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Friday, August 28, 2015
--- On commencing at 12:30 p.m.


MS. LONG:  Good afternoon, everyone.  The Board is sitting today in EB-2015-0029 and EB-2015-0049, applications brought by Union Gas and Enbridge Gas for various approvals related to DSM.

Before we begin, Mr. O'Leary, are there any preliminary matters?

MR. O'LEARY:  No, Madam Chair, there are not.

MS. LONG:  Mr. Millar, anything?  No?  Then I believe Energy Probe is going to commence with cross-examination of this panel.

ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION INC. - PANEL 2, PROGRAMS: RESIDENTIAL, LOW INCOME AND NEW CONSTRUCTION

Michael Lister, Previously Affirmed

Jamie Paris, Previously Affirmed

Shannon Bertuzzi, Previously Affirmed

Erika Lontoc, Previously Affirmed

Steve McGill, Previously Affirmed

Cross-Examination by Dr. Higgin:

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you, Madam Chair.  Good afternoon, panel.  You've had my compendium for five days, so you should know pretty well what I'm going to ask this afternoon.  So I'd like to start then at page 20 of our compendium.  This is an extract from the Synapse report, which is Exhibit M.OEB Staff evidence Synapse Energy Economics Inc. report.  This is Appendix A3, section 5.3, and then subset of that section 5.3.2.

So have you got that now?  Okay, what I would like to do -- there's eight recommendations -- sorry, there's eleven recommendations, all pretty well related to the home energy conservation program.  I'm not going to ask all of them, but there's three or four that I would like to explore with you and understand your response and what you think of these recommendations as it pertains to the HEC program.

So I'd like to start with recommendation 1, and that, if you see it, is that Enbridge should remove the requirement that customers must install these two DSM measures -- and just as an aside, I believe that means deep measures, correct?  "And customers, in seeking to install one DSM measure at a time, should not be turned away."

So my first question then is, of course, what do you think of this, and in responding to that, now today we have a response from Synapse to my questions, and if you could turn up Undertaking JT4.3, which is relevant to this question.

And if you look at the response.  I hope you had a chance to look at it.  I gave it to counsel a few minutes ago.  Basically they still support that recommendation and they also on the other hand do not disagree with Mr. Neme that two measures are good practice.

And at the bottom of that they still continue to say that it should be dropped and that only one measure should be required.  So that's the background.

So can you please provide your response, what you think of this recommendation, and how it would impact the program in terms of participation and budgets and so on.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.  Thank you, Dr. Higgin, as part of the last framework in 2012 we were asked to go and pursue deep energy saving measures, and at the time when we were in our settlement agreement we realized that the kind of one-off transactional rebate style type programming was not really TRC-effective or cost effective, so we designed and developed at the time, which was called a community energy retrofit program, and that was in pursuit of deeper savings which we had classified as 25 percent.  I think everyone might remember that we did have a program in the marketplace for ten years which was called the TAPS program, and within that program we provided showerheads, aerators, programmable thermostats, pipe wrap back in the day, and that program became saturated in the marketplace, and so we had reached approximately 1.2 million customers through that program, and the one style type of measures were no longer cost effective, which is why we designed community energy retrofit at the time to go after and pursue that more holistic whole-home approach to the house.

MR. LISTER:  If I could add to that, Dr. Higgin, on page 26 of the framework as well, the Board specifically notes that, in terms of programming, item F on that page, that:

"...ensure that programs take a holistic approach and identify and target all energy saving opportunities throughout a customer's home or business."


And that is exactly what our home energy conservation program attempts to do.

MR. O'LEARY:  So to cut it to the short, you'd agree with Mr. Neme, your program is designed that way, and you do not agree with Synapse?


MR. LISTER:  I think that's a fair assessment.  We believe that the home energy conservation program is properly designed to achieve holistic whole-home savings.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So could we look at recommendation 3 on page -- on the Synapse report.  As it says there, basically it is suggesting that you should increase the offering incentive cap to more than $2,000 and perhaps go up to $5,000, so what's your response to that, and obviously in that response, indicate whether it will increase participation and whether it will lead to more savings and, of course, probably a much higher budget.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, I would agree.  It's not that we're opposed to adding more to the budget to reach more participants, but to date we haven't had a concern in reaching participants through our program and our -- incentive and our program structure.

MR. LISTER:  As well, Dr. Higgin, we talked a lot with panel 1 about the budget guidance that was provided by the Board.  This program in particular, as I'm sure you know, is very budget-sensitive, and that was a point you were making in your question, so while a much higher target -- I guess to sum it up, a much higher target would result in significant budget increase.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So could we look at recommendations 4 and 5, and these address your incentive structure, so I won't summarize them in detail, but -- so perhaps you could just tell us all what your current incentive structure is and how this recommendation would impact on that structure.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Absolutely, so as part of the DSM guidelines and the deep savings metric, we did take a holistic approach, and as part of the last framework we had 25 percent energy savings, but with the latest framework asking to drive more participation into the residential portfolio, we decreased the deep savings metric to 15 percent to make this more of a broad mass program.

DR. HIGGIN:  So just to -- is your current incentive structured -- it's tiered.  I think this is what -- could you just go through the tiers so that we would understand the tiers, please?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.  We structured the tiers knowing what we had done the last three years in the program with the 25 percent, and by lowering it to 15 percent, so 15 percent to 24 percent right now, 25 percent -- I'm drawing a blank on the next, and then 50 percent and above would be the maximum incentive level --


DR. HIGGIN:  That would be 16 --


MS. BERTUZZI:  -- 2,100.

DR. HIGGIN:  -- $1,600; is that right?

MS. BERTUZZI:  $1,600 for the --


DR. HIGGIN:  The higher level.

MS. BERTUZZI:  But the highest being 50 percent or above deep savings would receive a $2,100 incentive.

DR. HIGGIN:  Oh, okay.  Thank you very much.

So can you look at number 8 recommendation?  So this talks about what -- sorry, Madam Chair -- what we tend to call shallow measures, correct?  Mass market shallow measures.  And they're suggesting that these should be offered either within HEC or as a separate offering outside, rather like mass market, as you did with TAPS, for example.

So, perhaps you would like to tell us what your reaction is to this proposal and how it would fit within the HEC program.  Or would it be outside of the program as a mass market measure?


MS. BERTUZZI:  As I indicated earlier, we ended the TAPS program in 2012 and it reached 1.2 million customers.  That consisted of shower heads and aerators and programmable thermostats.


We did data analytics at the time to determine kind of what was that real potential left in the marketplace, and we were at approximately about 300,000 customers that we hadn't reached through that program.


They are not necessarily cost effective, which is why we ended the program in 2012, because the free ridership rate was increasing on those measures, and also the non-install and removal rate was between 60 and about 78 percent in the marketplace.  Does that answer?


DR. HIGGIN:  Do you have an opinion whether these measures, or have you screened some of them, would meet the TRC plus test, or would with they likely not?


MS. BERTUZZI:  From our history on the program, they would likely not reach the TRC screening test as it is today.


MR. LISTER:  The bottom line is they would add considerable budget for very few, if any, incremental savings.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So summarizing the report in the context of the HEC, the Home Energy Conservation Program, I have three questions and yes or no answers are fine.


First of all, has EGD assessed the impact of these and other Synapse recommendations, having read the report?  I was only able to go through four of them today.  Have you done that, and what's your reaction?


MR. LISTER:  We have offered to provide, by way of undertaking, an assessment of each of the recommendations provided by Synapse.


So I think generically our answer is yes, we have reviewed the report and we have thoughts on most or all of the recommendations.  But we'd like to formalize that and we'll provide it by way of undertaking, if that's acceptable.


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I think you have given Mr. Quinn an undertaking, so I won't ask for another one.


But just one other question here.  If you could turn up a new undertaking from Synapse, which would be JT4.4 -- if you could put that up, please?


So if we look at the bottom of that when it comes up, the next-to-last paragraph and last paragraph is what I'm interested in.  If the Panel has it, shall we proceed, Madam Chair?


MS. LONG:  Do the witnesses have it?


MR. LISTER:  We don't have it, unless it's in your compendium.


DR. HIGGIN:  No, it only came today.  I’m afraid not.


MS. LONG:  Can we get some copies?


DR. HIGGIN:  I'll carry on, then.


MS. LONG:  I'd like them to have it.


DR. HIGGIN:  Sorry, Madam Chair?


MS. LONG:  You are asking them about an undertaking response?


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I am.


MS. LONG:  And they don't have the response in front of them?


DR. HIGGIN:  No.  I thought that the Board Staff had it, and that’s why -- because I checked just before we came on that the Board Staff had it.


MR. MILLAR:  I think we'll have it on the screen in a moment.


DR. HIGGIN:  Here we are, Madam Chair.


MS. LONG:  Thank you.


DR. HIGGIN:  So I'm now going to go to the last two paragraphs.  The preamble is in the first paragraph, and it talks about the balance of our recommended program improvements is the onus is -- on the utilities.  And of course, ultimately the Board must decide on the appropriate balance.


So now at the bottom, this is the -- what I'm going to ask you about, and maybe this comes in the undertaking:

"At a minimum, we recommend that the Board should direct the utilities to adopt all of our recommendations that are likely to reduce program costs.  The Board should also consider directing the utilities to adopt all of our recommendations that are expected to be relatively low cost, but with significant benefits."

Maybe you haven't had a chance to think about that. But if you could add that to the undertaking, to give some information as to your opinion with respect to that recommendation in that --


MR. LISTER:  Perhaps with what we could offer, Dr. Higgin, is that at the end of the undertaking, after we've itemized our responses to each of the recommendations, a brief summary that is in response to this particular paragraph.


Without seeing each and every itemized recommendation, it is hard to comment on that sitting here right now.


I do think it's important that the Board take a very balanced look at all of the information before it.  But let us take that away, and we'll include it is a part of the undertaking.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.  So the next area I'm going to go to is -- could you please turn up page 21 of our compendium?


MS. LONG:  I think for clarity you should probably mark that as a new undertaking.


DR. HIGGIN:  That would be fine, Madam Chair.


MR. MILLAR:  Undertaking 8.1, and it is to provide the company's response to JT4.4; is that fair?

UNDERTAKING NO J8.1:  ENBRIDGE TO PROVIDE ITS RESPONSE TO UNdERTAKING NO. JT4.4


DR. HIGGIN:  That's fair enough.


MS. DUFF:  I just have one question, Mr. Lister.  Are you clear on the clarification of that second paragraph in which the recommendations which should reduce costs; is that clear?


MR. LISTER:  Perhaps not.  I didn't read the preamble or the citation in the paragraph there.  So if the undertaking is to respond to -- I don't remember if it was this JT4.4, we'll have an opportunity to read the entire undertaking.


MS. DUFF:  Okay, I just wanted to make sure you were comfortable with that subset.


MR. LISTER:  Thank you.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So if we’re on page 21 of our compendium --


MS. LONG:  Sorry, Dr. Higgin.  Mr. O'Leary?


MR. O'LEARY:  I just wanted to -- I think Mr. Lister effectively dealt with it, but there may be some difficulty in giving a response which will include great detail because that, I believe, would be a significant amount of work to try and do the calculations as to what are the apparent recommendations and the costs that would flow or the savings that would flow from that.


So I think Mr. Lister said we'll make best efforts, but I think we do understand what Synapse has said.  It’s really to be determined how much time and effort can be put into this, and therefore I'm trying to be a bit -- add some qualifications to what we can do in a reasonable time limit.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.


MS. LONG:  I would expect, based on what I've just seen, there would be quite a few qualifications, given the terminology that's contained within that answer to the -- with respect to that undertaking.


So I think, Dr. Higgin, you appreciate that.


DR. HIGGIN:  Of course.  I'm going to ask the same question, of course, to Synapse when they appear.


MS. LONG:  Right.


DR. HIGGIN:  And I expect them to have a more quantitative response to what's low cost and what isn't, et cetera.


MS. LONG:  All right, as long as we understand what the limitations are with respect to the limitations for the witnesses --


DR. HIGGIN:  I don’t have another opportunity to get the company's reaction, other than today.  Thank you.


MR. LISTER:  If I may?  To be clear, I don't foresee that we're going to be able to itemize the cost impact of every single recommendation.  I think, at a broad level, we can comment.


DR. HIGGIN:  That's correct.  That's all I would expect, Mr. Lister.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Sorry, and we can also in that undertaking state what we've done historically as well on market saturation, with programs like furnace, and programmable thermostats and TAPS.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you, very much.


So if we could move to the MMHR, the My Home Health Record offering program, and this is listed as a program under MTM or -- and it's the first one on the list in this exhibit, which is Exhibit B1.4, pages 26 -- this is 26 and that is from the pre-filed evidence of Enbridge; correct?


So turn to the next page, and that's a bit more detail on the program, that's on page 22, and there's been some discussion on this, and this shows the budget rising from 390 -- 3.9 million to 7.21 over the planned period.

What I'm interested in is:  Is there a budget breakdown?  I couldn't find it, but it may be there, and what I'm interested in is the budget for providing the paper or other records to the participants versus what are the other costs for setting up and running the web portal; that's what I'm interested in, as the breakdown.

MR. LISTER:  Sure, perhaps I could provide a comment, and then see if you're all right with an undertaking to provide that information.

What makes up the budget there is primarily two components:  data analytics and printed mail.  Those are the two primary components that drive the budget there, and of course the scale, the number of customers that we're targeting.

In fact, there are no incremental web portal costs associated with this program.  This program leverages an existing portal that we have called "My Enbridge", which is available to customers on e-bill, so it's leveraging existing web portal space, so there are no incremental web portal costs, but we can provide that breakdown for data analytics and printed mail if that's helpful.

DR. HIGGIN:  Could I just clarify then, you are not making any enhancements to the web portal, which is now, as you said, for e-billing customers to make it widely available to other customers that do not participate in e-billing?

MR. LISTER:  I believe there was an interrogatory response to this.  The "My Enbridge" portal is available to all Enbridge customers.

To answer your question, I believe the answer is:  No, there are no specific enhancements, but this OPower program leverages the existing "My Enbridge" portal space and leverages it in a way that provides customers with very individualized reports and information about their own consumption and what they can do about it and how they fare against others, benchmarked homes that have similar characteristics, so that is what the OPower customers would be able to use.

DR. HIGGIN:  Could you just complete your answer then about the rest of the budget?

MR. LISTER:  The rest of my answer, I simply was offering to provide to you by way of undertaking, because I don't have it in front of me, the constitution of each of those budget number items there from '16 to '20, which are set on the basis of a price for data analytics and additional components for printed mail.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you, that would be helpful.  If you could provide that breakdown, we would like that.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.2.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.2:  TO PROVIDE A BREAKDOWN of costs for data analytics and printed mail for the new web portal


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.

So I'd like to now move ahead and ask some more questions about the program.  In order to do that could you turn up page 23, and that is an IRR response to Energy Probe, which is IT5.EGDI.EP.22.

So basically I'm going to ask you some questions that start with the design of the program and help us to understand in some more detail the design of the program.

So the question is:  Do you have a copy of the OPower design summary for the MHHR, and if it's in evidence or it's in an IR, please just point to it.  If not, could you provide the design?  I'll tell you why I'm asking, and then maybe this will help.  First, we're particularly interested in the design from a mass market versus targeted program perspective; and second, we'd like to understand the supporting analysis of the housing stock, gas consumption profiles and underlying factors such as occupancy, vintage, space board -- equipment, the usual things that drive the 2,000-plus m-cubeds that customers use.

So if it's a targeted program, which is one of the premises we're going to ask about, then those things would be done -- underlie that analysis to target the program.  So that's the reason.  So is there a design that you can point to us that deals with the design of the program that I can read and understand better?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LISTER:  Thank you, Dr. Higgin.  I'm not certain that we've provided a particular design.  We have talked in our evidence about aspects of the program such as targeting, so -- and we've consulted with OPower quite a bit, and we've also conducted a pilot program.

And what OPower does, they use very specific demographic billing consumption and other information to establish a group of customers, and then what they do is they create a control group of similar customers.

And the measurement is provided by looking at the consumption changes for each of the two groups and comparing them.  That's the essence of what the program is about.  Certainly I'm sure that within the body of -- I suppose two aspects.  Yesterday I offered by way of undertaking -- one was a presentation, which I think at a high level describes what you're talking about.  We also provided an index or bibliography of independent evaluation reports about the OPower program around North America, and I'm certain that some of those reports would contain exactly what you're looking for.

So what I can offer is that we could provide, I think, the most relevant of those, or specifically from OPower documentation that is exactly as you request.

DR. HIGGIN:  That would be helpful.  The word "design" is there -- is a DSM practice.  There is a program design that is done for every program in detail, and that was what I was really asking for, but if doesn't exist, then whatever you can provide to assist me would be helpful.

MR. LISTER:  Sorry, maybe it's my misunderstanding.  I understood you to be asking for some sort of technical documentation.  What we have provided and -- correctly or incorrectly -- in our evidence at Exhibit B2 -- I'm sorry, Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule 1 -- is an offer description, describes the program and what it's intended to achieve, but I understood you to be asking for more technical documentation.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I am, because of the requirements that would be related to targeting the customers to be reached under the program.

MR. LISTER:  Certainly, we'll provide technical documentation.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

MS. LONG:  Mr. Lister, could you just answer a simple question for me on this program?  If you were to give us an example, let's say -- Member Frank and I live in two of the same type houses.  There's three occupants in our house, we're in the same area.  Does she form part of a control group, let's say, and I'm part of the group that is targeted by this program, and you send me four reports during the year telling me that I'm doing a better job than she's doing or I'm doing a worse job based on what our consumption levels are?  Is that the basic --


MR. LISTER:  In essence, that's what it is about --


MS. LONG:  Okay.

MR. LISTER:  -- and so there is behavioural science behind that, and the science is that you, as the targeted consumer, would feel that you could do more to change your behaviour, and so -- in so doing increase your own sort of call to action to improve your own energy efficiency.

So what we're going to provide to you in this example would be materials about programs that you could take advantage of, opportunities to reduce your consumption, and basically use that as a platform to drive your own energy literacy.

MS. LONG:  But that is the extent of the design that we are -- our houses are --


MR. LISTER:  In essence, that is --


MS. LONG:  -- similar, the occupancy is similar, like, that is what we're talking about when we're talking about design?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.  I was just going to add to that that it’s very like for like, right.  So you are going to be segmented based on people that kind of have your demographics and your characteristics, and you're going to be compared against that segment versus someone that isn't necessarily within that same characteristic or demographics or usage pattern, or anything else.

MS. LONG:  And that is the value that OPower brings to this variable, to do that analysis?

