
File:  ADV-PE-LandMC 03 
 

 

 

NATIONAL ENERGY BOARD 

 

LAND MATTERS CONSULTATION INITIATIVE – STREAM 3 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

ENBRIDGE PIPELINES INC.  

APPLICATION 

FOR 

APPROVAL OF ABANDONMENT COSTS – PRELIMINARY ESTIMATE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

NOVEMBER 29, 2011 

 



National Energy Board 
File:  ADV-PE-LandMC 03 

Enbridge Pipelines Inc. 
 

Page 2  
 

 

INTRODUCTION AND RELIEF REQUESTED 

1. Enbridge Pipelines Inc. (“Enbridge”) makes this Application pursuant to the National 

Energy Board (“Board” or “NEB”) RH-2-2008 Reasons for Decision dated May 26, 

2009. 

2. Enbridge hereby requests approval of the estimated cost of the future abandonment of its 

facilities as provided in this Application. 

BACKGROUND 

3. In its RH-2-2008 Reasons for Decision, the Board set out a timeline for the Land Matters 

Consultation Initiative (“LMCI”) Stream 3 process.  An Action Plan was presented, 

which included deadlines for various submissions.  On March 7, 2011, the NEB issued a 

letter stating that in order to allow additional time for consultation, the deadline for 

Group 1 physical plans (not for approval) remained at May 31, 2011, but the deadline for 

the cost estimates and updates to physical plans was changed to November 30, 2011.  The 

deadline to submit the filings of proposed collection and set aside mechanisms remains as 

November 30, 2012. 

4. Enbridge filed its physical plans for abandonment with the NEB on May 25, 2011.  With 

one exception, those plans served as the basis for determining the preliminary estimates 

of abandonment costs for which Enbridge seeks approval by the Board in this 

Application.  At the time that the Enbridge physical plans for abandonment were filed, it 

was understood that sections of Line 1 and Line 13 deactivated pipeline had been 

transferred to the Enbridge Southern Lights Pipeline.  In fact, those facilities remain as 

part of the Enbridge pipeline system.  Enbridge has therefore amended the description of 

deactivated lines, as found in paragraph 8 below, and is filing as Appendix A to this 

Application, revisions to its May 25, 2011 filing as follows:   revised Tables 2a, 2b and 

2c and a Revised Appendix C (Stantec Report entitled “Land Matters Consultation 
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Initiative”).  This resulted in a slight change to the percentage of total pipeline length 

respecting abandonment methods as follows:  

• 90.7% - abandonment in place; 

• 8.7% - abandonment in place with special treatment; and 

• 0.6% - removal. 

The estimated future abandonment costs included in this Application have been 

determined based on the revised abandonment physical plans.  

5. Enbridge remains committed to basing any decision that it will make regarding the actual 

method of abandonment – including removal versus abandonment in place – on the most 

current sound scientific studies and accepted industry practice at the time such 

abandonment is contemplated.     

ENBRIDGE PIPELINES 

6. The Enbridge pipeline system and the Lakehead System in the United States together 

transport liquid petroleum eastbound for delivery primarily to markets in the U.S. 

Midwest and in Ontario.  Appendix B to this Application is a map illustrating the routes 

of the Enbridge pipeline system and the Lakehead System. 

7. The Enbridge pipeline system includes:  

• Lines 1, 2, 3 and 4 (all originating in Edmonton, Alberta), Line 67 (Alberta 

Clipper, originating in Hardisty, Alberta), and Line 65 (LSr Pipeline – Light 

Sour Capacity Replacement, originating in Cromer, Manitoba).  All of these 

lines extend to the Canada/U.S. border near Gretna, Manitoba where they 

connect with the Lakehead System. 

• The Canadian sections of Line 5 and Line 6B extend from connections with the 

Lakehead System on the Canada/U.S. border under the St. Clair River to Sarnia, 

Ontario. 
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• Line 7 extends from Sarnia to Westover (Hamilton), Ontario where it connects 

with Line 10 and Line 11.  These two pipelines in turn extend from Westover to, 

respectively, the Canada/U.S. border under the Niagara River near Chippawa, 

Ontario and to Nanticoke, Ontario on the north shore of Lake Erie.  

