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Monday, January 20, 2014

--- On commencing at 9:32 a.m.

MS. SEBALJ:  Good morning, everyone.  It's Kristi Sebalj from Board Staff.  I think we've have -- sorry, we are here to resume the technical conference for Enbridge, EB-2012-0459.  I think there are some administrative matters to deal with at the outset.

First, Jay Shepherd from Schools is not able to attend today or tomorrow due to illness, and he, as you know, had a number of questions.  I think by way of e-mail, Enbridge has agreed to answer those questions in writing, and I think the best way -- I've discussed this with Enbridge -- the best way to mark that is with reference to Exhibit TC2.1, which was the roadmap that Enbridge had provided on Friday.  They had addressed on page 4 of 6 how they were going to address each of the questions posed by Schools, and the four last bullets, I think, are the ones that remain outstanding.

So Questions 31 and 32, which were to be addressed by the depreciation site restoration costs panel; then the second of the four last bullets, questions 26, 34 and 35 were to be addressed by the cost allocation rate design deferral and variance accounts 2014 rates panel.  Questions 36 and 38 to 43 were to be addressed by the volumes and O&M forecast panel.  And then 45 and 47 to 52 to be addressed by the capital forecast panel.

Enbridge has agreed to deal with each of those questions in writing, so I think the idea is to mark those -- everything that's contained in those four bullets of TC2.1 as one undertaking, which we'll now mark as TCU3.1. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU.3.1:  EGDI TO PROVIDE RESPONSES TO OUTSTANDING SEC QUESTIONS.

MR. CASS:  Yes.  Thank you, Kristi. 

MS. SEBALJ:  So that was the first matter.

Now, that -- the second issue is that Dwayne Quinn from FRPO is delayed.  He will be here.  He is on the road but he is delayed.

Rand Aiken, as you will have heard, has joined us by phone.  We will, obviously, without Schools here have a significantly reduced schedule, so the other thing we wanted to address was whether or not the questions that were to be addressed to the witness from Gannett Fleming with respect to depreciation could be dealt with in writing, because if we look at the schedule -- did we ever mark this agenda?  Should we mark the agenda? 

MR. SCHUCH:  The agenda was filed formally with the Board.

MS. SEBALJ:  But it did not get an exhibit number?

MR. SCHUCH: It did not get an exhibit number.

MS. SEBALJ:  Why don't we mark it now as TC3.1?
EXHIBIT NO. TC3.1:  TECHNICAL CONFERENCE AGENDA.

MS. SEBALJ:  So in TC3.1, we have -- tomorrow we were scheduled -- so on the second page in my copy, it's the last row, Tuesday, January 21st, depreciation and site restoration costs, that were 1.75 hours, but we know Schools won't be here.  So that brings it down to just over an hour.  So the question is whether Board Staff, BOMA and VECC, who are down here as formally having questions, are willing -- just to avoid the cost of bringing in a witness from Calgary, are willing to deal with those questions in writing.  So Randy, that would be you –- sorry.

MR. BRETT:  That's fine by us, by BOMA. 

MS. SEBALJ:  Okay.  Now, ours is Duncan.  Do we want to talk to Duncan about it?  I'm guessing that we will also be fine, but we'll just check with our -- Duncan Skinner is the subject matter expert who has dealt with that from our side.

And remind me who is on for VECC.  Is that Randy?  I get confused.  Sorry, James.  You had indicated that you had about 15 minutes, or are you...

MR. WIGHTMAN:  I actually have one question for this panel.

MS. SEBALJ:  Not this panel; I'm now talking about Gannett Fleming tomorrow.

MR. WIGHTMAN:  No time.

MS. SEBALJ:  Perfect.  All right.  I somehow doubt Board Staff is going to require your witness to come from Calgary, so we'll clarify that, but for the moment why don't we plan to avoid that panel all together? 

MR. CASS:  Thanks, Kristi.  So just to follow up on a couple of aspects of that, so given the change in timing, from what we now know, it looks like the other panels can be finished today.  That's where the concern arises with Gannett Fleming, because they can't be here until tomorrow.  So if we were to do that by way of written questions, what comes up from that, what arises from that is when would we have the questions?  Presumably we would respond to them by the day for undertakings, but since he was going to be here tomorrow, if we could have the questions by tomorrow and then respond to them by the day on which undertakings are due.  So I just throw this out for people to think about.

The second thing is of course Mr. Kennedy from Gannett Fleming has his flight arrangements, so if he's not going to come, we would want to be able to give him an early notification of that, that he should not be getting on his flight.  So that's the other thing I wanted to point out.

MR. SCHUCH:  The cobwebs are just clearing out of my head on Monday morning.  I do you recall now that the Board Staff subject matter expert said he does not need Gannett Fleming here in person.  So I think that kind of answers that question, then.

MS. SEBALJ:  And to the extent that we have any written questions, we'll provide them no later than tomorrow.

And I think, Tom, you just agreed to the same, and Dr. Wightman has said he doesn't have any.  So I think we're clear there.

I don't know what the extent of the written questions will be, so I guess we'll mark them as undertakings once we see them.

All right.  Is there anything else before we start with this panel today?  I guess what we should clear up is -- this is...

MR. BRETT:  I had just one preliminary question, if I may, and the answer I think is already out there for this but I'm not sure I got it down.  On the first day we had some -- there was some conversation about an account –- an error in accounting and a revision of certain evidence based on that.  Could we just get another update, a statement about that?  Is there going to be something filed on that?  Or what was that? 

MR. MANDYAM:  Tom, I think that was in reference to our response to two questions -- actually one question from Schools, which I will pull out my list.  And it was restating the ROEs.  I think it was SEC No. 3, and it was asking us -- it was pertaining to Board Staff No. 4, page 2, where Jay had asked:

"Please restate the table, including the impacts of correcting the accounting error referred to."

So that was an undertaking.  We're going to restate that table.

MR. CASS:  And it's Undertaking TCU 1.8. 

MS. SEBALJ:  So I see that -- sorry, were you -- that was what you needed to say, Fred?  I see that Dwayne has joined us.  I'll just give you the brief overview.

We are going to have an abbreviated schedule.  I don't think you had any questions for Gannett Fleming on depreciation anyway, but we've agreed to do that in writing if you do, because Jay is unavailable today and tomorrow, and so there was only about an hour at most left for that witness, and it didn't seem to be appropriate to bring him in for Calgary.


So to the extent that you have any questions on that panel, please reduce them to writing by tomorrow.  And we'll mark them as undertakings as we get them.


Now, with respect to this panel, which is the capital forecasts, I have Schools down for one-and-a-half hours, and we've already marked those as undertakings, and then VECC, FRPO, and CME, and I hadn't agreed to any order, so I don't know who might be ready.


MS. DULLET:  Well, I can tell you that CME doesn't anything for this panel.


MR. SEBALJ:  Okay.


MR. CASS:  Sorry, Kristi, pardon me, before we proceed with this panel, still two things, just to be sure --


MS. SEBALJ:  Oh, sorry.


MR. CASS:  -- we're clear on.  So with respect to Gannett Fleming, Gannett Fleming, of course, the witness would have been appearing on the depreciation panel.  Are we understood that when we're talking about questions in writing they are for that panel?  In other words, are people still expecting the panel to come without Gannett Fleming, or the questions in writing will be for the panel and will be responded to in that fashion?


MS. SEBALJ:  I guess it's just you and I, Tom, who have anything to say about that.   I don't think that -- if we're going to reduce our questions to writing anyway, and we only had put down maximum of a half an hour, I'm not seeing the value in bringing any witnesses forward, but Tom, if you feel differently about that, you can certainly voice that.


MR. BRETT:  No, this is about bringing Yuzwa -- Barry Yuzwa from Calgary.  No, I think that that is all right.  I think that that is fine.


MS. SEBALJ:  Okay.


MR. SCHUCH:  I think, from Board Staff's perspective, Kristi, you are right.  I think we're okay with proceeding by written undertaking only.  I'll let you know at the break if I've misunderstood that.


MR. CASS:  Thank you, Colin.  And since Dwayne is here now, Dwayne has given us -- given Enbridge written questions on the gas supply issues.  Enbridge will respond to those by the date for undertakings.  Perhaps you might want a number given to that, Dwayne.


So then the question is, with Dwayne's questions being responded to in writing, is there a need for that panel.  I think it was scheduled as the last panel, if memory serves.


MS. SEBALJ:  Yes, it is on the last page of what we've now marked as Exhibit 3.1.  FRPO was the only party down there, but has anyone had a change of -- no?  No one in the room was planning to ask questions of the gas supply panel?


Okay.  And do you have those -- have you already given those questions to Enbridge?


MR. CASS:  Yes, he has.


MS. SEBALJ:  Yeah, perhaps if we can -- it might be beneficial for everyone else to see what they are, so why don't we get copies of those at some point today, and are you comfortable marking them as undertakings?


MR. CASS:  Yes.  Perhaps we can just give it one undertaking number to the page of questions.


MR. QUINN:  May I -- Kristi, first off, I must apologize.  There was two accidents on the 401, and I had to get around.  I appreciate, Fred, you are saying you are going to answer.  You're going to answer all of the questions?


MR. CASS:  Yes.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And then one undertaking should be sufficient.  I just wanted to make sure there wasn't any follow-up from that.


MS. SEBALJ:  From a sort of recordkeeping perspective, the only issue I'm having is that we don't have that as an exhibit to mark as the question that will be answered as an undertaking, so -- and we only have one copy, but -- so why don't we just wait until after the break.  We'll make copies, we'll mark it as an exhibit, and mark it as an undertaking.


MR. QUINN:  I can go next door and make some copies.  I appreciate that -- I did submit it through Board secretary, though, just --


MS. SEBALJ:  Oh, you did.


MR. QUINN:  -- to make sure it was official, and copied everybody, so...


MS. SEBALJ:  Well, why don't we just mark it in -- if it's already at Board Staff -- I just didn't want, obviously, it to evolve over time, so whatever has been filed through Board Staff, we'll mark it as TC3.2.  We'll mark it formally when we have a hard copy in front of us after the break, which are the questions for the gas supply panel from FRPO, and then we'll mark it Undertaking TCU3.2, for Enbridge to provide those answers.

EXHIBIT NO. TC3.2:  QUESTIONS from frpo FOR GAS SUPPLY PANEL

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.2:  ENBRIDGE TO PROVIDE ANSWERS TO QUESTIONS IN EXHIBIT NO TC3.2 


MS. SEBALJ:  All right.  Anything else?
ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION - PANEL 2


Pat Squires

Jim Sanders


Lisa Lawler


Tracy Teed-Martin


Frank Smith


Peter Rapini

MR. CASS:  Then Kristi, if we are ready to come to the capital forecast panel, there's just one thing I wanted to say about the panel for -- so everyone would be aware of this.  It's a fairly large panel, as you can see.  There are five witnesses sitting at the witness stand.  There are also witnesses here on the WAMS issue.  To the extent that there are wishes on WAMS, perhaps the best way to proceed would be to save those and have those witnesses come forward separately, only because it is such a large panel.  I wanted to make people aware of that.  The witnesses are here.  They can come forward.  It just would have been very inconvenient to have them all sitting here at once.


So with that, I can quickly introduce the people we do have here on the capital forecast panel.  Starting furthest away from me, I'm sure everyone knows Pat Squires, director, operations, governance, and support services for Enbridge.  Beside Pat is Jim Sanders, vice-president, engineering and integrity.  Next is Lisa Lawler, director, asset and integrity management.  Then Tracy Teed-Martin, senior manager, interdependent forecasting?  Sorry about that.  And finally, Frank Smith, director, construction of Enbridge.  That's the panel on capital forecasts.  And they are ready for questions.

Questions by Mr. Schuch:


MR. SCHUCH:  Just to set the table for this, panel, I wonder if the panel could maybe just take us back, and I'm kind of looking at it from the viewpoint of, what is Enbridge asking for here, and what I think Enbridge asking for is approval for five years of capital expenditures in this proceeding; is that right?


MR. SANDERS:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. SCHUCH:  Now, you're also looking for something a little different.  There is, I think, variance accounts, one for the GTA; is that correct?


MR. SANDERS:  Yes, that's correct.  In addition, we're asking for two new variance accounts, one related to relocations, and that would be main relocations, and one related to main replacements.


MR. SCHUCH:  And those variance accounts are being applied for which years of the five-year plan?


MR. SANDERS:  For 2017 and 2018.


MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  That's all I have.


MS. GIRVAN:  Can I just say, just to be clear, so the approval you're seeking is five years of a capital plan, plus the variance accounts, which will vary the actual -- the approved amounts in each year?


MR. SANDERS:  Yes, that's correct.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I'm just clarifying, Colin, that they are not setting the capital budget for five years.  It's going to vary, depending on what goes in those accounts.


MR. SCHUCH:  Yes, and my understanding is that the variance accounts, though, apply to only very specific elements of the capital budget.


MS. GIRVAN:  That's right.


MR. SANDERS:  I'm sorry, was that a question?


MR. SCHUCH:  It was kind of a rhetorical question, but, yeah, if you wanted to confirm that.


MR. SANDERS:  Yes, the variance accounts are for specific elements of the capital plan.


MR. SCHUCH:  So the Board would not have an opportunity to review the prudence of the capital forecast until rebasing, which would happen five years hence; is that --


MR. SANDERS:  That's my understanding, yes.


MR. SCHUCH:  But there would be a prudence review at the time of clearance of the variance accounts?

