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Compendium

Energy Probe Cross-Examination 

EGDI PANEL 1

IRR I.T2.EGDI.CCC.11. 

RESPONSE
Section 15.1 of the DSM Framework calls on the gas utilities to “…increase their
budgets, targets and shareholder incentive amounts in the same manner as they have
done throughout the current DSM Framework (i.e., 2013 updates to 2014 should now
apply as 2014 updates to 2015).”

To determine Enbridge’s 2014 targets in EB-2012-0394 the Board approved the
following increases from the targets of 2013:
• Resource Acquisition
o 2% for all targets
• Low Income
o 2% for the Single-Family Part 9 target
o 7% for the Multi-residential Part 3 target
o No increase to the target for the percentage of Part 3 participants which
enrolled in Run it Right / Utility Management
• Residential Savings by Design
o 9% for the lower band of the Builder Enrollment target
o 14% for the middle band of the Builder Enrollment target
o 11% for the upper band of the Builder Enrollment target
o 11% for all Completed Unit targets
• Commercial Savings by Design
o 33% for the lower band target
o 50% for the middle band target
o 27% for the upper band target
• Home Labelling
o No increase to the Realtor Commitment target
o 300% increase to the Ratings Performed target

In keeping with the Board’s direction in section 15.1 of the new DSM Framework and
the escalation factors approved in EB-2012-0394 to increase DSM targets from 2013 to
2014, Enbridge applied the above noted escalations to its 2014 scorecard targets to
establish 2015 targets




JT 1.36 Attachment EP Update 2016 
Tab 2 FINAL 2014&15 Scorecards 

[image: ]




Exhibit B/1/4 paragraph 14 
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IRR JT 1.36 EGDI Response Question 5
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Exhibit B/1/4 Page 10 Table 8
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JT 1.36 Attachment EP Update 2016 
Tab 1 FINAL $ per CCM
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JT1.36  EGDI Response Question 6
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IRR Exhibit I.T3.EGDI.ED.13
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Exhibit  L GEC.1 page 18 Table 3 Corrected August 12 2015
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Exhibit L GEC.1 Page 19 Corrected August 12 2015
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B/1/6 Corrected Pages 2&3 Cost-Efficiency Incentive Deferral Account DSMCEIDA[image: ]
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IRR Response I.T10.EGDI.STAFF.29 Part c)
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IRR Response Exhibit I.T10.EGDI.EP.12 
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EGDI PANEL 2

Exhibit M.OEB Staff Evidence Synapse Energy Economics Inc. Report
Appendix A3 Section 5.3[image: ] [image: ]


Exhibit B/1/4 pages 26 and 27
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IRR Response Exhibit I.T5.EGDI. EP.22 
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IRR Response Exhibit I T5.EGDI BOMA 44
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Exhibit M OEB Staff.1 Synapse Report Appendix A3
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1.36 Attachment EP Update 2016 Tab2 2014&15&16 Scorecards
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IRR Response I.T5 EGDI.EP.24 part c)
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EGDI PANEL 4

Exhibit C Tab1 Schedule 1 Navigant Natural Gas Energy Efficiency Potential Study Table 5-19
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Exhibit I.T2 EGDI.EP.34 Table1, Table 3, Figure 1
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Response to JT1.36 Question 7 c) 
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Avoided Costs B/Tab2/S5 Corrected
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Navigant Avoided Cost Study Exhibit C Tab1 Schedule 4 Table 2 the Summary of Levelized Avoided Distribution Costs
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Excerpts Transcript TC3 Monday August 17 
page 17.
Then in addition, Navigant used some fairly obscure methodology for levellizing the costs.  Rather than using the normal economic carrying charge, the real levellized carrying charge, they did something that they didn't document very well.  They had a lot of pretty graphs laying out the concept, but no real numbers.
And Enbridge refused to provide any of their work papers, so we don't know what they did or how they got the number.  But it looked like they used too low a carrying charge, and they omitted any O&M related to having additional pipe in the ground.

Page 39
MR. CHERNICK:  Enbridge had acknowledged that it had forgotten basically all the projects that we knew about from the GTA proceeding, and it also volunteered the information that it had forgotten to include a group of projects in its Appendix B.