• Line 8 extends from Sarnia to Millgrove Junction in Hamilton, Ontario. 

• Line 9 extends from Montreal, Quebec to Westover, Sarnia and Corunna, 

Ontario.   

• The Shell lateral and Suncor lateral extend from takeoff points on Enbridge 

Lines 5, 6B and 9 to the associated refineries in Sarnia, Ontario. 

8. In addition to its active pipelines, Enbridge has a number of deactivated pipeline 

segments and terminals, all of which are included in the overall scope of the physical 

plans for abandonment that form the basis of the cost estimates reflected in this 

Application.  These include: 

• Line 1– Ten sections of medium diameter pipe located in Alberta, Saskatchewan 

and Manitoba (totaling 25.1 kilometres) as per Board Order XO-E101-12-2002; 

• Line 7 – Westover Junction, Hamilton, Ontario to Bronte Junction, Oakville, 

Ontario as per Board Order MO-11-2006; 

• Line 8 – Millgrove Junction, Hamilton, Ontario to Bronte Junction, Oakville, 

Ontario as per Board Order MO-J1-24-95;   

• Line 12 and Bronte Lateral - Bronte Terminal, Oakville, Ontario to Clarkson 

Terminal, Oakville, Ontario as per Board Order MO-11-2006; 

• Line 13 – One section of medium diameter pipe located in Manitoba (totaling 

approximately 72 kilometres); 

• Line 22 – Ninth Line Junction, Mississauga, Ontario to Clarkson Terminal, 

Oakville, Ontario as per Board Order MO-11-2006; and 
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• 20” (508 mm) mainline pipe lying between Clarkson Terminal, Oakville, 

Ontario and Port Credit, Oakville, Ontario as per Board approval D1793-J1-20.  

STAKEHOLDER CONSULTATION 

9. Consultation with stakeholders (i.e., landowners, landowner associations, government 

representatives and shippers) preceded preparation of this Application.  Enbridge 

considers such consultation to be important and it will continue in the future.  More 

particularly, in-depth consultation with stakeholders will be conducted when an 

application for abandonment of a pipeline facility is being prepared. 

10. Enbridge conducted two workshops for landowners, landowner associations and 

government representatives.  The first workshop occurred in Edmonton on July 13 and 

14, 2011.  Moving Forward Limited prepared a report of the workshop; a copy of the 

report, along with the workshop presentation, is attached as Appendix C to this 

Application.  The second workshop was conducted in Montreal on September 20 and 21, 

2011. A report of the workshop was prepared by Groupe CETU Inc. and a copy of the 

report (in both official languages, although the workshop was conducted primarily in 

French), along with the workshop presentation, comprise Appendix D to this Application.  

11. The results of the workshops were considered by Enbridge in developing the preliminary 

cost estimates that are discussed below.  For example, as explained in paragraphs 23 

through 25, the cost assumptions related to the provision for post-abandonment activities 

reflect landowner input received through the workshops.  

12. In addition, the Canadian Energy Pipeline Association (“CEPA”), through its consultant 

The Praxis Group (“Praxis”), conducted a landowner survey on behalf of CEPA member 

companies in 2011.  Praxis has prepared a summary of the results of the CEPA survey as 

they pertain to pipeline abandonment.  Praxis also provided a summary of Enbridge-

specific results.  The survey summaries are provided in Appendix E to this Application.     
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13. Finally, Enbridge hosted a shipper consultation session on November 10, 2011.  A copy 

of the invitation to shippers, a list of attendees,  the presentation that was made at the 

session, and a summary of questions and answers are attached as Appendix F.  

PRELIMINARY COST ESTIMATES 

14. For the purposes of this Application, Enbridge has adopted the definition of 

“abandonment” that appears in the Glossary of the NEB Discussion Paper for LMCI – 

Stream 3, i.e., “to permanently cease operation such that the cessation results in the 

discontinuance of service”. 