MR. SANDERS:  Yes, that's correct.
Questions by Mr. Brett:

MR. BRETT:  Colin, can I just ask a follow-up there?  The -- with the GTA, which is already -- is still to be decided, but I'm assuming that there is -- well, two questions.  One, will that variance account be dealt with on an annual basis?  In other words, let's suppose, for example, that you forecast to spend 100 million on the GTA in 2014 and you actually spend 50 million, but your rates, as I understand it, for 2014 will have been -- have built into them whatever the, if I can put this in a colloquial way, rate-based consequences are in 2014, of having spent 100 million in 2014, if you follow.


Now, if you only spend half of that, then the amount that would go into service in 2014 presumably would be proportionately reduced.


Now, if I've got this right, then effectively we will have -- ratepayers will have paid as if there were $100 million of expenditure in 2014 and -- on the GTA, when in fact only 50 has been spent.


Will that discrepancy be adjusted in the ESM for 2014, or will that discrepancy not be adjusted until the end of the five-year period at rebasing?


MR. SANDERS:  I'm not sure about that myself.  We would have to take that as an undertaking to clarify that.


MR. BRETT:  All right.  Could you do that, please?


MS. SEBALJ:  TCU3.3.

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.3:  EGDI TO CLARIFY WHEN GTA VARIANCE ACCOUNT WILL BE ADJUSTED.


MS. SEBALJ:  This has turned into sort of group questions, but -- just sort of unfair to the panel.  So, Dr. Wightman, did you want to go ahead with your questions?  Thanks.

Questions by Dr. Wightman:

DR. WIGHTMAN:  Yes.  James Wightman on behalf of VECC.  I have one question, VECC Question No. 12, having to do with the Victoria Park complex.  And there's four parts to it.  If I could just go to the part of the response that is excerpted in the question:

"Replacing the existing 45-year old buildings with one or more new office buildings was considered as an alternative optimization.  However, redevelopment of the Victoria Park complex site or relocation to a new site is a significant undertaking that is not being planned for the five-year IR period."


The first question was:  Is redevelopment or relocation not being planned solely for financial reasons?


MR. CASS:  James, I'm sorry to speak right in the middle between your question and the answer.  The Enbridge witness for that question is Peter Rapini.  He is in the room.  He's facilities manager for Enbridge, and he'll be able to address your question.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  No further questions, then, until Mr. Rapini comes.


MR. CASS:  He's here.  He's in the room.


MR. RAPINI:  Thank you.  The financial reason was the -- basically the main reason for that decision, but not the sole reason.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  Can you elaborate on that, or...


MR. RAPINI:  Sure.  There were several other reasons.  One was that the building, with some modifications, can -- the life of it can actually be extended, so we thought it was not the appropriate time at this time to move forward with this decision.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  Okay, then.  The response, I'll just read your response:

"Enbridge determined it was not a realistic alternative at this time."


And why is it not realistic?  Because I think you are not saying it's not feasible; it's not realistic?


MR. RAPINI:  One, it's not feasible from a financial perspective, but the other is that since it was not feasible, we did not feel it warranted us to do any further investigations in regards to plans and design and invest the money in the effort in order to move it forward, so we thought it wasn't realistic at this time.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  This is sort of related to the capital spending issues you have with this five-year IR plan, when we say the financial reasons and that.  Is it sort of --


MR. RAPINI:  No, no.  The financial reasons was based on it is not financially feasible from a business case perspective, standalone, the building standing alone.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  So it's not related to an IR plan or not?


MR. RAPINI:  That is correct.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  Okay.  Next part -- and I'll just read the question, because your response indicated that the industrial uses do not need to be part of the office complex, and so VECC's question was:  Even though the industrial needs don't need to be part of it, would there not be potential cost savings for ratepayers if they were part of it?  Just thinking that sometimes when you have functions in the same physical location, you sometimes get face to face and you're more in touch with what is going on.  Would there not be some possible benefits in having them at the same location?


MR. RAPINI:  If there were no other variables, that would be correct, but since there are other variables, that is not the case.  Currently, we are currently leasing office space in the Atrias, which is approximately half a kilometre away.  We felt that when we actually built the business case that it would be more beneficial to actually trade off the industrial mechanical space and repatriate the administration space.  This would result in -- effective 2017, would result in O&M savings of approximately a million dollars a year.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  Thank you.  Then the last part -- and I won't read the preamble:

"Please confirm that there is nothing to stop Enbridge from applying in its rebasing for the associated cap-ex for relocation or redevelopment."


Can you confirm that?


MR. RAPINIL:  Within the five-year plan?


DR. WIGHTMAN:  No, on rebasing, at the end of the five-year plan.


MR. RAPINI:  So within the five-year plan, that is correct.  We will continue to monitor the market, evaluate the options, the budgets, and then we'll move it forward in the next rate case.


DR. WIGHTMAN:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.


MS. SEBALJ:  Thanks.  Dwayne, are you...


MR. QUINN:  Did you have some...


MS. DULLET:  We don't have anything for this panel.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Sorry, I may have to do this on the fly.  I tried to send an e-mail to Mr. Shepherd, if he's out there, from an exchange of e-mails we had on Friday.  But I'll just enter into my questions and hopefully Mr. Shepherd will get back to me.


Good morning, panel.  I'm Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I wanted to started, and I wanted to just turn up some of the IRs that you provided in -- most of them are under the B category.  So starting with -- I apologize for a moment here.  I'm pulling it up myself.


Does somebody else have questions that they may advance in front of me, or is this it?  If you want to go, Colin, because I don't want the witness panel to have to sit while I pull these up.

Questions by Mr. Schuch:

MR. SCHUCH:  I wonder if we could turn up the capital budget overview evidence at Exhibit B2, tab 1, schedule 1?  And I'm specifically looking at page 3 of 43, where there is a table that shows a summary of capital expenditures.


I'm looking at this table and I'm interested to see that you use the term "core capital" to identify a grouping of capital expenditures, and then you kind of separate out three areas of, I guess, unusual capital.  And I was looking for the lumpiness that you referred to throughout your application in capital, the lumpiness being one of the primary drivers of this customized IR application.  And it's interesting, in looking at the line that you call "Core capital expenditures," I'm seeing that it's actually remarkably stable.


I wondered if you could comment on the -- is that something we could expect throughout the five years of the plan, this core capital being a stable amount?


MR. SANDERS:  I think the first part, which relates to the -- the major projects like the GTA, the Ottawa reinforcement and the WAMS projects, were the first project of the lumpiness.  In isolating the core capital away from that, you can see the impact of those major projects in and of themselves.


The other part of the lumpiness, I think, that was somewhat muted through the process was the removal of the variable costs that we referred to in evidence, and those costs -- as we've defined in the evidence, again -- are not included in that core capital but are a factor in the lumpiness of capital.


The aggregate of that many projects also, I think, acts to disguise somewhat the lumpiness in the individual categories.

MR. SCHUCH:  Is there somewhere in the evidence that we can look at what you're referring to?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. SANDERS:  At the moment we're just discussing whether or not we can find something specific for you to demonstrate that.  Probably the better route would be for us to take that as an undertaking, and we can go through the evidence and find those examples for you.

Generally speaking, though, I'm recalling that probably the categories again would be the main relocations and the -- would be one category, and the main replacements again would be another category.

I would have to go through, though, and pull that out of the evidence, and again, we can do that as an undertaking.

MR. SCHUCH:  That would be a helpful undertaking, Mr. Sanders.  Can we have a number?

MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.4 (PART A):  EGDI TO PROVIDE EXHIBIT REFERENCES TO EXPLAIN LUMPINESS

MS. SEBALJ:  Just as a follow-up, is -- the variability you are talking about, I got a little confused by your answer.  So is the variability now currently contained within the subtotal core capital expenditures?  Or is it in another line there, or it's not in that table at all? 

MR. SANDERS:  Yeah, just to be clear, yeah, the variable components as we've defined are not included within the capital submissions, so they are not within the core capital.

MS. SEBALJ:  Because these are the -- these are the variance accounts you were discussing?

MR. SANDERS:  No.  As we define in the evidence, we've separated -- the costs that we've called variable are ones that we're prepared to take the risk on.  Going through the exercise, we recognized -- going through the exercise of creating the budget, we recognized that some of the scopes were not fully defined or fully understood at this point in time, and rather than including those as amounts that were uncertain, we pulled them out of the budget, recognizing they may occur over the IR term, and particularly in the 2014 to 2016 time frame, but we were prepared to take the risk on those during that time frame, so they are not included in the budget.

MR. SCHUCH:  And they are not included in any other part of the revenue requirement budget; is that right?

MR. SANDERS:  That's correct.

MR. SCHUCH:  But they may come up during the period of the five-year plan.

MR. SANDERS:  That's correct.

MR. SCHUCH:  Is that correct?  Thank you.  Yes, so my -- in looking at this, I was only seeing that there was three drivers of lumpiness, but I just, I heard what you said, and the three drivers that I see here are the GTA and Ottawa reinforcement and the WAMS project; is that...

MR. SANDERS:  Certainly from the scale is fairly obvious with those ones given that they are very large projects and stand out very clearly as being very lumpy.  But again, we'll undertake to go and look at the other items that -- relocation again comes to mind, that it can be very lumpy.

Now, an example could be municipality, and certainly we've talked about -- in the evidence about, the transit development within the GTA could come along and ask us to do a fairly significant relocation project, and that would then end up being a very lumpy project during the IR term.

MS. SQUIRES:  Perhaps I can add something as well.  Even though Mr. Sanders made it very clear that the variable components of capital are not included in our request to the Board, there are a number of exhibits, both in our pre-filed evidence and in our interrogatories, that actually lay out what we think those variable costs will be, those amounts that we did remove from what we originally thought we were going to ask for, so if -- I can call up some of them, or we can do that as an undertaking, but if you were to look at those exhibits and sum up the firm and variable, that would also give you another lens, another -- some more insight into what started out as a very lumpy capital profile.

MR. SCHUCH:  Yeah, that would be helpful, and I would suggest you add that to the response to the undertaking so that we have it all in one place in that --


MS. SQUIRES:  Okay.  So just to be clear, you are asking for the references to existing interrogatories and exhibits that lay out both the firm and variable, and perhaps we can sum those up for you.

MR. SCHUCH:  Yeah, that would be really helpful, I think.

MS. SQUIRES:  Okay. 

MS. SEBALJ:  And just again to be clear, that's going to be essentially a part B of TCU3.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.4 (PART B):  TO SUM UP THE REFERENCES TO EXISTING INTERROGATORIES AND EXHIBITS THAT LAY OUT BOTH THE FIRM AND VARIABLE AMOUNTS

MS. GIRVAN:  Colin, I actually had a follow-up.  I hope that's okay.

MR. SCHUCH:  Yeah, no.

MS. GIRVAN:  So just looking at the schedule here, and I think it was my understanding, I think you -- someone said to Mr. Shepherd the other day, you are not going to provide this level of forecast for '17 and '18, or are you?  Or have you?

MS. SQUIRES:  When you say "this level of detail", what are you referring to?

MS. GIRVAN:  I'm looking at table 1 on the schedule in front of you on the screen.

MS. SQUIRES:  What we have done in the update to our evidence was indicated that we would hold our 2017 and 2018 capital flat from the 2016 level.

MS. GIRVAN:  So we're assuming, if you put '17 and '18 on this -- columns on this table, it would be exactly the same as the numbers in '16?

MS. SQUIRES:  That's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you. 

MS. SQUIRES:  Can I just add one point of clarification?  I realize on Exhibit B2, tab 1, schedule 1, page 6 of 43, it does make an exception related to $8 million forecast spending on WAMS, which would be removed from 2017 and 2018.  So that's one exception to what I said earlier.

MS. GIRVAN:  So, sorry, so can you go back to that schedule again?  I'm sorry, I'm just trying to clarify.  Better do it now than next week.  So for example, if you look at underground storage plant, which you see declining from '14, '15, '16 quite considerably in each year, you're not assuming that that decline will continue into '17 and '18?

MS. SQUIRES:  Implicit in the request to hold capital flat for 2017 and 2018 is the expectation that we will have a capital envelope and that the upward pressures will be offset by downward pressure, so although I can't speak to the underground storage specifics, I can say that the expectation is that if there are downward trends, that those available funds would be used to offset upward trends in other areas of the capital portfolio. 

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you. 

MR. SCHUCH:  I have no further questions at this time.
Questions by Mr. Quinn:

MR. QUINN:  Thank you for that indulgence.  And I'll go in reverse order, because Mr. Schuch took you down that path.

I was interested in the answers and the overall level of capital spending, and I'm hearing some portions are core capital, some portions are variable, some portions are just plain lumpy, and I'm going to ask by way of undertaking, whether it be subsumed in 3.4, or if it's a separate undertaking, and it might be better as a separate one.

Would you be able to put in a table and graph for us the capital expenditures over time for a considerable period of time dating back to maybe 2000 and just look at your overall capital expenditures and show it basically as a percentage of depreciation, and then your capital expenditures as on a per-customer basis over -- over the history from 2000 to 2013, let's say, and then if you graph your forecast on -- like, as an extension of that graph, I think that will show us your relative capital expenditures relative to depreciation and relative to the number of customers.

So -- and I'm just, I'm going to add this, and we'll get some clarification, but removing the GTA as one example, to the extent you have a subcategory of variable, like municipal relocations, you can note that as a subset of the total capital expenditures.


MS. SQUIRES:  We can do that.  We can undertake that.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Was that clear enough?  Sorry, this is stuff I was doing on the fly, as I say.  Then I have a follow-up question to that --


MS. SEBALJ:  Sorry.  I'm not sure if it's clear from the record, so it's cap-ex over time from 2000 onward?  Is that what we've agreed to?