Page 40
MR. CHERNICK:  I think that Enbridge said that would increase their avoided cost by about 11 percent.  But I'm just telling you that off the top my head.
DR. HIGGIN:  That's good.  So there is a smallish or relatively small increase that would be appropriate, in your opinion, based on those corrections.
Later Mr. Chernick Indicated that perhaps his recollection of11% was not correct
Page 103/104
MR. CHERNICK:  There was some 11 percent someplace with some adjustment.  It may have been units -- excuse me, what Union's -- I'd have to look it up.  Eleven percent sounds like something I said in the past, but I can't remember in what context.
	MR. O'LEARY:  Rather than going back, can I just refer you to your response to Enbridge Interrogatory No.21?
	In that, you were asked to confirm that Enbridge stated that the overall impact of the inadvertent errors resulting in a 27 percent increase to reinforcement cost resulted in a marginal increase of less than 1 percent in water heating and industrial load, and an increase of 1 percent in space heating -- space and water heating.  And your answer is yes So to the extent that your earlier answer is incorrect, you'll stand by --
MR. CHERNICK:  Oh, yes, you're right.  And the 11 was a different number, which actually I mentioned in my testimony regarding Union's extrapolation from Enbridge's values.  Thank you for that correction.
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Energy Probe Exhibit Comparison of 2015 Scorecard  Metrics to 2014

B Tab 1 Schedule 12015 (Board-Directed) Rollover Scorecard Ref. I.T2.EGDI.EP.42014 Scorecard

Ref. I.T3.EGDI.EP.2;  I.T2.EGDI.EP.4 and I.T2.EGDI.CCC.11

Comparison 2016B/1/4/ Tables 8,15,22

Performance Band

Actual 

YTD 

1

Weight Lower Middle UpperSPEND $m

Actual 

YTDWeight Lower Middle UpperSPEND $m Changes 2014-2015 2012-142016  midDelta 2012-14Delta 2015

Resource Acquisition  Total mid per % 2014 Achieved3 year avg

Resource Acquisition CCM 89.2992%758.91,011.901,264.9016.64$      664.3792%744.05992.061240.08$16.58152%820894.474.4-117.50

Residential Deep Savings 2,7618%5717629525,2138%56074793415%23577,50851516,746.00

Commercial/Industrial Deep Savings

19.519.519.50

Low Income Total 

Single Family - Part 9   4.6750%18.124.130.26.86$        25.6750%17.723.629.5$6.4294%27.7628.91.144.80

Multi-Residential - Part 3   1.5445%51.668.78629.845%48.1564.280.25231%34.015924.99-9.70

Part 3 - RIRN/A 

2

5%30%40%50%74.39%5%30%40%50%54%79.70%-0.797-0.40

SBD Residential Total (MT) 

Builders Enrolled  1260%1318224.89$        2360%121620$3.0578%17301312.00

# of Completed Units 22740%8331,1111,3891,05940%75010001250105%1013250114881,390.00

SBD Commercial Total (MT) 

Commercial New Construction  9100%11182419100%8121995%12301812.00

Home Labeling Total (MT) 

Number of Committed Realtors 15,00050% N/A5,00110,00140,04070%05,00110,00112%42200N/AN/AN/A

Ratings performed 10050%2,2504,5006,75066230%7501,5002,250680%400596196-3,904.00

Subtotal28.39$      26.05$      

Overheads6.60$        $6.45

Incremental5.25$        0

TOTAL40.24$      32.50$      2016 BUDGETSB/1/4Table 1

RA Budget$29,555,657

Residential$1,836,456BudgetOverhead$5,076,336

Notes: Spend$8,605,657ActualSubtotal$34,631,993 58% 

1. Actual YTD results provided are as of May 2015 Incentive$6,028,149

2. Low Income Part 3 RIR results are determined at year-end. For that reason, Actual YTD results are not available. Low Income$10,151,789

Overhead$1,743,622

Subtotal$11,895,411 20% 

Incentive$2,070,551

MT Budget$11,528,281

Overhead$1,980,042

Subtotal$13,508,323 23% 

Incentive$2,351,299

TOTAL$60,035,727

Other3,500,000

TOTAL$63,535,727
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Comparison TableResponse to EP 4 and EP14RA Efficiency/Cost Effectiveness