MS. BERTUZZI:   Absolutely.

MS. DUFF:  I’m sorry, I have to ask one more question. For the pilot that you're doing -- do you mind?  I’m so sorry.

DR. HIGGIN:  No, no.


MS. DUFF:  For the pilot that you're doing in 2015, is that a random sample?  How are you determining the segments to target for your 2016 program?

Like, you said you are going to segment based on certain characteristics.  I don't know what information you are leveraging about the houses, and other demographics.

But I just wanted to know are you -- the pilot, is that completely random?

MR. LISTER:  Just a couple of points on that, just to clarify.  The pilot is complete.  We started the pilot last year and it completed this year.

To your question about is it random, I know that the control group is randomly selected, and so I --


MS. BERTUZZI:  I was just going to say that we provided information to OPower on -- like high energy users, like gas users, and then that was kind of -- the first segmentation of the data was to go out to those type of people, those that we could potentially see the most savings from or the higher gas users.

That would have been the first step and then, you know, it goes to OPower, and to what I was saying earlier that then it's kind of segmented based on other attributes, like demographics, usage, neighborhoods -- I don't know everything about how they do their data analytics to segment the data -- and then that's how the audience would have been chosen.

MS. DUFF:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Did I miss an undertaking as well, Dr. Higgin, before this --


DR. HIGGIN:  I was going to come back to that and ask Mr. Lister if there was one and if he could try to describe it, because perhaps that would be helpful.

MR. LISTER:  As I understood the undertaking, it was to provide technical documentation that describes what OPower does essentially, and how they do it.

I do believe some of that information would be contained in the stakeholder presentation material that was one of the undertakings from yesterday.

But if there's something more specific that I could ask OPower for, then we'll provide that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thanks very much, sir.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.3.

MS. DUFF:  And if that could include the establishment of the test and control groups, I would appreciate that.

MR. LISTER:  Yes, we'll make sure that's there.
UNDERTAKING NO. J8.3:  ENBRIDGE to provide technical documentation that describes what OPower does and how they do it, including information related to the establishment of test and control groups


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Coming back to page 21 and part (b) of the interrogatory, my question is straightforward.

These are the participants that are expected, and my first question is:  Where are the other 650,000 customers, residential customers of EGD in this list?  Do they get something?  How do they part participate?

MS. BERTUZZI:  So in order to properly manage the savings versus the non-savings, you have what you call those recipients that will actually receive the reports and those that will not, and that's how you determine kind of the baseline from the two of them.

So, we've ramped it up so that at the end of 2020. 1.35 million customers will be receiving this, starting off with hopefully 500,000 next year.

DR. HIGGIN:  How are they selected by OPower?  I think it's a continuation of the discussion we've just had about control groups and so on.

So how are these 1.35 over the program period selected, and why are the 650,000 others -- are they the control group, or are they not going to be selected, and for what reason?

MR. LISTER:  In terms of approach, Ms. Bertuzzi was exactly right; the approach is to start with high gas consumption users.

In terms of your -- a response to your specific question about what happens to the other, I'm going to suggest we have 1.9 million customers, so 550,000.

DR. HIGGIN:  All right, well, I won't debate the number. A hundred here or there --


MR. LISTER:  I'm not an expert in statistical control groups, but I do know that there needs to be enough of a population to create appropriate control groups.

So there would necessarily be an amount or some number of the total population that could not participate, because they represent the control group.

MS. BERTUZZI:  And I'd also like to add to that that not everyone is going to be classified as a high gas user, right.  So some of that population will diminish based on the fact that they wouldn't fit into that original segment of using above the threshold of gas.

DR. HIGGIN:  Just to clarify that point, are you saying that there are or are not 1.35 million high gas users?  Or is that just the overall --


MR. LISTER:  No, I don't think that's precisely what we're saying.  We're saying that we're going to target 1.35 million customers.  We're going to start with the high consumption users and sort of work our way down.

That's why you'll see in what we're estimating or targeting for cumulative cubic metres, the rate of growth goes down because as we add less consuming customers, the incremental savings that we can achieve likewise reduces as well.

So this is not to suggest that 1.35 million users are high users.  It's very likely that once we pass probably the first tranche, at least the first tranche, we're into more sort of average and typical customers -- and as well likely in the first tranche as well, which is 500,000 customers.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you for that clarification.  If we could go to part (c) of the interrogatory, we asked you for the results of the pilot program and you indicated at that time that they were being finalized and not available.

So has EGD received the results to date from the two-15 pilot with OPower and, if so, can you provide them to parties, even in a rough unedited form with whatever caveats you have?

MR. LISTER:  Yes, we have.  And yes, we can.  The results were presented to Enbridge in a presentation style, so we would be happy to provide that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  That would be very helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.4.


UNDERTAKING NO. J8.4:  enbridge to provide results from the two-15 pilot with OPower.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.  So, one other last question on this topic.

If you could turn up in our compendium -- I think -- let me find the page here.  Yes, pages 26 and 27 of the compendium.  The question I have is related to the second page, page 2 of 2, or page 27.

And again, just to repeat, this is I.T5.EGDI.BOMA.44, and we're looking at page 2 of 2.

So, my question to you is as follows:  Please tell us more about what are the performance and termination provisions that EGDI has with OPower related to the MHHR program.


You do have in this paragraph an indication that if the program fails to achieve the levels of performance, you have the option to terminate prior to its expiration.  So, could you just tell us what are the performance-related requirements that would cause such a termination, and then what are the provisions that you have with respect to termination.

MR. LISTER:  If my memory serves correctly, the provisions within the contract relate to performance of a number of customers specifically, and it's at the company's, Enbridge's, discretion to determine whether or not the program has been determined to be successful.  Within that clause, Enbridge has the option to essentially terminate.

I believe that's the only performance-related metric within the contract that gives us the right to terminate.  Is that responsive to your question?

DR. HIGGIN:  That is.  Just to clarify, just one question of follow-up is:  Do you have any penalties for premature termination, if you do terminate prematurely?

MR. LISTER:  It is my understanding that we don't have any penalties for early termination.  If that turns out to be incorrect -- my memory is that there are no penalties for early termination, but I will look at that, and if there is, I will be sure to correct the record.

DR. HIGGIN:  Which way would you like to deal with that, just as an undertaking in case, Madam Chair, or what would you prefer?

MS. LONG:  Well, I think you should mark it as an undertaking if it's your expectation that you're going to get an answer.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

MS. LONG:  Just so we --


MR. MILLAR:  J8.5.

MS. LONG:  -- keep track of things.  We're asking these witnesses to do a lot, so I'd like it to be marked.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. J8.5:  ENBRIDGE TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE IS A PENALTY FOR EARLY TERMINATION.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.

So I'm now going to move away from that and talk about, briefly, very briefly, about the home rating MT program, and in order to get us to that discussion, I'm trying to now look at page 29 of the compendium, and this is a reproduction or a copy of -- it should say "JT1.36 attachment, EP update 216", and that's from tab 2 of the spreadsheet.

Basically, if you look down the very small print on the left, you see the "home labelling total (MT)", and then underneath it you see "number of committed realtors and ratings performed".

And I just take you to the two yellow columns, and see that in two-14 you list 662 as the labelling number.  Is that correct?

MS. BERTUZZI:  That is correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  And at the moment, of course, you don't have a number for performance under the program.  You have 100 as a placeholder, but let's look three columns over and look at what you've targeted as the middle, and that is 4,500 ratings for two-15.  For me, that seems rather ambitious, given 662 in two-14.

Would you like to speak to that?

MR. LISTER:  As per maybe the discussion we have had with other parties around certain other of the metrics within the scorecard, this one also was the result of a -- the 2015 rollover provisions.

So you're right, Dr. Higgin, it is ambitious, and it is a specific target that we are not projecting we are going to hit.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So I've asked you to give you the latest -- in an undertaking previously so we won't go any more.  You'll give me the latest number.  Thank you.

So could we turn to page 30, and I'm just about done now, Madam Chair, and what I'm talking about here is a response to some IRs that give us the profile of the listings in your franchise, so this is I.T5.EGDI.EP.24, and part (c).

I'm not going to go through this information, but I'd just like to take you to the last paragraph, which is on page 31, and page 3 of 3 from the response, and perhaps we can just look at that for a moment.  And it says:
"Enbridge is concerned that the program as currently designed is not focused enough on its core objective, which is to increase the number of homes in the market with an energy rating and further encourage the active use of those ratings in evaluating the value of a home."


So that's -- I will leave the rest of it.  So this seems to be a fairly major concern that -- about this program that you are expressing.  Would you like to respond and talk about that, please?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, so as part of 2012, this was one of the programs that we launched into the market, which was to really influence realtors in the marketplace to have an understanding of what a home rating on a home meant, and understood.  We've worked with realtors the last three years.  We've pretty much saturated that market of training and educating them, but what we noticed is we weren't necessarily seeing the homes being sold or listed with an energy rating, and as part of our stakeholdering that we've done over the last couple of years, we've learned that to really kind of change the market on that aspect, that we maybe had to redesign the program and focus more on the homeowner than the realtor, so which has been the redesign for 2015 and beyond.  No different than kind of probably the home inspections in the 1980s, where consumers really drove that and not the realtors, they kind of opposed that back then as well.


This is why we're going forward with reaching homeowners and providing them an energy audit so that they can understand what that rating is on their home prior to selling that home or listing that home.

DR. HIGGIN:  So that's the new feature of the program as you're going forward; correct?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, come back to one question, just that you have been, my words, blocked from having this under the Ontario -- I think it's the energy conservation act requirements, by, as you said, the realtors; correct?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, I mean, as part of the green energy -- economy act of 2009, I mean, it was mandated, and essentially there was opposition from the realtors on that, but I would say the last three years of us doing this program with realtors we have been extremely successful on reaching the mass of realtors and really educating and training them on what, you know, the value is to be perceived in a home that actually does have an energy rating at time of listing.

So -- sorry, your question again?

DR. HIGGIN:  So the question -- my question follow-up is really, is the turf better these days for the realtors, or will they continue to block it?  I note you've had discussions with the Minister of Energy about this issue, and that's my question.

MS. BERTUZZI:  I think, yes, there's always going to be realtors that block this.  I do think that we've been successful, Enbridge, with the realtors that we have worked to date that are seeing the value in this.

I don't think it's something that's going to happen overnight, which is really why we wanted to change the program design to go after consumer focus and have consumers demand it on behalf of, you know, at time of sale of their home.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you, I just want to give -- my last question is this, changing direction, so do you know the percentage of homes sold in your franchise that have pre-sale home inspections?  Do you have information on that?  Just as a broad question.  I'm not asking for the number.

MS. BERTUZZI:  I don't have the exact number per se, but, you know, in today's day and age, most people at the time of condition of sale within the real estate area would not purchase a home without a home inspection.

DR. HIGGIN:  Correct, except if there's a bidding war.  But let's go now to the next question.  Have you considered how home inspections and home energy labelling could work together and be integrated so that the driver is, as you've just said, the market response to home energy -- to audits and home inspections, so to home inspections, you could add an energy audit into that?  Have you considered that, and how far have you gone with that?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Absolutely, we have, and we are fortunate enough through the home energy conservation program that we do work with a lot of energy evaluators in the marketplace who also are tied with home inspectors, and that is as part of the redesign for 2016 and beyond that is absolutely one of our goals.

MR. LISTER:  Dr. Higgin, that would be -- that would be the ideal outcome that we're striving for.  We would like consumers to demand energy ratings as much as they demand home inspections, and if the two were linked inextricably, that would be an ideal outcome.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much for that response.  Thank you, Madam Chair.  Those are my questions.

MS. LONG:  Thank you, Dr. Higgin.

Just before we lose that train of thought, Mr. Lister, just a question.  You had said that Enbridge is able to terminate the contract with OPower based on performance.  How are you measuring performance?  What is the measure?  Is it gas saved?  Is it number of people enrolled, is it -- what is it?


MR. LISTER:  For us, what we have proposed and provided in our application is a CCM measure associated with the program.  So, we would be measured with the Ontario Energy Board as per the savings that derive out of this program.

With OPower, I believe that we are asking them to target the number of customers.  So we're taking the onus of ensuring that the program is successful in driving the CCM results.

MS. LONG:  So the number of customers enrolled?

MR. LISTER:  Enrolled.

THE COURT:  I mean, the way I understand the program, you send out an introductory letter and then I have the option of opting out.

MR. LISTER:  That's correct.

MS. LONG:  So, I guess where's the counting for OPower?  Is it the number of letters sent out?  Is it the number of people that do not opt out, and therefore are assumed to be in?

MR. LISTER:  Well, what OPower provides in this is really the data analytics, the engine behind the scenes that segments the customer according to the benchmarking parameters that does the random control group.

It really individualizes the reports for specific customers, so it is that whole data engine in the background.

MS. LONG:  Okay, but I guess I'm still not understanding how you're measuring their performance.  I think you said by number of customers enrolled; did I hear you say that?

MR. LISTER:  That is certainly the target.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. LONG:  You can take that away and think about it, if you want to answer that by way of undertaking.  I don't expect you to remember contract provisions.

But I am interested, in just a general sense, of how you would evaluate their performance, on what basis.

MR. LISTER:  Thank you.  I would appreciate taking that away.

MR. MILLAR:  That's J8.6.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.6:  ENBRIDGE TO ADVISE THE PERFORMANCE MEASURMENT CRITERIA FOR THE OPOWER PROGRAMS


MS. LONG:  I believe, Ms. Girvan, you are next?
Cross-Examination by Ms. Girvan:


MS. GIRVAN:  Dr. Higgin covered off some of the areas I was going to speak to today.

With respect to the home energy conservation program, we all know that there was a very significant take-up in 2015.  Can you explain why that happened?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Hi, Ms. Girvan.  I would actually think it goes back to 2012 how we --- I would think that it goes back to 2012 and how we segmented the neighbourhoods that we went out to, because we were looking for the most potential areas or neighbourhoods that would be able to provide that 25 percent deep savings metric.

I also think that we built the capacity in the marketplace with energy evaluators and the contractors.  And I think, on top of that, at the end of the day, three years in the marketplace, saw an uplift of everything that we had been doing from 2012 to now.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So how is the program marketed?

MS. BERTUZZI:  We’ve marketed through very different channels, and various channels.  We’ve had print; we’ve had radio.  We've worked with contractors directly through our sales force.  We worked directly with the energy evaluators.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, when you say contractors through your sales force, what does that mean?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Our internal sales team working with HVAC contractors out in the marketplace.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MS. BERTUZZI:  We've also worked with -- in 2012, we were very community-focused when we launched this program, so we worked with Lowe’s, we worked with ScotiaBank, the Sustainable Housing Foundation, and other organizations to help promote this program on our behalf.

MS. GIRVAN:  And you've assumed a free ridership rate of 5 percent for this program?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, we have.  Actually we're at 15 percent right now as a free ridership on our program.

MS. GIRVAN:  In '15, or going -- what's it going to be?

MS. BERTUZZI:  From 2013 to now, we are at a 15 percent free ridership.

MS. GIRVAN:  And what's the free ridership rate going forward?

MS. BERTUZZI:  We haven't changed it.

MS. GIRVAN:  So it will be 15 percent?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So do you know -- do you ever survey or assess how many of the customers that are participants were already planning to do the retrofits?

MS. BERTUZZI:  We did do focus groups back in October of last year, and I think we had that as an undertaking that showed that.

MR. LISTER:  I believe we had provided it in an interrogatory response.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Sorry, interrogatory.

MR. LISTER:  And I believe that was CCC number 5.

MS. GIRVAN:  But my other than -- my question really is other than focus groups, are there any other ways that you test whether or not the customers that are enrolled in the program were already planning to do the retrofits?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Well, I'm not -- no, we haven't, but I'm not too sure that there's kind of relevancy to that as well, because when EcoEnergy shut down their program in 2012, they saw a mass dip in the marketplace of people not going through the retrofit market, which is why we in turn designed and developed this program, to keep the momentum in the marketplace of trying to have that holistic home approach.

MR. LISTER:  If I could add to that?

MS. GIRVAN:  But you don't plan to do surveys going forward?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Absolutely, we plan to do surveys --


MS. LONG:  Let's try and talk one at a time.  I think, Mr. Lister, you were going to answer.

MR. LISTER:  Sorry, I just wanted to add that our expectation is that the free ridership is very low.  The way that the program works -- appropriately very low, because the way that the program works is there is a pre-audit, and a customer may not even be aware what alternatives they have available to them to achieve some level of savings.

And it's not until they work with the pre-audit outcome that they even understand what the measures are, and then they can approach the measures in different ways that get them to the program's objective.

So based on that, that is how they enrol in the program, so it's appropriate that the free ridership be very low with that sort of a program.

MR. PARIS:  Just further to that, if I can add as well, it is the secondary measure as well that they are being asked to include.  So anyone who is planning on just a retrofit of one measure, in order to participate in the program, they need to do at least two.

MS. GIRVAN:  But they will get funded to do that?  They’ll get an incentive.

MR. PARIS:  Right, correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  So if the payback to them is reasonable, it is kind of an easy choice.

MR. PARIS:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thanks.  So in terms of the --


MR. LISTER:  Sorry, can I just clarify there?  The payback for them is an easy choice, I believe is your question.

Our incentive level is about $2,000 -- $2,100 at the highest end, and we're talking about some pretty significant investments for some customers; heating systems, insulation, things like that.

So I wouldn't expect that the payback makes it an easy choice, if that was your insinuation.

MS. GIRVAN:  I guess in some cases it might, though.

MR. LISTER:  I would say that would be pretty irregular.

MS. GIRVAN:  So in 2015, I think you said you had -- is it 5,100 participants?

MR. LISTER:  2015 isn't yet concluded, obviously, but we have --


MS. GIRVAN:  But you've stopped the program?

MR. LISTER:  But I believe we'll land at around 5,100, thereabouts.

MS. GIRVAN:  Just so I can sort of look at the budgets going forward, what did you spend in 2015 specifically to get those 5,100?

MR. LISTER:  We were going to provide you, I think, with an undertaking on that --


MS. GIRVAN:  That was sort of a different -- I think you have that number.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.  Typically, the average customer of what we spend through the Home Energy Conservation Program is about 1650 per participant.

MS. GIRVAN:  But do you know exactly what you spent?

MS. BERTUZZI:  To date?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Not exactly off the top of my head.

MS. GIRVAN:  Do you have a ballpark?

MR. LISTER:  In terms of total budget, or per customer?

MS. GIRVAN:  Total budget.

MR. LISTER:  Ballpark would be -- just a second, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. LONG:  Dr. Higgin?