MR. QUINN:  2000 through to 2018, ideally.


MS. SEBALJ:  As a percentage of depreciation as part A, and a per-customer basis as part B, and then removing the municipal locates and then rerunning both of those analyses?  Or that's how you want those analyses done in the first place?


MR. QUINN:  If it were a bar graph, you could put the municipal relocations on top of it, just to be differentiating what has been termed to be an unknown, because of the expenditures that might be required in the GTA area, or beyond that.


MS. SEBALJ:  Okay.  I guess the most important part is that Enbridge understands it.  It's TCU3.5.

undertaking No. tcu3.5:  Enbridge to provide a table of capital expenditures, 2000-2018 showing (A) as percentage of depreciation and (B) on a per-customer basis; then removing the municipal relocations; then rerunning both analyses 

MR. QUINN:  Then clarification on the municipal relocations.  Does Enbridge have -- and Mr. Sanders would recognize this term from our days at Union, but a model franchise agreement that would be in place with the City of Toronto?


MR. CASS:  Actually, Dwayne, I can address that.  The franchise situation is different in the City of Toronto.  Enbridge obtained its rights in the City of Toronto by way of its incorporating statute in the 1800s.  It has statutory rights in the City of Toronto.


MR. QUINN:  The specific portion of the agreement I was looking for, Mr. Cass -- thank you for the history – is:  How are relocations handled in the City of Toronto in terms of what percentages is paid for by the municipality that is requesting the relocation versus by the utility?


MS. TEED-MARTIN:  It depends on the body that is requesting the relocation.  And we have different cost-sharing mechanisms, depending on who is requesting the relocation.


MR. QUINN:  So if the municipality, in the example, in a transit-type extension, is looking for relocation from Enbridge, how would the percentage paid for by the municipality and how much by Enbridge, how would that be apportioned?


MS. TEED-MARTIN:  Again, it depends on who is making the request.


For example, for York Region Rapid Transit, we have a 35 percent municipal, 65 percent Enbridge cost-sharing arrangement.  However, traditionally for the TTC, as an example, we have -- TTC covers a hundred percent of the relocation costs.  So it really depends on who is requesting the relocation.


MR. QUINN:  That's an interesting clarification.  I just want to pursue my understanding.  You are saying if the TTC orders it, they pay a hundred percent?


MS. TEED-MARTIN:  That has been the traditional cost-sharing arrangement, yes.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I thought I heard before that there was concern -- what's the risk to Enbridge?


MS. TEED-MARTIN:  With the York Region Rapid Transit it's a different cost-sharing arrangement, and if I can draw your attention to Exhibit B2, tab 4, schedule 1, attachment 1, you'll see a depiction of the future York Region Rapid Transit and how -- and the scope of how large it is.


The other thing I would say is Metrolinx is another organization.  The GO Transit, if they request a relocation, it's a different cost-sharing arrangement again.


So it really depends on which body is requesting the relocation.


MR. QUINN:  So there's a sliding -- not even a sliding scale; it's a definitive scale depending on, one, the municipality, and two, the entity that is ordering it.


Is there any element of age of plant that goes into the formula?


MS. TEED-MARTIN:  No.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So I think it would be wise in the undertaking that I asked for previously is just to differentiate those costs, because obviously there's going to be some potential variability, but whatever you have estimated to this point based upon the best knowledge you have at this time would be helpful.  Thank you.


I wanted to move to a different --


MS. SEBALJ:  Sorry.  Differentiate the cost depending on the location of the relocate?


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Kristi.  I just meant at a high level.  In the previous undertaking, I'd asked that -- here is the core capital and here is the variable capital that is related to municipal/transit-type relocations, which obviously we're hearing can have a considerable amount of variability.


So if you say:  Here's our best estimate at this point in time, that can be the top part of a bar graph, the core capital being underneath.


That's just one depiction.  You can put it in whichever way you want.  But just so we can differentiate out the amount relative to the core capital.


MS. SEBALJ:  But it a global amount.  You are not asking for a --


MR. QUINN:  No, it seems it's diminishing returns, asking them to brush off a crystal ball and figure out which entity might ask, so I think we'll just go with the information that they have at this time.
Questions by Ms. Sebalj:

MS. SEBALJ:  Can I just ask a follow-up before you move on?  Which is:  What's the basis for the differentiation in the sharing arrangement with respect to relocates?  These are just independently negotiated, or legislatively set at the beginning of time, in the case of GTA, I guess?  But can you just give us a little history lesson on how this has come about?


MS. TEED-MARTIN:  Well, as outlined in our evidence, we either follow the Public Service Works on Highways Act legislation or we have different model franchise agreements with different municipalities.


MR. BRETT:  Could I ask a follow-up to that?


MS. SEBALJ:  I guess -- I understand that you have different agreements with them, but what was it that, when those agreements were being come to, that caused such a dramatic range in the amount of sharing?  I mean, it's quite stark, that a hundred percent of the tab is picked up by ratepayers for Toronto and only 35 percent for York.


MR. CASS:  Kristi, if I could just put in a comment might at least help a little bit?  First of all, there are not municipal franchise agreements in all municipalities, as explained.  Enbridge's rights in Toronto are statutory.  Outside of Toronto, they're under municipal franchise agreements.  So there's a difference.


Second, it depends on the authority that is requesting the relocation.  So a municipal franchise agreement where one is in place will apply where the municipality is requesting a relocation.  However, as Ms. Teed-Martin has referred to, it can be Metrolinx that is requesting a relocation, and so a municipal franchise agreement --


MS. SEBALJ:  Does not apply.


MR. CASS:  -- does not govern Metrolinx.  So then it becomes a matter of negotiation.


And there is also this legislation.  The Public Service Works on Highways Act, to the extent that it applies, also has a bearing on it.


So there's a lot of different factors at play.


MS. SEBALJ:  Thanks for that.
Questions by Mr. Brett:

MR. BRETT:  My question, as just a follow-up to that, is:  Could you clarify, maybe as part of this same undertaking -- we discussed this before a number a times here, and what I would just like -- I think a good way to do this, and I would ask you to do it, is just to spell out -- there's a finite number of agencies that get you involved in relocation; something like half a dozen.  If you just spell out for each of the agencies that could trigger a relocation at capital expenditure for you, what the sharing mechanism is.  My understanding is it's pretty much always a matter of it's been negotiated in the past.  You have agreements with each of these agencies.  You may or may not have specific legislation that is relevant, but just spell out in a summary way what, for each of these agencies, what the deal is.  That way we can -- what I want to be able to do is just -- I'm sorry, you're having a conversation here.  What I want to be able to do is be able to look at this and say:  Okay, you've got -– you're projecting 20 million of relocation due to the TTC; that's going to cost you nothing.  But you're projecting 40 million of relocation due to the York Transit; that's going to cost you 35 -- or 65 percent of 40.  If you could do that, that would be very helpful.


MS. TEED-MARTIN:  Yes.  So we will undertake to break that out, and where -- and identify where there is some potential variability in that.


MR. BRETT:  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  And you're comfortable with that being part of TCU3.5?  Or did we want to mark that separately?  It's really up to you.  Doesn't matter?  Tom, do you care?


MR. BRETT:  No.


MS. SEBALJ:  Let's just make it either part C or D, depending on how you look at it, of TCU3.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.5 (PART C):  EGDI To advise each agency that could trigger a relocation at capital expenditure for Enbridge, and the sharing mechanism in each case
Questions by Mr. Quinn:

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I'm going to shift to another area.  And if I can ask, could you pull up Exhibit I.B17.EGDI.FRPO, starting at 13?  There's a series of interrogatories, and I think I just might want to just keep this at the high level so we don't get into argument.  In these interrogatories, following up on some issues we had from the rebasing proceeding, we had lost unaccounted-for gas and, later on, base pressure gas.


By way of undertaking, would be you willing to hypothetically show to us, if the costs were allocated to the non-utility for both lost and unaccounted-for gas and base pressure gas, if they were allocated to non-utility based upon percentage of storage space between the utility and the non-utility, could you show us what the cost consequences of the respective lost and unaccounted-for gas and base pressure gases would be?


MR. SANDERS:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, I'm just, I'm not familiar with this particular undertaking -- or this interrogatory 13, so I'm just reading it here for the first time.  So I would have to consult to really give you a full answer on that one.


MR. QUINN:  Yes.  And certainly I'm just looking for an undertaking.  We had the dialogue in the rebasing proceeding, and maybe it was more memorable for me than it was for you.  But we -- I'm just following up on it, because I don't think we ever got the cost impact if the non-utility were to share in those respective costs of lost and unaccounted-for and base-pressure gas.


MR. SANDERS:  Again, I'll undertake to address it, but I'm not sure what the outcome would be.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I just, I was looking for an undertaking.  I'm looking for the numeric value.  But Mr. Sanders -- and maybe, is there somebody else that I may be able to speak to, because I had one follow-up on your study from the A1 -- the migration of gas from the -- this -- and I'll be specific.  This one is in Undertaking 15.


MS. SEBALJ:  Interrogatory 15.

MR. QUINN:  Interrogatory FRPO 15 in that same category that fall one after another.  Again, we had this conversation in the rebasing proceeding.  Things were deferred to this proceeding, and I'm just following up on them, but there is a study in your response, and I'll just read the first paragraph.  It's -- the undertaking reference should have been this EB-2011-0354, Exhibit JT2.30, "see attached", which asked for whether or not the migration of gas to the A1 structure should be recognized as lost and unaccounted-for gas.  The undertaking is attached to that, and I just had a follow-up question on the timing of this study, completion, and again, if there was a determination of migration, how would any cost consequences be managed by Enbridge.


MR. SANDERS:  So Mr. Quinn, are you asking for an undertaking just to respond to that follow-up question then?


MR. QUINN:  Yes, I'm satisfied with that at this time, Mr. Sanders, if that's the best way to handle it.


MR. SANDERS:  Okay.  We'll undertake that.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.


MS. SEBALJ:  So we have an undertaking with respect to FRPO IR No. 13 and one with respect to FRPO IR No. 15.  I think I'll mark them separately, so TCU3.6 and TCU3.7.  But just to understand, that's -- is it to determine whether the question can be answered by -- or it will be answered?  Is it a...


MR. SANDERS:  We'll do our best to answer it.


MS. SEBALJ:  Thanks.  

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.6:  EGDI TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE TO I.B17.EGDI.FRPO 13 

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.7:  EGDI TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE TO I.B17.EGDI.FRPO 15

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So to be clear, 3.5 -- and this is my responsibility, Kristi -- following on 3.6, you said that's the answer to FRPO IR 13, and -- but there are two separate -- FRPO 14 asked about the lost and unaccounted-for gas between the non-utility and utility operations.  So I just want to make sure the witness panel is clear that I'm looking for both lost and unaccounted-for and base-pressure gas.


MR. SANDERS:  Yeah, that's clear, Mr. Quinn.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Sorry.


And those are my questions, I believe, to this panel.


MS. SEBALJ:  Are there other questions for this panel?  I know, Mr. Wolnik, you just joined us.  No?


MR. SCHUCH:  Yeah, there's a -- now I'm being caught by the lack of a -- green light is on now.


I did have a very quick question.  Back to Exhibit B2, tab 1, schedule 1, if we could turn that up, page 5.  Now, the top paragraph 9 struck me a little bit, because the paragraph is basically saying that the settlement agreement from last year did not provide an adequate capital budget for Enbridge for that year; is that correct?  Is that what it's saying?


MR. SANDERS:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  And then it goes further to say that Enbridge will be bringing or may expect to bring forward in the rebasing application these amounts of under-collection.


MR. SANDERS:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. SCHUCH:  Do you have a sense of what quantum we're talking about?


MR. SANDERS:  In Energy Probe IR 21 we have provided the 9-plus-3 forecast for 2013, and that gives you an indication of the variance that exists between the Board-approved 2013 and the forecasted numbers.


MR. SCHUCH:  And this is just being pulled up now, so in answer to my question, what should I be looking at here on this table?


MR. SANDERS:  The bottom line of the table 1 shows total capital expenditures, forecast 2013, 5, 25.3.


MR. SCHUCH:  Okay.  So you are saying you're short by 163 million?  Can you clarify what...


MS. SQUIRES:  That table that Mr. Sanders referred you to is laid out, I think, in an identical fashion as table 1 in Exhibit B2, tab 1, schedule 1, with the same row, same categories of expenditure, and in the pre-filed evidence that I'm referring to it has a Board-approved budget for 2013, and the total capital expenditures there is shown as 449.9, so the comparison should be between 449.9 as our Board-approved versus 525.3 as our 9-plus-3 forecast.


MR. SCHUCH:  Sounds like about $75 million short.


MS. SQUIRES:  Thereabouts.


MR. SCHUCH:  And does that also include the year 2012, because your paragraph 9 refers also to capital spending in 2012, as well as --


MS. SQUIRES:  That does not include 2012, and I don't know if I have 2012 information with me here today.


MR. SCHUCH:  Okay.  So at least 75 million you expect to bring forward in, I'm presuming, 2019 --


MS. SQUIRES:  That's correct.


MR. SCHUCH:  -- for inclusion in, I guess, rate base at that point.


MS. SQUIRES:  That's correct.


MR. SCHUCH:  So we're talking about perhaps six or seven years after the fact you'd be coming to the Board and saying, Hey, we under-recovered, and we would like to get that into our rate base now.


MS. SQUIRES:  Yes.


MR. SCHUCH:  Okay.  Thank you.
Questions by Mr. Brett:

MR. BRETT:  One follow-up to that.  Could you -- it's on.  Sorry.  Oh.  Sorry about that.


