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MR. SCHUCH:  Good morning, everybody, and welcome to the Technical Conference for the Enbridge 2010 IRM rates case under Board file number EB-2009-0172.

My name is Colin Schuch, and I'm with Board Staff.  I am joined today by Donna Campbell, Board Counsel on this case, and also by lawyer Lawrie Gluck of the Gas Rates Application Group of the Board.

So I think we should get started, perhaps by going around the room and registering appearances.  Why don't we start on my right?  Ric?
Appearances


MR. FORSTER:  Ric Forster, Direct Energy.

MS. GIRVAN:  Julie Girvan, Consumers Council of Canada.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Roy Chamoun for the Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you, Roy.

MS. YOUNG:  Valerie Young, Ontario Association of Physical Plant Administrators.

MR. WOLNIK:  John Wolnik, APPrO.

MR. STACEY:  Jason Stacey. I have a consulting business and am I registered intervenor.

MR. MacINTOSH:  David MacIntosh, Energy Probe.

MR. CASS:  Fred Cass, counsel for Enbridge, and with me are Rob Bourke and Norm Ryckman.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you, Fred.  Yesterday I circulated a witness panel list to everyone, and I was going to suggest that we use this list as our agenda for the day.  I have extra copies if anybody needs one.

Another point.  Also, I expect there may be some undertakings given here today, and we would assign them an exhibit (sic) number and have Enbridge respond by next Wednesday, February 17th, which I think is in the Procedural Order.

And one point for the record and for the reporter.  Could I ask that everybody speak clearly and use your microphones?  And this way we can try to get a good transcript of today's proceeding.

Does anybody have any questions or matters they'd like to raise before we get started with the first witness panel?  Julie?

MS. GIRVAN:  Hi Colin.  Yes, I just have a question about Procedural No. 5.  Seems to me that the Board has added this to the Issues List in the case, but we're being required to make submissions in the middle of an ADR process, and I just wondered if you could explain the logic behind that.

MR. SCHUCH:  Well, I think the submissions would be at the conclusion of the ADR, if I've got my calendar right.

MS. GIRVAN:  I guess my point, really, is that the issue may have some bearing on the negotiations.

MR. SCHUCH:  Yeah, the settlement proposal filing date would be March 1st, and the ROE submissions would be due before then, February 24th.  So what's the -- what's the issue?

MS. GIRVAN:  Well, I'm not sure how this issue is going to be resolved.  We have an ADR process.  So where do we deal with the issue?  Do we deal with it during the ADR or do we deal with it --

MR. SCHUCH:  Well, the issue is on the list.  I --

MS. GIRVAN:  That's really my question.  It's on the list.  We have an ADR that's scheduled.  And we're being asked to make submissions on the issue after the ADR is concluded.  I just am not sure exactly the reason for that.

MR. SCHUCH:  Cassy and I over at my learned counsel...

MS. CAMPBELL:  I think one of the concerns that the Panel had was that -- or not concerns, but what they thought would be helpful for them would be receiving written submissions on the discrete issue, so that if there were issues that had to be dealt with they could be dealt with at the oral hearing.

MS. CAMPBELL:  Hello, guest B.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Hello?

MR. SCHUCH:  Hello?  Hello?  Could you identify yourself please?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah, it's Jay Shepherd, and I was actually calling to see if I can get the Internet working, but it now looks likes like it is.

MR. SCHUCH:  Yeah, the on-air button has been pressed recently.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.  I'll hang up now, then.  Thanks.

MR. SCHUCH:  Okay.  Thanks, Jay.

MS. CAMPBELL:  I love technology.

I think the idea of the Panel was that it would be helpful to them to have written submissions on the discrete issue, and then if anything additional needed to be done, arguments could be, for example, there was -- depending on how the decision would be made, whatever decision was made by the Panel, there then might be additional argument or submissions or something that would happen at the oral hearing.

So that was the thinking behind it.  But what you're saying to me is -- and I don't know, perhaps the other intervenors who are present could indicate if they have the same issue -- is they think it would be more helpful to make written submissions if the matter is unresolved after the ADR.

Is that the idea?  The idea being that if you are not capable of resolving it at the ADR, you would prefer to make written submissions then?

MS. GIRVAN:  No, my only point is that I think that this issue is going to have a bearing on the ADR negotiations; that's my point.

MS. CAMPBELL:  It will, but, sorry, perhaps I misunderstood.  I thought what you were asking was whether or not the time frame for the written submissions should be altered as a result of the fact that there is going to be a settlement conference and that -- perhaps I misunderstood you and what you were saying is it might be that the dates for the written submissions might be more appropriately placed later because of the settlement conference.

MS. GIRVAN:  Why don't I think about that and get back to you?

MS. CAMPBELL:  All right.  Thanks.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  Are there any other preliminary matters before we begin?  Okay.  Thank you.

Perhaps I could have Enbridge introduce the first panel of witnesses.