15. With two exceptions, the preliminary cost estimates included in this Application were 

prepared utilizing the assumptions and methods set out in Appendix A to the Board’s 

March 4, 2010 letter1

16. Table A-3 from the RH-2-2008 Decision incorporating Enbridge’s pipeline specific unit 

costs for each category of pipeline abandonment activities is provided in Appendix G. 

Each category of abandonment activity is discussed further below.   

. The 80/20 abandon in place/removal assumption was not applied.  

Instead, the cost estimates provided in this Application are based on the physical 

abandonment plans that were set out in the Enbridge Pipelines Inc. Abandonment 

Physical Plans submission that was filed with the NEB on May 25, 2011, as amended in 

this filing.  Further, for applicable cost categories, the cost estimates have been 

determined on a diameter-inch basis.  The diameter-inch method was selected because, in 

Enbridge’s view, it yields more accurate cost estimates within a pipe size category – an 

important factor given the range of pipe sizes within the Enbridge pipeline system.  For 

example, within the large diameter category established by the Board of greater than 26” 

(660.4 mm), Enbridge has four pipe sizes:  30” (762 mm), 34” (863.6 mm), 36” (914.4 

mm) and 48” (1219.2 mm).   

                                                 

 
1 Table A-3 as modified by the Board’s December 21, 2010 letter. 
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Cost Estimation Assumptions and Methods by Activity Category 

17. A discussion of the methods and assumptions utilized by Enbridge in estimating the costs 

of each category of abandonment activity and explanations of any departures from the 

Board’s Base Case assumptions and cost ranges follows. 

18. Enbridge has utilized the NEB Base Case assumptions. 

Category 1 – Engineering and Project Management 

19. Enbridge has utilized the NEB Base Case scope and developed Enbridge-specific cost 

estimates based on the pipeline terrain (flat) and product shipped (liquid hydrocarbons).  

The Enbridge estimate is presented as cost per diameter-inch-kilometre.  Given that 

Enbridge’s system is primarily comprised of 36” and 48” pipe, the unit cost factors for 

this category are at the high end, or above the high end, of the NEB Base Case range.   

Category 2a and 2b – Abandonment Preparation 

20. The Cleaning Guidelines found in an appendix to the CEPA document entitled 

“Technical and Environmental Consideration for Development of Pipeline Abandonment 

Strategies, September 2006 – April 2007” provided detail for the scope of work.2

21. Nitrogen pipeline purge cost estimates were obtained from a third party supplier, Trican 

Well Service Ltd., on a dollar per diameter-inch-kilometre basis.  A bottom-up cost 

estimate was produced using standard estimating practices for the remaining scope items 

on a dollar per diameter-inch-kilometre basis. 

  The 

Guidelines are consistent with the NEB Base Case scope. 

                                                 

 
2 A copy of the CEPA document was filed as Appendix D to the Enbridge May 25, 2011 submission. 
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22. The activities in this category, as described by the Board, are intended to segment a 

pipeline to prevent water movement.  Categories 4 and 6 include segmentation activities 

and related costs.  The installation of plugs at valve sites, the majority of special 

treatment locations, and stations results in an average pipeline segmentation of 2.5 

kilometres.  Enbridge is of the view that this general spacing assumption is reasonable for 

preliminary cost estimation purposes.  Therefore, no further costs for this category have 

been included.  Final pipeline segmentation decisions will be determined at the time of 

actual abandonment and will be based on the results of site specific risk assessments.  

Category 3a – Basic Pipeline Abandonment in Place 

23. Enbridge’s stakeholder workshops reinforced for Enbridge the importance to landowners 

and others of post-abandonment activities.  Landowners emphasized a multi-generational 

view towards land stewardship as well as the need for both long-term monitoring of 

facilities that are abandoned in place and a corresponding ability to address any issues 

that may arise in the future.    