On that table 1 you just quoted, Ms. Squires, you've got a total capital expenditure approved of 449.  What's your best estimate now of your actual capital expenditure for 2013?


MS. SQUIRES:  Our best estimate at this time is what is included in the interrogatory response, the 9-plus-3 forecast.


MR. BRETT:  All right.  That's the 525.3.


MS. SQUIRES:  That's correct.


MR. BRETT:  So you don't have a number yet for 2013?

MS. SQUIRES:  Nothing that's publically available.


MR. BRETT:  When do you expect that, to have a capital budget number?

MS. SQUIRES:  I don't have the exact dates when our final numbers would be available.  I expect it would be sometime in February, but I would to have check that.


MR. BRETT:  Just to be clear, I'm not talking about total financial statements.  I'm talking about the capital budget, the capital spend for 2013.


MS. SQUIRES:  I don't have a date for you.  I can find out.


MR. BRETT:  Okay.  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  Did you want to mark that, Tom?  Is this similar to the discussion we had with Jay with respect to the dates?  So it was around February 20th or something?


MR. BRETT:  It is similar, except I think that discussion related to and was governed by -- that related to the total financial statement and was governed by some release dates under securities law.  This is just a pure question of when they have this number.  So maybe we could mark when you'll have the capital expenditure.


MR. MANDYAM:  Tom, if I can help here, that conversation -- you're right -- with Jay was around ROE, and I think it was return on equity.  And it was linked to the financial statements, but the capital is a similar answer to that.  It's that we're under blackout or a non-disclosure period until we publish our financial statements.  And capital is one element of that; O&M is another, et cetera.  There's many, but -- so we won't be publishing any final capital numbers, O&M numbers or ROE or earnings numbers until after we publish our financial statements.


MR. BRETT:  What date was that going to be, about?


MR. MANDYAM:  I believe it's February 16th, is the actual filing date.


MR. BRETT:  February 16th?


MR. MANDYAM:  16th or 17th, but I can...


MR. BRETT:  So it's before the hearing, I guess, is it?


MR. MANDYAM:  Correct.


MS. SEBALJ:  I think the issue was that it's before the hearing but after the settlement discussion, so it's a bit -- it is what it is.


Were there any other questions for this panel?  Anyone?  Randy, are you there?


MR. AIKEN:  I'm here, but I don't have any questions for this panel.


MS. SEBALJ:  Thanks.  Thanks, Julie.


All right, then.  Thank you very much for coming.  And it's only 10:30, but do we want to take 10 minutes or 15 to go get the next panel?  Perfect.  So why don't we take 15 minutes?  What is 15 minutes?  10 to 11:00, back in the room?  Thanks.


MR. CASS:  We assume there were no question for the WAMS people?


MS. SEBALJ:  Is that the case?  Sorry, everyone.  Just to be clear, the WAMS witnesses were part of this panel, so if you had any questions -- there were some that were answered by Mr. Rapini, but were there any questions?  Dwayne, you may not have been here when we made that clear, that they were all –- they just didn't all fit, but they were all available for questions.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  No, I didn't have any questions, Kristi.


MS. SEBALJ:  Thanks.


--- Recess taken at 10:35 a.m.

--- On resuming at 10:55 a.m.


MS. SEBALJ:  They should be on now.
ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION INC. - PANEL 3


Margarita Suarez


Barry Yuzwa


Sagar Kancharla


Doug Lapp


Sheila Trozzi

MR. CASS:  There we go.  So we have the next panel ready to go.  This panel will be addressing volumes and O&M.  I can quickly introduce them before the questions start.


The panel member furthest away from me is Margarita Suarez.  She is manager, economic and market analysis.  Then Barry Yuzwa, who is controller for Enbridge.  Next is Sagar Kancharla.  He's returning from a previous panel.  And we have Doug Lapp, director of operations, strategy, and logistics, and finally, Sheila Trozzi, senior manager, human resources.  They are ready for questions.


MS. SEBALJ:  Great, thanks.  Let me just check.  Randy, are you still with us?


MR. AIKEN:  I am.


MS. SEBALJ:  And DO you have questions for this panel?


MR. AIKEN:  I do.


MS. SEBALJ:  Okay.  We haven't determined an order, but my understanding is that there are questions from John, Julie, Dwayne, and Tom in the room.  Tom, I can't remember if you said yes or no.  No.  Okay.


Anyone volunteering to kick it off?  John, do you want to go ahead?  Thanks.


MR. CASS:  Kristi, sorry, just before we start, we do have a little road map for this panel, as we did for panel 1, and Mike is handing that out right now.


MS. SEBALJ:  Perfect.  Thanks.


MR. QUINN:  And another procedural thing, Ms. Sebalj, Lorraine from Enbridge had, I think, actually made copies for us --


MS. SEBALJ:  Yes.


MR. QUINN:  -- of the questions I submitted.  Did you get a copy yourself?


MS. SEBALJ:  I did.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.


MS. SEBALJ:  And we had previously marked that without having a physical copy as TC3.2 --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.


MS. SEBALJ:  -- but it is -- it's now the paper marked January 18th, 2014, technical-conference questions.  And, sorry, on the right hand, "FRPO inquiries".


MR. QUINN:  Great.  Thanks.  That's it.  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  And then this -- why don't we mark this as well, the, what we're calling the road map, written responses to questions provided in advance of January 2014 technical conference, panel number 3 -- and, sorry, just making sure I don't get this wrong.  We're on TC3.3.
EXHIBIT NO. TC3.3:  ROAD MAP OF WRITTEN RESPONSES TO QUESTIONS PROVIDED IN ADVANCE OF JANUARY 2014 technical conference For EGDI panel 3


MS. SEBALJ:  And with that, I'll turn it over to you, John.

Questions by Mr. Wolnik:


MR. WOLNIK:  Good morning, panel.  John Wolnik, and I represent APPrO.  I had a few questions just on the volume forecast, and primarily contract volume forecast and the process you go through to come up with that forecast.  And it might be helpful just to get everybody on the same page if we could get Board Staff just to kind of put on the screen Exhibit C1, tab 2, schedule 1, page 2.  So that's C1, tab 2, schedule 1, page 2.


MS. SEBALJ:  Just for the record, while we would like to take the credit for this good work, it's actually Enbridge who is --


MR. WOLNIK:  Oh, I'm sorry.


MS. SEBALJ:  No, no, that's fine.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  If that's possible, that would be great.  Page 2.  So this table 2 basically shows a number of contract market customers that you had in 2013, 424, declining to 403 in 2014, and then a slight decline in 2015.  And then just over the few pages on page 5, there's a corresponding volume with respect to those number of customers, so there's a slight decline from 2013 to 2014; is that right?


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. WOLNIK:  And I just wanted to talk a little bit more about how you forecast those volumes.  We also had an IR with respect to that, and perhaps we could pull that IR up.  That was -- I can't find it.  That would be Exhibit I.23.EGDI.APPrO 2.


So in response to A, you talk about, you rely heavily on sort of customer information to -- I guess to help set that forecast for contract customers; is that right?


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. WOLNIK:  Maybe what you could do is just kind of go through the process that you go through to interface with the customer and how you finalized those numbers.


MS. SUAREZ:  That process was actually described in the pre-filed evidence, Exhibit C1, tab 2, schedule 1.  If I could just refer you to that, and I can walk you through that with more detail if you wish.  But it starts on page 4, paragraph number 9 there, when it talks about the grassroots -- the established grassroots forecast that's utilized by the company to meet individually with our contract customers and determine the requirements for the upcoming year.  We're looking for projections of volume, whether the rate class continues to meet their needs, those sorts of considerations.


MR. WOLNIK:  So to the extent that you have a different view than the customer has, in terms of where the volumes are expected to be, how does Enbridge finalize the forecast?

MS. SUAREZ:  Well, it's arrived at together with a customer, and where Enbridge comes from is the historical projections, the historical actuals that this particular customer would have experienced, as well as projections based on economic assumptions on what may be happening in the industry, and based on that Enbridge would have an expectation as to what the level of volume would be, and the customer would then be able to refute or support that depending on specific processes or their specific reality that they are undergoing for that particular year.


MR. WOLNIK:  So do you think -- you explain to the customer the implications of the forecast?  Like, does the customer know that these forecasts are going in to help set the rates for future years?


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, they are aware of that.


MR. WOLNIK:  And do you find yourself in a situation where there may be differences of opinion between you and the customer?


MS. SUAREZ:  That arises, yes.


MR. WOLNIK:  And so how do you -- how does that get finalized?


MS. SUAREZ:  Well, it gets -- if there is a difference in opinion, Enbridge's account executives would challenge customers on that, but if they have a reasonable explanation for why that would be different from what Enbridge would expect, then we would go with the customer, as they would have a better handle on what their needs are for the coming year.


MR. WOLNIK:  But at the end of the day it's Enbridge's forecast.  Is that fair?


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  Thank you.


And if we look at the response to APPrO 2 -- that was Exhibit I, C23, APPrO 2 -- you talk about, market forecasts are usually based on 12-month period.  I didn't understand what that meant.  Can you explain that?  That was C.


MS. SUAREZ:  You are referring to part C?


MR. WOLNIK:  Yes.


MS. SUAREZ:  Can you repeat the question again?  I'm just trying to locate it specifically within the response.


MR. WOLNIK:  Oh, it's the first sentence.


MS. SUAREZ:  Okay.


MR. WOLNIK:  It says contract market forecast volumes are usually based on a 12-month period.


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.  Typically customers like to forecast on a one-year-ahead basis, and some customers are more able to do so two years, but for the most part it's a one-year-ahead forecast, and given the uncertainty that we've experienced in recent years, they always qualify their forecast as being based on the latest information that they have, and because of uncertainty, again, one year is the comfortable time frame.


MR. WOLNIK:  So you -- I mean, you've presumably, just kind of given the time frame involved in preparing the forecast, putting together the application -- I appreciate that there's a lot of work and effort to do that.  I presume you do this early -- you would have done this early in 2013, perhaps first quarter, to get all of those numbers together for the forecast for 2014.  Is that fair?

[Witness panel confers]


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, the timing you describe is appropriate.  And in terms of the response to part C, I'm reminded by my -- the other panel members here that these conversations occur specifically for new contract customers, although the review occurs with existing customers.


MR. WOLNIK:  And I did want to talk about new customers.  In fact, it's probably a good segue to do that.  Let me ask you the question maybe more generally.


Do you forecast any new contract customers for 2014?


MS. SUAREZ:  I'm not certain about that.  I know the number has declined but I'm not very sure about whether there is a new customer involved in that, included in that particular count.


MR. WOLNIK:  Could you undertake to provide, I guess, a response, that -- whether -- I guess if you could identify the number of new contract customers by rate class.


MS. SUAREZ:  Certainly.


MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.8. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.8:  EGDI TO IDENTIFY NUMBER OF NEW CONTRACT CUSTOMERS BY RATE CLASS.


MR. WOLNIK:  Can you comment just on the -- I guess the sales cycle for a new customer, a new contract customer?


So I guess where I'm going is you're having to finalize this forecast, presumably, in Q1 2013 for 2014.  Would you know at that point in time, in Q1 2013, whether a new contract customer would likely come online partway through 2014?


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.  The timing of their volumes would be something that would be discussed as part of those conversations with them.


MR. WOLNIK:  I guess what I'm getting at -- is it possible that a contract customer could come online in 2014 that you haven't forecast?  In other words, the sales cycle is such you don't even find out that he's coming online until, let's say, late 2013, and that customer therefore would not have been included in the forecast because you didn't know about him.


MS. SUAREZ:  That could be possible.


MR. WOLNIK:  And are you in discussions now with any customers for 2014, any new contract customers?


MS. SUAREZ:  I'm not personally aware of those conversations.


MR. WOLNIK:  Is that something you could find out?


MS. SUAREZ:  I could undertake.


MR. WOLNIK:  If you could look at if you're in discussions or have been in discussions since the filing of this application, of any new contract customers and the respective volumes?


MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.9. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.9:  EGDI CONFIRM WHETHER THERE ARE DISCUSSIONS WITH ANY NEW CONTRACT CUSTOMERS FOR 2014 and the respective volumes.


MR. WOLNIK:  In the response to APPrO 2C, you talk about that there's uncertainty when these customers come online.  They may not even be a contract customer, and I appreciate that there's parameters that they have to meet in order to become a contract customer, including signing up for a particular term that they may not be all that thrilled about.  So they may end up being a Rate 6 customer instead.


Can you just comment on how you forecast Rate 6 volumes?


MS. SUAREZ:  Rate 6 customers, Rate 6 volumes, would be determined by the number of customers, a combination of the number of customers as well as the average uses that are generated and forecast for that particular rate class.


So when we derive the volumes for Rate 6, it starts off by determining the number of customers for that particular rate class, and that's described at C1, tab 2, schedule 1.  I'll just make the reference.  And appendix B.

So that process in and of itself incorporates expectations for customer additions, the lag it would take for when a customer is added and when it becomes an unlock customer, the change in the actual number of lock customers for that particular rate class.  It also would incorporate any information that we would have regarding the migration into and out of that particular rate class.  And then those customer numbers are then applied to the forecast of average use for that particular rate class, broken down by residential, apartment, industrial and commercial.


MR. WOLNIK:  So if you're not certain in Q1 2013 whether a customer could be Rate 6 or a rate -- or a contract customer, it sounds like they would just be left out of the forecast completely; is that --


MS. SUAREZ:  You're speaking about a new customer altogether?


MR. WOLNIK:  A new customer, that's right.


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.  That could be possible.


