drilled between January and March 2012, the pipelines between April and June 2012, and the proposed in-service date for the project is August 3rd, 2012.

The pool will be designed, constructed, and operated in accordance with CSA Z341.  Several of the requirements of CSA Z341 I've highlighted here.  So clause 7.1 requires that a risk assessment be completed as part of the project, and this risk assessment was completed with the help of an external haz-op, or hazard and operability study facilitator.

This was a comprehensive review of all the construction and operations associated with the project, and this report was submitted to the MNR back in January of 2011 for their review.  This report satisfies all the requirements of the 341, specifically Section 7.1.

In addition, an assessment and neighbouring activities report was completed.  This was again submitted to the MNR back in January of 2011, and there were no issues of concern raised as a part of this report.  And it also satisfies the requirements of CSA Z341.

The facilities that we're proposing will all be operated as a part of Union's O&M procedures and will be incorporated in Union's emergency response plans.

Moving on to slide 25, proposed storage operations, the Jacob Pool will be operated between a minimum pressure of 2,170 kPa, and that's a bottom hole pressure, and a planned maximum operating pressure in Year 1 of 9,150 and in Year 2 of 10,280.

The pool will be dealt pressure in two stages, so in Year 1 will be pressured halfway between our ultimate delta-pressure, as we've shown here, and the initial discovery pressure of the reservoir.  In Year 2 we'll take it up to that 10,280 kPa, which is where we plan on taking the pool.

Now, this is associated with 11.85 kPa per metre.  One of the questions submitted by -- supplemental questions submitted by the Board Staff, I believe it was question number 3, was with respect to a condition of approval surrounding this.

So Union only has plans to go to the 11.85 kPa per metre, and the main reason for this is not really reservoir-related, it's more surface facilities, so all the surface facilities that we're designing as a part of this project are designed to meet the 11.85 kPa per metre, so Union won't be capable of taking the reservoir above that 11.85 kPa per metre, and we have no plans of moving above that either.

MR. POTHEN:  I just have a question regarding the restriction of pressure.  At page 8 you mentioned in Section 3 of your application there the pre-filed evidence, operating pressure will equal 11.85 kPa per metre depth.  Is Union prepared to accept a condition of approval that would not allow any increase of operating pressure above 11.85 kPa per metre depth without leave from the Board?

MR. PARDY:  Yes, we will be prepared to accept that condition.

In addition to the pressures that are highlighted here, the proposed capacities for the reservoir, the cushion inventory is 15,200 10-cubed m-cubed, and the proposed working capacity in the first year is 58,800 10-cubed m-cubed, and in Year 2 we move up to 69,400 when it's delta-pressured to 11.85 kPa per metre.

Moving to slide 26, this storage will be marketed as a part of Union's overall portfolio and sold ex-franchise at market base rates.  The NGEIR decision confirmed the need for additional storage, and Union is confident that there is a demand for this storage.  All the costs will be incurred by Union's unregulated business, and Union's ratepayers will not incur any rate impacts as a result of the Jacob Pool project.

Moving to slide 27.  So Liberty and Torque will continue to produce oil and gas from the Black River.  So just to -- this is a little different from some of other -- Union's other storage pools.  So Union in this case will be storing gas in the Trenton reservoir, and directly below the Trenton is the Black River, and the Black River currently produces oil and gas.  Liberty Torque, which is the current production operators, will continue to produce that gas from the Black River formation.

Union has implemented a number of measures to ensure that there is no communication between the production and the storage zone.  So we will complete inspections on any of the production wells that penetrate the reservoir.  We will be looking at these wells to ensure there is mechanical isolation.

One of the previous questions that we had answered, and I think a follow-up question by the MNR, is how do we treat wells that are not storage wells that penetrate the reservoir.  So CSA Z341 is kind of silent on other wells penetrating the storage zone, so there is no direct requirement from the code.  What Union has chosen to do here is use the principles of the CSA Z341 and complete these inspections on the wells that are penetrating the storage reservoir.  So the biggest concern is:  Do these wells have mechanical integrity?

So the wells come through our storage zone, and to make sure that there is no possibility for gas to leak through those wells into other formations.  So there is two things we will be looking at, is the quality of the casing involved in the well, and the cement that's behind that casing.  So it's those two things that provide isolation of the Trenton and the Black River reservoirs within that well bore.  So Union will be completing casing inspection logs on the wells that are not storage wells.  In addition, we will complete cement bond logs to inspect the quality of the cement.  And in addition to that, at the same time we will complete a pressure test on those wells.