Category 3b – Provision for Post-Abandonment Activities 

24. In response to the input received during the workshops, Enbridge estimated costs for 

activities in this category on the basis of the NEB method.  However, the Enbridge unit 

cost factor for removal as determined in Category 5a was substituted for the NEB Base 

Case unit cost factor for removal. 

25. The cost estimates contemplate periodic monitoring and reflect contingencies such as 

future removal or contamination clean-up.  Enbridge has implemented programs for the 

detection, remediation and restoration of hydrocarbon contamination.  These programs 

will reduce the potential for residual contamination clean-up requirements during the 

post-abandonment phase.   
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26. The Enbridge estimate is presented as cost per diameter-crossing.  The unit cost factors 

range from below the low end to the low end of the NEB Base Case range.  Enbridge has 

utilized the low end of the cost factor range provided for road, rail and utility crossings.  

This is consistent with the Board’s direction in Table A-3, dated December 21, 2010.  

While the Board provided a range of costs for small to large diameter pipelines the 

differences are less material for this activity category than for some others, therefore 

Enbridge’s costs are closer to the costs set out by the Board for small diameter pipelines.   

Category 4 – Special Treatment 

27. The following general process was used to estimate unit costs for this activity category: 

(1) A bottom-up estimate was developed using a combination of Enbridge historical 

dig program costs and Enbridge’s proprietary Dig Estimating Tool3

(2) A typical crossing scope was developed, consisting of a 50 metre average length 

and 10 metre bell hole for working space and line access on each side of the 

crossing.   

.  

(3) 20” and 36” pipes were used to develop a cost per diameter-inch factor. 

(4) The costs were developed for each of a cut and cap scenario and a cut, cap, and 

fill scenario. 

28. In order to determine the number of crossings requiring fill and the number of crossings 

not requiring fill, the following process was used: 

A. Road Crossings: 

                                                 

 
3 The Tool, which has been consistently treated as confidential information by Enbridge, has been 
developed over time, capturing the company’s knowledge, experience and confidential economic data.  As 
a result, the Tool is proprietary.  Disclosure of the Tool could reasonably be expected to result in a material 
loss to Enbridge or prejudice Enbridge’s competitive position. 
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1. Standard Road Crossing (2-lane gravel, dirt, alley) – the cost estimate 

assumes that 25% of standard road crossings will be cut, capped and filled.  

The 25% factor was determined as follows: 

a. Sample portions of the right of way along the Enbridge pipeline 

system in the provinces of Alberta, Saskatchewan, Manitoba, 

Ontario and Quebec were analyzed.   

b. A total count of standard crossings was determined for the sample 

sections. 

c. Each crossing was reviewed to determine whether synergies exist 

with other crossings (such as railway or water crossings), valve 

sites, or stations.  It was determined that 50% of the standard 

crossings have such synergies. 

d. A review was completed of the remaining 50% of the crossings to 

determine the probability and the consequence of a remediation 

event occurring. Enbridge considered such factors as thicker wall 

pipe, mechanical protection and roadway use. 

From this information, it was determined that 50% of the 

remaining standard crossings would be candidates for the cut, cap 

and fill method.   

As a result, a 25% factor (50% from d of the 50% in c) was applied to the 

total number of standard crossings for each line. 

2. Highway (paved 2 or 4 lane) road crossing – all highway road crossings 

cut, capped and filled. 

B. Railway Crossings – all railway crossings cut, capped and filled. 

C. River and Creek Crossings – all cut and capped with no fill. 
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D. Utility Crossings – all utility crossings are assumed to be located within the road 

allowance right of way and are accounted for in the crossings discussed above.  

E. Environmentally Sensitive Areas – no additional costs have been included for 

crossing environmentally sensitive areas.  Pipeline segmentation is planned for 

valve sites, crossings as discussed above, and stations.  Enbridge is of the view 

that this general spacing assumption is reasonable for preliminary cost estimation 

purposes.  Therefore, no further costs for this category have been included.  Final 

pipeline segmentation decisions will be determined at the time of actual 

abandonment and will be based on the results of site specific risk assessments. 