MR. WOLNIK:  So is there a way that you can develop a forecast for customers in that category where you're uncertain that they're going to come on or not, and still reflect the volumes in the volume forecast?


MS. SUAREZ:  Typically for a Rate 6 customer, the migration would come from existing contract customers.  And it's usually -- there's not a very clear way of how this is determined, but account executives would be having multiple meetings with customers throughout the year, and it's during the course of those interactions that they are able to potentially identify new customers that might come online.  There are sales leads as well.  So all that information with the sales channels are integrated into the budgeting cycle.


MR. WOLNIK:  I understand that, but I think where I'm getting at is:  Is a new customer coming online through the sales cycle process that perhaps doesn't even start until after the forecast is in -- so you haven't included any volumes for that customer, because you're having to do all of this forecasting very early in the year.  And I appreciate that's required here.  And I guess the point is:  Is there a way of capturing the volumes for prospective customers that are going to come on midway or partway or even at the beginning of 2014, that are not explicitly included in either contract rate class or Rate 6?


MS. SUAREZ:  So you are saying:  Is there a way to be able to incorporate those incremental volumes during mid-year, let's say after the volumes are established for that given year?


MR. WOLNIK:  Correct.


MS. SUAREZ:  I don't think there's a way we can do that.


MR. WOLNIK:  So you couldn't use historical trends, looking at new customer acquisition through time?


MS. SUAREZ:  That would only be appropriate if there's an expectation that what will happen in the future is reflected by history.  It's very difficult to do that on a --


MR. WOLNIK:  So you would just leave those volumes out completely, then?


MS. SUAREZ:  Because we're unaware of those volumes until they actually occur.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  You had filed an application -- and I have a copy of the tab if you need it, but there was an application, and the reference is EB-2012-0382.  And that was the facilities application for the Durham York Energy Centre facility.  Are you familiar with that?  It was an energy-from-waste facility located in Clarington.


MS. SUAREZ:  I'm not, but I'm looking to members of the panel to see if anyone might be.


MR. WOLNIK:  I'm happy to provide some information on that, if that would be helpful.


MR. LAPP:  Yes.  That would be helpful if you could provide it.


MR. WOLNIK:  Sure.


MS. SEBALJ:  I think we're trying to have it pulled up on the screen for the benefit of everybody.


MR. WOLNIK:  Thanks.  The detail is not critical.  It was just a new customer coming online in September 2013, and they had -- I think they were going to be a Rate 6 customer.


So I guess my question was:  Is this customer explicitly included in your volumetric forecast?


MS. SUAREZ:  Subject to check, I would say that it is included because we would have been aware of this customer coming online previous to the application.


MR. WOLNIK:  Could you undertake to confirm that?


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.


MR. WOLNIK:  Great.  Thank you.  And those are my questions.


MS. SEBALJ:  So that it's clear for the record, we were looking at, as Mr. Wolnik said, EB-2012-0382, Exhibit A, tab 3, schedule 2, page 1 of 1, which is entitled "Demand forecast," and the undertaking is TCU3.10. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.10:  EGDI TO CONFIRM WHETHER CUSTOMER IN EB-2012-0382, EXHIBIT A, TAB 3, SCHEDULE 2, PAGE 1 OF 1, IS EXPLICITLY INCLUDED IN VOLUMETRIC FORECAST.


MS. Sebalj:  Do we know who -- anybody else want to volunteer to be next in the order?

Questions by Mr. Schuch:


MR. SCHUCH:  I have a quick one.  Would this panel be addressing the key economic assumptions at Exhibit C2, tab 1, schedule 1?  Is that the right panel?


MS. SUAREZ:  I'm prepared to do that, yes.


MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.  Can we have that exhibit turned up?  Just looking at some of the data in this economic outlook, I was wondering, is there a more -- an updated version of this?  We're still looking here, apparently, at 2012 forecasts.


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, this was prepared in the first quarter of 2013, and at that point we didn't have actual data for 2012.


MR. SCHUCH:  Yes, so my -- thank you.  My question then is, is there something more up-to-date that you could file that would have this same information but updated?


MS. SUAREZ:  We could do that.  The last update that we've done is for the fourth quarter of 2013, so I believe we would have more updated information.


MR. SCHUCH:  Could I have an undertaking to have Enbridge file the updated economic assumptions?


MS. SUAREZ:  Certainly.


MR. SCHUCH:  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.11.  

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.11:  EGDI TO PROVIDE UPDATED version of ECONOMIC ASSUMPTIONS in Exhibit C2, tab 1, schedule 1


MR. SCHUCH:  And that was all I had for now, thank you.
MS. SEBALJ:  I think we're moving on to FRPO.

Questions by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Yes, actually thank you.  I'm going to just get some follow-up questions to IRs, starting with Exhibit I.B17.EGDI.FRPO 3, page 581.  In this interrogatory I had asked about technologies that Enbridge had been employing, and, quite frankly, got a very detailed answer, which was helpful in terms of the technologies, but in the question we had also asked about the expected cost savings that would be generated from the use of these technologies, and I guess I would like -- and I don't presume that you have it here, but by way of undertaking, if I could actually get the cost savings that would be generated?


Maybe by way of catching others up as you're reading that, obviously the technologies have evolved significantly, and, quite frankly, it sounds like it would be helpful from a risk management point of view, but there's also cost savings that should be generated, versus historical technologies, and I was desiring to understand what cost savings would be generated and if those cost savings are in your forecasted costs moving forward.


MR. CASS:  Dwayne, I think the reason the panel members are hesitating is, if you look at the bottom of the interrogatory response to see who the witnesses were for that response, neither of those people are on this panel.  In fact, Lisa Lawler was on the previous panel.  So I'm not sure this panel can help you, but...


MR. QUINN:  Well, Mr. Cass, if I missed the opportunity for Ms. Lawler, I apologize.  Frankly, I thought this was the D panel for evidence in D, so maybe I made that presumption here that -- the last panel was more capital, this is more operating.


So if Ms. Lawler is the person, if somebody on the panel would be able to accept at least -- or you could, Mr. Cass, on her behalf -- the undertaking the provide the cost savings, we would appreciate that.


MR. LAPP:  Yeah, I believe directionally we can come up with some kind of an indication of the cost savings with utilization of these new tools, but we will undertake to review that.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I'm looking at cost savings relative to the baseline of what you have expended in the past, now moving forward with these technologies, what is the reduction in O&M, or capital, to the extent that there is reduction in capital because you don't have to fix problems that aren't actually material problems, where older technologies might have shown that you need to investigate and you did not need to in this -- in that case repair.  If your diagnostics are more effective, you're not getting false reads.


MR. LAPP:  Again, we will undertake to investigate this, but one of the things that is -- comes along with advancement in technology is finding defects that could not be found using other technology, so that actually could go the other way.


MR. QUINN:  Accepted.  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.12.  

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.12:  With reference to Exhibit I.B17.EGDI.FRPO 3, EGDI to state cost savings generated and if those cost savings are in forecasted costs moving forward


MR. QUINN:  The next undertaking would be in that same series, FRPO 10, page 597.  In this case, we were asking for the support for a 4 percent increase in the 2014 non-departmental operating and maintenance expense, and the answer, which the panel can read, is the predominant reason seems to be captured in the third paragraph relative to what I would have presumed to be predominantly capital activities, and so my question maybe is twofold.


First off, what percentage allocation would these -- of these salaries, what percentage would go to capital?  Would anyone have a high-level number to provide in terms of percentage that would be allocated to capital from these positions?


MS. TROZZI:  We would have to take an undertaking to determine that.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Okay.  And maybe that's -- if I may, to expand that undertaking, just, how much is capital, how much operating, and what the quantitative impact is.  Obviously it's contributing to a 4 percent increase when we have no numeric value to -- we see that the -- it's the execution of core capital, and $450 million, but what are the impacts of these new positions on both the capital and operating budgets.


MS. TROZZI:  Okay.


MR. QUINN:  Is that accepted?


MS. TROZZI:  Yes.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.


MS. SEBALJ:  That's TCU3.13.

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.13:  EGDI TO PROVIDE WHAT PERCENTAGE ALLOCATION OF THE SALARIES WOULD GO TO CAPITAL, TO PROVIDE WHETHER ANYONE WOULD HAVE A HIGH-LEVEL NUMBER IN TERMS OF PERCENTAGE THAT WOULD BE ALLOCATED TO CAPITAL FROM THESE POSITIONS, AND TO EXPAND, HOW MUCH IS CAPITAL, HOW MUCH IS OPERATING, AND WHAT THE QUANTITATIVE IMPACT IS OF THESE NEW POSITIONS ON BOTH CAPITAL AND OPERATING BUDGETS

MS. SEBALJ:  I don't know, Julie, if you want to go next, or Randy.

Questions by Ms. Girvan:


MS. GIRVAN:  I just have one question on O&M for this panel.  If you turn to -- it's under B17, Exhibit CCC No. 21.  So I'm a little -- I just want to clarify this schedule.  So if you look at line 5, it says "other O&M excluding productivity savings", and then if you go down, and it says "the savings" -- in the next paragraph -- "the savings for each year included in line 5 are", and we have amounts.


So I'm trying to get a sense of, is the other O&M line, say, for example in 2016, 276 minus 35.6?  Mr. Kancharla, I suppose this is your --


MR. KANCHARLA:  That's correct.  Yeah, the net number would need to deduct the amounts shown below.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Because it does say the savings for each year included in line 5 are these.  So I just wondered if they are in or out.  So it sounds like they are out, so the net amount would take 276 minus 35.6, correct?


MR. KANCHARLA:  I'll just refer to the main summary then.


MS. GIRVAN:  I think it was just a choice of words, but I think I'm right, but...


MR. KANCHARLA:  That's correct.  I'm doing a quick math here.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.


MR. KANCHARLA:  If we look at our summary table that we provided in Exhibit D1, tab 3, schedule 1, it gives the net numbers there, so there's 276, for example, if you look at the year 2016, 276 minus the 35 million would give the other O&M of 241, which is shown in the summary.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And do you have -- for this particular schedule do you have the same numbers for 2017 and 2018?


MR. KANCHARLA:  We can provide that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So from CCC 21, to add columns 4 and 5 and put in the amounts consistent with 2017 and 2018.  That can be done?

MR. KANCHARLA:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. SEBALJ:  That's TCU3.14. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.14:  with reference to B17, Exhibit CCC No. 21, EGDI TO ADD COLUMNS 4 AND 5 AND PUT IN THE AMOUNTS CONSISTENT WITH 2017 AND 2018.

MS. GIRVAN:  And that's my only question.  Thank you. 

MS. SEBALJ:  Randy, you had some questions?
Questions by Mr. Aiken:


MR. AIKEN:  I do.  These questions are from TC2.2, the written questions of Energy Probe, and specifically Questions 8 through 12.

I have seen the roadmap, so I understand Question 8 has been answered.  So that takes us to Energy Probe Question No. 9, and this refers to Exhibit C2, tab 1, schedule 2, and specifically on their page 12 of 12, it's table 10.

And the question I have is:  Please explain the difference in the central region Environment Canada degree day forecast for 2014 of 3,552 degree days shown in table 10 in Exhibit C2, tab 1, schedule 2, and the figure of 3,628 shown in the response to the interrogatory Energy Probe 28. 

MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, I can explain the difference.  Going back to table 10 at Exhibit C2, tab 1, schedule 2, that table shows our proposed methodologies for the term of the IR.  And the forecasts contained there are for 2014.  3,552 is the forecast using the proposed methodology of the 50/50 hybrid, which is a combination 50 percent of the 20-year trend and 50 percent of the 10-year moving average.

In contrast, the response to interrogatory at I.C24.EGDI.EP 28, the figure 3,628 refers to the existing 50/50 methodology, the forecast for that particular methodology, which is a combination of the 20-year trend and the 30-year moving average.

So these are different methodologies altogether.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Question 10 I see has been answered, but my question, just a follow-up question on that -- and I understand the two-year lag -- would I be correct that the numbers shown in the response to Question No. 10 in the roadmap would be the degree days used for 2015?

MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.  That would be, using the approved methodology.

MR. AIKEN:  Thanks.  So that brings us to Question No. 11, which refers to Energy Probe No. 30.  The response shows that the normalized actual 2013 Rate 1 use is about 27 cubic metres higher than forecast, while the Rate 6 use is about 34 cubic metres below the forecast.

So part A of the question:

"What is the impact on the allowed revenue in 2014 if the Rate 1 average use was increased by 27 cubic metres and the Rate 6 average use was decreased by 34 cubic metres?"

MS. SUAREZ:  I'll go ahead and answer both parts since they're very similar.

The impact of increasing Rate 1 average use by 27 cubic metres and decreasing Rate 6 average use by 34 cubic metres results in an increase in the allowed revenue of 8.3 million, and an increase in the sufficiency for 2014 of an estimated 2.5 million.

MR. IAIKEN:  Can you explain the 8.3 million increase in allowed revenue?

MS. SUAREZ:  The net impact of an increase in Rate 1 average use and a decrease in the Rate 6 average use is a net impact, net increase in volumes of about 45 million cubic metres, and that serves to increase revenues.  And the 8.3 million is that which is associated with increasing gas costs for the higher volume. 

MR. AIKEN:  But I didn't think allowed revenue included the actual distribution revenues.  With your building block approach, doesn't it just -- the allowed revenue is just the sum of the normal costs less other revenues?

MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.  The distribution margin piece of it is on part B of your question.

MR. AIKEN:  So you're saying the 8.3 million is the result of the increase in rate base, the return on the increase in rate base for the gas and inventory? 

