
[image: image1.jpg]) SIC PERMANET

| _rocus | 4
Ontario

VT INCEPIT

2\




ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

	FILE NO.:
	EB-2019-0172

	Enbridge Gas Inc.

	VOLUME:

DATE:
	Technical Conference
December 5, 2019
	


EB-2019-0172
THE ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

Enbridge Gas Inc.

Application for approval to construct a natural gas pipeline and associated facilities in the Municipality of Chatham-Kent and the Towns of Lakeshore and Tecumseh
Technical Conference held at 2300 Yonge Street,

25th Floor, Toronto, Ontario,

on Friday, December 5, 2019,

commencing at 9:30 a.m.

----------------------------------------

TECHNICAL CONFERENCE
----------------------------------------

MICHAEL MILLAR
Board Counsel

JUDITH FERNANDES
Board Staff

GURI PANNU
Enbridge Gas Inc.

VANESSA INNIS
CHRIS GAGNER
TOM LADANYI
Energy Probe Research Foundation

DWAYNE QUINN
Federation of Rental Housing Providers of Ontario (FRPO)

1--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.


1Appearances


2ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 1



N. Raviraj, T. Piercey, N. Quenneville

2Examination by Mr. Pannu


3Examination by Mr. Quinn


50--- Recess taken at 10:50 a.m.


50--- On resuming at 11:14 a.m.


51Examination by Mr. Ladanyi


97--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:25 p.m.


97--- On resuming at 1:17 p.m.


108Questions by the Board


114--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 1:46 p.m.





4EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1, KT1.2, KT.13, KT1.4:  FRPO QUESTIONS


4EXHIBIT NO. KT1.5, KT1.6: BOARD STAFF QUESTIONS




9UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO PROVIDE A SPECIFIC NUMBER FOR AMOUNT OF GROWTH FORECASTED FOR DESIGN DAY FLOW FOR 2029


13UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE LOAD CURRENTLY AND IN 2029 FOR TRANSMISSION FLOW EAST OF TILBURY SOUTH STATION, AND TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL GROWTH FROM TILBURY SOUTH STATION


21UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO PROVIDE AN EVIDENCE CITATION FOR ANTICIPATED ADDITIONAL UNFORECASTED GROWTH THAT IS NOT IN ATTACHMENT 2.


25UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE LIST OF PROJECTS IN KT1.4, ATTACHMENT 1 AND 2, TO ADVISE WHETHER THEse WERE NEW PIPE OR REPLACEMENT PIPE


26UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO CONFIRM THAT IT IS $.52 MILLION PER KILOMETRE FOR THE CREEKFORD REINFORCEMENT PROJECT.


28UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE PROJECT IN EB-2010-0329, TO ADVISE WHETHER IT WAS NEW PIPE OR REPLACEMENT PIPE.


28UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE BOTTOM OF ATTACHMENT 4, TO CONFIRM A UNIT COST OF $.52 MILLION PER KILOMETRE.


30UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE SAME PROJECT, TO CONFIRM THE UNIT COST, THE SIZE OF THE PIPE, AND THE LENGTH.


31UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE WERE ANY OTHER 2-, 4-, OR 6-INCH PROJECT IN THAT TIME FRAME.


33UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO PROVIDE THE UNIT COST FOR THE WINDSOR PROJECT


37UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE THREE PROJECTS REFERRED TO ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF STEEL HIGH-PRESSURE RURAL PROJECTS


40UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO FILE A MATERIAL PRICE LIST FOR 2-, 4-, AND 6-INCH STEEL, SUBJECT TO CONFIDENTIAL HANDLING.


44UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO PROVIDE A SIMULATION OF PRESSURE DROP USING ONE GREENHOUSE AT 2,000 CUBIC METRES PER HOUR WITH 4-INCH DESIGN


48UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO PROVIDE THE COST ESTIMATE AND DIFFERENTIALS BETWEEN SCENARIOS 1, 2, AND 3


50UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO PROVIDE DATA ON ALL CUSTOMER DEMAND EAST OF COMBER IN THE LAST TWO YEARS, INCLUDING CUSTOMER(S)' DISTANCE EAST OF THE T IN THE INTERSECTION NORTH OF THE COMBER TRANSMISSION STATION, AND REDACTED AS APPROPRIATE


78UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  TO ADVISE THE NUMBER OF REGULATORS BEING REPLACED OUT OF THE 399.


81UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO LOCATE AND, IF FOUND, FILE THE DOCUMENT JUSTIFYING THIS PIPELINE PROJECT TO SENIOR MANAGEMENT.


89UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.18:  TO ADVISE THE OVERALL MAINTENANCE COST OF THE LINE OVER THE LAST THREE YEARS AND WHAT IT IS EXPECTED TO BE OVER THE NEXT THREE YEARS.


90UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.19:  TO PROVIDE THE CLASSIFICATION IN THE LAST THREE YEARS OF THE TYPES OF LEAKS THAT HAVE BEEN FOUND.


102UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.20:  TO PROVIDE THE CHART IN A DIFFERENT MORE USEABLE FORMAT.


109UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.21:  TO PROVIDE FURTHER INFORMATION ON THE NUMBERS FOR RESIDENTIAL.


111UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.22:  TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON THE NUMBER RE:  INDUSTRIAL ATTACHMENTS, SMALL.






Friday, December 5, 2019
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  Welcome to the technical conference for EB-2019-0172.  My name is Michael Millar.  I am counsel for Board Staff, and I am joined today by Judith Fernandes.

I don't think there are any preliminary matters, so what I would propose to do is just do a quick round of appearances and then get straight to the questions.  So why don't we start with the Enbridge folks.
Appearances:


MR. PANNU:  I'm Gurri Pannu, legal counsel for Enbridge.  I have my colleague here, Vanessa Innis and Chris Gagner.

MR. LADANYI:  I am Tom Ladanyi.  I am a consultant to Energy Probe.

MR. QUINN:  I'm Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I don't think we were expecting anyone on the phone today so maybe we could have the witnesses introduced and then we can get to the questions.

MR. PANNU:  Sure.  So to my left I have Neerajah Raviraj.  She is a manager for network analysis.  And then I have Todd Piercey.  He's the manager for pipeline engineering.  And I also have Neil Quenneville.  He's a supervisor for construction.

MR. MILLAR:  And they're available for questions?

MR. PANNU:  Yes.  So Neerajah will be covering the simulations and the models, and the other two gentlemen will be covering any integrity issues.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Okay.  Absent any preliminary issues, which, I am not aware of any, why don't we start with you, Mr. Quinn.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 1

Neerajah Raviraj

Todd Piercey

Neil Quenneville


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.

I was talking to Ms. Innis at the start, and we don't have any CVs, so would it be -- I think it would be helpful for the record if each of the witnesses could tell their experience, their background, and what is their title, even, for the record.
Examination by Mr. Pannu:


MR. PANNU:  Sure.  Neerajah, why don't you just give a brief background of your role, if you can reiterate your title and start with that.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Sure.  Okay.  Neerajah Raviraj, manager of network analysis.  I have been with Enbridge for about 13 years, and my team models the overall system for this project.  So I can answer questions around alternatives and design.

MR. PIERCEY:  My name is Todd Piercey.  I'm the manager of pipeline engineering.  My background on this, I have been with the company for about -- since 2006.  My group in the new -- essentially from a new accountability standpoint is we cover essentially all pipeline-related design matters and standards associated with pipeline design.

I am here because from a legacy standpoint I also covered a lot of the integrity issues associated with this pipeline.  So that is essentially why I am here.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  My name is Neil Quenneville.  I am the supervisor for construction for the southwest region. My team is accountable and responsible for all replacement pipe and new business growth pipe installed up to about $2 million type situation.

MR. QUINN:  Excuse me, your last part, you said up to 2 million?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, yes, generally my team installs that.  This business case was generated in part with Todd Piercey's group.

MR. QUINN:  So just to clarify, this project is closer to 100 million than 2 million.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Are you responsible for this project?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  My team is not installing this project.  We were part of the justification in regards to integrity for this project.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, we do have some questions on costs, but we will try to handle them as best we can then, thank you, Mr. Quenneville.

Okay.  That was helpful, thank you very much.

Good morning.  As I introduced myself, I am Dwayne Quinn.  I am here on behalf of the FRPO, and I would like to thank the company first off in its best-efforts responses to our enquiries and believe that those responses will assist the Board in an effective process.

We respect the time is limited, so we appreciate the attempt was made.  At the same time, our view is that the Board would need more compelling evidence to accept the company's position on sizing.  As such, we will try to create clarity in the company's answers offered yesterday, while trying to ensure the Board is properly informed.

So I think the best approach to this is just to walk through the responses from yesterday and, to the extent we can get clarity or better understanding, that's our goal.

So if you could turn up KT1.1, please.  If you don't mind letting me know when you have that.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So KT1.1 is the first question from FRPO.  Just for clarity, we pre-labelled all of the questions, so FRPO's questions are KT1.1 through KT1.4 and Board Staff's are KT1.5 and 1.6.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1, KT1.2, KT.13, KT1.4:  FRPO QUESTIONS

EXHIBIT NO. KT1.5, KT1.6: BOARD STAFF QUESTIONS

MR. QUINN:  And I understand they were filed with the Board so there is no need to put any more of an exhibit number, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  Yeah, I think that's right.  In fact, we have just given exhibit numbers, I guess, so I think it is taken care of.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Great.  So do you have KT1.1 up?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes, I've got it, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.

The reference at the end of the responses, it says:

"It should be noted that the in-franchise growth for this application in Appendix 2 was assumed to be downstream of Tilbury South station."

So does this mean that the growth is downstream of the Tilbury South station; in other words, on the IP system?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So, Dwayne, the growth is in the town of Tilbury, so south of Tilbury station.  So does that answer your question?

MR. QUINN:  South of Tilbury station, but is served by -- expected to be served by IP; in other words, through the gate station?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Through Tilbury station.