DR. HIGGIN:  They gave the number in -- at undertaking J1.36, the original one, and it's in the other one.

So there is a number in there of 8.6 million actual spend in that -- I'm giving the reference, which is JT1.36 attachment EP update, tab 2, that has that number in the column there showing that number as 8.6.


MR. LISTER:  I was going to provide a ballpark in the $8 million range.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.


So if you can turn to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 4.  And this just sets out your budgets and your targets.  Page 9, sorry.  So what I see in 2016 is I see $12.1 million for 2016 for this program, and then it increases to 15 million in '17, 18 million in '18, and 18 sort of carried through those three years.


And if you move what I understand your targets for 2016, the low end is -- I think this is in the same exhibit -- the low end is 5,600 and 7,500 and 11,000; is that correct?


MR. LISTER:  I can confirm that the mid target for 2016 is 7,500.  I'll take your word, subject to check, that the upper and lower band are those numbers.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, and you're spending $12 million in order to get to that level.


MR. LISTER:  That's correct.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Okay.  I just wanted to confirm that.  So what is the maximum shareholder incentive available to you if you achieve your 2016 target for this program?


MR. LISTER:  That would take some mathematical calculation, which I don't think I could do sitting here.  I could either provide that to you later or --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, I --


MR. LISTER:  -- by way of undertaking if you like.


MS. GIRVAN:  -- would like to know that number.  Thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  J8.7.


UNDERTAKING NO. J8.7:  TO PROVIDE THE MAXIMUM SHAREHOLDER INCENTIVE AVAILABLE IF THE 2016 TARGET FOR THIS PROGRAM IS ACHIEVED.


MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.


And my question, again, in terms of trying to meet your 7,500, 100 percent target for '16, if you move money from another budget area or you use the 15 percent DSMVA, do these targets remain in place?


MR. LISTER:  Yes.


MS. GIRVAN:  They do; okay.  And do you intend to move money around in 2016?


MR. LISTER:  We don't intend to.  I don't know how we could intend to at this point.  As we have discussed on a number of occasions with different intervenors, the conditions that arise throughout the year, oftentimes there are opportunity to pursue, or challenges that we encounter, so we move budget around accordingly, but we don't anticipate or intend to do that at this point.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you could move the budget around, but your position is that target is going to remain the same, so you'll have more money to achieve that target.


[Witness panel confers]


MR. LISTER:  Well, what we've proposed per the application is the budget that supports the target.  I can't speak to what the conditions might be like in 2016, and that's a -- I'll call it an operating risk that we take, that we may or may not be able to achieve 7,500, but we will optimize our performance by moving budget around as we need to or to take advantage of opportunities or to --


MS. GIRVAN:  It sounds to me like, given your experience in '15, you won't have any trouble achieving your target.


MR. LISTER:  I can't say that that's true.  I believe that we're targeting almost a 50 percent increase in one year.  We know that we've slowed the program down this year, and that hasn't met well with everyone, and there will be some ramp-up time, so I can't say for certain at this point that we would be entirely successful with that program.


MS. GIRVAN:  In terms of evaluation of the program, are you ever going to look at whether customers actually reduce their gas consumption under -- or not?  I mean, I know that you're basing everything on assumed savings per measure, but are you ever going to go and look at what customers actually saved?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Hi, Ms. Girvan, as part of the process of an audit, the pre-audit determines what the energy efficiency is on that home.  Then the consumer will make that decision if they want to retrofit based on those activities to reach the parameters of the program, which is currently 25 percent, deep savings, or 15 percent, as part of 2016.  Then they have to actually retrofit, then they have to do a post-audit, and the post-audit will determine what those actual savings are from the pre-audit.


MS. GIRVAN:  But will the post-audit just measure whether they've installed the measures?


MS. BERTUZZI:  No, it is about the actual percentage of savings, and that's the whole point of an audit, which is the holistic approach to the home and trying to reach the optimal amount of savings.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So let's just say some customer -- some customers using the same amount of gas, they just have a warmer home.  Will that come out in the results?


MS. BERTUZZI:  So --


MS. GIRVAN:  So let's just -- my example really is, let's say that I undertook these measures, and I am still going to use the same amount of gas, because that's a decision I've made, but the only difference really is that my house is warmer, but I'm still using the same amount of gas with the new measures in place.


MR. LISTER:  In your example then, if the customer, prior to undertaking the new measures, wanted to live at that level of, I'll call it comfort, then, all things equal, the consumption would have been at least 25 percent greater.


MS. GIRVAN:  No, because it was colder before in my house.


MR. LISTER:  So I think what you're suggesting then is that as a result of the new measures, they can take longer showers or live in a warmer home or something like that.


MS. GIRVAN:  Uh-hmm.


MR. LISTER:  Of course.  That's a customer's choice, but had they chose to live with those increased comfort levels -- again, that's my term -- then all else equal, prior to undertaking the measures their consumption would have been much larger.


MS. GIRVAN:  So they don't get -- if the consumption isn't 25 percent less, they don't get -- they don't get the measures, the incentives?


MS. BERTUZZI:  The 25 percent is based on the performance of the home and not the occupants within the home, so it is about the home, looking at the house as a system, holistically through an energy audit, which is why we have a pre- retrofit and a post-audit to determine what that baseline is to the actual completed project.


And to your question, I mean, this is kind of an opportunity back to OPower that, if we learn someone did go through a retrofit process and hasn't changed kind of their consumption, this is where the behavioural aspect comes in, and this is the beauty of why OPower is the perfect program to reach these customers to say that you did go through a retrofit process, you did make changes within your home, but we're seeing that how you're using your home is not different than what you did prior, and this is where OPower will come in on that behavioural change.


MS. GIRVAN:  But if I didn't decrease my gas usage, do I still get the incentives?


MS. BERTUZZI:  You have to decrease your gas usage as part of the audit.  So the audit is looking at the house as a system.  What you have to do in order to change the parameters from -- so if you go in through an audit, an energy evaluator is going to come into the home, they're going to do a blower door test, they're going to determine how leaky your home is, what is the age of your mechanics, what is the age of the windows, age of insulation.  Then the consumers provided a report and a recommendation of what they can do to make those necessary changes, so the consumer now does make changes determining on their budget level and what they want to do in order to get the incentive from Enbridge at 25 percent.  They also have to put in at least two measures as part of the program parameters.  Then they call the energy evaluator back; he comes in, does another audit to ensure that it has met the program parameters of the 25 percent savings.


MR. LISTER:  In your example, Ms. Girvan, your consumption did decrease because you weren't living at those levels of comfort prior to the program.


MS. GIRVAN:  What if my consumption is the same?


MR. LISTER:  Well, that's your choice.


MS. GIRVAN:  Umm...  All I'm just making the point is that --


MR. LISTER:  But the housing is --


MS. GIRVAN:  -- you're not measuring people's bills --


MR. LISTER:  -- retrofitted is a much improved condition.


MS. GIRVAN:  You just answered my question.


MS. BERTUZZI:  We're not -- the program is based on the building stock and the performance of the home, not the occupants within the home.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Okay.


MS. BERTUZZI:  So we are increasing the performance of old leaky, drafty, non-efficient mechanical homes within our franchise area.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But you're not measuring --


MS. LONG:  So you're not -- sorry, so you're not looking at what her bill -- Ms. Girvan's bill is after she's done the retrofit.  As part of the audit, someone is coming to make sure that she made those changes -- the two changes to her house, let's say -- but they're not actually looking to see whether or not, on her bill, her consumption has gone down?

MR. LISTER:  That's correct.  What the audit includes as well is to ensure that the measures were installed appropriately, and that all else equal, they would perform.

Again, it comes down to Ms. Girvan's choice, how she chooses to use her own consumption.

MS. GIRVAN:  So you're not going to be, in some cases, doing some actual testing of homes to see where people have actually reduced their gas savings?  That is not part of your evaluation?

MR. LISTER:  Well, we have other programs that do that, and that would be more behavioural, in our view.  Ms. Bertuzzi –

MS. GIRVAN:  But I’m just saying with respect to the participants in this program.  So you’re not going to do a sample --


MR. LISTER:  With respect to this program?  That is not part of the program.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you very much.

MS. DUFF:  May I ask a question, Ms. Girvan?  Just with respect to that evaluation, part of our inputs and your audit process, that's informed by the existing process that's in place.  There is a technical evaluation committee, you have an audit committee -- have these issues come up?

I mean, the Board isn't privy to that process, so I don't really know.

MR. LISTER:  I don't know that any of us are qualified to answer that.  None of us sit on -- my panellists can speak for themselves, but I don't sit on any of those committees, so I don't know.

MS. DUFF:  Thank you very much.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  Now, with respect to the move to the 15 percent gas savings versus the 25 you're at now, can you just explain that to me?  It seems to me that the 25 percent would actually make the program more cost effective.

MS. BERTUZZI:  So as part of the new framework to increase participation with our residential programs, we actually wanted to go after more participants instead of it being more community-focused and become more franchise- focused.

The data analytics we did back in 2012 were based on that 25 percent deep savings.  So therefore we saw that we should maybe reduce it to capture more participants.

MS. GIRVAN:  That's your reason?  But it would be more cost effective, was my question, under 25 percent?

MS. BERTUZZI:  I'm not sure because of the way it's tiered.  I'm not sure we can answer that right now because we have three tier levels, and obviously we're going to try and drive as many savings as we possibly can with each participant that goes through the program.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  So with the Home Health Record program, I note that in 2016 you are spending 3.9 million, and then you're ramping-up in 2017 to 6.9 million.

I think Dr. Higgin was asking you about this, but in terms of, let's say in 2017, what's the $7 million actually paying for?  You said it was sending out the letters?

MR. LISTER:  I'm sorry, first can we get the correct reference.  I think you said 7 million in 2017?

MS. GIRVAN:  6.9 million, sorry.

MR. LISTER:  Perhaps while that --


MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry, I --


MR. LISTER:  That's right.  Okay, I'm with you now.  Thank you.  Yes, the costs -- what drives those costs is the data analytics and then the print and mail costs, yes.  And we've offered to provide by way of undertaking what those costs are that drive that budget.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, and what are you actually paying to OPower?

MR. LISTER:  I don't understand your question.  That is what we are paying to OPower, which is provided in Exhibit B, tab --


MS. GIRVAN:  So the whole amount of that is paid to OPower to deliver the program?

MR. LISTER:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  And if you didn't -- sorry?

MS. DUFF:  We should pull up the schedule, actually. I would prefer -- is it not Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 4, page 27?

I think we've got the wrong reference up on the screen.

DR. HIGGIN:  Page 22 of our compendium.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, right there.  Sorry about that.  I should have referenced that.

So you're paying the $6.9 million to OPower?  Is this how it works?  I'm just not completely clear.

MR. LISTER:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Because this wasn't subject to an RFP process, which I heard from panel 1, how did you determine that was a reasonable cost?

MR. LISTER:  We undertook a number of steps.  To start, we consulted a lot with OPower.  We reviewed programs that they currently have in place and, as I mentioned in panel 1, they are the only service provider that has verified audited gas-only results.

We did consider an RFP, and determined that even were we to do an RFP, the only one that could really respond to the RFP was OPower.

In addition, failing that, what we did instead was we created a pilot program to see for ourselves how successful the program could be.

So we began that pilot program in 2015 and it has since concluded, and we've offered to provide the results of that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, and how are you going to know whether real savings are being achieved through this program?

MR. LISTER:  As I described earlier, OPower has an approved and verifiable way of demonstrating savings by taking the two groups, the segment and the control group, and measuring their consumption over discrete periods of time.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you were discussing this earlier in terms of the control group, about who is comparable.

How do you know -- say you've got a similar sized house, how do you know that they're comparable in terms of the number of occupants, the number of appliances, the variety of appliances, and the state of the building envelope?

MR. LISTER:  That is part of what OPower provides.  Within their revenue -- our cost, their revenue -- they will ensure that they have the data that allows them to be able to do that, whether it's Statistics Canada, MPAC, or whatever other data that ensures that the control and the target group have similar characteristics, demographics, consumption, occupancy --


MS. GIRVAN:  How would they know that?

MR. LISTER:  Well, using the data they know that.

MS. GIRVAN:  They'll know that I'm comparable, say, to Mr. Janigan?  We live on the same street.

Maybe this will help.  I think you are providing an undertaking about how you are establishing the control and non-control group; is that right?

MR. LISTER:  We are, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  And if you could further explain that in terms of ensuring that, you know, you've got comparables.

MR. LISTER:  Yes.  I was going to search for a technical report, and I would expect that the technical report would detail how they ensure comparability for target and control group.

MS. GIRVAN:  And then you talked about attrition of 10 percent, and that's related to people who are moving.

MR. LISTER:  That's right, based on -- and that's based on OPower's experience in other jurisdictions.

MS. GIRVAN:  So the 90 percent of the people who get sent a letter are participants?

MR. LISTER:  No, I think what attrition relates to --maybe I didn't understand your question.

I think attrition means that from year over year, we will lose an amount of participants because they move or otherwise opt out.  So we will seek each year, according to the participation targets that we've set, to ensure that we have that many participants in the program.

Was that responsive?  Did I catch your question in there?

MS. GIRVAN:  So you will do an additional 10 percent every year to keep up --


MR. LISTER:  For example, from 2017 to 2018, if we lose 10 percent of the customers, we'll go out and acquire another 10 percent of customers to ensure that we stay at one million customers.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  How many times a year will these letters go out?

MR. LISTER:  The letters go out four times per year.

MS. GIRVAN:  Would you agree with me that in the summer, people have a pretty limited ability to reduce their gas?

MR. LISTER:  That may be.  But certainly a lot of people undertake renovations, or other -- home renovation or mechanical renovations during that time period.


MS. GIRVAN:  What does that mean?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Sorry, Ms. Girvan, the reports are sent out four times a year, and they will be sent during our heating season, so from September to May --


MS. GIRVAN:  Just for heating season.  Okay, that's fine.

MS. LONG:  I'm sorry, could we just backtrack for one minute?  What makes me a participant in this program?  If I get a letter I'm a participant, if I opt out, I assume I'm not a participant, but if I get your four reports during the year and I don't do anything, I'm counted as a participant?

MR. LISTER:  You are counted as a participant.  EGD strives to -- or targets your CCM, which is why we believe the program can be effective, because the onus is on EGD to ensure that you actually do something with your performance.

MS. GIRVAN:  How will you do that?

MS. BERTUZZI:  So that's the beauty of the reports, is that we can personalize and add messages to drive the certain type of behaviour that we want to see from consumers.

MR. LISTER:  In other words, if you don't change your performance, EGD gets no credit for it.  You didn't get credit because you are just a participant.

MS. GIRVAN:  So what if I get a letter and I forgot to opt out but I don't look at the letters?

MR. LISTER:  Then I would expect you wouldn't change your behaviour.

MS. GIRVAN:  But let's -- if I did change my behaviour just for another reason, you would get credit for that?

MR. LISTER:  Yeah, perhaps.  In your example earlier you decided to change your behaviour to consume more.  I would get negative credit for that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MS. DUFF:  So it's as though you accumulate?

MR. LISTER:  Accumulate this --


MS. DUFF:  So it's positives and negatives net out against the control group?

MR. LISTER:  That's correct.  So it's a --


MS. DUFF:  As a combined total.  And once I'm enrolled in the program, I stay enrolled?  I'm not enrolled just for one year, because I saw your numbers --


MR. LISTER:  You would stay -- sorry, yes, you would stay enrolled until you opted out or otherwise didn't -- were no longer an Enbridge customer or...

MS. DUFF:  Thank you.  Sorry, Ms. Girvan.

MS. GIRVAN:  That's fine.  Thank you.  I'm just trying to get my head around how this is working.

Okay.  Thank you.  Just quickly, with respect to the Savings by Design program, and that's your market transformation program, can you just explain to me why you're doing this program in light of the -- the decision like Union Gas has made to stop doing a program like this because the Building Code is going to change in -- hopefully in 2017.

MS. BERTUZZI:  So, sorry, what is your question --


MS. GIRVAN:  My question is, why are --


MS. BERTUZZI:  -- why are we continuing?

MS. GIRVAN:  -- you -- why are you doing this program?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Because we know what the percentage of the Building Code is going to be in 2017, and it will be 15 percent above the 2012 Building Code.  We've had -- the program's been very successful with builders in our marketplace, and we would like to keep the evolution and the momentum going in that marketplace of attracting builders to the program.

MR. LISTER:  So our view is that just because code is changing doesn't mean that an entire segment of DSM should be ignored.  We believe that new construction is and will remain an important segment of DSM-activity.

MS. GIRVAN:  So with respect to 2016, if you turn up again this exhibit, page 29, in 2016 you're targeting 2,500 homes built, and in 2017 you're targeting 2,200.  Why is that going down?  Is that because of the Building Code change?

MS. BERTUZZI:  You're correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, and so you're targeting homes built 2,500 per year in '16 and in '17 it is 2,250, in 2018 it is 2,200.

How is that transforming the market?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Because right now the way the parameters are -- the program is as part of the 2012 code they're constructing 25 percent above that code.

We are showing that, you know, roughly the 25- to 26,000 new-construction homes that are being built in our franchise area per year, we are trying to go after approximately 2,500 of that.

It's also based on the amount of builders that are participating through the program that that number is derived from.

MS. GIRVAN:  But you are really not transforming the stock of homes in your franchise.

MR. LISTER:  I think we would disagree with that.  It is not a single outcome that we're after.  There are many aspects to the outcomes of this program.  Number one is training builders.  We know that builders have a difficult time reaching code today, and that's going to become harder to do over time.

So it's working with builders and talking about energy efficiency and striving to educate them on how to do that.  That translates itself into a better building stock over a long period of time, I'll grant you, but step by step we go.

MS. LONG:  Ms. Bertuzzi, I'm sorry, just, I just want to clarify the record, because we have down here that in 2018 it is going to be 22,000 homes, and I think it should be 2,000.  I think it's just a transcription error, but I just want to clarify that.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Oh, sorry, yes.

MS. LONG:  Around 2,000?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.

MS. LONG:  It will save us correcting the record later.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.

Okay.  And can you provide to me -- I think you'll have to do this by undertaking -- what the maximum shareholder incentive is for this program?  It's 25 percent of your overall market transformation scorecard.

MR. LISTER:  We can provide that if it makes life simpler.  We can include that with the previous undertaking, or if you'd like a separate one.

MS. GIRVAN:  Great.  Thank you.

MR. LISTER:  It's really up to you.