MS. SUAREZ:  Can you say that again, please?

MR. AIKEN:  Well, you're allowed revenue includes return on rate base.  This change in volume changes the value of your gas and inventory component of rate base.  I don't think it changes anything else in rate base.

So you are saying the 45 million cubic metre increase times your forecasted price of gas times your weighted average cost of capital is 8.3 million; is that correct? 

MS. SUAREZ:  Just a moment.  I'm conferring with members of the panel.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. KANCHARLA:  Mr. Aiken, for that response -- and I think you're correct.  From a conceptual model, the allowed revenue is from building blocks so we shouldn't see any significant impact, but we'll take an undertaking to confirm and respond again to part A.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Thank you. 

MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.15.
UNDERTAKING NO.  TCU3.15:  WITH REFERENCE to C25.EGDI.EP 30 part A and B, EGDI TO EXPLAIN the $8.3 MILLION INCREASE IN ALLOWED REVENUE 

MR. AIKEN:  And then finally in Energy Probe Question 12, I'm just trying to reconcile the two different figures for the normalized average use forecast for 2013 for residential customers.  There's a figure of 2,515 provided in the table that's attached to the response to Energy Probe 30, while in the text in the response to VECC No. 11 there's a figure of 2,483.  And they both seem to represent normalized actual use based on nine months of actual data and three months of forecast.

MS. SUAREZ:  The difference there is in the forecast that's used, and the response was put together specifically in response to the way the questions were asked.

For Interrogatory C25.EGDI.EP 30 -- I'll wait for that to come up.  So the question asks for the most recent year-to-date normalized average use available for 2013, and the remaining months from the Board-approved forecast for 2013.  So in the response to that we put together nine months of actual, and the remaining three months based on the Board-approved forecasts.

In contrast, for Interrogatory C25.EGDI.VECC No. 11 -- I'm still flipping through.  Yes, in part B of that response, the figure 2,483 refers to nine months of actual and the three months are based on the latest estimate that we put together.  And that's why you have different numbers for the average use estimate for 2013.

MR. AIKEN:  So would I be correct in assuming that the difference of 32 cubic metres between these two numbers is in reality the difference in your forecast compared to the Board-approved forecast for the last three months of the year.


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, that would be correct.


MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Thank you.


Thanks, those are my questions.
Questions by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  I just had a quick question, I'm sorry.  I don't have all my materials with me, but the first -- we were looking previously at the normalized average use schedule, and I'm just wondering, because we've been told that it's declining, but in fact there has been a bump-up in 2013; is that correct?


MS. SUAREZ:  Would you be referring to --


MS. GIRVAN:  It's the schedule that we had up a few minutes ago for Randy.  Sorry, I --


MS. SUAREZ:  I believe it would be Energy Probe 30, so C25.EGDI.EP 30.


MS. GIRVAN:  So the next page?


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes, the table.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Yeah.  So 13.  I'm just curious as to why that has gone up.


MS. SUAREZ:  You are asking about the estimate, why that is higher --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yup.  Mm-hmm.


MS. SUAREZ:  -- than the Board-approved?


MS. GIRVAN:  And it's also higher than 2012 and '11.


MS. SUAREZ:  Yes.  So again, as I described in my response to the previous question, the 2005 115 is an estimate based on nine months of actual and three months of Board-approved.  When we actually ran the estimates with the latest information, we -- the number for 2013 is actually a decline, but the fact that the estimate is showing a little higher, it is a bit puzzling for us as well, because we would expect that the economic conditions would drive that number a little lower.


If we look at the difference in our underlying assumptions when we put this forecast together and how things have actually played out in 2013, I would offer the explanation that gas prices were a little -- were lower than what we had projected, and that's probably why it's pushing average uses a little higher for that year.


But again, it's an estimate for 2013.  We won't know what that final number will be until all the information is brought forward.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And just quickly to clarify, so for each year, when you come in with your annual adjustment, you are going to be redoing your forecast; is that correct?


MS. SUAREZ:  That's right, yes.  The framework that we're seeking to be approved is that we would come in every year with an updated forecast for average use, so we're able to update all the drivers and weather.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But it wouldn't able to be updated.  It would be sort of two years -- a bit of a lag, I would think.  You're not going to have -- when you're doing the forecast for, say, '15, you're not going to have '14 actuals.


MS. SUAREZ:  We wouldn't.


MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, okay.  Thank you.


MR. KANCHARLA:  Just to clarify as well, Ms. Girvan, in the proposed framework we still have an average use to a variance account for the general service.


MR. QUINN:  I had a follow-up also to Randy's question, because I was following along, and I think I heard that TCU3.15, Enbridge was going to undertake to answer part A, but to the extent that there is a change to the numbers that were provided, would part B not necessarily change as a result?


MR. KANCHARLA:  We will look into the -- both the parts.


MR. QUINN:  A and B.  Okay.  Then I don't think we need to expand upon that, just more for the record.  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  All right.  So there is a slight amendment to TCU3.15 then, because it was limited to part A, so now, to the extent that there are any impacts on part B, that will be incorporated.

Was there anything else from anyone in the room or otherwise?  Nope?  Hearing none, in terms of process, I look to Enbridge, how you want to proceed.  There is a third panel.  Thank you very much to this panel, sorry, for your evidence today.


So there is a third panel on cost allocation rate design planned for today.  Do we want to get started on that now or proceed after lunch?  I'm in everybody's hands.  I don't...


MR. CASS:  Kristi, if I had been thinking ahead, I would have made sure they're in the room so that we would save time, but they're not in the room.  Would people favour an early lunch, perhaps?


MS. SEBALJ:  Why don't we find out -- obviously -- oh, and another thing I just wanted to mention.  On this road map, TC3.3, there was reference to the Schools written questions, which of course have been incorporated into the first undertaking of today.  So if we do -- I would imagine that, John, you have questions for this next panel, Schools' will be done in writing, Tom for BOMA?


MR. BRETT:  I will not have.


MS. SEBALJ:  Okay.  Energy Probe, Randy?


MR. AIKEN:  Yes, I've got, I think, two questions.


MS. SEBALJ:  Okay.  You have questions, I think you told me, Kim --


MS. DULLET:  Two or three questions.


MS. SEBALJ:  Two or three questions?  And Julie?


MS. GIRVAN:  I might have a couple.  I'm not sure.  I'm just going to go back over my notes.


MS. SEBALJ:  And Dwayne, nothing?.  Staff?  So it looks like we're going to have realistically half an hour to 45 minutes.  What do you prefer?  We could break until, say, 12:30, or we could probably take a five-minute break, go get the panel, and be done by 12:30, one o'clock.


MR. CASS:  I don't feel strongly --


MS. SEBALJ:  Yeah, neither do I.  I work in the building, but --


MR. CASS:  -- and then we have just the one more panel, so --


MS. SEBALJ:  Oh, yes, yeah, the pensions panel after that.  So --


MR. CASS:  So I don't know whether there is a push here --


MS. SEBALJ:  Sorry.


MR. CASS:  -- to do them both before lunch, or...


MS. SEBALJ:  Lunch, no lunch.


MS. GIRVAN:  We could do an expedited lunch.


MS. SEBALJ:  Julie's favourite word.


MS. GIRVAN:  I'm sorry, I like to move along.


MR. QUINN:  Does your pensions -- the accountant, is she going to be -- yeah, that's logistically...


MS. SEBALJ:  I think Fiona does have questions for the pensions panel.


MR. QUINN:  Right.  Okay.  Why don't we do lunch and figure out --


MS. SEBALJ:  So why don't we just come back around 12:30 and do both panels in the afternoon.  Does that make sense?  No one is strongly objecting, so -- thanks.


--- Luncheon recess taken at 11:42 a.m.


--- On resuming at 12:36 p.m.

MS. SEBALJ:  Good afternoon, everyone.  We're back and ready with the cost allocation rate design deferral and variance accounts 2014 rates and overall rate impacts panel.  Before we get started on that, Board Staff has just handed out the written questions of our subject matter expert on the depreciation, in particular the site restoration issue, which was discussed this morning.  And I think Enbridge agreed that it would take these questions in writing and answer them by way of undertaking.  I don't know if we want to mark it as an undertaking now, or if you need a few minutes to look at it to make sure that you can indeed answer them in writing.  Or do you want to mark it subject to...


MR. CASS:  Kristi, is it satisfactory if we just take the undertaking on a best-efforts basis? 


MS. SEBALJ:  I think so.  So that will be TCU3.16, and that's Board Staff's questions, site restoration costs, net salvage percentages and asset retirement obligation. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.16:  EGDI TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO RESPOND TO BOARD STAFF QUESTIONS ON SITE RESTORATION COSTS, NET SALVAGE PERCENTAGES AND ASSET RETIREMENT OBLIGATION.


MS. SEBALJ:  It's now come to our attention our subject matter expert with respect to pensions and OPEBs I not available today.  We had submitted those questions, Board Staff had submitted those questions in writing as part of our package that we sent in response to the Board's procedural order, and -- may not be able to put my hand on it immediately.  But it may be that unless anyone else in the room had any questions for the pensions and OPEBs panel, I think than the only parties that were down were Board Staff and Schools, neither of which is available, so unless anyone else in the room had questions that have come up since we provided our estimates, that we can dispense with having that panel actually appear.


MR. QUINN:  Just a logistical question, Kristi, and this may have been covered before I got here.  I don't know Mr. Shepherd's ability to put in any more questions that he may still have outstanding in the pensions area.  Did you talk about that at all with him this morning?  Or have any contact with him?


MS. SEBALJ:  We did have contact by way of e-mail and my understanding was that he was content to have the questions that are currently on the record answered and there was nothing -- he didn't indicate that there was anything --


MR. QUINN:  I just wanted to facilitate it, because ultimately we were going to be getting together next week, and to the extent he had significant outstanding questions, we would be better to have them entered as soon as possible as opposed to waiting until next Monday, and then Enbridge would have to start cranking the calculators.


But if he's content, then I'm satisfied he is one of our experts.  Thank you. 


MS. SEBALJ:  If I just pull forward the questions that Staff had asked, pensions and OPEB costs.  So there was one sheet that said:  "Topics to cover, pension and OPEB costs," as part of the overall package that Staff provided.


MR. SCHUCH:  Yes, and that was submitted by Staff on January 13th.  There was an attachment.  Did Enbridge receive that? 


MR. CASS:  Yes, indeed, Colin.


MR. SCHUCH:  So that list of questions would be what we would be proposing to be answered as written undertakings.


MS. SEBALJ:  I think they were marked as such to begin with, now that I look at it, so...


MR. CASS:  That's fine.


MS. SEBALJ:  Can we mark these separately as TCU3.17? 

MS. SEBALJ:  It occurs to me that –- I put Duncan's sheet aside, but we should probably mark the list of -– oh, I see.  We just marked Duncan's list of questions as an undertaking in and of themselves, but why don't we mark this page entitled "Pension and OPEB costs" from Fiona O'Connell as TC3.4; is that where we are?


MR. SCHUCH:  TCU?


MS. SEBALJ:  No, it would be as an exhibit, and then -- TC3.4, and then the undertaking, TCU 3.17, will be to answer the questions in TC3.4. 

EXHIBIT NO. TC3.4:  BOard staff QUESTIONS ON PENSION AND OPEB COSTS.

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.17:  EGDI TO RESPOND TO board staff QUESTIONS ON PENSION AND OPEB COSTS, exhibit no. tc3.4


MS. SEBALJ:  I don't have anything further, if we want to move on with this panel. 
ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION INC. - PANEL 4



Eric Naczynski


Anton Kacicnik


Jackie Collier


Ryan Small


MR. CASS:  Yes.  Thank you, Kristi.


So Kristi has described the subject matter of this panel.  I will quickly introduce the witnesses.


Again, starting furthest from me is Eric Naczynski, senior manager, asset management and optimization for Enbridge.


Then Anton Kacicnik, manager, rate research and design.


Then Jackie Collier, manager of rate design.


And Ryan Small again, from an earlier panel.


Those are the witnesses. 


MS. SEBALJ:  Thank you.  My understanding is that John Wolnik will go first.
Questions by Mr. Wolnik:


MR. WOLNIK:  Good afternoon, panel.  John Wolnik.  I represent APPrO, and I have a few questions relating to cost allocation and system design.  And maybe the first few questions might be for you, Mr. Naczynski.


I wonder if you could pull up Exhibit I.C30.EGD.APPrO 10.  And this question kind of relates to the types of facilities that might be capable of serving Rate 125 customers.


In response B, one of the questions we asked is what is the reasonable minimum size that -- pipe size that could serve Rate 125 and other customer loads.  And in here you indicated that a four-inch diameter pipeline could provide service in limited circumstances.


Can you explain those circumstances might be? 


MR. NACZYNSKI:  So four-inch could be acceptable, of course depending upon the pressure of the main.  So an example would be a situation where we were, say, very close to an upstream supplier such as TransCanada where we had higher delivery pressures available and at the main was very short, such that perhaps the customer was located right on top of TransCanada's main line and we had a very short segment of pipe and their volumes were at the minimum of what would be in a Rate 125.


MR. WOLNIK:  So very unusual circumstances?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  I would think that would be very unusual, and as we said, limited circumstances.


MR. WOLNIK:  And you don't have any of those; is that --


MR. NACZYNSKI:  We do not have any of those, no.


MR. WOLNIK:  Thank you.  And so what I heard is primarily being able to get the necessary pressure and very short distance, and those are two key areas, right?  In terms of sizing pipelines, or designing pipelines for size?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  Absolutely, and of course the customer's volumetric requirement as well, too.