So those tests will ensure there is mechanical integrity of those wells that are in place.  All the reviews that we've done to date, we're confident that those wells do have mechanical integrity, but we have chosen to take the next step and do those inspections and ensure it can handle the pressures that we have.  And all the components that are in place are capable of handling our proposed pressures.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Because these inspection pressures that you mentioned and just described, you -- Union has been undertaking or would be, is there going to be some kind of reporting to the MNR or to any other authority which would ensure that the results are acceptable, although they're not formal requirement, but still...

MR. PARDY:  As a part of the Ontario regulation, Union is required to submit all of –- any logs that we do, and those reports will be submitted to the Ministry of Natural Resources.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thank you.

MR. PARDY:  In addition to the work that we've -- we're undertaking on the wells that penetrate the storage reservoir, there is also the RR9 and the C23 wells, which we will be converting to observation wells.  So Union will be undertaking work-overs of those wells, to bring them up to the CSA code requirements.

The RR9 well, as I mentioned previously, will be used to observe the pressure in the Trenton reservoir, and the C23 well will be -- will observe the pressure in the Trenton and the Black River below, so that will help us monitor the production operations below us, and if there was any communication, we would see it through that well.

In addition we'll monitor gas/oil ratios from the production wells that are used to produce the Black River, and we'll monitor gas production and pressure from the wells that are completed into the Black River below us, and in addition we'll monitor gas production and pressures that are completed into the adjacent reservoirs to the Jacob Pool.

And our agreement with the operators, they provide us all those pressures and measurements on a monthly basis.

In addition, Union will monitor the pressures and injected volumes into the Jacob Pool, and as the pressure increases, we'll be monitoring the inventory that we're injecting into that and monitor that on a continual basis.

As I mentioned previously, the reservoir will be filled in stages, so it will be partially delta-pressured in year 1 and fully delta-pressured in year 2.

At this point, I'll hand it over to –- sorry, go ahead.  At this point I'll hand it over to Mr. Schmidt, who will discuss the environmental matters related to the project.
Presentation by Mr. Schmidt:


MR. SCHMIDT:  Thank you, Mr. Pardy.

We are now on slide number 28, entitled "Environmental Report."

An environmental report was completed by Azimuth Environmental Consulting in January 2011 for the Jacob Storage Pool storage project.

The report documents a plan for the protection of the environment during construction.  The environmental report was forwarded for comment to the Ontario Pipeline Coordinating Committee members, the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority, First Nations and the Metis Nation.

There have been no significant concerns raised.

The next two slides, I would like to touch on the mitigation we're proposing out for the Jacob Storage Pool project.

First is cultural heritage resources.  Under the new Ministry of Tourism and Culture's guidelines, cultural heritage resources includes three components.  They are heritage landscapes, built heritage features, and archaeological resources.

Now, my first bullet up here, heritage assessment, covers those first two components.  So we have had D.R. Poulton Consulting complete a report for us.  It's currently in with the Ministry of Tourism and Culture, waiting for review and acceptance.

The second point is the agricultural assessment.  And again, we have completed a stage 1 and 2, completed by D.R. Poulton.  No artifacts have been found to this point.  There is a bit of outstanding work to be completed in 2011.  We expect to gain clearance well before construction.

At this time, with respect to Board Staff Supplemental IR No. 4, I can confirm the Ministry of Tourism and Culture's standards and guidelines for consulting archeologists have been applied to this project.

So moving on to agricultural land, soybean cyst nematode.  Soybean cyst is a microscopic worm-like organism found in soils that obtain their nutrients by feeding on the root systems of soybeans.  So in order not to spread this pest, we're looking to do some testing, and then based on that testing, we would implement mitigation.  And that mitigation typically includes washing equipment or completely stripping topsoil, as the pest lives in the layer of topsoil, so if you remove that, it kind of eliminates that being a problem during construction.  So complete topsoil striping and washing, if it's necessary based on the testing.

Moving on to wet soil shutdown, there would be a wet soil shutdown practice implemented.  Basically the right-of-way conditions are inspected each day before construction, before construction activities begin for the day, to ensure construction activities do not have an adverse effect on the soils.