MR. CASS:  Yes, Colin.  The first panel is comprised of Kevin Culbert, Anton Kacicnik, Jackie Collier -- sorry, I'm having a block -- Irene Chan -- sorry, Irene -- and Tom Ladanyi.  Addressing issues 1 through 5 and 17.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.
ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION LTD. - PANEL 1

Kevin Culbert

Anton Kacicnik

Jackie Collier

Irene Chan

Tom Ladanyi

MR. SCHUCH:  So the issues are gas volume budget, degree days, average use, customer additions, and rate implementation.  The floor is open to questions.  Well, why don't I kick off?
Questions by Board Staff


MR. SCHUCH:  Board Staff Interrogatory No. 1, could you turn that up, please?  Maybe I could get the panel to respond to an observation.  In the response, I noticed that Enbridge has provided 2009 estimated number for its volumes.  The interrogatory requested actuals.  So maybe Enbridge could explain why they chose to provide estimated numbers at this time.

MS. COLLIER:  This is Board Staff No. 2?  You had indicated Board Staff No. 1.  Is it Board Staff No. 2?

MR. SCHUCH:  No. 2.  Thank you.  It is Board Staff No. 2.

MS. COLLIER:  Irene?

MR. LADANYI:  Maybe I can attempt to answer that.  You're asking why we have not provided the 2009 actuals.  The company is not at liberty to release the 2009 actual results before they have been released to the investment community, and this hasn't happened yet, so we cannot do it in this form.

The numbers that we provided are the numbers that were used in the preparation of the evidence, and they include three months of actuals for 2009, and the rest of the months are forecast numbers.  They also include, in terms of customer adds, they include four months of customer adds.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you, Tom.  They look -- they appear to me to be the same numbers as in the pre-filed evidence.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, they are.

MR. SCHUCH:  When would those numbers be available for public release?

MR. LADANYI:  They will be released on SEDAR on February 18th.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thanks, Tom.  While we're on the topic of the gas volume budget, does anybody in the room have any questions -- or online?  Roy?

MR. CHAMOUN:  I have a question regarding the CME Interrogatory No. 2.  And there we asked to show the impact on rates of an increase in the contract volume budget for 2010 of 500, 10 to the 6, M cubed.  Could you refresh our memory as to whether volume increases operate to reduce the revenue requirement recoverable in rates?

MR. KACICNIK:  That revenue requirement for 2010 and any other year within the incentive regulation term is determined by the formula.  So volume increase would have no impact on the revenue requirement.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.  And in our original question, we had asked if you could show the impact of an increase of the 500, 10 to the 6, M cubed, and you had provided us with an answer and with a -- at table 1, which is at page 2 of the answer.

Just a follow-up question:  Could you provide the same type of table, but for an increase of 100, 10 to the 6, M cubed instead of 500?

MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, we can provide it as an undertaking.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. SCHUCH:  Let's assign Undertaking TCU1.1 to that.
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU1.1:  TO PROVIDE THE IMPACT ON CONTRACT RATES OF AN INCREASE IN THE CONTRACT VOLUME BUDGET FOR 2010 OF 100, 10 TO THE 6, M CUBED.

MR. SCHUCH:  Reporter, would you like a repeat of the undertaking?

THE REPORTER:  Yes, please.

MR. SCHUCH:  Roy, could you repeat the undertaking, please, for the record?

MR. CHAMOUN:  Yes.  Well, the undertaking would be to provide us with the impact on contract rates of an increase in the contract volume budget for 2010 of 100, 10 to the 6, M3 -- M cubed.  Thank you.

MR. SCHUCH:  Anyone else, questions on volume budget?
Questions by Mr. Aiken


MR. AIKEN:  Yes, it's Randy Aiken for BOMA.

MR. SCHUCH:  Hi, Randy.

MR. AIKEN:  Hi.  I think it was Tom who mentioned that the actual information for 2009 will be available on February 18th.  Can I take it then that Enbridge will provide responses to BOMA question 2(c) and 4(b) after that date?  This had to do with, BOMA 2(c) was the 2009 actual customer addition, and 4(b) was to update Tables 1 and 2 and Figures 1 and 2 in Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 5, to show actual and normalized 2009 information.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. LADANYI:  Sorry for the time lapse, Mr. Aiken.  We were conferring about the difficulty in getting these responses updated based on the final, actual information.  We have looked at it now, and we believe that we can provide those answers, the updated responses.  It will have to be a few days after the 18th, though, so I don't think you can expect those answers immediately on the 17th.  We'll try our best.

MR. AIKEN:  Yes, as long as we have them for the beginning of the settlement conference, that would be fine with me.

MR. SCHUCH:  I would like to add that on the question of the Board Staff No. 2, it would also be helpful, I think, to have those numbers or that exhibit updated around the same time, after -- shortly after February 18th.

MR. CHAMOUN:  And just a question also.  It's regarding the CME Interrogatory No. 1, which relates to this.  And we'd just like to know if it would be possible to have unaudited estimates of number of customer additions for 2009 over 2008 in the interim.

MR. LADANYI:  So you are asking for the actual customers for 2009?  Because I think in the interrogatory you were asking, there is a hypothetical question talking about 36,000 customers, in the CME No. 1?