MS. GIRVAN:  And just one question.  With respect --


MS. LONG:  Can we do that as a separate one?  We're just getting things a bit jumbled.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.8.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.8:  TO PROVIDE WHAT THE MAXIMUM SHAREHOLDER INCENTIVE IS FOR THIS PROGRAM.

MS. GIRVAN:  With respect to adaptive thermostats, so has this program been successful in other jurisdictions?

MS. BERTUZZI:  It is still very new.  We've done jurisdictional scans, and we had a couple reports that we supplied as part of the interrogatories, and what that is, and we kind of took a growth rate that was a little bit more aggressive than what other jurisdictions are doing.

MS. GIRVAN:  And have you done a pilot with this program?

MS. BERTUZZI:  No, we have not.

MS. GIRVAN:  Why didn't you choose to pursue it first by a pilot, given it's very new, rather than rolling out the full program?

MR. LISTER:  Well, an additional item in our approach here is that we know that it has been and continues to be used in electric CDM programs.  We do see the adaptive thermostat as another potential link to collaborate with electric utilities, so we didn't feel it necessary to pilot the program.  Electrics are doing it.  Substantiation documentation will show the savings potential of the adaptive thermostat technology, so we thought it appropriate and innovative, if I could use that word, to adopt a program and get it moving, get it in market.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  Those are my questions.

MS. LONG:  Thank you, Ms. Girvan.

Mr. Shepherd, Mr. Millar, have you discussed who is going next?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, I'm going to go next.

MS. LONG:  Okay.  Thank you.  And Mr. Millar, we're going to sit until 2:30.

MR. MILLAR:  I don't even think I will take us til then.

MS. LONG:  Okay.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Millar:

MR. MILLAR:  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Michael Millar.  I'm counsel for Board Staff.  Many of my questions have just been covered in the last hour and a half, but if I could, I'd like to take you back to Home Health, which we've discussed at length.  Maybe it would be useful to start at Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 4, page 27.  That's just showing the budgets.  You will see that in front of you.  You are very familiar with this, I know.

First, by our math, the average spend is about $6.4 million a year; would you take that subject to check?

MR. LISTER:  Yes, subject to check.

MS. LONG:  And you start out quite low, but then you ramp up as the years go by.  Subject to check, would you accept that that is about 8 percent of your average annual budget?

MR. LISTER:  Average annual total budget or average annual MTEM budget?

MR. MILLAR:  Total budget.  I have your average budget at about $76 million a year.

MR. LISTER:  Okay, subject to check, yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Again, in that neighbourhood.

MR. LISTER:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  Union has a similar program, which I'm sure you're at least somewhat familiar with, and you may have heard, we asked some questions of them.  One of the things that's on the record from Union is their TRC plus analysis with respect to this program.  And you may recall that they did not pass the TRC plus test.

Has Enbridge done a TRC plus analysis for this program, for Home Health itself?

MR. LISTER:  No, we have not.

MR. MILLAR:  Doesn't -- don't you have to have done that in order to get your broader TRC scores or values?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Being that we saw this as a behavioural program, we did not do a TRC analysis on it because we saw it more of a transformational -- a market transformation program, which is why we have not done that analysis.

MR. MILLAR:  I don't know the mechanics of this well at all, but you do have a CCM target and you do have budgets.  What more do you need to do a TRC analysis?

[Witness panel confers]

MS. LONTOC:  To do the TRC analysis, we need additional inputs such as measure life, and an assumed -- so the measure life and incremental cost, and we do not have those pieces of information to, to perform a TRC analysis.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, now, Enbridge -- pardon me, Union.

In Union's analysis, it didn't even come close to passing the TRC plus test.  I apologize I don't have the figures in front of me.

Are you able to hazard a guess as to whether your program would perform any better on a TRC plus test?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. LISTER:  Conferring with my panel mates, we've determined that we could provide a TRC analysis.  Obviously, we haven't done that, and we can't give it to you right now.  So if you accept, we could provide that by way of undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That would be great.  So that's J8.9.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.9:  ENBRIDGE TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE OF WHETHER THE PROGRAM WOULD PERFORM ANY BETTER ON A TRC PLUS TEST

MR. MILLAR:  Since I won't have you on the stand when the response comes in for that, I have just a couple of follow-up questions.

First, the TRC plus test is the most common screen, I guess, that the Board uses to evaluate the cost effectiveness of DSM programs; is that fair?  Or it's one of the chief ones?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Sorry, can you repeat that?

MR. MILLAR:  The TRC plus test is what we use to screen whether or not DSM tests are worthwhile, or it's one of the most important tools we use; is that fair?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, correct.

MR. MILLAR:  And if turns out that this program does not pass TRC plus, can you help me with what the rationale would be for spending ratepayer money on that?

MS. BERTUZZI:  I think, on a portfolio level, if the entire portfolio was still TRC positive, then it would still be worthwhile to pursue this because it is about changing behaviour.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, Mr. Shepherd has had some questions of a previous panel on this type of thing and -- isn't your portfolio even better if you drop the ones that do not pass the TRC plus test?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Well, I think as part of what I was saying earlier --


MR. MILLAR:  I think your microphone went off.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Sorry, what I was saying earlier today as part of the 2012 framework, we learned that a lot of the, you know, typical one-off measures or equipment type replacement programs in the residential portfolio were not TRC positive, which is why we became more holistic in nature about the program design that we've gone to the marketplace from 2012 to now.

And then reading, you know, the latest framework which was really about driving behaviour and participation within the residential portfolio, this is why we've put OPower as part of one of the programs moving forward.

MR. MILLAR:  I accept that you want to drive behaviour, and that's one of the goals.  But presumably, you want to drive behaviour to get cost effective programs and ones that get -- you know, the benefits exceed the costs.

I don't want to harp on this, because it was a discussion that was had with panel 1.  So maybe I'll leave it at that.  I don't really have -- I think you've answered the question, so thank you.

If we could pull up Energy Probe 22, which I think Dr. Higgin took you to earlier today?  Again that’s Energy Probe 22, and I guess page 5 of that document might be a useful spot to go.

We've already had a look at your budgets and their ramping-up, especially from 2016.  But if I look at the response to part (h) of Energy Probe’s question, is it fair to say that your budgets are going up and your participant numbers are going up, but you start to see a fewer benefits per participant starting around 2017; is that fair?

MR. LISTER:  That's correct, and that's a result of what I was describing before about how we target and segment customers going forward.

So we start with higher consumers and naturally progress down to lower consumers, so the incremental savings achieved declines over time.

MR. MILLAR:  Right.  So you go after the low-hanging fruit first, which makes sense.  Is that a good way to put it?

MR. LISTER:  So to speak, yes.

MR. MILLAR:  But at the same time, as the program progresses through the years, you are getting less bang for your buck?

MR. LISTER:  I think generally, on an incremental basis, that would hold true, but -- and as a result of savings levelling off.

But assisting you can see in the years 2019 and 2020, we do max out at the total savings for the year.  So without having seen the TRC that we're going to provide for you, I do think that it still remains very cost effective and -- you know, in those years.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, we're not sure if it's cost effective or not yet; is that fair?  We don't have those -- that data, those data?

MR. LISTER:  I'm sorry, I missed your question.

MR. MILLAR:  Until we have the TRC plus analysis, we don't actually know if it's cost effective yet.

MR. LISTER:  Correct.

MR. MILLAR:  But I guess what we're seeing here is -- you’re right, the savings increase, but your budgets and participant numbers are increasing as well.  And I think if you look in that response, it says savings per household are expected to be lower for the new customers because they will be lower usage participants -- which is what you just said.

MR. LISTER:  That's right, and so I agree that the incremental cost effectiveness, if you will, declines over time.

I was relatively more uncertain about what the total cost effectiveness was in those years, and until we can see those results, I'm a little sceptical to provide an answer there.

MR. MILLAR:  That's fair enough.  But would it be fair to say, though, that as the years pass, the TRC plus would be getting worse, not better?

MR. LISTER:  I think that would be generally fair.

MR. MILLAR:  Could I ask you to turn to the Synapse report, page 72?  I think that's Exhibit L.OEB.Staff.1.  But it's the Synapse report that you -- page 72.

And I won't dwell on this.  I asked the same questions of Union about their similar program.  Have you read Synapse's comments on this program?

MR. LISTER:  We have.

MR. MILLAR:  And you note that in their analysis, typically program administrators -- it seemed to them, at least -- spend a lot less than 8 percent of their total budget on this type of program.  They look to Massachusetts, which I think was about 1.5 percent.

So I wanted to give you an opportunity to speak to that.  So do you have any comments on what Synapse has said about your program?

MR. LISTER:  Are you pointing to one of the specific recommendations, or are you asking in general?

MR. CLARK:  I just want to give a general -- I was actually reading from the top of the page, not the recommendation itself.  That's where you'll see the 1.5 percent with reference to Massachusetts.

But I know that you've read Synapse's recommendations and overview of your program, and I just wanted to know if there was any response you had that would assist the Board.

MR. LISTER:  I think generally, yes, we have some responses.  I'm not sure, without being able to see all the preamble -- but specific to the actual recommendations, what we can say is that the program will offer highly individualized reports.

I believe that was one of Synapse's concerns and, as part of that, the information contained for the customer includes very individualized insights as to how they could perform better or adjust their behaviour to perform better from an energy-efficiency perspective.

Another of the concerns was, I think that through e-mail filters some customers on the -- through the e-bill would not receive the actual reports, and we know that OPower has a very highly successful response rate through e-mail as a result of a number of things that they do to ensure that the ultimate report, the electronic report, receives (sic) the end user.  And we know this because they do it with their other programs, and we've consulted with them.  There are a number of measures that they take to ensure that it does reach the end consumer.

MR. MILLAR:  And I know you do have an omnibus undertaking with respect to Synapse's comments.

MR. LISTER:  We do.

MR. MILLAR:  So again, if you have anything more, don't hesitate to put that there.  You may already have been working on that.  But I just wanted --


MR. LISTER:  Well, certainly a lot of this commentary will be part of that undertaking, I'm sure.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you for that.

How scalable is this program?  Let me give you an example:  Let's imagine the Board says, you know, we like this program, but we think 6.4 million per year is too much.  We're going to give you 2 million or 3 million, whatever the number is, something less than your average.

Is that something you can work within?  Can you just send out less reports, or is there something that would make that more complicated?

MR. LISTER:  Certainly, we do know that we have achieved very attractive pricing because of the scale at which we're proposing to go forward.  But certainly if the Board were otherwise concerned or wanted to scale the program down or do something else, of course we could respond to that, but it might not have the same quote-unquote bang for the buck, all things considered.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, I'm going to move on.

I had some questions about on-bill financing which I think have largely been covered, but I just wanted to follow up with one minor item.  I think it was you, Mr. Lister, in a discussion with Ms. Long was talking about your existing CIS system and how that already allows you to put third-party providers on the bill; is that correct?

MR. LISTER:  I believe I said something to that effect, and somewhere along the way I invited parties to ask our fellow panellist, Mr. McGill, any such questions, as he's more familiar with that than I am.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, I recall Mr. McGill from some previous proceedings.  Hello, Mr. McGill, what can you tell me about that?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we have run what we call our open-bill access program since 2007.  We currently are providing billing services to 83 billers, we call them, or billing clients.  They are -- that represents about 1.4 million customers that are receiving third-party charges on their bills today.  We plan to extend the service, I think it's to another 13 or 14 billers, between now and the end of the year.  And approximately six of those billers today are offering financing programs for the acquisition of HVAC equipment and other energy-related products and services that our customers are acquiring from them.

So, you know, in one sense we do very much have on-bill financing today.  The financing itself is being provided by third parties outside of Enbridge.  So I think -- and I know there was some earlier discussion with one of the other panels concerning some of the history around on-bill financing.  I've been around long enough to remember the day when the company sold appliances, sold HVAC equipment, serviced that equipment, and gave customers the option of paying for it through conditional sales contracts and rental arrangements on their bills.


So we were, I'll say, encouraged to exit that business in 1999, and we did do that.  And the reason we were encouraged to exit that business was for reasons of competition, and I think that the Board at the time was of the view that it was inappropriate for the regulated utilities to be participating in those competitive markets.

So I think in terms of on-bill financing and how something like that is structured with respect to DSM, there is a real threshold question that needs to be answered, which is:  Does the Board feel it appropriate that the utilities it regulates are competing in those competitive markets?

MR. MILLAR:  I didn't mean to ask specifically about that; I just wanted to ask about your current practice and what's available within your current CIS system and programs or plans.  If I heard you correctly there's about 83 people who bill through your bill now and six of whom do a form of on-bill financing; is that --


MR. McGILL:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  Would there be room for more than -- is there any reason it couldn't be 50 if people were interested?

MR. McGILL:  It could be any number, virtually.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So you already have that capability, in fact, you are already doing it.

MR. McGILL:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you.

I think Ms. Girvan touched on this, but your residential Savings by Design program -- and I think, if I've got this right, this is a program you offer to home builders to encourage them to construct homes that are 25 percent more efficient than homes built to code; is that a good overview?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Correct, to 2012 code.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, but that will be adjusted when -- if and when the new Building Code is released?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, January 1, 2017.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And you use something called integrated design process, and given the constraints of time I won't go through all that, but what I wanted to ask you about was that, I understand that each builder can participate in this program up to three times; is that right?

MS. BERTUZZI:  As the current program stands today, they get to participate once, but what we've learned through the last year -- three years of the program is that each community is very different from the one that they've constructed before, and so are the homes, the design of the homes, the placement of the homes, the lands of which those homes sit on, and so to encourage builders to, you know, be building beyond code, we'd like to see them go through three times, if possible.


But the structure of how the incentive works is that it's not necessarily three times, because the last time they really have to try and get to 200 homes in order to achieve that incentive.

MR. MILLAR:  You spoke of different housing types, and I think I understand what you mean, so they might do it the first time for a single-family home development and then maybe for a townhouse type idea and then maybe for, I don't know, low-rise apartments or something like that; is that why they would have to do it three times, because it's different types of housing that they would need to develop the experience with?

MS. BERTUZZI:  The further that we move along code, the more it's harder for builders to continue to build above code.  I mean, we're one of the leading jurisdictions in North America with one of the most stringent codes out there, and, you know, as part of the 2017 code, you know, it will be, you know, that much closer to renewable energy, so that's why we wanted to see the program continue in the marketplace, is to be able to help builders understand through an integrated design process what they can learn as the evolution of the code is also changing to keep them going above and beyond those levels.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, and you spoke to the fact that each time they go through the program they have to do more homes to get the maximum incentive?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  So the first time through it's 50 homes, and they get 2,000 bucks apiece?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  And then it is a hundred homes at a 1,000 and then 200 homes at $500?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Correct.

MR. MILLAR:  So the maximum possible incentive would be $300,000 per builder if they successfully did all that?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Over -- it is not a one-time shot.  It would be different communities that they would have to go through for.

MR. MILLAR:  Right, but one builder could get $300,000 if they did three different communities and hit all those targets.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Technically, yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Union has a similar program, though by no means identical.  Are you at least generally familiar with what Union does?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, I am.

MR. MILLAR:  And I understand that -- first that they only allow a builder to go once through, which is what you do currently, and their maximum incentive is capped at -- I think there is a few ways it can be calculated, but in no way can a builder get more than a hundred thousand dollars.  I think it's even a bit less than that.  Does that match your understanding?

MS. BERTUZZI:  I'm not sure what their incentive structure is, but I know that the current design of ours as of today, in 2015, we have a cap of 100,000.

MR. MILLAR:  All right.

MR. LISTER:  Mr. Millar, just to expand on your $300,000, so that could be over the span of nine years and represent the sum of all of the 50 plus, I believe it's 100 --


MR. LISTER:  Two hundred.  So your math is not incorrect, but just to sort of round out the example, it includes considerable more build, if you will.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, I understand.  Thank you.  You will be familiar with Synapse's reports.  If we could go to page 69 of that, please?

They have some critiques of this -- I think they like the program generally, but they have some critiques.  So I wanted to put that to you, to get your response.  So if you look at page 69 under "Incentives", it says:
"Enbridge’s incentives are on a sliding scale and decrease over time, so the builders can continue to learn through the program."


I won't read it all, in the interest of time, but the last sentence:

"We expect the builders will be able to increase their understanding of improved home design through far fewer than 50 to 200 homes.  So Enbridge should consider whether this is an appropriate use of program spending."


What do you think of that?

MS. BERTUZZI:  I'm not sure that I agree with that, because I don't think it's very transformative in nature, and I think that the ultimate end goal is to be pushing more builders to build more homes above code, and with the incentive structure that is in place right now, that's exactly what it's doing.

MR. MILLAR:  That's an interesting point.  So when we speak about it being transformative, in your first run-through you needed to do 50 homes.  But I read your entire write-up on this, and I thought your assumption -- or at least your hope was that they'd get incentives for those 50 homes, but that would give them the tools and knowledge they need to actually continue using these improvements in other homes.

Did I get that right?  Or are you just assuming they'll do the 50 homes, they'll get their incentive, and then they won't use that knowledge anymore?

MS. BERTUZZI:  No, the purpose of what an integrated design process is is to train and teach them.  But what I was referring to is that what we learned through the program in the last few years is that each community is very different in nature.

Different municipalities are calling for different things within those communities, and the home designs in each community are very different on where they're positioned or laid out on the land.

So you can't necessarily go through an integrated design process once and think, well, that's it, now they I can apply this to everything I do.

That was the original intent of the program, but what we've learned is that the further we're going along code and the closer we're getting to net zero, we need to keep this momentum going in the marketplace to keep builders understanding truly how to build above and beyond the current standards.  And to do that is through an integrated design process.

MR. LISTER:  If I could just add there, and support Ms. Bertuzzi's comments as well?


I spoke earlier about there being two outcomes to this.  One, you're quite right, is about educating builders and Ms. Bertuzzi’s point is that we educate them for a variety of different applications as well.

But beyond that, an outcome that we also want to see from this program is driving toward an actual improved building stock.  So not just being satisfied that the builder, let’s say, knows more -- which I think is really where your question was coming from -- but let's see the building stock, let's see it in practice.

We want to ensure that what they know they actually build.

MS. BERTUZZI:  And if I could just add to that as well, the incentive is there to incent builders to get to that certain level of homes.

But what we've learned through the program is that the builders are actually building beyond what we're incenting. So there is more homes being built above the incentive level.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, and that's one of the main aims of the program.

Let me put this a different way.  How did you select the 50, 100, and 200 homes as the three thresholds?  Why those numbers?