Pre- and post-construction tiling will be completed.  It's to be completed around the access roads, the well pads, the compressor station, and this type of tiling is completed in order to maintain drainage.

Moving on to slide number 30, water well monitoring.  Water well monitoring was completed during the drilling of the test well, and will again be completed prior to drilling activities in 2012.  There are two watercourse crossings on the job --


MS. CRNOJACKI:  Mr. Schmidt?

MR. SCHIMDT:  Yes?

MS. CRNOJACKI:  I'm sorry, sorry to interrupt you in mid-sentence, but I want to ask you about the water well monitoring program.

Because in response to the IR, you explained that for this particular project, I think, that water well monitoring after construction is completed will be on a complaint basis.

Can you please just explain a little bit more on why Union has taken this approach in this case, and if you had some kind of communication or agreement with the landowners that may be impacted or affected in terms of the water wells?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I guess just a couple of questions there.

There is not an agreement -- just to answer that -- with the landowners.  What we've done is we've retained a hydrogeologist to review the Jacob Storage Pool project and the activities that are associated with that project.

They've come back with a recommendation to do pre-construction water well monitoring, and then monitor wells based on -- during construction and following construction based on a complaint.

This approach has been taken on Union Gas storage pool projects in the past and has been successful, and this is why we're asking to continue on with this approach.

So we're not -- we're not going to leave the area.  If there is a complaint, those complaints are investigated.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  And by monitoring and testing prior and during construction you will establish some base line values.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Absolutely.  In fact, we have some base line information already based on the test well.  We've again looked at what we're proposing to do for construction, and we've even broadened out some of the work.  We expanded out how far we want to test, and a little more, I guess, thorough test this time around too to add to our database just to get a solid water-well monitoring program.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thank you.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Thank you.  So continuing on --


MR. POTHEN:  One further question from MNR.  I believe we want to know where you would expect problems in the water testing process?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I'm hoping to expect no problems at all.  Again, the testing program is to carry out the pre-construction monitoring, gather that base line information, and then go from there.

MR. POTHEN:  And is there any objection to, rather than waiting for a complaint, to doing consistent sort of testing on a regular basis, sort of pre-emptive testing?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I believe the pre-emptive part is the construction or the pre-construction testing that we've done now at this -- or have already done and will continue to build on.

MR. POTHEN:  Monitoring -- I mean, rather than waiting for a complaint to monitor the wells on a regular basis.

MR. SCHMIDT:  I guess, you know, there's two approaches.  You can either test no matter what after or you can wait for the complaint.  And I guess we're really basing this on our history, and we haven't received complaints.  We're hoping that the drilling program that's being reviewed by the MNR is solid and is approved, and based on good drilling practice, and so on, we really don't anticipate any problems.

But again, we're there if there is a complaint, and we often – sometimes; I shouldn't say "often" - we'll get complaints and we'll investigate them and they have nothing to do with drilling.  It's how the homeowner has managed their well.  But we're still there to take those types of calls.

MR. MANOCHA:  I guess, maybe we should just try to rephrase that question.  I think you're primarily concerned during the drilling operation where you might disturb the fresh water aquifer.  But if I understand right, you don't expect any disturbance if you've designed and constructed the wall properly.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Correct.

MR. MANOCHA:  So basically, what you're trying to do in this portion of it is just to mitigate against the process of when you first drill into the freshwater formation and you may somehow disturb it, but you don't expect any problems; is that correct?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Correct.

MR. MANOCHA:  Thank you.

MR. VEGH:  And just for the benefit of Board Staff and the parties, could you clarify on this point:  Does Union have experience with having done ongoing monitoring with other facilities, and what has been the experience and Union's -- Union's observations about that practice?

MR. SCHMIDT:  We have had ongoing experience, and basically, from that testing continually after injection and several years after injection and so on, and we've received the same results over and over and over again.  So if there is going to be an issue, it's likely going to be upfront around construction activities, and my past experience with this is that we haven't seen any impacts and we haven't seen any changes to the quality and quantity of well data information that we're collecting.

So I'll just take us back to slide 30, at water-course crossings.  There are two minor water-course crossings.  We propose to cross those using horizontal directional drill, and the other to be crossed by dam and pump.  We will require permits from the conservation authority.  We are anticipating -- or we'll make those applications towards the end of this year and have those -- we see no issue in obtaining those well before construction.