MR. CHAMOUN:  Yes.  Yes, well -- sorry?

MR. LADANYI:  Would you like that recalculated based on the actual customers, not 36,000 customers?  Is that what you're asking?

MR. CHAMOUN:  Number (a), 1(a).

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MS. CHAN:  So similar to the other response, yes, we'll be able to provide the actual data after February 18, and -- I mean, as it takes time to compile the actual data, so it will take time.  Try our best.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.  So there would be nothing -- there would be nothing -- no unofficial numbers coming out before --

MS. CHAN:  No, it will be actual data --

--- Reporter appeals.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Sorry about that.  No, I was just saying, so there would be nothing in the interim of unaudited or unofficial numbers or estimated numbers, updated estimated numbers, before the 18th?

MS. CHAN:  No.  Yes.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.

MS. CAMPBELL:  Just to keep the record clear, I think we forgot to get a number of TCU numbers, so from my calculation, CME No. 2, which is the impact on contract rates of 600 -- whatever it was.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Yes, 500.

MS. CAMPBELL:  From 500 to 600, that was TCU1.1.

MR. SCHUCH:  Correct.

MS. CAMPBELL:  So the next TCU, to my mind, would be the one that Randy asked for from BOMA, which was to update and show actuals for BOMA 2(c) and 4(b)?  Am I correct?

MR. AIKEN:  Yes.

MS. CAMPBELL:  So that would be TCU1.2.

MR. SCHUCH:  Right.
UNDERTAKING TCU1.2:  TO UPDATE AND SHOW ACTUALS FOR BOMA 2(C) AND 4(B).

MS. CAMPBELL:  And then, I believe, Colin, on behalf of Board Staff, asked if Board Staff No. 2 could be updated when the actuals were available.  So, to my mind, that would be TCU1.3; am I correct?  And I believe that Roy just asked for TCU1.4.  And I think those are the four undertakings we have thus far; am I correct?

MR. CASS:  Sorry, Donna, I think that what Roy asked for was really part of what Randy asked for anyway, if I'm not mistaken.

MS. CAMPBELL:  Oh.  All right.

MR. CASS:  Is that not the case?

MS. CHAN:  I wanted to basically highlight that the No. 1 question CME asked for is 100, in cubic metres, is 100, not 600.

MR. CHAMOUN:  That's right.  Not 600.

MS. CHAN:  Whereas the other one -- so that will be, like, 100.  100 million cubic metres.

MS. CAMPBELL:  I see.  All right.  But am I -- there are really just three undertakings?

MS. CHAN:  I want to basically, like, also mention that is like the other ones are not undertakings.  If you will, they are updated responses.  The reason why is, like, they cannot be filed until after February 18.

MS. CAMPBELL:  I understand, but for our purposes they're actually undertakings.

MS. CHAN:  But then they won't be available on the 17th.  That's why I wanted to make that on the record.

MS. CAMPBELL:  No, but all you're doing is committing that you will, after February 18 -- and I believe we have a date at some point, we'll get a date for the filing -- that you will in fact provide the numbers.  That's all.  That's all we're saying.

MS. CHAN:  Yes.

MS. CAMPBELL:  So do we agree there are three undertakings, then, or four?  Because I believe the last one by Roy, there was some disagreement and there was some suggestion that I had misunderstood.  And so it's actually part of the first undertaking.

MS. CHAN:  You are correct, yeah, there are four, okay.  So No. 1 will be 100 million cubic metres, and No. 2, 3, 4, they are basically corresponding to updated Board Staff Response No. 2, and updated response to CME No. 1, as well as --

MR. CASS:  Sorry, Irene, if I could just interrupt, one of the things that Randy wanted updated, I believe, was the customer adds for 2009.

MR. AIKEN:  Yeah, that was part of --

MR. CASS:  And I think that was what Roy is asking for.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Yeah, I was just asking in the interim, before the actual updated numbers come out, if there were any unaudited or unverified or estimated numbers that were more current that were out.  And that was basically it.  And I think the answer was no, until the 18th, and that's fair enough.

MS. CAMPBELL:  Okay.  So we've got three.

[Laughter]

MR. SCHUCH:  No, actually, we have four.  If I can help --

MS. CAMPBELL:  Okay.  I'm turning my mic off.  I'm not going to listen anymore.  I'm going to let the rest of you figure it out.

MR. LADANYI:  If you want the separate one for CME No. 1 to be updated, that will be 1.4, or you could combine it with one of the other undertakings, which is BOMA, which is the Undertaking 1.2.

MS. CAMPBELL:  Okay.  Why don't we just try it?  Despite the fact that my intention was to clean this up so we have a nice clear record, I've clearly not done that.  But I think in the discussion we've had, we have cleared it up, so perhaps we can move on.

MR. SCHUCH:  That's helpful.

MS. CAMPBELL:  The moving on is, right?

MR. SCHUCH:  Yeah.  From Board Staff's point of view, we have no -- I don't think we have any further -- Lawrie, do you have any questions for this panel?  Board Staff has no further questions of this panel.  Anyone else?  Randy?