29. In order to validate the assumptions developed for Standard Road Crossings, Enbridge 

surveyed the entire Vector pipeline.  The survey confirmed that cutting, capping and 

filling would be required to abandon the pipeline at approximately 25% of the standard 

road crossings. 

30. Table 1 below provides the estimated number of crossings that will require fill and the 

estimated number of crossings that will not require fill. 

Table 1:  Special Treatment Summary – Category 4 

(Number of Crossings) 
Line 1 1 (D) 2 3 4 5 6B 7 7 (DS) 8 8 (DS) 9 (20") 9 (30") 10 (12") 10 (20") 11 12 L13 (D) 22 65 67

Standard Crossings (Total) 1065 21 1065 1065 1065 27 28 98 16 84 6 27 304 5 9 14 84 61 4 237 797
Standard Crossings (25%) 266 5 266 266 266 7 7 25 4 21 1 7 76 1 2 4 21 15 1 59 199
Highway Crossings 85 2 85 85 85 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 2 1 0 1 1 5 0 15 81
Railway Crossings 43 1 43 43 43 0 0 12 2 11 1 0 16 0 1 1 11 2 1 5 22

Total with Fill 394 8 394 394 394 7 7 38 6 33 2 7 94 2 3 6 33 23 2 79 302
River Crossings 6 0 6 6 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 7
Creek Crossings 31 1 31 31 31 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 2 0 21 44

Total without Fill 37 1 37 37 37 1 1 1 0 1 0 1 4 0 0 0 1 2 0 24 51
Note: Zero special treatment areas for the Suncor Lateral, Shell Lateral and Clarkson to Port Credit pipeline
Note: DS means Deactivated Section and D means Deactivated  

31. The Enbridge estimate is presented as cost per diameter-kilometre.  Enbridge’s unit cost 

factors are below the NEB Base Case range.   The general process followed for 

estimating pipeline removal costs was as follows: 

Category 5a – Pipeline Removal (Pipeline Removal and Backfilling) 
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(1) Actual construction cost data was obtained from the Enbridge Line 67 (Alberta 

Clipper) project (2008 to 2010 construction).  The Line 67 (Alberta Clipper) 

project scope consisted of the installation of a 36” pipeline from Hardisty, Alberta 

to Superior, Wisconsin largely within the existing Enbridge right of way. 

A second estimate from Enbridge’s proprietary Cost Estimating Tool4

(2) Scope items not applicable to pipeline removal or items that were captured 

elsewhere within Table A-3 were removed from both the (Line 67) Alberta 

Clipper actual costs and the Cost Estimating Tool results.  Line pipe and welding 

are two of the significant examples of such excluded costs. 

 was 

developed in order to validate the Line 67 (Alberta Clipper) project data.  New 

construction costs were developed from the bottom-up in the Cost Estimating 

Tool. 

(3) Items that are either smaller in scope, such as tree removal and 

mobilization/demobilization, or less demanding, such as material handling, were 

assumed to be 50% of such costs for construction due to the removal nature of the 

activity in the abandonment context. 

(4) Items that are similar in nature regardless of removal or installation, such as 

grading and top soil management, were assumed to be 100% of such costs for 

construction.   

(5) The average of the resulting per kilometre cost estimates (from the Line 67 

(Alberta Clipper) project and the Enbridge Cost Estimating Tool)) was used as the 

Enbridge pipeline removal unit cost factor. 

                                                 

 
4 The Tool, which has been consistently treated as confidential information by Enbridge, has been 
developed over time, capturing the company’s knowledge, experience and confidential economic data.  As 
a result, the Tool is proprietary.  Disclosure of the Tool could reasonably be expected to result in a material 
loss to Enbridge or prejudice Enbridge’s competitive position. 
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In addition, a synergy factor of 85% of the unit cost factor for removal was applied to all 

pipes after the first pipe within the same right of way.  This factor was determined by 

removing the mobilization/demobilization, right of way clearing and right of way access 

scope from the removal estimate of the second pipe as these tasks are only required to be 

completed once.  The Enbridge factor of 85% differs from the NEB Base Case factor of 

25% because multiple trenches would be required for removal of Enbridge facilities as 

each Enbridge pipe is physically separated from the other.  A summary of the application 

of the synergy factor (by Enbridge pipe line number) is provided in Table 2 below.   