MS. BERTUZZI:  So 50 is currently what we've had in place from 2012 to now.  We've stakeholdered, we’ve talked to intervenors, we've talked to our builders and developers.  We've talked to municipalities, and that was kind of the level of numbers that would really entice builders to go through, hopefully again and again over a longer period of time.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, I'm getting close to the end of my time, so I'm going to move on.

I have one other area, which I think will be very quick because Ms. Girvan already covered much of this.

This was about the Home Energy Conservation Program, and Ms. Girvan was suggesting to you that some billing analysis might be helpful.  You'll recall that discussion?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.

MR. LISTER:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  And all I meant to do with this was --Synapse also commented on this, and again I just wanted to give you an opportunity to -- if you had any comments on what Synapse said with respect to this.

If you could turn to page 35 of their report?  Again, I don't think I have to read the whole thing, but the last paragraph on page 35:
"A best practice impact evaluation for comprehensive energy retrofits for residential buildings is to conduct a billing analysis."


And then it goes on, I think, largely mirroring some of the things Ms. Girvan said.

Maybe you've already answered all these questions, but I just thought I'd put this to you to see if you had any further comment with respect to Synapse's comments.

MR. LISTER:  I don't think we have any further comment beyond what we had with Ms. Girvan earlier.

And again, I'll also say our comments will be included in the undertaking response, but I think the discussion that we had with Ms. Girvan suited the point that we would make in response to the Synapse paragraph here.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MS. LONG:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Mr. Shepherd, we will continue with you after the break, and we will break until quarter to 3:00.

--- Recess taken at 2:27 p.m.

--- On resuming at 2:50 p.m.

MS. LONG:  Mr. Shepherd, are you ready to begin?

Cross-Examination by Mr. Shepherd:

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you, Madam Chair.


Witnesses, I wonder if you could turn to page 11 of the Enbridge presentation at the beginning of your evidence?  Do you have that?


MR. LISTER:  We have that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So here's what I want to do, and I hope we'll be able to this fairly briefly, is go through the programs on this list that are -- or the offerings on this list that are directed at the residential consumer, and I have -- I basically want to ask you three things about them:  To what extent are they innovative, to what extent would they benefit from collaboration with LDCs, and to what extent are each one cost effective or have they been tested to be cost effective?  And I know you've talked about some components of this already.  I was listening earlier today, and so I will try not to be duplicative.


Let's start with home energy conservation.  Now, that's not an innovative program in the normal sense; right?  It is something that is offered in a lot of places?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you have a few components of how you offer it that are probably a bit innovative but, in general, that's a fairly standard program that a good DSM program should have; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree, and then I would like to add that being that we have a percentage of gas savings and two measures in order to get to that deep saving metric, that's what may differ us from other jurisdictions, in other places that have done this, that it's not just focused on energy as a whole, but it is purely focused on DSM and at least trying to reach a minimum threshold of savings plus two measures.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And one of the things about home energy conservation, and I think I've heard you say this already, and I don't think there is much question about it, but I want to make sure I've got it on the record, is this would absolutely be better if it was offered jointly with LDCs; right?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. LISTER:  I think that's definitely one of our goals.  We see an opportunity.  It could be better, because certainly there might be electric measures that could be examined while we're looking at the whole home.  To date we're moving along that path, and we hope that in the -- as we go forward we'll be able to collaborate in that way.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, what I'm sort of getting at here is that, just looking at the underlying concept of the program, you have measures that will reduce gas, you'll have measures that will reduce electricity, and you will have measures that will reduce both, like insulation, and if the homeowner had one point of contact to deal with all of those, that would be better.


MR. LISTER:  That would be the best, yes.


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree, because it would be speaking energy conservation at a much larger level for a consumer to understand, which would lead into energy literacy and everything else.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, I'm going to come back and talk about what this Board can do to help you get there, but I just want to get to that point first.


You haven't done a separate cost effectiveness analysis on home energy conservation, have you?


MS. BERTUZZI:  In what essence, sorry?


MR. SHEPHERD:  TRC on that program, for example?


MS. BERTUZZI:  On that program?  Yes, we've done TRC analysis.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And you know that it passes and it's pretty good, in fact, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Absolutely.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And that's based on your experience with which measures are implemented, because each individual measure is not necessarily going to have the same TRC.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Right, and it's based on the home itself, right, and the savings that can be achieved within that home itself.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But it's cost effective enough that you're not worried that a particular mix of measures is not going to be cost effective; it's a good program.


MS. BERTUZZI:  It is a good program, and it's cost effective, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you were talking on Wednesday about how targets are non-linear in the sense that getting the next unit of something actually generally costs more on a unit basis, over time.


But that's not true of a program like this, right?  This particular program, this year, for example, your incremental cost of the next one is actually lower than the previous one, isn't it?


MR. LISTER:  I'm not sure I'd agree with the last statement.  I do agree that on a large scale for a number of programs, as we have presented our case and we stand by, there is a declining returns to scale, if you will, marginal return to scale.  With this particular program we still see that we're early on that curve, if I can describe it that way.  We haven't yet reached the point where our returns are diminishing.  Does that answer your question?


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, what I was going to -- what I was trying to get at is, where you have a very successful program, you don't have to spend incremental marketing dollars.  You don't have to spend incremental management dollars; you are just getting more uptake so you have a little more administration, but basically it's just the additional incentives.


MR. LISTER:  Well, I think that's what we've experienced over the past few years, but we do foresee that as we take this program franchise-wide it will be a different marketing effort.


We've also proposed significantly higher participation, so it's not only community-focused now, but it's franchise-wide, and we're looking to, relative to this year's performance, let's say, almost triple the target going forward.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, yeah, that leads me to -- I'm going to get back to this list in a second.


MR. LISTER:  Okay.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That leads me to something you were talking about the other day, which sort of make me cock my head a bit.


It's true, isn't it, that as the housing stock in Ontario is renewed, that is, new stuff is built, old stuff is renovated, et cetera, and the Building Code becomes stricter and stricter, the opportunities you have in residential are generally going down; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Correct, which is why, as part of the 2012 program designs, everything became very holistic in approach, so holistic with HEC, and also Savings by Design, to be looking at the house as a system versus prescriptive kind of one-type measures within a home.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And this is because the available m-cubeds are simply -- there aren't as many because a lot of them are happening by the marketable evolution; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Absolutely, I mean, it would be codes -- you know, the Building Code, it would be codes and standards on equipment, so as part of our last discovery, we came to the conclusion that those kind of TRC cost effective one-type measures were not available like they used to be in the residential sector.


MR. SHEPHERD:  On the other side, the technologies are also improving.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Right.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But that doesn't completely offset the fact that the housing stock is simply getting better and more energy-efficient; does it?


MS. BERTUZZI:  No.


MR. SHEPHERD:  At least not in residential.  I'm going to go ask the CI people, and they may have a different answer, but in residential that's clearly not the case.


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree with that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And does that mean that over time the phrase "all cost effective DSM" in the context of residential is getting less and less?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree with that, which is exactly where we were in 2012.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Now, back to my list.  The next one on the list is residential adaptive thermostats, and if I understand correctly -- and you had a discussion with Ms. Girvan about this earlier today -- your -- early on, almost nobody's offering this program; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Absolutely, and I would say from our history of offering programmable thermostats in the marketplace for as many years as we did, and then being what I just said about the, you know, 2012 that we were really struggling to find those one-type measure-type programs.  This is new, something that came on the horizon, that we thought would be a great opportunity to try and push the market from that programmable thermostat to now that kind of more behavioural-centric adaptive thermostat.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, one of the problems with that is that it costs a lot more and there's less savings to get from it, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  True.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So the cost effectiveness is going to go down.  But it is still cost effective, but it's going to go down.


MS. BERTUZZI:  True.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  And you have tested that to be cost effective.


MS. BERTUZZI:  It is cost effective.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Barely.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Barely.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And in terms of collaboration with LDCs, this appears to be one -- tell me whether this is right -- where it doesn't matter as much -- whether it is an electricity distributor or a gas distributor that gets somebody to install an adaptive thermostat, it is still installed, and it gives both benefits; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So you don't need to offer jointly with  an LDC to be effective?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I think ideally, you could look at it both ways, right.  We could offer it on our own and it is still cost effective.  But if we also collaborated with an electric utility, does that mean the incentive to the consumer could go up, so we get more units in the marketplace being installed?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, good point.  So then the next one -- there's three here in low income because Erika doesn't have a chance to answer any questions.


In the case of the low income multi-res, that's not a new and innovative program, right?  That's something that a lot of places offer, and both Union and Enbridge offer it here?


MS. LONTOC:  Partially true.  We have incorporated innovation in the last quarter of last year, which would be offering the program to privately owned low income buildings.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Right, but you're not the first utility doing that.  That's done in other jurisdictions around North America, right?


MS. LONTOC:  Probably not, I wouldn't say -- I cannot say definitively that we are the only one in the private multi-residential space.


But I've had conversations very, very recently with stakeholders and evaluators in the energy efficiency space, and they were quite excited with the breakthrough that we've had in developing an eligibility criteria for privately owned buildings.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And so that means that this is something that other jurisdictions can look to us and say, hey, we could do that, too, and we could get a benefit from that?


MS. LONTOC:  Absolutely.  They were very, very interested in the process that we went through; in fact, probably promising enough for us to deliver a paper on it.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Excellent, excellent.  Then home winter-proofing is the next one.  If I skip any, by the way, tell me.  But I think I'm capturing all the residential ones.


MS. LONTOC:  Uh-hmm.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Home winter-proofing is basically similar to home energy conservation, right, except in low income?


MS. LONTOC:  The intentions would be to capture building envelope deep retrofits.


I would say the differentiating factor, the major differentiating factor is the fact that it is a direct install.  So the customer does not have -- the customer in our program will not have to put a co-payment in receiving the measures.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So it is delivered differently, and the level of the incentive is different.  But what you're actually getting out of it is similar, right?


MS. LONTOC:  Similar, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now for both of those, low income multi-res and home winter-proofing, am I right in understanding that they're not cost effective in the sense that they would pass a TRC plus test, but they are cost effective in a broader context of the level of cost effectiveness that's required for low income?


MS. LONTOC:  Most definitely it passes the cost effectiveness threshold for low income, which is .7.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But it doesn't pass the 1.0; neither of them do?


MS. LONTOC:  Subject to check, I believe we are above the 0.7 to threshold.  But that's subject to check.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But not above the 1.0?


[Witness panel confers]


MS. LONTOC:  I think we'll take that as an undertaking.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, and I'm looking for on a program-by-program basis.


MR. MILLAR:  That's J8.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. J8.10:  ENBRIDGE TO CONFIRM WHETHER low income multi-res and home winter-proofing are or are not cost effective in the sense that they would pass a TRC plus test, but they are cost effective in a broader context of the level of cost effectiveness that's required for low income, on a program-by-program basis


MR. SHEPHERD:  Am I right in assuming that just like home energy conservation, it would be true that to the extent that you can offer those jointly with LDCs -- so you offer electric and gas -- that would be significantly better, right?


MS. LONTOC:  Yes, that's true.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you're trying?


MS. LONTOC:  We are trying very hard.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Indeed.  Then low income new construction is a new program and it, too, is something that is offered elsewhere, right?


MS. LONTOC:  It is offered in the US.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And did you use a US jurisdiction as a model for how you're proposing to do it?


MS. LONTOC:  The development of the program was informed by a jurisdictional review, as well as very in-depth discussions with the stakeholders in the low income space, including municipalities and social housing providers.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, because it's new construction, even though you don't actually have a joint program with LDCs, you can sort of make it joint from a practical point of view by making sure that when you're at the table, the LDC is there as well with their offering, right?


MS. LONTOC:  That's correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And do you that.  When you're talking to the social service agency about their new building, it’s not just Enbridge at the table, it is Enbridge and Toronto Hydro, let's say.


MS. LONTOC:  Quite often, yes, we do our dog-and-pony shows together.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Exactly.  And low income new construction again will meet the .7 test, and may or may not meet the 1.0 test, right?


MS. LONTOC:  The low income new construction program is positioned as sort of like a market transformation program.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So have you not done a cost effectiveness analysis on it?  Or you've done it and it fails?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. LISTER:  I don't believe we've done one.  In large part, we modelled this program after our Savings by Design as well, where we have great experience as well, and we have not historically done cost -- TRC tests there either.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But it's not in your market transformation budget, is it?  It is in your low income budget, so it’s part of your scorecard.


MS. LONTOC:  It is part of the low income scorecard.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And the CCM count, right?


MS. LONTOC:  We have CCM metrics for the weather -- for the home winter-proofing and the multi-residential program, and then participant values as a metric for our new construction program.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So new construction, no matter what CCM you get, it's not going to be measured?


MR. LISTER:  We don't measure CCM -- the short answer is no.  What we do, much like Savings by Design, in this program is we target a better -- a level better than code.


So obviously it's new construction and hasn't been built yet, so we're there to encourage the builder to select options that would achieve an outcome better than code.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me ask you about -- since we're talking about a sort of Savings by Design type of program, let me talk to you about Savings by Design residential.  Now that is a market transformation program, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So CCM from that that program don't count for your metrics, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  No, they don't.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And in fact, you had an interesting discussion the other day, on Wednesday, in which you said -- I think it was Mr. Brett who was asking you, or something ask somebody, couldn't you measure the actual results that you are achieving from these.  And your answer was no, you couldn't, because there was no baseline.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Correct.  In new construction, the baseline would be code and based off what that builder would be building on a prescriptive path of code.


And we are taking builders through an integrated design process that looks more at the performance side, so it is more of -- it is not a prescriptive nature, it is a performance nature.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So what I don't understand is why couldn't you measure the usage per square foot, or per occupant, or however the appropriate way is to do it, of the buildings built by people who go through residential Savings by Design and the buildings built in the same period by those who didn't?  It wouldn't be that difficult, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Through Savings by Design, we are measuring, right, because the outcome of that program is to get 25 percent above code.  So you are going through an evaluation to determine what the baseline was, and what measures that they put in the home to get it above code to 25 percent.


When it comes to the existing building stock of the builders that haven't participated through the program, I'm not saying that we couldn't do it.  I just right now wouldn't know how to go about it, because it would be having to go out to builders to ask them if we can verify their homes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Why?  Couldn't you use building data?  You know when you have new attachments, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Right.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You could just count up the new attachments and say which ones of these are people who went through the Savings by Design, do an analysis?


MS. BERTUZZI:  But for me doing that on a building analysis point is that the house is built to a certain level, and there is either a code or those who go through our home -- but we have no control of the occupants that are in that home, and what behaviour or pattern of usage they're doing on a daily basis within that home.


So the baseline and assumptions, to me, would always be have to be constantly changing based on that specific home.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Why would have you to make any assumptions?  If your program is making a difference, then the ones that went through the programs and the ones that didn't go through the programs are a direct comparison, aren't they?


MR. LISTER:  Not necessarily.  The ones -- I think what Ms. Bertuzzi is trying to get at is you can't find an exact comparison of the two homes, for example.


So do both homes have six occupants?  Do they both go to Florida in the winter?  Do they both take the same duration of showers?  There is such a discrete level of detail that could affect consumption that our view has always been that if -- to normalize the results for a new-construction home, it's appropriate to look at what the home -- in the example -- would have produced at code and what it would produce after code, and as a result of -- I mean, these aren't just estimates that we come up with.  The pick list of measures that a builder can use to achieve an outcome that is better than code, they are based on engineering analyses, they are based on long experience, they're based on application.  So we can say, with a great deal of confidence at the end, if it has been built using those measures, that it will perform better than code.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You just are using engineering analysis instead of what the Board told you to maximize your emphasis on, which is metered savings, actual measurement, instead of assumed measurement --


MR. LISTER:  For this particular -- sorry, for this particular program, which is new construction, there is no metered savings of a non-existing home, so we can't compare the pre-non-existing home with the post-built home.  Obviously that doesn't make sense.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, that's exactly what I'm saying, is that you can do that.  You have 50,000 attachments a year, right, roughly?


MS. BERTUZZI:  In the residential new construction we are roughly about 25,000.


MR. SHEPHERD:  25,000 new homes get attached to Enbridge every year; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you're going to try to get, what, a couple of thousand in this program?


MS. BERTUZZI:  We have, I think, 2,500 homes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  2,500, so 10 percent, so you can measure your 2,500, and you can measure your other 22,500, and don't you think that statistically that's going to tell you how much you're saving?


MR. LISTER:  As long as each of the conditions that affect consumption are the same, so the same usage patterns, the same number of occupants, the same --


MR. SHEPHERD:  You are not comparing one-to-one, Mr. Lister.  You are comparing 22,500 to 2,500.  That's not that hard to do, is it?  They're going to average out, aren't they?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I'm not sure, but I think the premise and the point of the program is to really change the performance of the building stock within the province, and to ensure that the homes within our franchise area and through this program are being built to much higher levels than what is just being asked of code.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, you haven't done a cost effectiveness analysis on residential Savings by Design, but you do agree, don't you, that getting back to my other two points, that collaboration with LDCs and something like this would be very valuable; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  If you were able to do your design charrettes, for example, jointly with an LDC, the builder would get more out of that; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, so I'm going to go back to what the program parameters of this are:  The savings is based in gigajoules, so that 25 percent above code is based in gigajoules, so that is both gas and electric.


With the electric utilities where the OPA did have their new construction offers, we did work jointly in the sense that we did provide the builders every incentive that there was out on the marketplace that they are eligible to take advantage of, so --


MR. SHEPHERD:  You were actually delivering the electric program, right, high-energy new construction --


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, high-performance new construction we delivered on the commercial side, and then on the residential side they had a program that if you got to Energuide 83 there was a $500 incentive, if you got to Energuide 85 there was a $1,000 incentive, plus they had prescriptive measures like an ECM motor or -- I'm trying to remember -- niche lighting, and we did, as part of the IDP, make sure that the proponent, the builder, was absolutely aware of every incentive available out there.  With achieving that 25 percent, Savings by Design goal they would have got to an Energuide 83 or higher.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, okay.  But now the -- now the danger is that the electrics will -- that you won't be delivering the electric side, that, in fact, the electrics will separately be out there in the market delivering something that basically competes with you; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, and, I mean, technically from 2012 to now they have been, and we took it upon ourselves that the best thing for the builder is to provide every incentive available.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And residential Savings by Design, although the Savings by Design concept is very popular with your customers, right, the schools just love it, but the -- that's not actually something that's new to you; right?  That's something that is actually being done in other jurisdictions around North America; right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  On the commercial side I would say absolutely.  On the residential side this is the first of what we know in North America of taking residential builders through an integrated design process to have them achieve an ultimate goal of a savings limit.  I have not heard of any other jurisdiction providing this to residential builders.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And so as with the other things we were talking about, was it adaptive thermostats, there would be other jurisdictions interested in what you're doing in this area?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, and we, as part of the residential team, are out at a lot of conferences speaking on behalf of this program for that reason, because I think it is revolutionary in the marketplace of working with residential builders and taking them through a performance view of looking at a house, building beyond code versus a prescriptive.