Natural areas and wetland -- we have a natural area/wetland in the north part of the project.  It's a manmade area.  And what we would like to do is to complete some environmental survey work in that area in 2011 to ensure there are no impacts to any sensitive species.

And then source-water protection.  The Clean Water Act was created by the Ontario government, and sets out a basic framework for developing source protection plans.  The intent is for communities to use science-based approach to protect their water supplies with methods that work for them.

So we received a letter from the Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority, and they advised Union that project falls within a source-water protection area.  This has been reviewed by agencies and the Municipality of Chatham-Kent, and there are no concerns.

First station consultation.  The following First Nations have been consulted as part of the Jacob Pool project.  Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation, Aamjiwnaang First Nation, Walpole Island First Nation, Caldwell First Nation, Moravian of the Thames First Nation, and the Metis Consultation Unit.

Consultation has occurred as follows:  July 15th, 2010, correspondence announcing the commencement of the project and the environmental study report was sent.  

September 20th, 2010, correspondence was forwarded providing details of the project and date of the public information centre.  

September 27th, 2010, follow-up phone calls to discuss the project were made by Union's manager of government and Aboriginal affairs.  No issues or concerns were brought forward during those follow-up calls.

October 7th we held our public information centre.  December 6th, 2010 the Metis responded that they have no concerns with the project, but would like to be informed of any scope changes.

In January 25th, 2011 Union had conversations with Walpole Island, and they have no further comment on the project.  There are no issues or concerns.

And now I would like to hand this over to Mr. Langan.
Presentation by Mr. Langan:


MR. LANGAN:  Good morning.  I'll be speaking with regards to land matters today.

Union has had ongoing meetings with directly affected landowners in order to keep them up-to-date with the progress of the project.  Union will be implementing a lands relations program.  This will start when construction starts.

This will enable the landowner to contact a land agent at any time, hopefully mitigate any questions they might have.  We'll give them a contact card.  We'll keep them up-to-date during the whole process of the construction.  And then also, landowners have not identified any significant issues during any of the current negotiations that we've had so far.

Moving to slide 33 with regards to storage, Union does hold all the necessary petroleum and natural-gas leases, also the gas storage leases for the private properties inside the designated storage area.

Union has signed letters of acknowledgment in place for all the well locations and road -- access roads with regards to the construction of the Jacob Pool.

To move along with some compensation, Union will be offering their standard increased compensation package to all the Jacob landowners at least 30 days prior to the first injection.  This is as per the gas storage lease.

The increased compensation package is and has been accepted by 97 percent of all of Union's landowners inside their 26 operating storage pools.

So in response to the supplementary IR No. 1 by Board Staff, I would like to direct you to a gas storage lease inside the evidence.  And you'll find that in Section 7, Schedule 3.  A lot of paper.  Tab 1 and page 4-5.

So if everybody gets there, I will then -- I will then direct your attention to the bullet 16 at the bottom of the page, and then bullet 18 at the top of the next page.

So if bullet 16, this one here, it describes the requirement for Union to make the -- to make the compensation offer 30 days prior to first injection.

And then bullet 18, this one here, gives the landowner the right to come to Board Staff under section 38 in order to review the compensation that we are offering if they do not want to accept it.

So I hope that's...

MS. CRNOJACKI:  That is helpful.  Is this clause 18 common in most of the PNG leases?

MR. LANGAN:  Yes, it is.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thank you.

MR. LANGAN:  So Union is confident with the Jacob landowners that they will accept the compensation package going to be offered to them, which is standard.

Moving along to slide 34, with regards to the pipelines, Union has signed options for easements in place for all the transmission pipeline.  This is about 1.47 hectares of permanent easement required for transmission.

Union also has letters of acknowledgment signed for all the gathering line easements, which is approximately about 0.5 hectares of permanent easement, and this is from the commingling point on.

And Union also has an option to purchase the fee simple for the station site where the compressor will be located.

Moving on to slide 35, with regards to damages and insurances, Union has processes in place to deal with damages and insurance issues.  This process is applied to all the current 26 operating storage pools Union has.  Damages are paid in accordance with the storage lease agreements, the pipeline agreements, and the negotiated transmission compensation package with the landowners.  So it will be the job of the lands relations agent to meet with the landowners during and after construction, and make sure that any damages due to construction are paid appropriately either to the owner or the tenant of the farm.