MR. AIKEN:  No.

MR. SCHUCH:  For this panel?
Questions by Ms. Young


MS. YOUNG:  I just have one.  It's just to clarify the rate impact schedule that is in -- it's actually in the response to one of VECC's IRs.  It's Exhibit I, tab 7, schedule 12, page 2 of 3.

The rate impacts that are shown for rate classes 1 through 200 are done on a T-service basis.  So am I correct that they include a transportation component?

MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, they are done on a T-service basis, which is total bill excluding commodity charges.

MS. YOUNG:  Yeah, so they have the transportation built in.

MR. KACICNIK:  Yeah.

MS. YOUNG:  And across the years, I'm assuming that the transportation component that's built in to these percentages is not -- hasn't been held constant, it varies from one year to the next?

MR. KACICNIK:  Yes.  That's certainly so, and the pricing for transportation is updated quarterly to QRAMs.

MS. YOUNG:  Right.  If we look at just 2010, then, Anton, do those percentages reflect the transportation component that was inherent in the rates for October 1st versus the transportation component that's shown in the application itself, or in the evidence?  In other words, it's not the January 1st?

MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, it's October 1st QRAM.  Right.

MS. YOUNG:  Would you know -- and I'm not asking that the percentages be redone, but perhaps just an order of magnitude in terms of percentage points -- if you were to do the 2010 rate impacts strictly on a distribution basis, do you know how those percentages would vary?  Just a rough idea?  First of all, would they go up or down?  I think they might go up.

MR. KACICNIK:  Like, at Enbridge we don't design rates like that.  We design them on a T-service basis and sales service basis.

MS. YOUNG:  Mm-hmm.

MR. KACICNIK:  Like, we don't have distribution rates only for bundled customers.  We do have delivery rates for unbundled customers, Rate 125 and 300, but for bundled customers, we design rates and billing on a T-service basis or sales impact.

MS. YOUNG:  If you're an Ontario T-service customer, though, and you're no longer paying the transportation component, so it isn't even showing up on your bill anymore, then what remains is -- I mean, I know there's a little bit of load-balancing and then the rest is delivery.  So would these percentages be -- for an Ontario T-service customer -- be roughly the same or slightly higher?

MR. KACICNIK:  Well, Ontario T-service customers only pay for services that they receive from Enbridge.

MS. YOUNG:  Right.

MR. KACICNIK:  They would make transportation arrangements on their own.

MS. YOUNG:  Right.

MR. KACICNIK:  Now, assuming that their transportation charges or costs are fairly similar to Enbridge, then the impact on the T-service bill would be similar to what's being shown here.

MS. YOUNG:  Okay.  So just so I'm clear on this, are you saying that for an Ontario T-service customer -- I understand what you're saying about the transportation component possibly being similar.

MR. KACICNIK:  Mm-hmm.

MS. YOUNG:  But are you also saying that you can't strip it out and show just sort of the remainder?

MR. KACICNIK:  No.

MS. YOUNG:  Okay.  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. SCHUCH:  Anyone else have questions of this witness panel?  Michael, you've been quiet.

MR. BUONAGURO:  No, I don't have any questions.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  Well, I think then we should dismiss this panel and bring up the next panel.  Mr. Culbert doesn't have to leave.  But we'd be looking for a Mr. Small to join.  I think I saw him.  He's hiding behind the pillar.
ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION - PANEL 2
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MR. SCHUCH:  Okay.  We now have witness panel number 2.  And according to my list, there is Mr. Culbert, Mr. Small, and Mr. Kacicnik, but I see Mr. Ladanyi.  Maybe he's going to give us that speech that he's promised.


MR. CASS:  Held over by popular demand.


MR. SCHUCH:  This panel will be addressing issues 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13, 14, and 15, which essentially consists of the Y factors for power generation, DSM, gas in storage, and CIS, as well as deferral and variance accounts, the weighty topics.

Board Staff has no questions of the panel.  I see some heads nodding like they don't have questions.  Mr. Wolnik?

Questions by Mr. Wolnik


MR. WOLNIK:  Colin, I had one question, and it relates to HST.  I think this is the right group for that.

I've read the responses that you've had to the HST issues, and I just wanted to make sure I understand your position.

I understand HST is coming into effect as of July 1st this year, and I know you have responded that you'll bring a plan forward in 2011 to deal with that.  And I just wanted to clarify that the plan that you're going to bring forward in 2011 will reflect the benefit, if I can call it that, of the HST effective July 1 or whenever it comes into effect in this year.


MR. CULBERT:  You're talking about the impact within 2010?


MR. WOLNIK:  Yes.


MR. CULBERT:  Yes, we'll bring forward an analysis of the impacts that we believe have occurred in 2010, and prospectively going forward for future years as well, yes.


MR. WOLNIK:  So with respect to that analysis, to the extent that there's lower costs for Enbridge, will you -- how will you deal with that with respect to ongoing rates, I guess?