MR. QUINN:  So through the Tilbury station, that's where the growth was assumed.

And so you have the design load here of 40 metres cubed for design day number 2.  So we will just stick with A.

So in 2029, based upon the attachments in evidence in Appendix 2, you're saying the total amount of growth that was forecasted is 40 metres cubed per hour?  Is that correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Can you repeat that, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Let me start -- I will start from the top.  We asked for the hourly design load that was used in (i), number 2, in 2029, based on attachments evidenced in Appendix 2.  And we got the same 40 metres cubed per hour --


MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  -- for the design day of currently and the design day of 2029, and so I am struggling with where the growth is.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Okay.  So the growth is -- it's not all in Tilbury, but that is where it primarily is, based on our historical attachments.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  But if you take the difference between the answer to number 1 and the answer to number 2 the answer is zero, zero growth.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Because I think you've asked for flows here, right?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Design day flow.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.  So the answer is there is very little growth --


MR. QUINN:  So there --


MS. RAVIRAJ:  -- based on our FBP.

MR. QUINN:  For purposes of your application, the growth is zero at the Tilbury South station?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I don't think you could say the growth is zero.  I think what we could say is that it is quite minimal.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  You forecasted zero.  Just simple math, if I subtract the answer to number 2 from the answer to number 1, I get zero.  Where else would we recognize growth?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I think the statement that we could say is that based on the FBP, so based on small residential commercial and any known industrial customers, that the growth is minimal.

MR. QUINN:  But in your Appendix 2 -- maybe you would like to turn that up -- you demonstrate you had attachments.  You're saying those attachments have zero growth associated with it.  Does that mean that DSM or efficiency initiatives are going to counteract any additional attachments such that the overall growth over a ten-year period is zero?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  No, I am not saying that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, tell me what you are saying, then, because I am confused.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Okay.  Can you pull up Appendix 2?  No.  Okay.

MS. INNIS:  So are you looking for Exhibit C, tab 3, schedule 2, Appendix 2, like page 26 of that one?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.  Can you say that again, please?

MS. INNIS:  Exhibit 3, tab C, schedule 2, page 26.  It is the last one.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. PANNU:  Dwayne, do you want to just repeat your question, just to refresh the memory here?

MR. QUINN:  In response to (a), KTI1.1(a), we asked for the difference - what the design day flow was currently, and what the design day was forecast to be in 2029.  We got the same answers.  Mathematically, that means there is zero growth anticipated.  But that's not the answer I am getting in response to my questions.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So we may need to take a look at (b) for that question for 2029.  We may need to relook at that, because there is forecasted growth based on appendix 2.

MR. QUINN:  But the location of the forecasted growth is what we are trying to get at here.  Is the growth in appendix 2 west of the Comber station?  I referred to it a couple of times, and I think you've caught my reference.  There is a T north of the Comber station.  The line goes east; the line goes west.  We're focussed on the sizing and concerns of the pipe going east.

So does appendix 2 reflect total attachments that are all on the west side of that T intersection in the pipe?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So if you are looking at Comber gate?

MR. QUINN:  No.  I am trying to look at Tilbury South.  Are any of these attachments associated with growth for Tilbury South.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  They are associated with Tilbury South.

MR. QUINN:  What percentage of them?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That I don't know.

MR. QUINN:  Well, your answer you have given us -- I'm sorry, but the answer you have given us is there is zero growth.  If I subtract two from one, I get zero.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I understand.  So I think with the response for 2029, south of Tilbury station, we might need to relook at that number.

MR. QUINN:  So you would like to take an undertaking to relook at it?  I am just trying to clarify what you are saying.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. MILLAR:  Did we have an undertaking?  Or was there a...

MR. PANNU:  I am going to let Neerajah answer.  Go ahead.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Okay.  So based on looking at where the FBP growth is coming on, we do see a lot of it coming downstream of Tilbury station.

So I get your questions around the 40 and the 40.  It's minimal growth, so we have to take a look at why that is the same number.

MR. QUINN:  So you are going to take a look at that by way of undertaking?

MR. PANNU:  We can provide the undertaking for why the numbers, both the 40 and 40, reflect the same number.

MR. QUINN:  While you are preparing that undertaking, we want a specific number as to what amount of growth is forecasted for the design day flow for 2029.

So if the number is 40 in your answer now, if the number is 42 or the number is 100, we want to know what that number is, please.

MR. PANNU:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO PROVIDE A SPECIFIC NUMBER FOR AMOUNT OF GROWTH FORECASTED FOR DESIGN DAY FLOW FOR 2029

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Dwayne, just to clarify that question so we make sure we're answering it.  What is the location you're looking for for the flow?

MR. QUINN:  I am looking for all flow, that is why we broke it down, all flow east of the Comber Gate station.  So we started with Tilbury South.  We moved on to the two small distribution stations, which will be my next question, and from Comber Gate -- sorry, those are the distances.  So we are looking for basically all the flow to the east.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Right.