ReferencesI.T2.EGDI.EP.4 I.T3.EGDI.EP.14

Resource Acquisition2014 $/CCM2015 $/CCM2016 $/CCM2017 $/CCM2018 $/CCM2019 $/CCM2020 $/CCM

ororororor

$/Participant$/Participant$/Participant$/Participant$/Participant

FORMAT  I.T3.EGDI.EP.14

Large C&I Customers (Sum) 0.0120?0.0123                0.0126                0.0128                0.0130                $0.0132

Large Custom 0.0114                0.0117                0.0119                0.0121                $0.0123

Large Prescriptive 0.0195                0.0200                0.0203                0.0207                $0.0210

Small C&I Customers (Sum) 0.0111?0.0414                0.0417                0.0417                0.0417                $0.0417

Small Custom 0.0257                0.0259                0.0259                0.0259                $0.0259

Small Prescriptive 0.0138                0.0139                0.0139                0.0139                $0.0139

Small DI 0.0821                0.0827                0.0827                0.0827                $0.0827

Small Commercial NewN/A 0.0893                0.1335                0.1251                $0.1073

Residential Thermostats?0.0367                0.0320                0.0304                0.0296                $0.0294

Residential HEC (CCM)0.0959?0.1184                0.1111                0.1067                0.1037                $0.1017

TOTAL 0.0330                0.0362                0.0385                0.0386                $0.0387

Low Income0.0930??????

TOTALI.T3.EGDI.CME.30.04900.06300.06800.06900.07000.0700

FORMAT REQUESTED

Resource Acquisition2012 $/CCM

 1

2013 $/CCM

 1

2014 $/CCM

 1

2015 $/CCM

 2

2016 $/CCM 

3

2017 $/CCM 

3

2018 $/CCM 

3

2019 $/CCM 

3

2020 $/CCM

 3

Residential $0.154$0.068$0.096$0.102$0.103$0.091$0.084$0.083$0.081

Commercial $0.012$0.010$0.011$0.013$0.023$0.025$0.026$0.026$0.026

Industrial $0.009$0.012$0.012$0.014$0.020$0.021$0.022$0.023$0.023

Total Resource Acquisition $0.012$0.013$0.023$0.021$0.033$0.036$0.038$0.038$0.038

Low Income 

4

Single Family - Part 9 $0.233$0.141$0.175$0.185$0.199$0.206$0.212$0.218$0.225

Multi Residential - Part 3 $0.032$0.026$0.044$0.041$0.056$0.055$0.055$0.054$0.054

PrivateN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/AN/A

Total Low Income$0.105$0.089$0.093$0.085$0.116$0.118$0.116$0.117$0.117

TOTAL RA & LI$0.018$0.019$0.029$0.028$0.040$0.043$0.045$0.045$0.045

1. 2014 $/CCM, as per response to Energy Probe IR# 4

2. 2015 $/CCM Forecast as of May 2015. $/CCM calculations based on Forecasted Program Spending, not OEB Approved Budget (in EP# 7)

3. 2016-2020 C&I $/CCM calculation includes CEM, RIR, Energy Compass, and budget from Energy Leaders

4. 2016-2020 Low Income $/CCM calculation excludes LI New Construction
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Exhibit . T5.EGDI.BOMA .44
Page 2 of 2

The figures below represent the manner in which the My Home Health Record offer will
be rolled out to Enbridge’s residential customers.

2015: 500,000 participants

2016: 1,000,000 participants
2017: 1,000,000 participants
2018: 1,350,000 participants
2019: 1,350,000 participants

In Opower’s most recent quarterly filing, Opower has forecasted that losses would be significant
through until 2017 as the Company is investing heavily in headcount increases for sales and
R&D, among other departments, in an effort to drive revenues. Other indicators of Opower’s
financial health include:

e As of March 31, 2015 Opower had $127M in cash (versus $126M at 12.31.14)

e Opower had total current assets of $170M as of March 31, 2015 versus only $73M in
current liabilities equaling a strong current ratio of 2.3

e Opower has no material debt

e Opower forecasts 2015 revenue growth of approximately 15%

Enbridge has an understanding with Opower that should the program fail to achieve expected
levels of performance, Enbridge has the option to terminate the relationship prior to its
expiration. The Company is confident in Opower’s permanence in the market. That being said,
Enbridge is confident that through the experience it has gained in working to interface with
Opower’s systems, Enbridge could transition to a new vendor in a relatively short period of time.
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