MR. CULBERT:  I'm not sure of the interrogatory, who it was, asked whether we propose -- maybe it was BOMA -- asked if we propose to treat that as part of the tax rate rule change savings variance account.  Yes, that's where we propose that this issue is properly situated.


MR. WOLNIK:  So those benefits would accrue in that deferral account.  Thank you.


MR. CULBERT:  Correct.  Variance account, actually, but, yes.


MR. WOLNIK:  Oh, variance account, yes.


MR. CHAMOUN:  Yes, I had a question regarding CME Interrogatory No. 8.  And it was with respect to the information provided in Exhibit B, tab 7, schedule 1, to provide particulars of each amount -- item recorded in each deferral account listed in lines 8 to 21 inclusive.  And you had responded to that.

Now, just a follow-up.  We'd like to know where in the deferral accounts did Enbridge record the external or internal costs they incurred in connection with the cost of capital consultative.


MR. CULBERT:  I'm sorry, I'm not sure I understand the question fully.


MR. CHAMOUN:  Well, if I understand correctly, there was a cost of capital consultative that was formed.  And what we were just looking to see is, in which one of the deferral accounts -- in which one of these lines did Enbridge record the costs they incurred in connection with that consultative?


MR. CULBERT:  The costs have been recorded inside of - and I'll have to take it subject to check - inside of the rate hearing cost account.  So to the extent that they have contributed to any balance in what is referred to as an Ontario hearing cost variance account, that's where they would reside.


MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.  So in the rate costs account.


MR. CULBERT:  Correct.


MR. CHAMOUN:  Thank you.


MR. CULBERT:  I believe they would be pertinent to the 2009 OHCVA balance, as that proceeding, as you know, took place in the recent past.  So I believe that's where the costs would be relative to the balance in the 2009 OHCVA.


MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.  Thank you.


MR. SCHUCH:  Jason?


MR. STACEY:  Good morning.  I had a question on the purchased gas variance account.  This will be under the deferral accounts.  And I'm looking at Exhibit B, tab 7, schedule 1.  And I just wanted to ask the -- I would have thought the 2008 PGVA would have been cleared by now, but it's showing 23 million still on there.  What's the reason?  Is it just the timing and the way it's recovered?


MR. CULBERT:  The background to that number is such that the company has received Board approval for clearance of the 2008 accounts, as you would see on the second page of that exhibit, shown in columns 1 and 2.  There has been some delay in the clearance of those accounts in correspondence with the Board.  The Board has approved for clearance of those accounts commencing in April and May.


So there were some delays due to CIS implementation issues, et cetera, and right now we've -- the next Board approval for clearance is commencing April and May of 2010.


MR. STACEY:  For the 2008?


MR. CULBERT:  Correct.  Just for the accounts you see on page 2, shown in columns 1 and 2.  That's the 2008 PGVA you're referring to.


MR. STACEY:  And would you net the 23 million for 2008 PGVA with the 239 million credit from 2009, or...?


MR. CULBERT:  No, they're separate clearances.  The 2009 PGVA has a separate rider, which is clearing that balance on an ongoing basis.  The 2008 amount you see was a true-up of the 2008 PGVA clearances throughout that year, so it's a separate true-up on a one-time basis all to itself.


MR. STACEY:  And would the 2008 -- the 23 million be
like a one-time rider, or -- in April?


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes.  2008 deferral and variance account balances will be cleared in two equal instalments that will be shown as bill adjustments on customer bills.  So it's not an ongoing thing.  They will see these adjustments in April and May.


MR. SCHUCH:  In fact, if I can jump in, the Board actually ordered the clearance of these accounts in conjunction with the April 1st QRAM in another proceeding.  The EB-2008-0055 proceeding, actually, the Board ordered this recently.


MR. STACEY:  Okay.  Thanks.


MR. SCHUCH:  Does anybody have any further questions of this panel?  Y factors, power generation, DSM, gas in
storage, customer information systems, and deferral and variance accounts?  Randy?  I know you're dying.

MR. AIKEN:  I might be dying, but I don't have any questions.

[Laughter]

MR. SCHUCH:  Okay, I suggest we dismiss this panel, and introduce panel number 3, Narin Kishinchandani, Jane Haberbusch, Kevin Culbert.  Thank you.  Kevin's a popular man today.

MR. BOURKE:  I tried to get Tom to stay for this panel too.

MR. SCHUCH:  He's a pensioner now; he can't be on the panel.

[Laughter]
ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION - PANEL 3

Narin Kishinchandani

Jane Haberbusch

Kevin Culbert

MR. SCHUCH:  Hello, panel.  We have panel number 3 up.

Narin, could I ask you to pronounce your name for me, please?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  Narin Kishinchandani.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  Jane Haberbusch and Kevin Culbert.  This panel will be addressing Issue No. 10, and that is the Z-factor for pension costs.

Board Staff have no questions of this panel.
Questions by Mr. Chamoun


MR. CHAMOUN:  I guess I could go with my quick one here.  It relates to CME Interrogatory No. 6.