And finally, Union has sufficient insurance in place to cover any unforeseen events, including environmental issues.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  You mentioned that damages are paid in accordance with storage lease agreements, pipeline easement agreements and transmission pipeline compensation package.

Can you just maybe say a few more words about the transmission pipeline compensation package, and what does it include?

MR. LANGAN:  Yes.  In the compensation package there's three components, and you have the disturbance, you have the right -- which is the easement payment for the land -- and you have a crop loss component.

So all three of those make up the package, and they have been accepted by the landowners.

The storage, that's underneath our compensation package.

And the pipeline easement, that gives us the area, and we know what the crop loss, et cetera, is.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thank you.

MR. LANGAN:  And now I'll pass this back off to Mr. Pardy.
Continued Presentation by Mr. Pardy:


MR. PARDY:  On slide 36, I just want to discuss some of the proposed conditions of approval.

So the Board had proposed conditions of approval as a part of Board Staff's IR Nos. 7, 12 and 14.  Union has reviewed these and we have several changes to the conditions that we're proposing.

With respect to the inject, store and remove gas, there's three conditions that Union would like to amend.  The water well testing, which we've talked a little bit about, but I'll let Mr. Schmidt talk about that.
Continued Presentation by Mr. Schmidt:


MR. SCHMIDT:  Thank you, Mr. Pardy.

With respect to condition 1.6 and water well monitoring, Union's hydrogeologist has reviewed the Jacob Storage Pool project, and their recommendation is to monitor wells prior to construction and monitor wells during and following construction, should a complaint arise.

On past storage pool projects, this approach has been taken, and as indicated, groundwater impacts have not occurred.  It is for these reasons Union requests a change to this condition.

I'll pass it back to Mr. Pardy.
Continued Presentation by Mr. Pardy:


MR. PARDY:  I'll point out at this time, too, these have been summarized in the response to Board Staff IR No. 7.

Condition 1.7 deals with the timing of the project, and Union's requesting that the date be changed to July 1st, 2013, and this is 11 months after the proposed in-service date of the project.

Condition 1.8 with respect to insurance, and Mr. Vegh can address that condition --


MS. CRNOJACKI:  I'm sorry, Mr. Pardy.  Just please clarify why it is that if the in-service date is planned for summer 2012, why is there a proposal by Union to have this condition changed by changing the date to July 2013?

MR. PARDY:  So maybe it's better if we look at that response.

So looking at Board Staff IR No. 7, so condition 1.7, so I think traditionally this condition has been put in place to be the year following construction, and in Union's evidence -- as we pointed out in the answer to this question -- we had incorrectly stated the date of in-service as 2011, and therefore the condition was proposed as 2012.

So we've corrected those dates to 2012, and therefore it would follow that the timing on this would change to 2013.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  So that would be maybe giving Union some extra time for some unanticipated delays?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  In the commencement of injection and withdrawal?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct, and I believe this is traditionally how that's been handled as a part of this condition.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Okay.

MR. VEGH:  And if I may, I just wanted to speak to condition 1.8.

Union's response to that proposed condition is addressed in the interrogatory response.  I won't read it to you, but I just want to provide some context.

The question is a condition that the amount of insurance be determined by an independent third party, and I wanted to provide some context to Union's response.

My understanding, and Ms. Crnojacki, I think you have more -- you're familiar with this issue more than I am, I'm sure, but I think this condition has its genesis in the case that granted approval for the Tipperary Pool.

And you will recall that in that case, there were concerns respecting the experience of the applicant -- this was their first storage pool application -- as well as the financial wherewithal of the applicant.  So there were concerns about the adequacy of insurance, given all of that.

And the landowners expressly had raised those concerns and asked for that particular condition to be imposed, and I believe that Tipperary agreed to it, at the request of Board Staff.

Those conditions were obviously not applicable here to Union.  In fact, my understanding is that when Union took over the Tipperary Pool operations, that condition was removed.

Also, I understand that in the approval of Union's Heritage Pool, that condition was not required as well.

So as I say, Union's position on this is addressed in the response to Board Staff Interrogatory No. 7, and that will be addressed in argument, but in light of the context in which this condition was originally required for a different Applicant, Union's views are that -- Union's views and its submissions will be this condition is just not required here.