MR. LADANYI:  Dwayne, can I actually help this process?  Why don't you turn to your exhibit, the schematic exhibit, which is Exhibit C, tab 2, schedule 1, page 1, so we can all see what we're talking about?  It is a schematic map of the high pressure system.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Can you repeat that?

MS. INNIS:  Exhibit C, tab 2, schedule 1.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Do you have that?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I have that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So to be specific, we broke it down between Tilbury South and flow that would be flowing east on the transmission line, east of Tilbury South station.

So then in the next part of our question, we asked about the total flow for the two small distribution stations that are between Comber Gate and Tilbury South.

I see three on this schematic.  So thank you, Mr. Ladanyi, for pointing that out.  It is actually three.

So what we're looking for is the total amount of load that is on the system.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Dwayne, so I want to take another look.  I might have misunderstood what clarification you were requesting.

So when I am saying downstream of Tilbury station, I'm talking about on the Windsor line.  I'm talking about the growth in Tilbury, but I am talking on the Windsor line.  So the flow is on the Windsor line.

MR. QUINN:  Maybe I will take the lead from Mr. Ladanyi and suggest that I will refine my question.

What we're looking for is the total flow in 2029 –- sorry, currently and in 2029, that's going east of -- do you see the T that I am referring to, north of the Comber transmission station?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  So what is the transmission flow going east on that line, and then what is continuing on as flow east of Tilbury South station -- which I think that's what you're referring to at the end.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. QUINN:  All we're trying to do is verify the network analysis that you are providing, and so we're looking for the load currently and the load in 2029.  If you could take another look at that and provide us the precise answers in that area.

If there is additional growth from the Tilbury South station, please recognize that also, because that gas is having to flow east from the T north of the Comber transmission station.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  Have you got that okay?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you very much.  Sorry, did we give it an undertaking number?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, that is JT1.2.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I know we are inhibited by getting something on the screen...

MR. PANNU:  Can we clarify the undertaking?  So JT1.2, that undertaking, do you mind just repeating what you are seeking so I can clarify if we will take that undertaking?

MR. QUINN:  Using the schematic in Exhibit C, tab 2,schedule 1, page 1, it shows a T north of Comber station.

We are looking for the total flow, currently and in 2029, in that pipe that goes from Comber transmission to Tilbury South.  If there's any additional flow then also what goes east of Tilbury South to Port Alma.  We're just breaking down the two legs of the pipe, because there may be merit in considering it on a segmented basis, as opposed to one size fits all.

MR. PANNU:  Just to clarify, that is a little different than your original question explaining the difference between the 40 and 40.

MR. QUINN:  That was the first undertaking, JT1.1.

MR. PANNU:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  I thought that -- sorry, I am going to mess this up -- Neerajah?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's good.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's what Neerajah had said.  She wanted to take another look at that, so we gave that JT1.1.  I expanded it using the schematic to say, this would be helpful, what's the flow in the pipe between Comber and Tilbury South station and what is the flow in the pipe east of Tilbury South station both currently and in 2029.

Neerajah, do you understand that, the question?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. PANNU:  Yes.  We will take both as an undertaking, that's fine.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. PANNU:  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  That's the same -- that's JT1.2, for Board Staff's benefit.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE LOAD CURRENTLY AND IN 2029 FOR TRANSMISSION FLOW EAST OF TILBURY SOUTH STATION, AND TO INCLUDE ADDITIONAL GROWTH FROM TILBURY SOUTH STATION

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And just for the record, can you define the difference between transmission and distribution from Enbridge Gas's point of view?

MR. PIERCEY:  The definition is identified in the TSA coded option document as anything at or above 30 percent SMYS.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Mr. Ladanyi might understand what SMYS is, but can you say -- specify --


MR. PIERCEY:  Specified minimum yield strength.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  It is important for the record if we're going to use an acronym I think it would be helpful to spell it out a little bit more.

So if you have a 500-pound main that is not at 30 percent specified minimum yield strength you consider that to be distribution?

MR. PIERCEY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  From the analysis you have done to apply for 6-inch at 3450, would that be considered transmission or distribution?

MR. PIERCEY:  I believe the evidence states that it is below 30 percent.

MR. QUINN:  So it is considered distribution?

MR. PIERCEY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  And if it was 4-inch or 2-inch, from your experience, that would tell you that that would also be considered distribution?

MR. PIERCEY:  I would need to validate those numbers.

MR. QUINN:  If you got the same amount of pressure and you have less hoop stress because of the diameter of the pipe --


MR. PIERCEY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  -- you're not going to go over 30 percent, correct?

MR. PIERCEY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So would you say that 4-inch or 2-inch would also be considered distribution?

MR. PIERCEY:  Again, I would want to validate the numbers, but based on my experience I would --


MR. QUINN:  Well, we will save some time.  Do you want to take it as an undertaking to validate that, please?

MR. PANNU:  No.  I don't see the relevance of determining whether it is distribution or transmission.  The question is today surrounded about the growth or lack of growth.