And I'd like to note, which I know I've said many times today, but our code is probably one of the most stringent in North America as well, so when you are comparing it to stuff that's being south -- done south of the border, I mean, we are really close on moving that pendulum to net zero.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Doesn't that mean, though, that if you are thinking about it from a DSM planning point of view you should be spending less on residential because our code is so much more stringent.


MS. BERTUZZI:  But I think in order for code to keep moving on along that continued path it is programs like that that does push and drive code to get better.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I guess my point is if you have a smaller window to chase than comparing yourself to another jurisdiction that has a terrible code, and people build drafty old homes, that isn't really a good way of looking at how much you should be spending, is it?


MR. LISTER:  I think a point to make here in response to that is we do see ourselves as leaders.  We don't see a reason to stop.  We should push the envelope to the next level.  As Ms. Bertuzzi just said, some customers have already started to say the words "net zero", and so our program is -- it really helps builders think about building in new ways using mechanicals in different ways.


It is a very creative process.  It brings all of the right people into the same room to talk about issues that jointly affect different aspects of the build, so I think it's important -- to your point, it is important to keep pushing the envelope.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So if I can play that back to you, because I want to make sure I'm understanding it correctly, there's no reason to stop now; you're still able to deliver cost effective DSM.


MR. LISTER:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  There may be a time in the future when you aren't, where you reach the point where there is enough market saturation that at least in some areas you can't deliver cost effective DSM anymore and that's the point to cut back or stop.


MR. LISTER:  Absolutely, and Ms. Bertuzzi, I don't know if you heard it earlier, she was describing some very examples where that has happened, and I suppose that's the ultimate goal to work ourselves right out of business.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure, water heaters.


Okay.  Next is -- now, new construction commissioning is not residential, right?  That's -- it can be residential, but it is mostly CI?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yeah, it would be commercial, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So it might be MIRBs, but -- it could be MIRBs, but mostly it's CI.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Now, the OPower -- you talked a lot about OPower, and so the first and most obvious thing is OPower seems on its surface to be something that shouldn't be offered by only gas or electric; it should be offered by both jointly, right?  It should cover both jointly, at least.


MR. LISTER:  It is a good platform to collaborate.  Often what we have seen -- and part of the trouble we had in conducting an RFP, there are no other providers that do gas-only programs.


Said differently, most of what you see where these behavioural programs exist are from gas -- combination gas-electric utilities.


That's not the case in Ontario.  We don't have combination utilities, so it is a good platform on which to collaborate.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you've talked to some of the LDCs about the potential for doing this, right, with OPower?


MR. LISTER:  We have.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But no success yet?


MR. LISTER:  To date, no, we are also seeking Board approval, so we don't -- but the discussion has started.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And really, it has to be -- in the end it's going to have to be IESO that comes to the table and says, yes, this is a good joint program, or else you're not going to be able to do it; right?


MR. LISTER:  I think that's fair.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Now, you had some discussion about whether the My Home Health Record program is cost effective and I take it you're right, and you gave an undertaking, I think, about that too.


MR. LISTER:  We did.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But I take it you agree that it's not likely to be cost effective from a strict dollars and cents point of view?


MR. LISTER:  Really, I don't know if it's going to be cost effective using our numbers.  I expect it will be, or it will be close.  And we know that in some other jurisdictions -- now that maybe because they're gas electric programs they are cost effective.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's where I was going with it.  Without electric, it is hard to make it cost effective?


MR. LISTER:  Yes.  We would still say that even though it might not be cost effective, it is still a good program for a variety of reasons.  It is very responsive to the framework, it's mass -- it is geared towards mass market.


It has the ability to cross-pollinate different programs and, to the point that you are just making and I was agreeing to, it's great platform on which to collaborate and build.


MR. SHEPHERD:  In fact, if you offer it at the level you are offering it, you are likely to get some free -- lots of free electric savings, too, right?


MR. LISTER:  There would likely be a lot of electric savings as a result of this program.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Because of a lot of the behavioural things are building envelope type things?


MR. LISTER:  Absolutely.  Absolutely.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And My Home Health Record obviously is not innovative, in the sense that you're not the first to do it.  You are going in fact to a provider who offers it in lots of jurisdictions, right?


MR. LISTER:  Yes.  I suppose it depends on your definition of innovation.  I would say that the use of behavioural science to drive CCM is a little bit innovative.


But your question, I think, was really around are we the first to do it.  No, we're not.  I belief we might be the first in Canada to propose it, and certainly to propose it at the scale that we are proposing to do it at.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's where I was going to go with that.  You’re going to end up getting to all your customers, right?  That's your plan?


MR. LISTER:  That's our goal, to get to as many customers as can be reached through this program.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And as far as you know, can you confirm that hasn't happened in any other jurisdiction yet.


MR. LISTER:  To my knowledge, it has not.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Let me turn to -- energy literacy is sort of residential, but it's not really, right?  It is sort of everybody?


MR. LISTER:  Yes, we've positioned it is a it will probably be everything.  We don't have a precise -- I think we allocated it based on residential, industrial, commercial.


But it's a relatively small amount; it’s $500,000. But it will be all three components: residential, commercial, industrial.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I don't need to ask you about that here, but home rating is clearly a residential program, a residential market transformational program, and you've offered it nor several years, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And it's a variation on programs that have been offered in other places, including in Canada.  But this is something that's more extensive that has -- home rating is better than the old ones that has been offered in the past, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I'm not sure I understand that.  Sorry, Mr. Shepherd.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So the concept of assessing how efficient a home is is not new.  The idea that you convince realtors to use it like a --


MS. BERTUZZI:  Home inspection?


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, like a home inspection as an eligibility thing or a way of selling, is new.


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree with that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Has it been done elsewhere in North America?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I believe there are a couple of jurisdictions in the States that do have something similar to this, where they have worked with realtors over the years as well.



But I can't give you the exact jurisdictions.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But you mostly developed this on your own, didn't you?


MS. BERTUZZI:  We did.  We saw it as part of the 2012 residential, you know, portfolio at large, that -- you know, if you kind think about it on a strategic level that we are going out to builders to get them to design the buildings right and build way and above beyond code, and then through our community energy retrofit program, or our now our home energy conservation program, was really to go out to the existing market and really change the building stock within the existing market to get home owners to put 25 percent energy gas savings within their homes, and change the performance of those homes.


But really, at the end of the day, what was kind of the missing link -- and it's when those homes are going up for sale that all this money has been invested by a builder or by a home owner, but they weren't selling, you know, at a much different rate, or being perceived as valuable in the marketplace and that they should be sold for higher, because all these energy upgrades have gone in.


And that's why we really decided that was the missing link of the portfolio, and that we really had to, in turn, work with realtors to change that mindset within the marketplace, that they should be listing homes that are energy efficient.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now this is another one that clearly would benefit from being a joint program with LDCs, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And am I right in understanding that at least in the current market, home owners perceive electricity efficiency to be of higher value than gas efficiency, generally speaking?


MS. BERTUZZI:  I would agree.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So if both were offered in the same rating program, this would benefit -- they would help each other, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, and I think when you're speaking conservation, it would absolutely help a homeowner to understand that it is not electricity versus gas, or gas versus electricity, it is about energy as a whole within the home.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I was actually thinking more about convincing realtors that this sort of rating is valuable.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And that would be the case if you had electric as well, right?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, absolutely.


MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So we’ve talked about a number of things to do with collaboration and, I mean, obviously there are some practical realities here that this Board doesn't regulate, the conservation programs of the LDCs, right?


MR. LISTER:  As we understand it, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, has the -- Enbridge hasn't made any specific proposals -- and this is why I'm raising it, it hasn't made any specific proposals about how this Board, in this decision, can help you with the collaboration process in residential.


Do you have any ideas for what they can do?


MR. LISTER:  You're right, we haven't specifically proposed anything.  I believe in our conversation that we had with panel 1, we took an undertaking to think further about that.  And I personally haven't got there yet, but so --


MR. SHEPHERD:  You've been busy?


MR. LISTER:  A little bit, so look forward to that response.  But it is a provocative question; it is a good question to ask.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And the reason why I'm asking this is because, in the simplest terms, this Board can simply say to you, for a program that clearly should be offered jointly like home energy conservation, "We're not going to let you offer that unless it is joint with the LDCs.”


They could just say that to you, right?  And then you'd have no choice.  You would have to have a deal with the LDCs, right?


MR. LISTER:  I suppose that could be an alternative that the Board considers.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But the problem with that would be that then basically you'd have to do whatever programs the LDCs or IESO wanted.  You wouldn't have any say in the matter.  You'd be -- you would have no negotiating position.


MR. LISTER:  By default, we'd be -- I’ll say at the mercy of that process.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And given that you have long-standing experience in the marketplace, you probably have something to add to that equation rather than just, yeah, we'll do whatever you want.


MR. LISTER:  I think we'd have a lot to add to the equation.  I think there would be a lot of missed opportunities, and customers who wouldn't get to participate and benefit from DSM.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Great.  I want to ask you a few short questions about other areas.


One is in home energy conservation, you had a discussion earlier -- I think it was earlier today, but it's all running together now -- about your forecast for this year and why your budget is clearly -- how much you wanted to spend, how much you want to approve for your budget, and what your target is are just clearly not close to what you -- is actually going to happen, and you have to cut off the program.


So, my question is:  You had forecast for what you expected for this year back in the fall, right?  You already knew that it was a big seller and that if you had enough money, you could have five, or six, or ten times what your current -- your current target was, right?


MR. LISTER:  I think it's fair to say that as of late last year, there was not reason for us to project that the success we were having would come to an abrupt halt.  And at that time, we were projecting we were going to end the year at 5,000.


So we did see that there was some growth potential for that current year.  And as we discussed also with panel 1, as a result we proactively sought out input from stakeholders to talk about that very issue, and see if anything could be done to try and assuage our budget concerns.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood.  Well, it wasn't just budget, it was target as well.  The two go together, right?


MR. LISTER:  Absolutely.


MR. SHEPHERD:  You were willing to have a much higher target as long as you could have enough money to chase it.


MR. LISTER:  I would say that's accurate.


MR. SHEPHERD:  But when you filed this application, knowing that, you didn't say to the Board, Well, look, this target and this budget are really dumb.  We need something better, because this is a very -- going to be a very successful program.  Why didn't you do that?


MR. LISTER:  We didn't do that, and we did allude to it, I believe, in a conversation with Ms. Girvan, maybe on panel 1, because it was our view that if we were going to do that for one particular metric, then it made sense to do it for two particular metrics, and if you are going to do it for two metrics, then you should do it for three metrics, and all of the sudden we would be right into an entire evaluation of 2015 budgets and targets, all in.  And we felt at the time, because we were not even prepared to make our application until, I believe it was April 1st, we were already into the year, and we needed some certainty as to how we were going to approach the market in terms of budget and targets and resources and all that other good stuff, so that's why we didn't propose to adjust targets.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And that's how your stakeholders get involved too, right, in the same way.  It's sort of like, you can't just talk about one, you have to try to talk about everything?


MR. LISTER:  That was a key message that we delivered in stakeholdering.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And you got back too, right?  And the message you got back too.


MR. LISTER:  And the message we got back; that's absolutely correct.


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's right.  But it is true that HEC is different from the others because it was obviously wrong.  Some of the others you could argue, well, we should move it up 10 percent, we should move it down 10 percent, it is not really precise, but HEC was obviously wrong, and you knew it.


MR. LISTER:  Well, I wouldn't agree with that.  I would say HEC -- we'd experienced better success than we had anticipated, and that's a great news story.  On the --


MR. SHEPHERD:  I don't disagree.


MR. LISTER:  On the large custom CCM, we were really struggling.  We continue to really struggle.  Again, that wasn't anticipated.  It is a trend we've been seeing over a number of years.  Home rating is another program where, you know, as we describe in our evidence, we've been -- we've been very successful at talking to realtors, but not very successful in turning that into what the objective of the program is, which is to actually have a listed home.


So, you know, that particular program, in this case, we've suggested a better way to do it, what we think is a better way to do it.


So I don't agree with the supposition that that one was obviously way wrong and so it should have somehow been treated differently.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, I want to -- I want to ask whether you made -- either you or somebody in the residential group did a budget proposal and forecast to -- internally to management prior to this year about HEC.  Did you -- did -- at some point did you make a proposal saying, Look, this is what the situation is right now, but this is what we think is actually -- we're actually able to do and how much money we'll need in 2015?  Did you ever do that?


MR. LISTER:  The question is:  Did we ever propose to management a level that we could achieve?


MR. SHEPHERD:  That you thought was a reasonable target and a reasonable budget for getting the rollover, just by itself, what you thought you could actually do.


MR. LISTER:  I think the short answer is yes.  We looked at different scenarios for what we could achieve in 2015, and certainly it was not the same budget scenario that we were looking at with the 2015 rollover.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, so I'm going to ask you to undertake to file that budget that you proposed to management.


MR. LISTER:  We will.


MR. MILLAR:  J8.11.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.11:  ENBRIDGE TO FILE THE BUDGET PROPOSED TO MANAGEMENT.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And just a couple of other things.  While we're talking about budgets, you talked on Wednesday, somebody did, about the budget process internally, and I got the impression that there was some sort of review by management of your overall DSM budget or your residential DSM budget to see whether it was reasonable.


How did that actually work?  Did you -- at some point did you have to make a residential budget that you actually were willing to live with and have management push back on it?  This is too much money or this is not cost effective enough?  Did that happen?


MR. LISTER:  Not precisely like that.  I think Ms. Oliver-Glasford on panel 1 described in a general sense the process, which I might add was very time-constrained as well.


We received the framework at the end of December, and our various teams went about extracting all the information from the stakeholdering we had done and all the ideas we had about program design concepts, and at the same time, I've already mentioned few times, we were also -- continued to stakeholder, so it was a very busy time period, and we put together our proposal over those couple of months.


We did meet with senior management on a few occasions.  We presented them with what we were going to propose to the Board.  We described what the framework was after, and we described how we thought what we were going to propose met the conditions or the spirit of the framework.


To say there was pushback I think maybe is not quite accurate.  There were certainly questions about where this was going to go and would the Board approve levels like that, and we indicated our confidence that we were making the right proposal and the right plan, that we had the right plan.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And at no time did management say to you anything like, well, you know, this -- this, let's say $80 million that you want to spend in 2016, we want to spend 20 of that on something else, not DSM.  They never said that?  Because if the Board says you can spend 80 on DSM, they're not going to quibble with that, right?


MR. LISTER:  To my knowledge, management never said anything like that.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, let me ask you briefly about on-bill financing, and most of this you dealt with, Mr. McGill.  We go way back on this issue.


MR. McGILL:  Way back.


MR. SHEPHERD:  It's true, isn't it, that right now a residential ratepayer that wants to put more efficient gear in their home or put in insulation or stuff like that has a broad set of choices from contractors and financiers who will allow them to -- who will supply the stuff and finance the stuff and including a number that will put it on the bill, right?


MR. MCGILL:  That's correct.  Yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So if I want to go out and spend $20,000 to reinsulate my home, which I did, I don't -- I'm not going to call Enbridge and say, Can you finance this, because I've got lots of people who will finance this.


MR. McGILL:  That's correct, and I think, given the evolution of the unbundled utility we have now, I think the company has, in some respects, encouraged customers to look elsewhere for that kind of --


MR. SHEPHERD:  And -- but the other side is, if I want to spend that $20,000, you might buy down the cost of that, either the cost of the financing or the cost of the gear, you might write a cheque, in fact, you do, right, for $2,500.


MR. McGILL:  In some programs, yes.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And it doesn't matter to me, as a consumer, whether you are buying down the interest rate on my financing or you are writing me a cheque as an incentive for the gear, it's still the same dollars; right?


MR. McGILL:  I would think that most consumers are considering the end cost to them, and they're probably -- I would agree that they're probably less concerned with the structuring of how that cost is presented to them.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Awesome.  Let me ask a brief question about residential free riders.  And I've asked a number of general questions about this, but it's true, isn't it, that in none of your programs do you have a specific free-rider screen at the front end?  In none of your residential programs do you look and say:  Is this a free rider or not; right?


MR. LISTER:  I think we had that conversation on panel 1, and Ms. Oliver-Glasford responded appropriately that the challenge with doing that, that the customer then would turn around and say, Oh, no, no, no, I wasn't going to do this.


MR. SHEPHERD:  We don't need to go into that part of it.  That part I get.


MR. LISTER:  I see.  I see.


MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm asking the question, are there any residential programs where you screen for free riders at the front end?  I think the answer is no.  I just want to get it on the record.


MS. BERTUZZI:  We wouldn't, because the only program that we're currently offering that would have a free-ridership value associated to it is the home energy conservation program, and there is already a free ridership placed in with that in the measure life.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And whether they're in fact a free rider, you are actually neutral to that because you measure it after the fact, right?  You test after the fact whether they were a free rider.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And then the last thing I want to ask you about -- I think it's the last thing, is incremental cost effectiveness.

And I've given you a copy of the Navigant -- the excerpts from the Navigant material.  And I'm going to ask you -- I'm not going to quiz you on the detailed numbers, as much as I might like to.

But I do want to ask you just a couple of questions about how you look at this.  So --


MS. LONG:  Mr. Shepherd, is this the natural gas energy efficiency potential study?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, it is.

MS. LONG:  Could we mark that please?

MR. MILLAR:  K8.1.
EXHIBIT NO. K8.1:  Navigant natural gas energy efficiencY potential study


MR. SHEPHERD:  And if you can look at the second page of this excerpt, which is page 133 of page 160 at the top, and page 117 at the bottom, and page 2 of the handout, and you’ll see the residential column there.

This is various scenarios for how much you spend on residential programs, right?

MR. LISTER:  I'll take your word.  I don't have the context of the entire report in front of me, but table -- it's titled:  "Table 520 - cumulative budget and achievable potential by sector and budget scenario in 2024.”

MR. SHEPHERD:  And where I'm going with this is fairly simple.  If you look at the cost per cubic metre of each of the levels of spend, I am right, am I not, that the cost per cubic metre goes up?  You spend more, your cost per cubic metre -- it is more expensive to get the next cubic metre.

MR. LISTER:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, these are not CCMs; these are first year cubic metres.