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Thank you.  From the -- from Board Staff's point, I think that this explanation of the background and the history of this wording makes sense, but I think that our reasoning was that although Union has experience and has financial means and operational capabilities, that this requirement may be not appropriate.  However, having in mind that that's a new storage pool, I think that that was our new storage pool, in terms of geology.  That was maybe our thinking when we proposed it.  But subject to submissions, we will see how we'll deal with it.  Thank you.

MR. VEGH:  Thank you.  And just to be clear, of course, Union will have insurance, of course.  The only concern is with respect to the requirement that an independent third party verify the amount of the insurance.  I think that's the only issue of...

MS. CRNOJACKI:  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. VEGH:  Thank you.

MR. PARDY:  Moving to the leave to construct -- and this was -- Union's response to this was in response to Board Staff IR No. 12.  So condition 1.5, a post-construction financial report, and Union is requesting that this condition be removed since this pool is a part of Union's unregulated storage business.

At this point I'm going to turn it over to Ms. Clarke, and she'll deal -- talk about the U.S. experiences with respect to storage in the Ordovician.
Presentation by Ms. Clarke:


MS. CLARKE:  This is in response to Board Staff Supplementary IR No. 2.  There have been nine Trenton reservoirs converted to storage facilities.  There's eight in Indiana and one in Michigan, and currently only three of them are active.

They have initially been used for storage as early as 1950, and most of them were developed during the 1960s.  They have a slightly different geology than the Jacob Pool.  The basic concept is the same, that they're hydrothermal dolomite reservoirs, but most of the ones in the States have an active aquifer associated with them, which is not the case at the Jacob Pool.  So that's one substantial difference between the two.

The six reservoirs that have been abandoned, most of them were operational for at least 25 years before they were abandoned.  We don't know the reasons for the abandonment, but they appear to be quite successful, having operational histories of 25 to 50 years.

I'll pass back to Steve Pardy.
Continued Presentation by Mr. Pardy:


MR. PARDY:  So on slide 37, just in summary, so Union has completed all the required engineering, geological, and geological reports to demonstrate that this -- the Jacob Pool should be designated for a storage area and used as the storage pools.


The pools will operate as per CSA code requirements and all Ontario regulations.  There are no significant landowner or environmental concerns that have been -- come forward as a part of this project.  This is a new type of storage reservoir, and Union feels that this poses a significant opportunity for the province and additional development of storage within the province.

In addition, there are other reservoirs that are adjacent to the Jacob reservoir within the Dover field, Dover VE field.  Union has looked at some of those reservoirs, and we see the Jacob Pool as the first step.  So this is our chance to evaluate this type of storage and potentially in the future move forward with some other development in the area.

Thank you.

MS. HELT:  Are there questions from the MNR?
Questions by Mr. Pothen:


MR. POTHEN:  Yes, we have a couple.  Firstly, if you turn to page 18 of attachment 1 to MNR IR No. 1.  There is a Figure 7.  So it shows this sort of complex arrangement of pools.  Can you just explain in simple terms what's happening here?  Yes, this question is for Julie.  

[Laughter]

MS. CLARKE:  Okay.  This map illustrates the sub-surface operations within the 5-kilometre zone.  It is a complex map.  I apologize for that.  I tried to make it clear in the diagram description what was happening.

So the Jacob Pool outline is the grey dashed line in the middle of the map.  Immediately below that there are some outlines that are both blue and green, and what those are is, the Jacob Pool that we're proposing as a development is part of a larger field.  Within that field there are seven independent reservoirs.  We're doing -- we've taken the largest reservoir within this field and are developing that as the Jacob Pool.

So as Steve just mentioned, there is potential in the area, and that's what falls within those blue outlines.  So those are the other six pools associated with the Dover VE field.  The green line kind of overlapping those is the pool outline for the Black River oil production underneath the proposed storage zone.  And then all of the little red outlines just to the south of that, that's the original Dover gas field that produces gas from the Trenton as well.

Does that help clarify?

MR. POTHEN:  Yes.  And so these blue pools, you're saying, if this project is successful, the Jacob Pool project, then there is an intent or there's thinking that those blue pools might also be developed in a similar way?

MS. CLARKE:  Correct.

MR. POTHEN:  What's the total capacity that you would anticipate?