MR. QUINN:  The question today is around the sizing of facilities to meet that growth.

MR. PANNU:  We won't take that as an undertaking.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. PIERCEY:  What I can state is that we would design that pipeline to be a distribution pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you tell me as an engineer why my analysis that if 6-inch is distribution, 4-inch would also be distribution at the same pressure?

MR. PIERCEY:  Again, I will restate my answer, is that we would design it to be distribution.

MR. QUINN:  All right.  I will move on for now, but this is a clear factual matter that ought to be able to be provided to the Board, and the reluctance is disconcerting, but we will move on.

Can you turn up KT1.2, please.

MR. LADANYI:  Actually, can I just -- since this is a technical conference, I am kind of troubled by your answers.  Can you file for us or tell us how do you determine this?  So this is the Bartle formula that you use; isn't that right?  Which is P is equal to two times SD over D, two times stress, times the thickness, divided by diameter.  So that would be the formula they would use, depends on the units; isn't that right?

MR. PIERCEY:  Correct.  That's all in codes...

MR. LADANYI:  It is actually a simple calculation done on a handheld calculator.  You can tell what the SMYS is like in less than a minute.

MR. PIERCEY:  Sure.  I am just trying to understand the relevance of this question to --


MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, we're trying to determine whether, you know, whether changing a diameter makes any difference in this.  And you seem to have some trouble with that.

MR. PIERCEY:  Again, I am not fully understanding the relevance of the question.

MR. LADANYI:  So I don't want to argue for Dwayne, but he is arguing about different size pipe and possibly using a smaller diameter pipe.  Obviously if you use a smaller diameter pipe the stress level would be lower.  There is no question about it, using the Bartle formula wouldn't be, I mean, so --


MR. PIERCEY:  Right, but fundamentally from our perspective it wouldn't change the decision.

MR. QUINN:  I am going to move on.  This is -- okay.  So let's start off, then, with KT1.2.  We asked about a tabular presentation.  And if I say Union today, I will put apologies in.  Enbridge has given us a table that is -- I appreciate there is a distinction -- that 3450 was run and the answers were provided, but 3100 is the maximum amount of outlet pressure that Enbridge expects to be able to deliver to the Comber line; is that correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

Okay.  So I want to understand the answers that have been provided.  So let's just focus on the 3100 scenario, because the 3450 is not feasible.  Therefore, it is not relevant, right?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's right.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

So you have a marginal pressure drop.  Sorry, we will start off with scenario 1.  You have a pressure drop on the inlet to the Port Alma station.  You are going from a pressure of 3100 down to 3096.  Correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Say that again, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Using 3100 as the pressure going into the proposed Windsor line --


MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  -- if you use 6-inch pipe in scenario 1 at Port Alma, you're achieving a daily -- in a design day unit pressure of 3096.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  So that is 4 KPA?  Correct?  Or less than one pound in the English units?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  At Port Alma.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  That's correct?  Okay.  So now I ask the follow-up question to say at Port Alma if your minimum inlet as you defined it here is 1,000, you have incremental capacity of 15,200.  Correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Now, I may have skipped over this, but if you add up the two numbers in KT1.1, you get 40 plus 27, which is 67 metres cubed per hour going east.  Is that correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So where are you getting the two values?

MR. QUINN:  From the answers to A1 and 2 in KT1.1.  Undertaking number 2 will actually clarify this.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  But you have got 67 metres cubed per hour.

So you would have surplus capacity that is more than, if I get my math right -- I'm struggling with the math, but 200 times more capacity, surplus capacity, than is currently on the system.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So I think what I can say based on the capacity available in 2029 is that there's 15,200 metres cubed per hour available.  So considerable capacity, yes.

MR. QUINN:  I am getting 200 times.  Would you take that subject to check?  Well, I -- would you take that number subject to check, it is more than 200 times the current flow on the pipe?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  And you would want to check that for...

MR. QUINN:  Subject to check just means that I am offering you a number.  You are not answering in the affirmative because you haven't had a chance to calculate it, but it makes reasonable sense, but you will get back to us if I am wrong.  Is that --


MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes, that's fine.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

Okay.  So moving on to scenario 2 using 4-inch pipe and walking through the same scenario, if the minimum inlet at Port Alma is 100 KPA, as it was in scenario 1, you still have 4700 metres cubed -- sorry, metres cubed per hour available of surplus capacity.  Correct?  I am reading that right?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Did you say 100?  Can you repeat that?

MR. QUINN:  4700.  In scenario 2, capacity available in 2029 at Port Alma.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  4700.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  I think we will do our own math in terms of how many times that is.  I will offer that in response at the next stage.

So scenario 3 then, where we have asked for 4-inch pipe up to Tilbury South and 2-inch pipe east of Tilbury South station.  That's the scenario you have run for scenario 3?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  And we still have now 1,100 metres cubed of surplus capacity, correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So many multiples, more than a dozen times the existing capacity?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.  And I think one of the comments that we had made for that additional capacity is based on the unforecasted growth that we see around the Port Alma area.