Table 2:  Synergy Summary – Category 5a 

First Pipe (Line) Synergy Pipe (Line)
1 1 (D), 2, 3, 4, 13(D), 65, 67
5 6B, 9 (20")

9 (30") 7, 8  

32. Enbridge’s experience suggests that the estimates provided in the Board’s Base Case for 

pipeline removal and backfilling are more reflective of the cost of constructing a pipeline 

than its abandonment.  As explained above, for the purposes of preparing the cost 

estimates provided in this Application, Enbridge has removed or reduced elements that 

are unique to construction activities.  Although the resulting cost estimates are below the 

Board’s Base Case range, Enbridge is of the view that the rigor used to establish its cost 

estimates justifies the departure from the Board’s cost range.  

33. The unit cost to restore the terrain once removal activities are completed is included in 

the Category 5a estimate.  Further, the Enbridge system does not traverse rough or 

mountainous terrain; hence no costs for this Category were included. 

Category 5b – Pipeline Removal (Land Restoration) 

34. The Board’s Base Case provided unit cost estimates for block valve assemblies, meter 

stations and pump stations.  Enbridge’s unit cost estimate for block valve assemblies – 

Category 6 – Above Ground Facilities 
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developed through the processes discussed in paragraph 38 below – is higher than the 

Board’s Base Case range.  The Enbridge cost estimate for meter station abandonment is 

at the mid-point of the Board’s Base Case range and the cost estimate for pump station 

abandonment is at the low end of the Board’s Base Case range.  Since the Board did not 

provide a method for determining pump station abandonment costs, Enbridge has derived 

cost estimates on a dollar per horsepower basis, taking into account the factors specified 

by the Board.  In Enbridge’s view, horsepower is a better indicator of the costs of 

abandoning pump stations than is the number of pump stations.  This is consistent with 

the Board’s notes in Table A-3 regarding abandonment of compressor stations. 

Historical Removal Costs 

35. The first source of Enbridge data used to estimate this category was historical removal 

costs.  Enbridge performs numerous maintenance replacement projects each year and as a 

result, has collected cost data for three of the activities identified within this category.  

The historical cost data was retrieved from the Enbridge financial system and escalated to 

2011 dollars for the following items: 

• Electrical Buildings; 

• Maintenance Buildings; and 

• Sump Tanks. 

Cost Estimating Tool 

36. In the case of activities for which historical cost data was not available, the Enbridge 

proprietary Cost Estimating Tool was applied according to the following general process: 

(1) New construction costs were developed from the bottom-up in the Cost 

Estimating Tool. 

(2) Scope items not applicable to pipeline removal or items that were captured 

elsewhere within Table A-3 were removed from the Cost Estimating Tool results.  



National Energy Board 
File:  ADV-PE-LandMC 03 

Enbridge Pipelines Inc. 
 

Page 15  
 

 

 

Structural steel and valves are two of the significant examples of such excluded 

costs. 

(3) Items that are either smaller in scope, such as mobilization/demobilization, or less 

demanding, such as material handling, were assumed to be 50% of such costs for 

construction due to the removal nature of the activity in the abandonment context. 

(4) Items that are similar in nature regardless of removal or installation, such as 

grading, were assumed to be 100% of such costs for construction. 

(5) In order to determine unit costs for various sizes of equipment, steps 1 to 4 were 

repeated for different sizes of equipment and the results were plotted as a scatter 

diagram. 

(6) A linear trend line was applied to the scatter diagram in order to determine a cost 

factor for the facilities to be abandoned. 

37. The Enbridge Cost Estimating Tool and the process described above were utilized for the 

following items: 

• Above Ground Tanks; 

• Booster Pump Stations; 

• Meter Manifolds; 

• Valve Manifolds; and 

• Pump Stations. 