MR. LISTER:  Cubic metres, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But it is a big difference, right?  You spend 32 million and you get 118 million.  But you spend 317 million, ten times as much, to get twice as much in K, right?

MR. LISTER:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So my question on this, and I have the rest of the material here because there is some more breakdown of this.

But my question is this:  Is there a point at which, in your analysis of how you budget, or how you target, or how you design your programs, you use data like this to say where is the point at which we should stop spending money?

Because you can look at this, and you can say when is it no longer a good idea, right?

MR. LISTER:  I would say we haven't undertaken that specific analysis discretely.  Ms. Oliver-Glasford did talk about how we approached and used some these insights in the development of our sensitivity analyses.

But to answer your question, I'm not aware of any specific budget or study that we've ever created that attempts to seek where we would stop doing activity, or stop the budget.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you've already agreed that this is actually more relevant to residential than any elsewhere else, because you are getting close to where it's a good idea, right?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, and we've been saying that since 2012.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  I wonder if you could go to go to the second last page, which is perversely page 31 of 36 and page 31, but page 7 -- and it's after the first page, which was 117.

But this is the marginal acquisition cost, and this is how much does the next cubic metre cost.  And that's the important thing, right?  It is not how much all of them cost on average.  It’s how much the next one costs, because that's when you stop spending money, right?

MR. LISTER:  Well, yes, I would say that -- yes, this chart does show the marginal acquisition cost.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, for example, you see a big number from scenario I to J, which is not actually a very big jump in budget, but it's triple the marginal acquisition cost.

So there is a market breakpoint -- am I right in saying there is a market breakpoint where you should be thinking we might be going too far here?


MR. LISTER:  I think that really depends on how you value what is too far.  The short answer to your question is that you reach a point where the value becomes different.  That doesn't mean, you know, a society or a province, or a community, or a franchise, can still say that it's still valuable for us to get those incremental because we value those incremental -- these are cubic metres more than we value the cost of achieving them, for whatever reason.

There could be a whole host of reasons, but --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Hence the TRC plus 15 percent test?

MR. LISTER:  Yes.  So I don't know that I'd agree that there is a point where you should stop.  But there is certainly a point where valuation becomes different.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And is it fair -- would it be fair for this Board to say to you in residential -- I'm specifically asking about residential, because you're so close -- want you to do this sort of analysis on a regular basis as you're spending, with your actual results, to see at what point you're no longer getting as much value as we think you're supposed to be getting.  At what point do you hit the law of diminishing returns?

MR. LISTER:  I'm really hesitant to accept that premise, because it presumes that we know exactly what the opportunities are going to be going forward and that we can say, with any degree of precision today -- you know, to your point about technologies, and stock, and all of these confluence of items, you know, what that means going forward, what priorities the province or we as a collective group will place on DSM.

So I don't think that is a fair analysis to ask for.  And what we have agreed is that we've done very well in DSM, and that we've certainly had a lot of programs that have been so successful -- so successful that we've saturated the market and they've become virtual free riders themselves.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You've had to exit some programs.

MR. LISTER:  We've had to exit some.  But does that mean everything that opportunity has been uncovered?  Our conversation earlier, an hour or so ago, was right on.

Maybe there are newer or innovative ways we could think about DSM, or approaching DSM.  But I think that the sort of analysis that presumes where we should stop, in my opinion, in my view, that's not a good question to ask.  And I think it's unfair to put the utility in the position of saying where that breakpoint should be.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Here's what I'm asking, Mr. Lister.  You are aware that there are some parties to this proceeding who are arguing you should spend less, and there are some parties to this proceeding who are arguing you should spend more.  And this Board has to make a decision on where to draw the line in that range.

And wouldn't this sort of incremental cost analysis assist the Board, whether now, or next year, or in five years?

MR. LISTER:  Yes, and I think what my response is that I don't know that we could produce this sort of analysis with any degree of precision.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So, my last question then is:  If you take a look at that page 31 of 36, the second last page in K8.1, you will see this box, "residential”, which has budget, savings and marginal acquisition cost.

Can you -- and I assume it's not you, but it's you asking your consultant to add two more columns to that, the first column being "Marginal acquisition cost per CCM", and the second additional column being "marginal TRC ratio."

I think they have the data, and I'm asking whether you can see if they can provide it.  Obviously, if you can’t --


MR. LISTER:  I can't say one or way or another that they can or can’t provide it.  But I can certainly ask them if they can provide it, and provide it if they can.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.12.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.12:  WITH REFERENCE TO EXHIBIT K8.1, PAGE 31 OF 36, ENBRIDGE TO ASK ITS consultant to add two more columns to that, the first column being "Marginal acquisition cost per CCM", and the second additional column being "marginal TRC ratio."

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's all my questions.  Thank you for your patience, Madam Chair.

MS. LONG:  Thank you, Mr. Shepherd.  Mr. Janigan, are you ready to proceed?

MR. JANIGAN:  I am.  Thank you, Madam Chair.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Janigan:


Good afternoon, panel. I wonder if I could first establish some numbers in relation to residential customers and percentage of low income.

I have prepared a compendium, and I wonder if could I have that marked as an exhibit?

MR. MILLAR:  That is K8.2.
EXHIBIT NO. K8.2:  cross-examination compendium of vecc for enbridge panel 2


MR. JANIGAN:  Thank you.  On page 5 of the compendium, it notes that Enbridge has approximately 1.97 million residential customers, and at compendium page 15, Enbridge indicates that, based on 2012 Statistics Canada data that approximately 13.5 percent of households in Enbridge's franchise area can be considered low-income.

Unless there is an update to this figure, I would assume that the 13.5 percent of 1.79 million means that there are approximately 265,000 low-income customers, which is what Enbridge is working with; is that correct?

MS. LONTOC:  That's correct.  However, that -- our -- we're looking at customers that's only on gas, so 265, yes.  Sorry.

MR. LISTER:  The other thing I'd point out, Mr. Janigan, is that our customer count is a facility, whereas the 13.5 percent may include multi-family facilities.  So I'm not sure it's exactly an apples-to-apples.  I think it's a little too much of an estimation.  It would be less than the number that you've quoted.

MR. JANIGAN:  Well, okay, you say the 265,000 is the facilities, which may include more than one individual.  Wouldn't it be more?  If you were looking at just individuals, rather than...

MS. LONTOC:  Okay, 13.5 percent of households in Enbridge franchise areas would include those households living in multi-residential buildings.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.

MS. LONTOC:  Residential customers on page 5 would be rate 1 customers.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay, so what you're saying is of that one customer, may be that multi-unit residential building, but it will contain that number of people; right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, you could have one apartment building -- sorry, you could have one apartment building that contains 100 low-income households.  That would be one --


MR. JANIGAN:  Customer.

MS. LONTOC:  -- customer.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay, if you can turn up my compendium on page 9, it notes that Enbridge has typically targeted their home energy conservation offer in the past to neighborhoods with the following characteristics, and that is higher-than-average energy consumption, higher-than-average household income, dwellings built 16 to 30 years ago, above-average proportion of single detached dwellings, and low participation in Enercan's EcoEnergy program.

Now, I take it that program delivery characteristics have changed.  Does Enbridge still use for these characteristics with respect to targeting its home energy conservation offer?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Yes, we do, but I just want to make note that in 2012 we were very community-focused with a target of 160 residential customers in 2012, so we were really looking for the neighborhoods that would drive the most savings, which is why that list of criteria was there.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  To what extent now does Enbridge target neighbourhoods with higher-than-average energy consumption?

MS. BERTUZZI:  We still have that as a clause as part of where we want to move forward, and that's only because if you think of the areas that our franchise is in, the GTA being one of them, the household income is quite large, so it does get captured going franchise for the larger portion of our franchise.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay, I'm trying to decide what you are telling me.  Are you telling me that because of the fact that these programs are offered in an area where there is higher-than-average household income, that they are targeted, or whether or not you actually target areas with higher-than-average household income?

MS. BERTUZZI:  So in 2012 we were targeting higher-than-average income neighbourhoods to capture what we needed to achieve on the 25 percent energy savings, and we wanted to ensure that if you think of our franchise area and what the price of homes are, most people are kind of house-poor, as we would classify, in making their mortgage payments, that we wanted to ensure that who we were targeting to would be able to go through a retrofit, so that we weren't losing upfront a lot of upfront costs on providing money towards an audit that people wouldn't in turn on the back end complete.

MR. LISTER:  So in addition to that, Mr. Janigan, it is our intention going forward to start to relax that targeting mechanism, if you will, for a few reasons.

Number one, we've increased our target for participation quite significantly, so much so that I think if you turn the page -- and maybe you're going to go there -- page 11 of your compendium, which is a few pages later in our evidence -- we talk about ideas, sort of innovative ideas, since that seems to be a topic, for additional ways that we might approach, for example, the, what we've called or what we sometimes call the lowering income segment, so they don't -- maybe they don't quite fit the low-income profile, but they're certainly not higher-income, so I think the point that we're trying to illustrate is we're going franchise-wide, and we're going to start to relax some of the tighter assumptions that we placed on the program at the outset.

MR. JANIGAN:  Do you have any sort of figures or metrics that are associated with this relaxation, either with respect to average energy consumption use or higher-than-average household income?

MR. LISTER:  Sorry, is your question --


MR. JANIGAN:  Is there something -- I mean, you say you are relaxing these standards.  I guess is there any measurement of how you are relaxing them?

MR. LISTER:  Sorry, we're not relaxing the standard; what we're relaxing was, in the original design of the program it was specifically targeted to a certain segment, because it was very, as Ms. Bertuzzi said, very community-focused.

What we're saying in this case is we're relaxing that targeted approach.  We are going franchise-wide, we are opening it up.  We've created a new incentive structure, we've changed the eligibility criteria, we're going to think about different ways to segment the target audience, so we won't rigidly only target higher-income sectors.

MR. JANIGAN:  So let's say before that you had -- the target involved these characteristics that we've had on page 9.  You've enlarged that target, and is there any measurement of what that means in terms of total number of customers?

MS. BERTUZZI:  So I'd just like to add one more point with -- our ultimate goal is still to drive the most savings that we possibly can through this program, which is why we've got a three-tier approach, that 25 percent, so the 15 percent and 25 percent and the 50 percent.

What Mr. Lister was saying about relaxing it, we're always going to have data to actually show us what are the optimal neighbourhoods to go out to to be the most cost effective with the program that we can be, with going out to those neighbourhoods.

MR. JANIGAN:  But is there some objective standards that you've applied to enlarge the target?

MR. LISTER:  Maybe we could go to GEC 16, and I think we went there -- I'm sorry, I don't remember if it's tab 2 or tab 3, but in that specific interrogatory response we addressed that very question.  And we looked at a number of things to help us rationalize or propose different budget and target levels for each of the different offering areas.

If I could just have you scroll down the page to the table.  There should be a line item further below -- there, called "home energy conservation".

And so I think the first column, 7508 is our proposed target, 2357 is our three-year average, and what we've described in the next two boxes really about target are, we're taking this program to the next level, so you can see right there, we're virtually tripling our three-year average, and we're going franchise-wide, and as I just described for you, we're thinking about the program in different ways.

MR. PARIS:  If I could just add as well, I mean, in the past this program was actually called the community energy retrofit program and we've actually even -- to illustrate how we've changed our focus, it's now the home energy conservation offering.

MR. JANIGAN:  So in Union's case, they've estimated that something like 40 percent of customers have higher than average energy consumption.  Does that conform with your estimate of what --


MR. LISTER:  I don't know that number, sitting here, and I don't know how to extract it.  Perhaps somebody else who I could get in touch with would, if that would be of benefit.

MR. JANIGAN:  Well, I guess I'm -- you’ve certainly convinced me that you're going to expand it beyond these characteristics, but I have no idea how much that expansion is, and who's going to be included in that target, I guess, in terms of a number or some sort of objective standard.

Is it possible for you to provide that to me?

MR. LISTER:  So are you -- sorry, I just want to play it back so I understand your question.

Are you trying to drive at or determine what a market potential might be?

MR. JANIGAN:  I guess what you -- what the meaning of expanding your target has been in terms of numbers of customers.

MR. LISTER:  So some of the information, the research that we have provided -- I think it's at CCC number 5, and I don't have my index in front of me.  I apologize -- indicated things like customers were -- at least as far as were part of our focus group were -- I think the figure was 12 percent that they were likely to establish any future measures in the foreseeable future, or something to that effect.

It was actually the attachment.  I don't recall if this was the right one.  It might have been CCC 3.

MR. JANIGAN:  Maybe if I could simplify it, what was the size of your target market when you had these criteria, and what is the size of your target market now?

MR. PARIS:  I think I -- let me ask this and see if it gets to what you're asking, Mr. Janigan.

So initially, when we started off with this program, we measured what our customer -- available customers that could participate in this program for certain communities.

And then what we've done is we've applied -- at the time, we applied these higher than average energy consumption, higher than average household con -- these factors to, in essence, find out which would be our target-rich environments, for which it is that we’d want to go for.

So what we're saying now is because we're going franchise-wide, we still have this list of potential areas for which we would go to.

MR. JANIGAN:  Yes.

MR. PARIS:  But what we're saying is that we wouldn’t -- now we don't place as much of an emphasis necessarily on the higher than average income, because we're going franchise-wide and we've set ourselves a more aggressive target.

MR. JANIGAN:  Back when we've had those initial targets, the numbers that were involved, in terms of numbers of customers, was X and now it's --


MR. PARIS:  And the key piece of that would have been -- and I'm sorry for interrupting.  But the key piece of that, I suppose, would be that the emphasis that we placed on those pieces is what drove us to those areas to collaborate with the contractors in those areas to deliver the program.

And now what we're saying is we would no longer necessarily have that same sort of emphasis on these characteristics, because we are going franchise-wide.

MR. JANIGAN:  I understand completely that you've expanded.  All I want to do is have the number. Is it like X or --


MR. PARIS:  Okay, I don't have the number right now.

MR. JANIGAN:  Can you produce it?

MR. PARIS:  We’d have to undertake to provide that for you.

MR. JANIGAN:  And what the target market is that you envision now with your new, more expanded target?

MR. PARIS:  Correct, yes.

MR. MILLAR:   J8.13.


UNDERTAKING NO. J8.13:  ENBRIDGE TO provide the size of its target market when it had these criteria, and the size of the target market now

MR. JANIGAN:  Are there any start-up costs associated with the home energy conservation program?

MS. BERTUZZI:  I'm not sure what you refer to as start-up costs, what that would entail.

MR. JANIGAN:  I note that in comparison with the Union program, I believe Union sets out a certain amount of start-up cost associated with their program.  And come to find -- you provided a comparison, I believe, at CP25 of my compendium.

MS. LONTOC:  Table 2, page 20, is it?

MR. JANIGAN:  I believe so -- I'm sorry, it is pages 6 and 7 where you've set out a comparison of measures.

MS. BERTUZZI:  Sorry, what are you asking?

MR. JANIGAN:  In relation to your program, is there anything that's identified specifically as start-up costs?

MS. BERTUZZI:  No, we don't have any start-up costs for our program.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Are low income residential homeowners eligible for the home energy conservation program?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Pardon me?

MR. JANIGAN:  Are low income residential homeowners eligible for the home energy conservation program?

MS. BERTUZZI:  No, they are not.

MR. JANIGAN:  
Are there elements of the home energy conservation program that are not available to the low income offer, the home winter-proofing program?

MS. LONTOC:  The focus of the weatherization program is on the envelope.  So we are looking at the insulation, air-sealing, draft-proofing of the program, to the extent that they're eligible for basic measures, or TAPS measures like showerheads and programmable thermostats; that's included in the program as well.

So it is quite different from home energy conservation where, for instance, the furnace is considered a measure in the program.

MS. BERTUZZI:  I would just go one step further that the home energy conservation program is really based on the audit itself and achieving the savings with the home, than it is so much about the prescriptive nature of each equipment within the home.

MR. JANIGAN:  Just dealing with that, the natural gas furnace or boiler, if you look on page 21, where it involves the Union target market section, I believe their home reno rebate program specifies that a residential consumer must have a natural gas furnace or boiler.

But Enbridge doesn't have that criteria in the home energy conservation program; can you explain why not?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Our program is if they are a customer and are in good standing with their bill.

MR. JANIGAN:  Why haven't you -- I'm sure you considered whether that criteria was a valid criteria; why did you reject it?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Because it is not about replacing furnaces and it is about trying to achieve the ultimate savings in the home.  So there are still lots of other opportunities within the home to get to that 25 percent or, moving forward, 15 percent energy savings.

MR. JANIGAN:  Did you consider, in your home energy conservation program, the needs of seniors that may previously have been not low income, but have fallen into low income because of their age, fixed income, or loss of a spouse?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Our program doesn't exclude anyone.

MR. JANIGAN:  No, but is there any target towards seniors that would be in that kind of circumstance?

MS. BERTUZZI:  We don't have anything separately carved out for it.

MR. JANIGAN:  
For example, with respect to -- if they fell into the low income category, for example, would they be able to access your home energy conservation program, for example, to obtain windows?

MS. LONTOC:  Our program delivery agents do the income screening which is very -- a part of the participation in the program.  And to the extent that they do not the meet the income screening criteria for low income, our program delivery agents know that there is another program that they can access, which is the home energy conservation program.

MR. JANIGAN:  Well, if they meet -- if they are low income, effectively, they are targeted -- they are put into that program, I would assume.

MS. LONTOC:  That's correct and, you know, it would just be a natural for them to participate in the program, again, because it will not cost them anything.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  On page 25 of my compendium, Enbridge provides a comparison of Enbridge's home energy conservation to Union's home reno rebate program.


Does Enbridge agree that its home energy conservation program is similar to Union's home reno rebate program?


MR. LISTER:  Mr. Janigan, you know, we are uncomfortable speaking to Union's programs.  We are not familiar with their -- it's for them to speak to -- it's their application, their customers.  I think what -- we qualified our response in this interrogatory response with something to that effect, that, you know, we can't speak for Union, per se.  They're proposing what they believe is right for their customers.  We can certainly talk about our program.


MR. JANIGAN:  What I'm asking you to do is to take a look at the elements of your program and take a look at the elements of their program, and would you agree that they're similar?


MR. LISTER:  We've tried to construct the table so that we were comparing similar items.  I believe the preamble to the -- this is page 3 of the response.  I believe page 1 or 2 have described how that was in cases a very difficult and a very inexact exercise.


MR. JANIGAN:  Are there any major differences; let's put it that way.


MR. LISTER:  Well, certainly the participants and the incentives are different, and the structure of incentives.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  We note that in your home energy conservation program there are two measures that are not provided in Union's home reno rebate.  That's the exposed floor insulation program and the drain water heat recovery system.