MR. QUINN:  But wasn't appendix 2 supposed to address your forecast of expected growth?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's a really good question, Dwayne.  So the facility business plan takes into account -- based on historical attachments, it takes into account the residential, commercial and small industrial, anything that is known.

And what we found with the FBP is that it does have some limitations, and the main limitation being large industrial-type customers that are very difficult for us to predict.

And in the last two years we have seen -- and I believe we filed this yesterday -- we have seen requests coming in unforecasted, more around greenhouse growth in the Port Alma area.

So part of the justification for keeping it as 6-inch in those sections, Dwayne, is to be able to facilitate and connect those customers in the future.

MR. QUINN:  We did receive the undertaking response Yesterday -- sorry, the responses to our enquiries yesterday, and that's the first we have heard of it.

Can you point to anywhere else in your evidence that you had provided to the Board that there would be an expectation of unforeseen greenhouse growth in the Port Alma area?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I am going to take a look at the IRs.  I believe there is a response where we did talk about unforecasted growth.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, what I may ask is, if you want to have the opportunity to do that so we can save time, to just provide in an undertaking what the IR response was, and we will take a look at it at that point.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  What's the undertaking?

MR. QUINN:  Just to say where in your evidence to this point you have informed the Board that you anticipate additional unforecasted growth that isn't in attachment 2.

MR. PANNU:  We can confirm that by way of undertaking, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO PROVIDE AN EVIDENCE CITATION FOR ANTICIPATED ADDITIONAL UNFORECASTED GROWTH THAT IS NOT IN ATTACHMENT 2.


MR. QUINN:  Now, just to focus on what is in scenarios 2 and 3, what is limiting the surplus capacity?  Is it pressure available at the inlet to the station?  Is it regulation in the station?  What is the limiting factor?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  This is KT1.3?

MR. QUINN:  KT1.2, where you provide the surplus capacity in scenarios 1, 2 and 3.  Is the constraint that you are identifying the constraint of the minimum inlet pressure at Port Alma to come up with those surplus capacity available numbers for 2029 and 2030?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I am not sure if I am understanding the question.

MR. QUINN:  Is it simply a calculation of the pressure drop in the pipe between Comber Gate and -- sorry, between Comber transmission and Port Alma that is the limiting factor when you calculated the surplus capacity?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Capacity at the end, okay.  Yes, it is, it's the long distance.

MR. QUINN:  So it is the pipe?  It is not any regulation as Tilbury station or any other location?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So, there will be regulation at Tilbury station.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  But the minimum inlet is the constraint you've designed to and you've provided us numbers for?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's right.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I just wanted to make sure there wasn't something else we were missing.

Okay, we can move on to K T1.3.  So what I am reading here is at the very last -- I think it is the very last sentence:  "Each of the scenarios assuming 3100 KPA outlet meets the requirements for design using appendix 2."


Stopping there, which is the second-last sentence, you have used a portion of the attachments that are attributed to the east part of the system, correct, when you calculated those surplus capacities in KT1.2?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So just to clarify, the forecasted growth in appendix 2, you're asking if a part of that is east of Comber Gate?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes, correct.

MR. QUINN:  How much of it is east to Comber Gate?  If you give us a percentage, I can accept that.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I don't think I have the answer to that here.

MR. QUINN:  I think, going through the undertakings we had in 1.1 and 1.2, I think the question should be answered.  So I think I won't ask for a further undertaking.  I just thought you might have a percentage that was used.

Moving to KT1.4, we had asked about the history on some projects and the response starts off with it was done on a best efforts basis.  I am going to walk through the response, but we will be seeking clarification through   your counsel.

So if I take what was provided in the attachments, using attachment 1 -- KT1.4, attachment 1, if we start there, the Creekford reinforcement project.  Do you have that?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I have that.

MR. QUINN:  This is proceeding EB-2009-0061, and the forecasted cost I have as 2.14 million.  That's on page 1 of one.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I see that, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Now, schedule 12 is a financial report -- this is on attachment 2 -- that says the actual cost was closer to 2.35 million.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes, I see that.

MR. QUINN:  Now, was this project a -- it's a reinforcement project.  What size -- the project size is 6-inch.  Was it replacing another pipe, or was it looping another pipe?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I am really -- within this KT1.4, I am not familiar with any of the projects that are listed.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We would like to ask if you
could -- because in that table, we asked if it was new or replacement, and that's a piece of evidence we don't have here.

So can the company undertake -- I am not sure, Mr. Millar, if it would be good to just -- why don't we do separate undertaking numbers, because I have a few holes that I would like to have filled.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  What do you propose?

MR. QUINN:  I propose if Enbridge could provide whether this was a new pipe or a replacement pipe.  So if it's a new pipe, it was a looping.  If it was a replacement pipe, a pipe was taken out of service when the new pipe went in.

MR. PANNU:  That's fine.

MR. QUINN:  That was the purpose for the table, is to try to have that information available to us.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.4, and you're referring to table -- what is the reference to the table, Mr. Quinn?