Bottom-up Estimate 

38. The Enbridge Cost Estimating Tool was not designed to provide estimates for certain 

facilities.  For such items, and if historical cost data was not available, a bottom-up cost 

estimate was produced using standard estimating practices.  This approach was used to 

estimate the costs of abandoning the following facilities: 
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• Mainline Valve (Remote Control);  

• Mainline Valve (Manual Control); 

• Mainline Instrumentation Building; and 

• Pig Trap Assembly. 

39. Although the Board’s Base Case contemplated a contingency of 25%, details of the 

derivation of that contingency factor were not provided.  Therefore, Enbridge applied its 

proprietary Systemic Contingency Estimating Tool

Category 7 – Contingency 

5

40. Enbridge considers that applying the Enbridge Systemic Contingency Estimating Tool is 

appropriate and reasonable given the consistency in Enbridge’s approach between 

construction and abandonment.  In particular, activities such as general scoping, 

planning, engineering and construction are similar in nature in both the construction and 

abandonment contexts.  Enbridge’s substantial experience in estimating and executing 

projects confirms that 13% with P50 is a reasonable and appropriate contingency and 

confidence range for the purposes of this Application. 

 to determine a contingency amount 

for its abandonment cost estimates.  A 13% contingency, with a 50% probability of 

under-run or over-run, resulted.   

Cost Estimate Summary 

41. Enbridge estimates the overall cost for the future abandonment of its facilities to be 

$779.7 million ($2011).  Table 3 provides a summary of estimated costs by NEB Cost 

Category.   

 
                                                 

 
5 The Tool, which has been consistently treated as confidential information by Enbridge, has been 
developed over time, capturing the company’s knowledge, experience and confidential economic data.  As 
a result, the Tool is proprietary.  Disclosure of the Tool could reasonably be expected to result in a material 
loss to Enbridge or prejudice Enbridge’s competitive position. 
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Table 3:  Total Cost Estimates by NEB Cost Category 

NEB Cost Category Cost Estimate
1 Engineering and Project Management 21,298,906$       
2 Abandonment Preparation
a Land Access and Cleanup
b Pipeline Purging and Cleaning
3 Pipeline Abandonment-in-Place
a Basic Pipeline Abandonment-in-Place -$                    
b Provision for Post Abandonment Activities 284,301,969$     
4 Special Treatment
a With Fill 86,612,350$       
b Without Fill 6,900,011$         
5 Pipeline Removal and Backfilling
a Pipeline Removal and Backfilling 9,222,309$         
b Pipeline Removal - Land Restoration -$                    
6 Above-Ground Facilities
a Meter Manifolds 9,954,000$         
b Valve Manifolds 7,300,000$         
c Electrical Buildings 11,020,000$       
d Maintenance Buildings 9,000,000$         
e Above Grade Tanks 53,963,000$       
f Booster Pump Stations 10,712,000$       
g Below Grade Sump Tank 754,000$            
h Mainline Valve (Remote Control) 25,844,000$       
i Mainline Valve (Manual Control) 15,624,000$       
j Mainline Instrumentation Building 3,268,000$         
k Pig Trap Assembly 9,328,000$         
h Pump Station 44,377,200$       
7 Contingency 54,538,478$       

Total Preliminary Cost Estimate 779,666,104$     

115,647,880$     

 

42. The tables in Appendix H provide a breakdown, by line and terminal, of the costs shown 

in Table 3 above using the format set out in the Board’s Table A-4.  The pipe size for 

each line is indicated in each table along with the average cost for the line.      
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COLLECTION PROCESSES AND SET-ASIDE MECHANISM 

43. Subject to any further directions by the Board, Enbridge will file the collection and set-

aside mechanism application on or before November 30, 2012.  If any updates to either 

the physical abandonment plans or the preliminary cost estimates should be required, 

they will be included in that filing.

CONCLUSION 

44. Enbridge submits that the cost estimates provided in this Application were established on 

the basis of careful, reasonable, and appropriate assumptions and analysis.  Enbridge 

respectfully requests approval of its cost estimates as filed. 
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