Without an exhaustive review of these programs, can you tell me why these measures have been included and the gas savings compared to other measures?


MS. BERTUZZI:  So our program is based on, they must undertake two deep measures, so the list that we have provided is a pick list of some of the measures that they can choose from if they achieve the percentage savings, which will be 15 percent in 2016 and beyond.


MR. LISTER:  As a minimum.


MS. BERTUZZI:  As a minimum.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  So effectively it helps them to be able to choose two measures to be eligible for the program.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Two measures, but you can't determine -- pre-determine that before an audit, so you need to do the pre-audit, which will, in turn, give you some sort of idea of the pick list of measures that Enbridge has provided.


If you did basement insulation and air sealing and drain water heat recovery you might get there, or you can do furnace and insulation.  Like, it's completely dependent on the home.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  In relation to Union's program, did the companies compare and discuss the specific measures and incentives to be provided, particularly with respect to the programs that seem very similar, the home energy conservation and the home reno rebate?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Union and Enbridge have collaborated a lot over the years, but as Mr. Lister said, I mean, it really comes down to their service territory and our service territory and what's best for our customers, and I can't speak on behalf of how they've designed their program.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  But before you decided to go forward with your program, you considered what they were doing and --


MR. LISTER:  I believe there was an interrogatory response where we described some discussions we had with Union prior to the framework being released, yes.


MR. JANIGAN:  Has Enbridge surveyed its customers regarding the design of the home energy conservation program, the offering proposal on the incentive levels?


MS. BERTUZZI:  We did do focus groups back in 2014 with the home energy conservation participants, and I believe that might have been --


MR. LISTER:  I believe that was --


MS. BERTUZZI:  CCC 3 --


MR. LISTER:  -- 3.


MS. BERTUZZI:  -- or 5.


MR. LISTER:  It's in tab 5.


MR. JANIGAN:  I believe Ms. Girvan asked you whether or not you went beyond focus groups in relation to that, and I can't recall the answer.


MS. BERTUZZI:  We haven't to date, but that's not to say that we won't be moving forward.  We always want to know from our customers what we can do.  And that report also included non-participants in our programs.


MR. JANIGAN:  Have you examined the possibility of different incentive structures, for example, on the same basis as the Union fixed-measure rebates which are contained in the compendium, page 7, or on a square-footage basis?


MS. BERTUZZI:  So our program design is about achieving a minimum savings threshold, so for us, if you're going to offer it based on certain measures, that's not how we've designed it, because we want to achieve the deepest savings we possibly can off of each customer.


MR. JANIGAN:  And that would be restrictive, having a structure such as the fixed-measure rebates?


MS. BERTUZZI:  Well --


MR. LISTER:  Going back to 2012, I think Ms. Bertuzzi was describing the evolution of this program earlier on, and she was saying that at that time there was a real effort among all stakeholders to come to terms with how would we drive deeper savings, and at the time -- and I think still continuing today, how we have defined "deeper savings" meant percentage of improvement, so to speak, so at the time, 25 percent was construed as deep savings.  So the program was originally constructed or construed to achieve those ends, and the various measures were then adopted as part of the program and to achieve that end.


So we've maintained that perspective of the program, and then, as per our discussion, we've changed certain elements like 15 percent instead of 25 to drive more participation.


The measures have largely remained the same, but ours remains percentage of savings improvement, consumption savings improvement, to drive what we call "deep savings".


MR. JANIGAN:  Page 11 of my compendium that you referenced suggests that opportunity exists to expand the home energy conservation program, and I believe, as you touched upon it in relation to the target, that the opportunity lies first for those customers that are just above the low-income cut-off?  Can you explain how Enbridge plans to pursue that opportunity?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. LISTER:  When we drafted this piece of evidence, it was and it remains an idea going forward.  The idea here is that we want to be able to get large participation out of this program.  We don't want to restrict the program to, for example, per our earlier conversation, to only higher-income segments.


So we were trying to show the Board that we were thinking outside of the box, we were thinking about new ways to approach the market to achieve the objectives that were laid out in the framework.


So to your question, we haven't developed a specific plan, but this is, in our view, really a marketing tactic, how would we go out and approach this particular segment, and how would we draw the attention, and how would we market it to them.


MR. JANIGAN:  So this is not going to -- this is going to be a marketing priority, and if so, what's the potential timing for implementation?


MR. PARIS:  It would be difficult to say at this time exactly when -- we're going to have to do an analysis of how it is this program is going to roll out, but like Mr. Lister was saying, we recognize that there is certainly an opportunity here for expansion to this certain subset of customers, but I guess the short answer to your question is, I can't tell you specifically right now, but it is, you know, uppermost on mind for delivery of this program.


MR. LISTER:  I think -- I don't know that we could even answer, just to add to what Mr. Paris said, definitively, because, as I just said, we haven't developed the plan, so we can't really answer that question.  It is certainly something we're going to look at, and as the participation targets increase we're going to have to look at it.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  I wonder if could ask you turn up page 42 of my compendium.  And that's the last page.  It's not necessarily marked, but it's after page 41.  And we have prepared this spreadsheet which sets out budget dollars and participant numbers for Enbridge's home energy conservation program compared to  Union's home reno rebate program for the 2016 to 2020 period.

Is the data for Enbridge correct?

MR. LISTER:  It looks correct.  If we find fault with it later, we'll let you know.  But right now, it looks correct.

MR. JANIGAN:  All right, subject to check.  And it can be seen in this that the budget dollars and participants for Enbridge is less than Union for similar programs.  For example, Enbridge is $1,464 per participant to Union's $2,445 per participant.

Does Enbridge have any insight why its program cost per participant is less?

MR. LISTER:  I think, again, we'd go back to our discomfort with talking about Union's programs.  We are not experts with Union's materials.

It is a mathematical function which you've provided, so either our participants are higher, or our budgets are lower.  We've designed our programs to significantly increase participation in home energy conservation.  We haven't increased the costs for our program.

MR. JANIGAN:  And at page 36 of my compendium, Enbridge provides its calculation per CCM for its home energy conservation program. 

And I take it that this dollars per CCM is based on the program budget, and the overhead budget is not included.

MR. LISTER:  I don't know that this was prepared by anybody on the panel.  But I suppose we could accept that, subject to check, and then follow up.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  And would you have knowledge about the way they prepared it, that it would be based on the program budget rather than any overhead budget that wouldn't be included?

MR. LISTER:  So my response is nobody here would know specifically what they used to derive it, but certainly we could --


MR. JANIGAN:  If you could undertake to provide that information?

MR. LISTER:  So whether or not this table includes overheads?

MR. JANIGAN:  Please.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.14.


UNDERTAKING NO. J8.14:  ENBRIDGE TO ADVISE WHETHER THE TABLE AT PAGE 36 OF THE vecc COMPENDIUM INCLUDES OVERHEADS


MR. JANIGAN:  And if you could turn up page 22 of my compendium, there is a Union interrogatory response where Union provides the cost per CCM for its own home reno rebate program of 12.3 cents per CCM, based on total costs in order if have an apples-to-apples comparison of the home energy program to Union's home reno rebate.

Would it be possible that Enbridge could provide the cost per CCM on the same basis that Union has provided it in this particular answer to the interrogatory?

MR. LISTER:  Yes, that's possible.

MR. JANIGAN:  Could I have an undertaking to that effect, please?

MR. MILLAR:  8.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. 8.15:  with reference to page 22 of the VECC compendium, ENBRIDGE TO provide the cost per CCM on the same basis that Union has provided it

MR. JANIGAN:  On page 37 of my compendium, it appears that Union is spending about $700,000 in marketing, over five years, adaptive thermostats.

MR. LISTER:  Sorry, you said Union is?

MR. JANIGAN:  I'm sorry, Enbridge.  Am I correct in that?

MR. PARIS:  Something I just want to clarify as well with respect to this chart.  At the top, you will see right next to "marketing cost", there is an asterisk.

What should have been included in this at the bottom was the fact that this is inclusive of all fixed costs related to these programs, and not just marketing costs.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  

MR. PARIS:  So in relation to -- you are correct.  In relation to all fixed costs, the total is 700,000 over a five-year period, yes.

MR. JANIGAN:  Has the adaptive thermostats program -- are any of these dollars directed specifically at low income customers or seniors?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Anyone that would want the adaptive thermostat would be eligible for it, so they're not excluded.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  On page 25 of my compendium, in the page that deals with a comparison between the two programs, Enbridge does not have an energy savings kit as Union does, and Enbridge compares its adaptive thermostat program to Union’s energy savings kit program.

Am I correct on that?

MS. BERTUZZI:  We do not have any energy savings kit.  I’m not sure we're comparing adaptive to the energy savings kit.

MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  What’s your view of the value of that kit?

MS. BERTUZZI:  Well, I'm sure it is very valuable for Union, but I'm not going it speak on behalf of them.  But I do you know for us, we had the TAPS program in the marketplace for ten years.

MR. JANIGAN:  Yes.

MS. BERTUZZI:  We reached 1.2 million customers through that program.  The real potential universe, when we ended the program in 2012, was approximately 300,000 participants.

You know, as part of the program, it became very not cost effective because of the high free ridership, and the removal and non-install rates, which is why we also got out of the program.

MR. JANIGAN:  What are removal and non -- so people take it with them when they go?  Is that what you're saying?

MS. BERTUZZI:  So we changed the delivery of the program back in 2011, to see if we could try to make the program a little bit more TRC-rich.  So we were leaving the kits with the customers, and when we went back to survey we realised that they were not being installed, or they were installed and they removed them at a later date.

MR. JANIGAN:  And given the investment in the energy savings kit program and the possible savings, that phenomenon was the reason why you discontinued?

MS. BERTUZZI:  I think really it came down to the fact that we saturated the market with that program.

MR. JANIGAN:  And the market saturation in this case would be what percentage?

MS. BERTUZZI:  We were 1.2 to the 1.8 and change in 2012 -- sorry, 1.2 million customers.

If you can turn up compendium pages 14 and 15, Enbridge provides measures and incentives for the multiple residential affordable housing program, and with respect to the fixed incentives, Enbridge indicates they are calculated on a fixed dollar amount.  


Have the fixed dollar amounts by measure been provided on the record here in this proceeding?

MS. LONTOC:  I'm sorry, sir, you asked if we had provided incentive amounts?

MR. JANIGAN:  Fixed dollar amounts by measure.

MR. LISTER:  Mr. Janigan, are you asking for a table similar to the one we were just looking at that included adaptive thermostats, where you referenced the $700,000?  Did I get your question correct?

MR. JANIGAN:  Well, it's -- you've indicate that there is a fixed incentive based on a fixed dollar amount.  If you had each incentive, what amount do you pay for each?

Have you answered -- the question is whether or not it’s in evidence anywhere.

MS. LONTOC:  I am not quite sure if it is in evidence, but it is certainly in our program literature.  So we can take that as an undertaking, to provide a copy of the program literature.

MR. MILLAR:  J8.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. J8.16:  ENBRIDGE TO PROVIDE A COPY OF THE PROGRAM LITERATURE


MR. JANIGAN:  Thank you.  Once again, and I don't want to be repetitive here, but going back to page 37 and the -- of the chart that is there, do you have anything within the marketing plan that is -- or in the DSM plan in general that will improve access to DSM by seniors?


MR. LISTER:  Not specifically.  We haven't developed anything specifically.  There's nothing that precludes us from doing that, and we do from time to time target either segments or technologies if we're struggling in an area or if we're thinking about creatively trying to approach a market or a technology or an offering a different way.  So there is nothing that precludes that.  Have we developed a specific plan to this date?  I'm not aware of one.


MS. LONTOC:  In addition that, and just, I guess, narrowly from the low-income program's perspective, we certainly consider the senior population as a big part of the vulnerable population targeted for this program.


So we work -- we engage senior associations as part of our outreach efforts to make them aware that this program is available, and that's just, you know, part of our marketing tactics year over year to make sure that we address that segment of the population.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  I'm wondering if you could turn up compendium page 28.  And Enbridge here lists the Enbridge My Home Health Record program alongside Union's behavioural offering, and once again, while I take it you are not -- you don't want to comment on the particular effectiveness of the Union program, but would you confirm that the Enbridge's My Home Health Record is similar to Union's behavioural offering?


MR. LISTER:  As we understand it, yes, they're similar.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay, now, Union's behavioural offering has startup costs in 2016, but if I recall our earlier conversation, Enbridge's My Home Health Record does not have startup costs.


MS. BERTUZZI:  I'm not sure that we were talking about OPower.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.


MS. BERTUZZI:  Of having startup costs.  I thought we were talking about home energy conservation.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay, that's fine.  So I guess do you have -- does Enbridge's My Home Health Record have startup costs?


MR. LISTER:  We actually ran a pilot program in 2000 -- last year ending -- it began last year and it ended this year, so we do not have startup costs, and we are proposing to ramp up the program beginning in 2015, even though the table here describes the 2016 budget.  I just wanted you to be aware of that.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  And once again, with respect to surveying customers, was your input from customers primarily by way of focus groups?


MR. LISTER:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  And there was no comprehensive survey done with respect to this program?


MR. LISTER:  No.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  And once again, if we were looking at compendium, page 42, and this spreadsheet sets out budget dollars and participant numbers for Enbridge's My Home Health Record compared to Union's behavioural offering for the years 2016 to 2020, and subject to check, can you confirm that the Enbridge data is correct?


MR. LISTER:  Yes, the Enbridge data looks correct.  We'll accept that, subject to check.


MR. JANIGAN:  And you will note that the average cost per dollars per participant for Enbridge is $6.15 per participant versus Union's $9.56 per participant.


MR. LISTER:  I see --


MR. JANIGAN:  Would your answer be the same in relation to any insight why there would be a difference in the dollars per participant?


MR. LISTER:  It would be the same.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay, and if we look at Enbridge's My Home Health Record measured in effectiveness of CCM for 2016, it's forecast -- the forecast CCM is 19.5 CCM, and that figure can be found at page 33 of the compendium?  That's the OPower.  Take it on the side, 19.5 million?


MR. LISTER:  Yes, we have that.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay, and as shown at compendium, page 22, it's -- Union's dollars for CCM for its behavioural offering is 87.6 cents per CCM, page 22?


MR. LISTER:  I see your table here that -- or somebody's table here that calculates that amount, yes.


MR. JANIGAN:  Okay.  Can Enbridge confirm that the dollars per CCM for its "Home Health Record" program is calculated on the same basis as shown in the Union response to SEC interrogatory 31?


MR. LISTER:  I don't think I can confirm that, sitting here.


MR. JANIGAN:  Is it possible for you to do so?


MR. LISTER:  Are you asking, Mr. Janigan, that we produce a table that looks like this with Enbridge data?


MR. JANIGAN:  That's done the same way.  Actually, what I'm looking for is the dollars-per-CCM figure, the final result.


MR. LISTER:  Yes.  So the last undertaking that we took asked us to set up a table like this.  We could try and include one for this program as well.


MR. JANIGAN:  That would be excellent.  Thank you.


MS. LONG:  Mr. Janigan, I'm just doing a time check as to how long you think you'll be.  We were planning to stop at 4:45, so to the extent you're going to be longer than that, we will carry you over til Monday.


MR. JANIGAN:  That's a strong enough threat for me to conclude at 4:45.  No, actually, I --


MS. LONG:  I just, I'm wondering where you are, if you're --


MR. JANIGAN:  I'm actually at the end of my questions.  I skipped a number of different pages.  I just wanted to go through them and make sure that I didn't skip something important to --


MS. LONG:  That's fine.


MR. JANIGAN:  -- to ask, but I certainly will be wrapping things up by 4:45.


MR. O'LEARY:  I think we need a number for that last undertaking.


MR. MILLAR:  J8.17.

UNDERTAKING NO. J8.17:  TO CONFIRM THAT THE DOLLARS PER CCM FOR ITS "HOME HEALTH RECORD" PROGRAM IS CALCULATED ON THE SAME BASIS AS SHOWN IN THE UNION RESPONSE TO SEC INTERROGATORY 31.


MR. JANIGAN:  Thank you.  Actually, Madam Chair, I think those are all my questions.  Thank you very much, panel, for your patience, and I'm sorry --


MS. LONG:  Are you sure, Mr. Janigan, those are all --


MR. JANIGAN:  -- for running over a little bit --


MS. LONG:  -- your questions?  Okay.  Thank you.


I'm sorry, Mr. Gardner, that means that we're holding you over until Monday morning.


MR. GARDNER:  Not a problem.  Thank you, Madam Chair.


MS. LONG:  Ms. Duff has a question for you, but I just want to talk about some scheduling issues first.  Ms. Bennett, I see on my schedule a start time of ten o'clock.  Is there some reason for that?


MS. BENNETT:  It is a mistake on my part --


MS. LONG:  Okay.  Okay.  Because I thought we were starting at 9:30, so I just wanted to be sure there wasn't something I didn't know about, and I did want to talk to everybody.  I've looked at the schedule for next week.  I understand that the estimates given to Ms. Bennett for the GEC panel and the Synapse panel are ten hours each, give or take.  So I would strongly encourage parties to have a discussion and see if that can't be brought down.  We will not finish next week given that time frame, so please talk amongst yourselves and see if those are realistic time estimates and if there's anything that can be done.


MS. DUFF:  Mine was on a different matter.  Just regarding one of the undertakings, J6.4, it was a -- anyhow, if that's available Monday sometime, I would appreciate that. 

It was a -- just because the way the undertaking is written is not really accurate of a discussion that preceded it, so I wanted to see the undertaking to make sure what the analysis --


MR. O'LEARY:  Would you like to us revisit that right now?  If there's concern about the wording of the undertaking, I don’t recall it off the top, but --


MS. DUFF:  Using my own words, Ms. Girvan's point was the one program that's done very well, whether the cost of that will be captured in the deferral and variance account. 

It's 2015; by the time you do the audit of 2015, it will be 2016, and you’ll look to clear those deferral accounts going forward, which may be into 2017.

And you have those deferral and variance accounts on a per-customer basis, and you layer it on to the budgeted expenses and costs that you are looking for, which are --result in non-participant costs.

I thought she was saying that simultaneously, in one year, what would be the full cost of the residential class.  And I guess you can divide it by the number of residential customers that you have in that year.

MR. O'LEARY:  Right.

MS. DUFF:  Thank you.

MR. O'LEARY:  Thank you for the clarification.

MS. LONG:  Thank you.  If there's nothing further, we're adjourned and we will see everybody back on Monday morning.  Have a good weekend.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:43 p.m.
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