MR. QUINN:  It is in KT1.4, attachment 1 and 2.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, perfect.  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE LIST OF PROJECTS IN KT1.4, ATTACHMENT 1 AND 2, TO ADVISE WHETHER THEse WERE NEW PIPE OR REPLACEMENT PIPE


MR. QUINN:  Moving forward, what is provided in the table is a length of 4.5 kilometres, correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I really cannot answer the questions around those projects.  I know where you are heading, but I am really not familiar with the projects.

MR. QUINN:  Is anyone else on the panel familiar with these projects?

MR. PIERCEY:  I'm not.

MR. PANNU:  No.  I mean the questions are really around what you asked.

MR. QUINN:  The questions are what I asked:  Was it new replacement, what was the length?  And I am reading the length here as line 1 --


MR. PANNU:  A lot of that information is on the public record.  These have been filed.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  And I am trying to get for the public record what is the unit cost.  So in other words, when you take the total cost and you divide by the length, what you get as a unit cost in terms of millions of dollars per kilometre.

MR. PANNU:  That is a calculation you can compile.  It is publicly available information.

MR. QUINN:  So I get -- would you take it is $.52 million per kilometre?  Would you take that subject to check?

MR. PANNU:  I am not taking anything subject to check.  I am not giving evidence.  We will confirm what you want, but I guess --


MR. QUINN:  Will you confirm that it is $.52 million per kilometre for the Creekford reinforcement project?

MR. PANNU:  Sure.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO CONFIRM THAT IT IS $.52 MILLION PER KILOMETRE FOR THE CREEKFORD REINFORCEMENT PROJECT.

MR. QUINN:  So turning to attachment 3, we have what I understand to be a project in Trenton.  Is that correct?  Let's just say we have got project EB-2010-0329.  Correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And the financial cost that is available again in attachment 4, it was estimated to be -- oh, I'm sorry, I want to make sure I have got the right one here, because I see a total estimated cost in schedule 6 -- sorry, in attachment 3 of 5.35.  That's the correct estimate, because the next page shows $8.29 million as the estimated cost.

Maybe you can tell me --


MS. RAVIRAJ:  So this is -- Dwayne, sorry, just to clarify, you're looking at the estimated versus the post-construction financial report?

MR. QUINN:  Correct.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  So was the estimated cost in attachment 3, is that the one that was filed with the Board in the leave to construct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I can't confirm for sure, but what I do see is that -- I see the schedule 6, EB-210.  So it must have been filed.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  But then in your financial report your estimate changes from 5.35 to 8.29.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Right.  Dwayne, because I am not familiar with the project, I am not sure what communication happened within the course of the project with the Board.

MR. QUINN:  I guess I anticipated that there would be people here.  I understand and respect your network analysis.  I would have thought there would be some construction people here, but I am going to move forward, and we will deal with anything we need to through these undertakings.

So do you know if it was a new or replacement pipe?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  No.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Could that be taken as an undertaking then, please?

MR. PANNU:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE PROJECT IN EB-2010-0329, TO ADVISE WHETHER IT WAS NEW PIPE OR REPLACEMENT PIPE.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So at the risk of not being able to get an answer, at the bottom of the actual cost on attachment 4, I see $6.87 million.  Correct?  Or total invoiced amount is 6.87.  The total estimated project cost is 6.88.  Correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I'm seeing what you are seeing, invoice between estimated, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So the size was 6- and 8-inch?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's what I see.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And the length I see as -- and I added these two -- 11.7 plus 1.2 for a total of 12.9.  Would you take that subject to check?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Sure.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So I calculate a unit cost of $.52 million per kilometre.  Would you like to take that subject to check?  Or would you like to take an undertaking to confirm it?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  We will take an undertaking.  Oops, sorry.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE BOTTOM OF ATTACHMENT 4, TO CONFIRM A UNIT COST OF $.52 MILLION PER KILOMETRE.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.

The last project that was provided was Milverton.  And that is in attachment 5 and attachment -- oh, sorry, attachment 5, pages 1 and 2.  The post-construction report I take it is not available?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So the forecast cost, total estimated cost, I assume the number in attachment 5, page 2, of $5 million is the right number?  5.03?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  The estimated cost, yes.

MR. QUINN:  That's the updated, I take it?  Or is that the total?  Because it says total estimated cost shows 4.75 on page 1.  But then it goes to 5.03 on page 2.  It looks like service costs have been added.  So your total -- so your transmission project cost is actually the 4.75.

Do I have that right?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's what it looks like from the
two -- from page 1 and page 2.

MR. QUINN:  Maybe we can cut to the chase.  It is a 4-inch pipe, I understand.  It is not listed on here, but I looked up the application.  I will give the reference, because it wasn't provided.  EB-2015-0179.

Looking at that application, I take it that this was a 4-inch pipe?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I'm not sure.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  As part of the same undertaking, can you confirm that it is 4-inch pipe and the length is approximately 20 kilometres, providing a unit cost of $.25 million per kilometre?