And we were asking, at question B, for the actual amount of payment, if any, that Enbridge must make to the plans now that the 2009 year is over.  And the answer was it will be out in April 2010.

Okay.  Could you provide an updated estimate as of today of those -- of the amount of payment that must be made?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  We do not have an updated estimate at this point in time.  An estimate -- we are basically awaiting the actual re-evaluation, which will be done as of December 2009, so we do not have any updated estimate.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.  And you don't know if it's going to be greater than zero, or zero or -- if the bottom range is zero?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  At this point we do not have that information.  We do know that it would be potentially in the lower end of the range that was quoted in the evidence, but beyond that we do not have additional information at this point.

MR. CHAMOUN:  Okay.  So we're still based on the original evidence and there's no new information as to where, about, in the range it would be located?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  That is correct.

MR. CHAMOUN:  That's correct?  Thanks.

MR. SCHUCH:  If I could jump in at this point, I believe a number of the interrogatory responses on the question of the 2009 pension results, the answer given by Enbridge was fairly consistent that the results will not be available prior to April 2010; is that right?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  That is correct.

MR. WOLNIK:  I just have a couple questions on that.

So in your evidence, in B3, schedule 1, page 4, paragraph 11, you talk about the likelihood of having to contribute during 2010 as a result of that valuation.

Has -- and within this evidence, you are indicating that the amount that you need to contribute is roughly $18 million.  Has Enbridge started to pay any of that amount yet into the plan?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  No, sir.  The actual payment would be triggered only after the filing of a valuation, which would be the 2009 valuation.

MR. WOLNIK:  Right.  So once you get that information, that's when you're going to begin contributing anything -- contributing the amount, if any?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  That is correct.

MR. WOLNIK:  But you're asking the rates here to change that reflect the valuation in 2008; is that right?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  That is correct, but with a variance account to true up for any difference.

MR. WOLNIK:  And if that valuation in the -- that comes out in April shows that the amount that you need to contribute is less than $1.5 million, is it fair to assume, then, it wouldn't qualify as a Z-factor?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  I believe until that valuation is out, that is -- that is a call we would have to make at the point the valuation becomes available.

MR. WOLNIK:  No, I understand that you don't know and you won't know until April how much that is.  I guess all I'm trying to understand here is you're asking for that to qualify as a Z-factor.

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  That is correct.

MR. WOLNIK:  And all I'm trying to get at is if it's under $1.5 million, it doesn't meet the threshold provision of the settlement agreement, so it won't qualify as a Z-factor; is that not correct?

MR. KISHINCHANDANI:  That -- well, that would -- sorry.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. CULBERT:  Sorry, Mr. Wolnik.  I just refer you to an interrogatory; I'm trying to find who it was.  I think VECC No. -- sorry, I'm trying to figure out which one it was.  I think it was VECC 19 that we responded to.

And we did respond that the correlation between the Z-factor requested and the variance account attachment to it, we would be obviously willing to abide by what the Z-factor criteria are, and in so doing, so long as the amount was above the Z-factor threshold, we would recover those amounts from ratepayers.  To the extent that it was below the threshold, you're correct.  There would be no recovery of the amounts below 1.5 million.

MR. WOLNIK:  So just so that I'm clear, if the amount came out at -- pick a number, $2 million, you would -- the full $2 million would go into those accounts.  But if the amount came in at $1 million, and not subject to, you know, the Z-factor, the entire amount then would be credited; is that fair?

MR. CULBERT:  If it was below the $1.5 million threshold, there would be no recovery of the amount from ratepayers.

MR. WOLNIK:  I understand.  Thank you.

MR. SCHUCH:  Does anybody else have any questions of this panel?  Z-factor pension costs?

Randy's fallen asleep.

MR. AIKEN:  Just about.

[Laughter]

MR. SCHUCH:  Okay.  With that, I think we can dismiss this panel.  Thank you.  And introduce panel number 4.
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MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  This panel is comprised of Lisa Lawler, Cliff Clark, hello, and Kevin Culbert again.  This panel will be addressing issue number 11, which is the Z factor for sewer crossbores.  I know one of the parties asked a number of questions on this.  Might have been CCC in their interrogatories.

MS. GIRVAN:  I did ask a few questions, but I have no further questions.

MR. SCHUCH:  Because they were so well-answered.

MS. GIRVAN:  Of course.

MR. SCHUCH:  I thought there was somebody else, though.  Maybe it was VECC.  Can't remember.  There were a series of questions on this from one of the parties.  Board Staff has no questions of this panel.  CME?

MR. CHAMOUN:  No, not for this one.

MR. SCHUCH:  Anyone online?

MR. AIKEN:  No.

MR. BUONAGURO:  No, thanks.

MR. SCHUCH:  Well, with that I think we can move them...

MR. BOURKE:  Perhaps we should ask them to state their names, so at least...

MR. SCHUCH:  Okay.  Why don't we do that?

MS. LAWLER:  I'm Lisa Lawler.

MR. CLARK:  I'm Cliff Clark.  And we know Kevin.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you very much.