MR. WOLNIK:  Right.  And do you take any other criteria into account when you're sizing pipelines?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  In addition to that, we would be looking at route constructability as well.  That may impact the length of where we need to go.  And of course pressure flow requirements, and we look at the velocity of the pipeline as well, the gas velocity.


MR. WOLNIK:  What are your criteria with respect to cross-sectional velocities?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  We would typically try to keep the velocity on the line to around 25 metres per second or 80 feet per second, depending upon, again, the length.  As the velocity, of course, increases, the pressure drop increases, so...


MR. WOLNIK:  In that circumstance where you talked about four-inch, those unusual circumstances, do you have a sense of what the velocity would be in that case?  Would it be above or below your 25 metres per second?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  It would be at the limit of what that 25-metre-per-second threshold is.


MR. WOLNIK:  So it may -- a four-inch may not even do that, even in that case.


MR. NACZYNSKI:  Depending on the inlet pressure, a four-inch may not.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  All right.  So there may not be any cases, so once you bring velocity into account it may actually discount even four-inch being able to meet that need.


MR. NACZYNSKI:  I wouldn't characterize it as, would not meet the need.  It would have to be those limited circumstances that I described earlier.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  One of the questions we had asked -- and I think it was B again.  I think we've asked for sort of the minimum pipe size capable of serving an embedded Rate 125 customer.  Along with other customer loads -- and I think your response -- I think in the circumstance you just provided, I assume you didn't include any other customer loads.  Is that reasonable?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's correct.  No other customer loads were considered.


MR. WOLNIK:  And do you know what other customer loads would typically exist in these pipelines?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  Make sure I understand your question.  Other typical loads that would exist on a four-inch, where we may have a Rate 125 customer?


MR. WOLNIK:  Well, I mean, what I'm trying to get at here, I'm trying to understand -- you have a lot of four-inch and six-inch and eight-inch pipeline, and your response here is essentially anything over six-inch is capable of serving a Rate 125 customer.  You didn't exactly respond to the question, which was, looking -- taking into account an embedded customer, plus other reasonable loads on the system, what is the minimum size?  So that's what I'm trying to understand.  Once you take into account other minimum -- other customer loads, what's the minimum size that you could reasonably serve those customers plus a Rate 125 customer?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  So coming off of a six-inch, some could be, you know, an average-size main that would be feeding a, you know, a medium-size community, for example, and we could have any number of different types of customers that would be coming off that in our general service.


But in order to serve, depending upon the requirements of that Rate 125, we may be able to serve them on the existing line, or perhaps we would look at, you know, a piece of reinforcement if necessary, and that could be also as a six-inch.


MR. WOLNIK:  I'm not sure that really goes to -- gets to where I want to get to.  Do you -- you operate the network analysis system for Enbridge; is that correct?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That was correct.  My role has recently changed in the last several weeks, so I'm here to represent the system planning group.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  So in terms of the network analysis that you do for Enbridge, you would have discrete sections of pipe in your system.  You would have discrete sections of six-inch -- and I think we even asked for a map of various sections of pipe, and you labelled that, conveniently, all the extra high-pressure pipe, and that was in APPrO 6.  You actually labelled all of the extra high-pressure pipe, so it's I.C30.EGD.APPrO.6.


So you actually labelled the various pipe sizes throughout your system in these four or five maps that were attached.  Would it be possible to go through these sections that you've identified here and identify the peak loads in each one of these -- each one of these segments for each of six-inch and eight-inch to determine what the current peak day load is?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  So it's absolutely possible to do that.  Curious, though, what information, or how that would help you on that.  Of course, we, you know, we know what the flows are on all those mains at peak day, so we do know that information, of course.


MR. WOLNIK:  I assumed you would.  What the question went to is, taking into account other customers' loads and a Rate 125 load, what's the minimum size that could serve both?  That was the question, and that's not the question you answered.  You answered a different question, if a standalone minimum pipe size to serve a Rate 125.


So I'm trying to go back to the original question and find a way for you to easily -- relatively easily answer the question of what's -- when you combine the two together, what's the minimum pipe size.

So it seems to me that you could -- because you know all the flows and the very segments, you could add up the peak day flows in each one of these segments, divided by the number of segments, and that would be to me a reasonable way of coming up with an average peak day load in, let's say a six-inch, and do the same thing for eight-inch, and then add in a Rate 125 load and the minimum load, or the average load, and then come up with minimum pipe size to serve the combination of those two.


MR. NACZYNSKI:  So as you can appreciate, with information that I have with me here right now, we could certainly look to take an undertaking to provide you with those volumes on those main segments.  That's a relatively simple process that we can do to go through and collect that.


MR. WOLNIK:  So I guess from the undertaking perspective what I would like you to do for each of six- and eight-inch, I would like you to come up with the average load -- average peak load in each of your extra high-pressure segments, and then add that -- add the Rate 125 load, and then let me know what the minimum pipe size is to provide service to both.


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's fine.


MR. WOLNIK:  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.18. 

UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.18:  FOR EACH OF six- AND eight-INCH PIPE, EGDI TO PROVIDE THE AVERAGE PEAK LOAD IN EACH OF THE EXTRA HIGH-PRESSURE SEGMENTS, THEN ADD THE RATE 125 LOAD, AND ADVISE WHAT THE MINIMUM PIPE SIZE IS TO PROVIDE SERVICE TO BOTH

MR. WOLNIK:  And even though you're in a new role, I presume you still have a fairly good understanding of the extra high-pressure system?  You haven't forgot it all yet?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  Not yet, no.


MR. WOLNIK:  And there aren't a lot of Rate 125 customers?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  I believe there are five Rate 125 customers.


MR. WOLNIK:  All right.  And if I can kind of get you to think about the smaller ones, or even all of them, can you tell me the minimum main size that you currently have to service those customers?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  The minimum main size that we have right now, again, based on their specific contract parameters, is a 12-inch extra high-pressure.


MR. WOLNIK:  So we know that 12-inch would be the current minimum size that is used to serve both Rate 125 and other customer loads.


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's correct, again, based on those specific contract parameters for those individual customers.


MR. WOLNIK:  Right.  Okay.  Thank you.  In part C to that question, you were asked to -- you were asked to provide the rate impact, and in this response you had -- you were indicating that -- this would be C(iii).  You were asked to provide the rate impact if you were to exclude those pipe sizes that couldn't serve Rate 125, and in this case you've provided the revenue requirement, I think, as opposed to the rate impact?


MR. KACICNIK:  Mr. Wolnik, yes, that's correct.  In response to part C(iii) and (iv) we provided the level of costs that would be allocated to Rate 125 customers, considering that they wouldn't be allocated to any extra high-pressure costs for mains four-inch and over.  So that's equivalent to revenue requirement.


MR. WOLNIK:  So they are one and the same, so we could take the 2013 -- the revenue requirement, the current Board-approved revenue requirement, and compare that to the revenue that you've shown here, and that would determine the rate impact; is that correct?


MR. KACICNIK:  Well, rate impact would be a function of allocated cost, because cost allocation serves as a guide to rate design.  And then the actual rate impact to rates would be a function of rate design considerations as well.


MR. WOLNIK:  Could you go back to the original question?  We've asked for the rate impact.  Could you provide the rate impact?


MR. KACICNIK:  For 125, or all customers?


MR. WOLNIK:  For C, sub (iii) or (iv) -- I can't remember which one it was now -- where we asked for -- yeah, sub (iv).  We asked for the rate impact and you provided the revenue requirement, though.

MR. KACICNIK:  I'm just clarifying if you want rate impact for Rate 125.

MR. WOLNIK:  I'm sorry, yes, just 125.  And I'm wondering, to the extent that Mr. Naczynski comes back and says under these new assumptions where we include other customer loads, if we then determine that, let's say, six-inch is no longer capable of providing service to Rate 125, could you also compute the rate impact for Rate 125 excluding six-inch?


MR. KACICNIK:  If that would be the case, we can reproduce this table to show revenue requirements and provide rate impact as well.


MR. WOLNIK:  Could you do that maybe just for six- and eight-inch, independent perhaps of what Mr. Naczynski decides at the end of the day in terms of whether it's capable or not of serving Rate 125?  It might be just easier to provide the numbers before he does the analysis.  My guess is you're going to be faster than he is.


MR. KACICNIK:  On a hypothetical basis, we could, yes.


MR. WOLNIK:  That would be great.  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  So I'll take those as parts A and B of the same undertaking, which is TCU3.19. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.19:  With reference to I.C30.EGD.APPrO.6c(iii) and (iv), EGDI to COMPUTE RATE IMPACT FOR RATE 125 EXCLUDING SIX-INCH PIPE AND EIGHT-INCH PIPE.


MR. QUINN:  John, would you mind if I just --


MR. WOLNIK:  Sure.  Go ahead.


MR. QUINN:  -- do a friendly -- not an amendment to that.  It can be a different undertaking.


But Mr. Kacicnik was asking you whether it's -- the impact on Rate 125, and I respect you've led some evidence here and you want to get some of these numbers.  We would like to see what the corresponding effect would be, though, on Rate 1 and 6, so to the extent that there is a reallocation of costs, just to understand what the impact would be; is that something you could do also?


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, we can do that.  I can tell you in advance, though, that roughly $1 million reallocation will have barely any impact on Rates 1 and 6.


MR. QUINN:  I'm going to accept that as sufficient at this time.  It's not that significant and material.  So thank you.


MR. WOLNIK:  Mr. Naczynski, in the response to C sub (i), you list the various pipe diameters there and the length, and there is no 10-inch.  So could I assume that Enbridge, just as part of your overall design philosophy, don't use 10-inch pipe?  Is that what I can conclude here?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  You can conclude there is no 10-inch pipe in our extra high-pressure network.


MR. WOLNIK:  Is that just for standardization reasons, or...


MR. NACZYNSKI:  I would suggest that that is for standardization reasons.  Ten-inch pipe is not a standard pipe size that Enbridge uses.  There's some limited applications of it in the IP system, but again very limited.


MR. WOLNIK:  Thank you.  I would like to move on now to APPrO 9, which again is Exhibit I.C30.EGDI.APPrO 9, and this question asked a little bit about some of the regulator stations that you have in your system and how you allocated the cost of those stations.  And I didn't quite understand the answer, and maybe let me just put it back to you to see if I understand it.


Are the costs allocated -- cost of each station allocated based on the pressure of the system that the station is feeding into?  Or is there some other allocation methodology?


MR. KACICNIK:  It is some other allocation methodology.


MR. WOLNIK:  Could you explain it?


MR. KACICNIK:  The allocation of those stations follows the classification of mains in our system.  For example, we don't do a study like we do for gas mains, you know, the table that you saw in response to APPrO 10.


We just have one large number, and then we classify the stations pro rata to extra high-pressure mains, high-pressure, low-pressure.


For example, if extra high-pressure was worth -- just for illustration -- 30 percent of mains in our system, then regulator stations, the total cost would be prorated 30 percent at the extra high-pressure system.


MR. WOLNIK:  Do you know roughly what the total rate base would be for distribution regulation stations, just ballpark?  I'm just trying to get a sense how significant the number is.  That's all.


MR. KACICNIK:  Just give me a minute, please.


MR. WOLNIK:  Sure.


MR. KACICNIK:  So our total forecast rate base for 2014, it's roughly 4.2 billion, from which pressure stations would be roughly 110 million, and of that would be roughly 33 million would go to extra high-pressure system.


MR. WOLNIK:  Would it be fair to assume that in most cases -- I mean, you've got extra high-pressure stems, you have high-pressure, intermediate-pressure and low-pressure; are those the main categories?


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, they are.


MR. WOLNIK:  So if you're looking at the low-pressure systems, would they generally take -- they would generally be fed from either an intermediate-pressure station or a high-pressure or extra high-pressure?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  So that's correct.  So the low-pressure system -- or low-pressure stations would be fed by upstream stations.


MR. KACICNIK:  The step-down is always from extra high to high to intermediate and then to low.


MR. WOLNIK:  So it's fair to say that all or most extra high-pressure stations, they don't just feed the extra high-pressure mains but they feed all the mains below -- all the –- pressure-wise, all the mains below them; is that fair?


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes.  I would say that all of the gas that enters the gas distribution system would need to go through extra high-pressure stations, also called gate stations, first.


MR. WOLNIK:  Similarly, if it happens to come into an intermediate station, if it's -- the station would feed the intermediate-pressure mains and the low-pressure mains?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's a reasonable generalization.  There may be a few circumstances where a low-pressure system is being fed off the high-pressure network, but certainly all the gas comes through our gate stations into our extra high-pressure network.


MR. WOLNIK:  So I suggested an alternative where perhaps the extra high -- sorry, where the stations might be classified according to the pressure that they are feeding, the system pressure that they are feeding; is that -- would that be a more logical way, rather than as a percentage of rate base?


MR. KACICNIK:  Mr. Wolnik, that would be one possible approach.  It would require more data to be available.  Like, we would not only need to know which stations are feeding at what kind of pressure, but we would also need to know what was the investment in each of the stations in order to determine the rate base and then revenue requirement associated with all of those stations.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  So I assume that's not readily available then.


MR. KACICNIK:  That's not available at all from my discussion with Eric.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  That's fine.  We'll move on.


I have another question with respect to APPrO 11, again in that same series of I.C30.  And you didn't precisely answer the question, but maybe, rather than have you do a lot of follow-up, I might be able to get to what I'm after just with this relatively simple question.  I'll use the GTA example, the recent reinforcements in front of the Board, and Mr. Kacicnik, I know this will still be fairly fresh in your mind.