MR. PARDY:  We haven't gotten to the point of determining what the total capacity of those would be.  We've looked initially at those reservoirs but haven't landed on a final number.  Again, the Jacob Pool is the one that we're focusing on right now.  We recognize that the other ones are there, and we will be doing some monitoring in those reservoirs, but at this point we don't have any concrete plans to move ahead with those other projects.

MR. POTHEN:  At slide 30 -- I believe it's slide 30 -- no, it's slide 28 of your presentation, you mentioned that -- Union mentions that the ER was forwarded to comment to the OPCC members, Municipality of Chatham-Kent, Lower Thames Valley Conservation Authority, First Nations, and Metis, and it states that there have been no significant concerns raised.  Were there any concerns at all raised?

MR. SCHMIDT:  If we look, there is a summary of the comments -- if you look at Board Staff Interrogatory No. 10, there's the summary of OPCC and comments in there.  And basically, no, there was no significant concerns.

I'm just trying to -- I'm going to flip here.  There is actually a summary page to that, and it kind of summarizes the letters.  Some were simply stating they received the EA and had no further comment.  There was a letter received from the conservation authority indicating some flood elevation issues with our compressor station.  So we met with them and ensured that we were getting the -- understood what we needed to do, because they play a key role in obtaining the building permit.


Again, we received a letter from the Ministry of Tourism and Culture, and their concern was that the report didn't reflect on the new guidelines that they have with the ministry, and one of my slides tried to address their concerns.  Although our report didn't explain or touch on some of the areas, our archeologist has now completed two separate reports to address their concerns.

So it's those types of letters that we would have received through the -- through that process.

MR. POTHEN:  And are there any emergency planning issues relating to this project that need to be addressed?

MR. PARDY:  So Union's emergency -- has an emergency response plan in place that covers all of our facilities.  We do have other facilities in this area, and this project will be incorporated into that program, and our emergency response procedures will be reviewed to make sure all the necessary -- any necessary changes that would be made.  And we don't believe there is really anything different here from a storage standpoint that dramatically affects that program.

MR. POTHEN:  So have you canvassed with the local fire department regarding this project and any implications that it might have for them?


MR. PARDY:  I know our operations people have an ongoing program to consult with those agencies.  Specifically to this project, I won't -- I can't answer whether they've done it specifically with respect to the Jacob Storage Reservoir.

MR. POTHEN:  At one point in your presentation -- and I'm sorry I can't refer to a precise page.  I didn't note it down, but you mentioned that Union's Dawn 167 Pool has a shale caprock.

Where is the Dawn 167 Pool located?  And are there any material differences between that shale and the shale caprock here, aside from the thickness?

MS. CLARKE: The Dawn 167 Pool is located in Dawn Township.  The main difference between -- they are different shale formations, and the thickness is the main one, but the characteristics of the shale are very similar, that it's an organic-rich shale deposited in the same manner, but the thickness is the major difference between the two of them.

MR. POTHEN:  And so you think it's fair to extrapolate from Dawn 167 to this -- do you think it's a valuable precedent in evaluating the effectiveness of the shale as the caprock in this context?

MS. CLARKE:  We're not suggesting the shales are identical.

What we've done, we've done the testing at Jacob Pool, and we're hoping that stands alone and gives us the confidence that we need to understand.

Plus looking at -– we've said the other reservoirs in the area, like the Michigan Pools and stuff that have this same caprock, that have been operational for 25-plus years, the studies Mr. Pardy pointed out up at OPG that illustrated that it is a very competent shale unit.

We're going to that.  We're not suggesting that the shale units are the same and act the same, and are relying on those test results for Jacob Pool.

MR. POTHEN:  Thank you.  Those are our questions.

MS. CLARKE:  Thank you.

MS. HELT:  Board Staff has no questions.

MR. VEGH:  Well, thank you, then.  If there is nothing else, just perhaps on behalf of Union, I would like to thank Board Staff and the MNR for providing their questions in advance.  They were good questions and helped clarify the record for the panel considering this matter, and by providing them in advance, the panel was in a position to provide -- to prepare answers and think some of this through.

So with that, I'll turn it back to you, Ms. Helt, for the -– to close these proceedings.

MS. HELT:  Thank you.  I would just like to thank the witness panel.  The presentation was very helpful and informative.

And I would like to thank everyone else for attending today, and the court reporter, and that concludes today's technical conference.

--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 10:51 a.m.
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