MS. LAWLER:  Thanks.

MR. SCHUCH:  With that we will move then to our final panel on -- that will be addressing service quality results.
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MR. SCHUCH:  Hello, panel.  Perhaps I could get you to introduce yourselves for the record, starting on my left.

MS. FERGUSON:  Hi, my name is Tanya Ferguson.  I'm manager of customer-care operations.

MR. VISNJEVAC:  Good morning, my name is Boris Visnjevac.  I'm the manager of performance for the extended alliance contracts.

MR. LAKATOS-HAYWARD:  Good morning, Kerry Lakatos-Hayward, director, operation services.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  This panel will be addressing service quality results.  I thought maybe we could start with Board Staff No. 15.  And it's not that I have a specific question about any of the content of the response, but I wondered if you could perhaps walk us through the progression of your service quality undertakings, starting in 2007.  Maybe you could discuss the targets and the actuals, pick out some of the more prominent information from that table, and maybe tell us something about it.
Presentation by Ms. Lakatos-Hayward


MS. LAKATOS-HAYWARD:  With respect to service quality indicators, I will start with one of the key indicators at issue, which is the time to reschedule missed appointments.  And I think, as you see, commencing in 2007, we had scored 57.7 percent and that improved slightly to 62.8 percent.  And the preliminary result we have for 2009, we see that that improved quite significantly to 97 percent.

MR. SCHUCH:  I take it those 2009 numbers have not been audited yet?

MS. LAKATOS-HAYWARD:  They have not been finalized.  We anticipate that we will be able to finalize that now in the April -- April time frame.

In terms of the steps that we take to improve that service quality indicator, we had formed a cross-functional team, which included all of our regions, and including our main service contractor, Lakeside, where we reviewed every missed appointment to look at what the root cause was and took steps to make sure it did not reoccur.  We also took steps to put in place refresher training with the fitters so that they understood the importance of rescheduling that missed appointment.

So those are the key steps that we took to get there.  And I think you will see we did make good improvement and that we are approaching compliance on that.

Maybe Ms. Ferguson could comment on the meter indicator.
Presentation by Ms. Ferguson


MS. FERGUSON:  With respect to the meter reading performance indicator, we have had struggles throughout 2007/2008 to reach this QR target, but in 2009 I'm happy to say we're back on track.

In 2007, in July, we actually moved to a new service provider.  As part of that transaction, we purchased all of the assets for that service provider to use from our previous service provider.  Unfortunately, a lot of those assets were at its useful life, and we had a lot of system problems.

What we did is we purchased new handheld units for our meter reading provider to use.  We upgraded our MVRS system.  All of that took place in early 2008.

In 2008, in February and March, we had record-breaking snowfalls which hindered the accessibility of meters for our meter-reading provider to read, and we took the rest of the year to develop initiatives and implement initiatives to try and get us back on track.

Several of those would have included, in addition to the upgrade of the handhelds and upgrades of our MVRS system, we took a deep-dive analysis into all accounts that had four or more consecutive estimates, and we went line by line, did site visits to ensure that we were able to access the meter.

We also implemented an enhanced letter program, so our meter-reading service provider had letters on hand to leave with customers to offer other options to call in their meter read or use the Internet.

We started initiating a letter campaign to anyone at four, six, eight and 10 -- 10 and 12 months in consecutive estimates, so that we could try and get customers to call in their reads or make appointments for us to come out and get a read from that particular account.

As a result, that brought us back on track, and in 2009 our service level is at 0.47 percent.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.

MS. LAKATOS-HAYWARD:  Just wanted to also add, because I believe you were asking about all of the service quality indicators, so I'll principally address what we term, you know, the field-related service quality indicators.

So we have talked about the time to reschedule missed appointments and have demonstrated that in 2009 we are approaching compliance at 97 percent.

The other two key service quality indicators are the emergency response, and that is in with all the acronyms here on the Board Staff 15, that is actually, ECRWOH.  And you see there that compared to a target of 90 percent in each of the years 2007 to 2009, we have exceeded that target, and in fact improved that to 96.3 percent.

And the other key one is the appointments met, AMTWDTP, which is located about halfway through the table.  And again, compared to a target of 85 percent, you see in each of the years we have exceeded the target, and in fact improved our performance quite substantially to, now, 97.4 percent.

MR. SCHUCH:  What is that one, if you can describe what it actually means?  For example, how long is the designated time period?

MS. LAKATOS-HAYWARD:  That, I believe, is attending to an appointment with a four-hour window.

MS. FERGUSON:  On top of that, I was just going comment on our call answer service level and abandon rate.  Those are the top two indicators up top.  2007/2008, we've been fine meeting our SQRs.  In 2009, the one challenge we had was the RSAP implementation that took place in September.  So as a result --

MR. SCHUCH:  Excuse me.  RASP?

MS. FERGUSON:  RSAP.  Sorry, our CIS system, customer information system.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.

MS. FERGUSON:  So we implemented our system in September.  As a result, with the CSRs, although we've trained them, there was a higher average handle time, given the new system.  And as a result, in September and October, we weren't able to meet our service levels.