The expansion that was proposed by Enbridge was to provide a variety of services to the GTA, and part of that was the growth of about 200,000 gigaJoules a day; is that right?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's pretty close from my recollection, yeah.


MR. WOLNIK:  And if the Board approves this and you construct it, my understanding is that that growth capability was expected to meet the ten-year needs of the GTA?  Is that fair?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That is correct.


MR. WOLNIK:  And from an allocation perspective, all of those costs are being proposed to be recovered from all customers, not -- providing capacity for the ten years, but in fact, those customers haven't come online yet, and will come online over those ten years, so there's capacity that's not being used until the last year.  Is that fair?


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's a fair statement on that.


MR. WOLNIK:  And if the ten-year capacity is about 200,000 gJs, based on the number of customers that you forecast -- and I assume they're roughly equally -- the capacity that you'll require each year is roughly evenly distributed throughout the ten years, within the year of the forecast.


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's also correct.


MR. WOLNIK:  Yeah, so about 20,000 gJs a day would be the capacity that you would use up each year.  So in the first year then, presumably in 2014 you would include about 20,000 gJs a day of market demand for -- that would be used up in 2014; is that right?  Or maybe --


MR. NACZYNSKI:  That's correct.


MR. WOLNIK:  So the balance of the capacity then of the 180,000 gJs a day, under your current allocation policy, that is -- the empty capacity is paid for by all customers; is that right?


MR. KACICNIK:  Yeah, I can confirm that, given our present regulatory compact, we do recover the entire revenue requirement in the test year.  And just to add, we do extend to reinforce the system according to EBO-188 guidelines for a system expansion.


MR. WOLNIK:  That's the economic test.  I'm talking about cost allocation here, and --


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes.


MR. WOLNIK:  -- so all customers, including the customers that were not included in the forecast, would be paying for that capacity until such time as all that -- all those customers came physically online and required all that capacity.  Is that a fair understanding of your allocation policy?


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, we do recover the entire revenue requirement from customers did their forecast to take service in the test year.


MR. WOLNIK:  Right.  So the empty capacity that's not used, the capacity that -- I like to call it advance capacity, which you expect to need in the next -- whatever that forecast period is -- in this case ten years, so until such time as those customers come online, that advance capacity is paid for by all customers.


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, it would be recovered from all customers, correct.


MR. WOLNIK:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.
Questions by Mr. Brett:

MR. BRETT:  Can I just have one follow-up?  Can you turn up again number 9, APPrO No. 9, please.  It's the second-last question there.  Yeah, that's it.  Yeah, just freeze that there.  My question is just a question of clarification.


You talked a moment ago about your gateway stations and your extra-high-pressure system, and your extra -- and you have regulator stations that downgrade the pressure between the extra-high-pressure system and the downstream system, but then I think Anton -- or one of you two gentlemen said that some of the output from those regulator stations actually goes into, I think I heard you say the extra-high-pressure system.  I would have thought that the input to those stations you're discussing is the extra-high-pressure system, and the output, according to your last sentence here in the response, is either high-pressure, TP, which I -- is that meant to be IP?


MR. KACICNIK:  Yeah, TP is meant, transmission pressure or extra-high-pressure.  It's one and the same thing.


MR. BRETT:  I see.  So TP is extra-high-pressure.


MR. KACICNIK:  Correct.


MR. BRETT:  All right.  So what that is saying to me is -- and just correct me if I'm -- tell me if I'm right -- that some of the output of the -- from the extra-high-pressure system actually flows to another extra-high-pressure system; is that correct?  Some of the output of our regulatory station on an extra-high-pressure station -- extra-high-pressure system, some of it flows to the high-pressure network, but some of it flows to additional extra-high-pressure pipes?  Is that what you are saying?


MR. KACICNIK:  Let me put it that way.  Pressure stations that are sitting on the extra-high-pressure network --


MR. BRETT:  Right.


MR. KACICNIK:  -- they would be recovered from customers who are using extra-high-pressure network.


MR. BRETT:  Yes.


MR. KACICNIK:  Stations that are sitting on the high-pressure network would be recovered from customers that are using that part of the system --


MR. BRETT:  All right.  I --


MR. KACICNIK:  -- and all of the gas flows first through the extra-high-pressure system --


MR. BRETT:  Yes.


MR. KACICNIK:  -- and then it goes through high-pressure and then --


MR. BRETT:  Okay.  I understand that.  So the only thing -- I thought there was an ambiguity in the way this was written, and perhaps there is not, but I had read this to mean that while the regulation stations you are speaking of sit on the -- are on the extra-high-pressure system, the -- those regulation stations could be connected to other pieces of the extra-high-pressure system.  You are telling me that's not the case.  By definition the pressure -- the systems that are the output of those regulatory stations are lower-pressure.  They are not extra-high-pressure.  That's what I want to get at.


MR. NACZYNSKI:  So just to, you know, further what Anton said, generally that is correct.  There are certainly again limited cases or certain cases where we have an extra-high-pressure station feeding an extra-high-pressure system, so that can happen.  I wouldn't want you to go away believing that that is the case, but it is possible for an extra-high to feed another extra-high-pressure system, but generally it's from one pressure class to the next pressure class.


MR. BRETT:  All right.  That's helpful.  Thank you.


MS. SEBALJ:  I know both CME and CCC have questions.  Do you want to go ahead, Kim?

Questions by Ms. Dullet:


MS. DULLET:  Thank you.  For the panel, I'm Kim Dullet for the CME here this afternoon.  I just have a couple of questions with -- better?  So I have a couple of questions with respect to the impacts of EGD's proposals on rates used by EGD to serve manufacturers.


With respect to the changes in the eligibility criteria for Rate 100, how many customers will remain at the Rate 100 that are not eligible for another rate class?  So they are being subject to the higher charges at the new proposed Rate 100, but they are not eligible to move around.


MR. KACICNIK:  That is presently two customers that are taking service on Rate 100, and they would both be eligible to take service on Rate 6 as a minimum.


MS. DULLET:  And you would allow that, that they could go to Rate --


MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, certainly.


MS. DULLET:  -- 6 and 10?  So there's only two customers, sorry, at this time?

MR. KACICNIK:  Correct.

MS. DULLET:  That's perfect.  Those are my questions.  Thank you. 

MS. GIRVAN:  Is this the panel dealing with deferral accounts, sort of?

MR. SMALL:  Ryan too, yes.
Questions by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Kevin didn't have to come.

Anyway, one of the things that I'm looking for, and this would really help me, is in terms of looking at this plan and what the sort of exposure or the potential increases to customers are, you've got a list of deferral accounts, existing deferral accounts and proposed new accounts.  And I was wondering if you could help us in terms of, within each year -- so '14, '15, '16 and '17 -- if you could indicate what you think might be cleared in those accounts.

I know it's -- Andrew's, like, squinching his nose at me, but I'm just trying -- in some years you're going to know.  For example, with GTA you are going to know what you think your forecast is, what's going to go in service when, and I think you've got that in the evidence.  But what we're really looking for is, for each year, sort of the list of accounts, what the range of potential impacts might be from each of those accounts.  And I would expect you've done that analysis because if you hadn't done it, you wouldn't be applying for the accounts necessarily, to sort of see what your range of variability is.

And you could think about that, but to me that would be useful, even if on a best-efforts basis.

MR. SMALL:  I'm a little apprehensive to take that, because I'm not sure that I really could provide an estimate of anything we would be looking to clear.

The only one that I'd know where we have a pre-set amount is the TIAC, or the transition impact accounting changes deferral account, where we've established an amount upfront and we're going to clear it over 20 years.  But outside of that, GTA, there could be a significant amount, but I think we've indicated in a response somewhere that on the assumption that we get a Board decision in the leave-to-construct reasonably soon, we're proposing to update evidence to our best forecast.

So I mean, there certainly could be a difference between what's in our numbers now and what's in that leave-to-construct application, and I'm not entirely familiar with all the details but our proposal would be to update base rates for the impacts of whatever is approved in that LTC, such that we have our best available forecast in place.

Outside of that, just running through the deferral accounts off the top of my head, I'm not sure that I would be able to put anything in there other than –- oh, no.

MS. GIRVAN:  How about going through the list -- and you can take this away -- and where you think you have some confidence, at least to some extent, what the sort of range might be, if you could do that?  I guess --


MR. SMALL:  I can, I guess, certainly take it away and have the discussion with others.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sure.  Okay.

MR. SMALL:  That's, I think, the best I can --


MS. GIRVAN:  Just at the end of the day, really looking for, you know, essentially the exposure.  So we've got an allowed revenue and that's what you are applying for, but then there's amounts in addition to that.  And that gives us a better sense of potentially the impact of your proposals on your customers, right?

MR. SMALL:  I understand.  Good or bad, potentially.

MS. GIRVAN:  No, it could go either way.  I mean, it could be a -- but I'm just sort of saying obviously within the context of each of these accounts, you've likely looked at them and said:  Okay, what's our potential sort of range?  Is it 50 million, is it 4, is it -- because that's the reason you've applied for the accounts in the first place.

Anyway if you could just do a best-efforts, and then we could see what it looks like, that would be --


MR. SMALL:  Sure.  I'll certainly take it away and have the discussion with them.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thanks very much.

MS. SEBALJ:  It's TCU3.20. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.20:  EGDI TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO ESTIMATE WHAT WILL BE CLEARED IN THE existing and proposed DEFERRAL ACCOUNTS FOR EACH YEAR FROM 2014 TO 2017. 

MS. GIRVAN:  I'm done.  Thanks. 
Questions by Mr. Quinn:

MR. QUINN:  I just wanted to follow up Ms. Girvan's question, and I'm a little fuzzy on the infrastructure proceeding and what was actually applied for.

Obviously there's a leave-to-construct, but did you not apply for a deferral account in the leave-to-construct proceeding for GTA reinforcement? 

MR. SMALL:  No, Dwayne, we didn't.

MR. QUINN:  You did not?  Okay.  Well, that helps.  I guess I'll look forward to the response and that might be helpful to us.  So thank you. 

MS. SEBALJ:  Randy, you had some questions for this panel?
Questions by Mr. Aiken:

MR. AIKEN:  I do.  I have two questions that are on the document that was filed, the Energy Probe questions, TC2.2, Questions 6 and 7.  And they both refer to Energy Probe 22, so if we could have that pulled up on the screen, it would be helpful.  It's I.B18.EGDI.EP 22.

On page 2 of that, right at the bottom there, part C talks about the error.  And my first question is:  Has this error noted in part C been corrected?

MR. KACICNIK:  Hi, Randy.  This is Anton speaking.  We have corrected the computer code that was responsible for this error.  We are just about to run a new forecast for lag days, and this should be available in time for the settlement conference, which is a week from now.

MR. AIKEN:  So will you be filing the corrected schedules that I've noted in parts B and C of that question by then?

MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, we can have corrected schedules available for you, as well as the impact on the rate base and approximate impact on the level of deficiency for 2014.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Kristi, can we have that as an undertaking?

MS. SEBALJ:  Yes.  I'm assuming you're willing to have it as an undertaking, as opposed to just a filing before the settlement, or...

MR. KACICNIK:  I'm not certain if we would be able to do all of this by Thursday of this week.  I indicated that we would have it available for the settlement conference.

MR. AIKEN:  That would be fine.  I think we still need it as an undertaking.

MS. SEBALJ:  We'll just make a note, Randy, because there is an order of the Board to have the undertakings answered by Thursday.  So we'll just make sure that this one is prior to settlement or at the settlement.  We'll mark TCU3.21. 
UNDERTAKING NO. TCU3.21:  With reference to Exhibit no. TC2.2 I.B18.EGDI.EP 22, EGDI TO PROVIDE CORRECTED SCHEDULES, IMPACT ON RATE BASE AND APPROXIMATE IMPACT ON LEVEL OF DEFICIENCY FOR 2014, AND PROVIDE AN UPDATE TO ENERGY PROBE 22 WITH CORRECTIONS SHOWN.

MR. AIKEN:  Question 7, this deals with the HST impact on the working capital requirement.  Am I correct, Anton, that these numbers will change as well?

MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, they will.

MR. AIKEN:  Because of the collection lag?

Maybe as part of the previous undertaking, if you could basically provide an update to Energy Probe 22 with the correction shown?

MR. KACICNIK:  Yes, we can do that. 

MR. AIKEN:  Then that takes care of my questions, then.  Thanks. 

MS. SEBALJ:  Just to be clear, both of these will be filed prior to the settlement, not by -- I assume, because the second requires the analysis from the first.  So both of them are self-declared exceptions to a Board order, which is an interesting concept.  But I don't think we have a better way to mark them.  So I guess we all accept in this room that they will be delayed by a few days.  And when I say both, both parts to the same undertaking, TCU3.21.

Fred is shaking his head.  I want to make sure you are okay with that, unless you want to mark it separately so that it's not confused.

MR. CASS:  I'm fine, Kristi.  Thanks. 

MS. SEBALJ:  I don't think -- is there anyone else in the room with questions for this panel?


All right.  I think then -- I think this -- thank you very much to this panel, and if I'm not mistaken, that marks the end of the technical conference, because we have written answers being provided for both panels that were scheduled for yes -- for yesterday, for tomorrow.  Sound like my four-year-old child.  Hasn't quite got forward and backward figured out.


Well, thank you, everyone, for your participation, and undertakings to be filed for the 23rd; that's correct?


MR. CASS:  Yes.


MS. SEBALJ:  By Board Staff's expert and by Enbridge, and we'll see each other again in a week for the settlement conference.  Thanks, everyone.


MR. AIKEN:  Thank you.


--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 1:26 p.m.
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