However, within two months we were back on track.  In November, we had a service level of 80 percent, December, 86 percent, trying to get back on track to meet our 2009 target.  And we're back on track now.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  Does anyone else have questions of this panel?  Jason?
Questions by Mr. Stacey


MR. STACEY:  Hi.  I see you have a service quality category for billings; is that correct?

MS. FERGUSON:  Yes.  The billing performance measure is actually to have a quality assurance program in place.  So we do do regular billing audits to ensure accuracy of our bills, and we have a program in place, and have right through.

And if you read -- if you see in Appendix 1 and 2, filed in response to that particular interrogatory, those are the results of the 2007 and 2008 program.  We're working through the results of the 2009 program to file in the next two months.

MR. STACEY:  Okay.  Thanks.  The reason I was asking was there have been some problems with, I think, the new billing system, but that will be maybe picked up next year when you do the -- is that how it would work?

MS. FERGUSON:  Although we had some system issues, we're working through all of that right now.

MR. STACEY:  Yeah.

MS. FERGUSON:  And we're well on track.  We have -- how can I say that?  We have implemented -- with the implementation of the new system there is a different process in place.  So we have to review a lot of the bills -- we have to review all the bills before they go out the door, as opposed to picking out certain exceptions to work beforehand.

As a result, that has delayed bills, and I guess that's what you're probably referring to --

MR. STACEY:  Right.

MS. FERGUSON:  -- is delaying bills going out.  We just want to mike sure the bills are accurate before they go out.  And that's just the process of our system implementation and working through the processes with our service provider.  So we are well on track to have all of the bills out the door within the next month.

MR. STACEY:  Okay.  Thanks.  The other thing I -- is there a category for your EnTRAC system as well, for -- that's sort of the on-line customer system for their -- for the direct-purchase customers?

MS. FERGUSON:  Is there a service level for them, sorry?

MR. STACEY:  Yes, is there any kind of --

MS. FERGUSON:  I don't believe so.  No.

MR. STACEY:  And how are the categories determined?  Like, if it's...

MS. FERGUSON:  The categories of what, sorry?

MR. STACEY:  The service qualities that you're going to report on or review?

MS. FERGUSON:  Oh.  The audits that we do?

MR. STACEY:  Yeah.

MS. FERGUSON:  Okay.  How are they determined?

MR. STACEY:  Yeah, are these Board-mandated areas to -

MS. FERGUSON:  No.

MR. STACEY:  Okay.
MS. FERGUSON:  We determine those.  So we do – we exception out bills that are higher than a certain amount, lower than a certain amount.  If consumption is higher or lower than a range, we'll exception that out for manual review as well.

MR. STACEY:  But beyond the bills?

MS. FERGUSON:  Yeah.

MR. STACY:  But any category of service?  Whether it's changing a meter at a home or a billing, what determines what categories are under review?

MS. FERGUSON:  I think I'm not quite understanding the question.  Sorry.

MS. CAMPBELL:  If I could just jump in, I think the question that's being asked, if I can go back -- and this is a question that I wouldn't mind hearing the answer to -- if you go to Board Staff schedule 15, and we're looking -- you went through the statistics there.

MS. FERGUSON:  Mm-hmm.

MS. CAMPBELL:  And we've discussed the acronyms.  And if you go to page 1, there's a table that addresses:  "The following service quality requirements."

Where did the service quality requirements come from?  Did Enbridge come up with these different, what, seven or eight categories?  Or did the Board say:  These are the service quality indicators that we want you to look at and audit?

MS. FERGUSON:  That was driven by the Board.

MS. CAMPBELL:  I think that was question.

MR. STACEY:  Yeah.  Thank you.  So the EnTRAC's performance is in one of those categories?

MS. FERGUSON:  Correct.

MR. STACEY:  Okay.  Thanks.
Questions by Ms. Young


MS. YOUNG:  May I just follow up with one question about your quality assurance program for billing?

And I'm looking at the March 30th, 2009 letter that's included as an attachment to Exhibit I, tab 7, schedule 20.

MR. SCHUCH:  That would be the VECC Interrogatory No. 20?

MS. YOUNG:  Yes.  Sorry.  Do you have that?  Would I be correct that that is the program you follow for small-volume or general-service bills?  Or are bills for large-volume customers included as part of this program too?

MS. FERGUSON:  We audit all bills.  So when we determine ranges for when we outsort a bill for exception and manual review, we have ranges set for residential, commercial, large-volume customers.

MS. YOUNG:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. SCHUCH:  Anyone else have questions of this panel?  Service quality results?  Doesn't sound like it.

Panel, thank you very much.  Does anybody else have any comments of a general nature or otherwise to add before we conclude?  No?  Well, with that, I think we shall call this the conclusion of the tech conference.  It appears we won't be needing to meet tomorrow.  Thank you.

Goodbye, everybody online.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Bye, and thank you.

MR. AIKEN:  Bye.

MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.

--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 10:50 a.m.
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