MR. PANNU:  I think for the undertaking we will confirm the unit cost, the size of the pipe.

MR. QUINN:  And the length.

MR. PANNU:  And the length.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE SAME PROJECT, TO CONFIRM THE UNIT COST, THE SIZE OF THE PIPE, AND THE LENGTH.

MR. QUINN:  So before I move on to the Windsor project, we would like to ask for an undertaking with more time available to the applicant to provide any other projects that would fit in this category.  What we're trying to assess is what the actual costs were for these projects that have been done recently and the unit costs associated with those 2-, 4-, and 6-inch projects.

MR. PANNU:  I think we've, subject to the undertakings we're prepared to give you, we have canvassed what we're aware of.

MR. QUINN:  The preface to this was on a best-efforts basis.  I would like additional effort to see if there's any others or you can confirm that there was no other 2-, 4-, or 6-inch project in that time frame.

MR. PANNU:  I mean, we can do that, Dwayne.  We have already done a best efforts, but if you want us to do it again, sure.

MR. QUINN:  If you want to confirm it, and that's your answer, we would just like that to be checked upon, because we've got to believe there is other projects out there, but this may lead us to where we're going to go here in a moment.

So for projects that now have been put on the record, we now have the Windsor project, and the total cost estimated is $106.6 million.  Is that correct?

MR. MILLAR:  Dwayne, I don't want to interrupt you here.  We did not mark an undertaking for that.  Did you want one?

MR. QUINN:  Oh, I'm sorry.  Thank you, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE WERE ANY OTHER 2-, 4-, OR 6-INCH PROJECT IN THAT TIME FRAME.

MR. QUINN:  Your project estimate by your application is $106.6 million, correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I believe, Dwayne, that's the costs with the indirect overheads, but I can confirm.

MR. QUINN:  Are you saying these other projects that we went through did not have indirect overheads associated with them?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I am not sure.

MR. QUINN:  Well, you have put out a differentiating factor on it.  I would like an apples-to-apples comparison for unit cost, so when we ask for the undertaking here, I want to use the same numbers.

So if these projects that we just went through, the three projects, if they did not have indirect overhead costs, then provide to us what the project cost is without indirect overheads and the unit costs associated with it, corollary of that being if they do have indirect overheads, then include it also for the Windsor project.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That makes sense.  Will do.

MR. QUINN:  So whatever the cost is, you have a 6-inch pipe, correct?  That's your application?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  60 kilometres?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  64, I believe.

MR. QUINN:  Four of it isn't being done at this time, is that not correct?

MR. PANNU:  Can we just clarify the last undertaking?  I missed that.

MR. QUINN:  This is an undertaking I am stringing together.  I want to compare the Windsor project to the three we just did.

The witness provided that this project, the 106.6 million included indirect overheads.  I don't know if the other projects did or did not.  I would like an apples to apples comparison, so I would like whatever those other three projects were when you develop the unit cost, treat the Windsor project the same way, with or without indirect overheads to be consistent on an apples to apples comparison.

Because I am going to ask, and the undertaking is to provide the unit cost of the Windsor project in comparison to the other projects that were provided.

MR. PANNU:  Okay.  So just so I understand that undertaking, you want us to provide the unit cost of the Windsor project, is that it?

MR. QUINN:  That's what we put on the table.

MR. PANNU:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO PROVIDE THE UNIT COST FOR THE WINDSOR PROJECT


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Now I am moving on to some other interrogatories from other parties, if that's all right.

I am looking at Board Staff.  Is it okay if I ask some questions about those?  Okay, thank you.

Actually, before I move on, there is a question that maybe it would be helpful.  The company has told us that they may or may not have -- and likely do not have other projects that were filed with the Board.

Would you agree with me that a 10-kilometre project would have a lower unit cost than a one-kilometre project, given all conditions are similar?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I think that is closest to my expertise.  However, I am not familiar with 10-kilometre jobs, but I would -- I would expect that it would be the case.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you, I appreciate the answer.  So if the company cannot find other projects that were filed with the Board that meet the criteria of 10 kilometres, you can move the threshold down to one kilometre just so we have a more -- a greater sample size of data.

Could you undertake to provide that?

MR. PANNU:  Dwayne, the difficulty with the threshold you are proposing is, as you know, LTCs are subject to two kilometres.  So it would be difficult to go back.  I don't know how the record-keeping would be done for anything under two.  So help me here with your question.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I am trying to find the lowest threshold to get a better sample size of data in terms of unit costs for construction projects.

You stated at the outset, you said something about LDCs are required two kilometres.  Can you elaborate on that?  Maybe I misunderstood what you were saying.

MR. PANNU:  So I will look at your undertaking, subject to best efforts.  I think there's a little confusion here.  So it's not the 2 kilometres, the $2 million I was thinking of.

That being said, I think what we're trying to convey is that we can only report back on data for projects that would have been filed, and we do that on a best efforts basis.

I wouldn't know -- like I don't know how we would find something that wouldn't have been filed.

MR. QUINN:  Maybe we can try it this way.  This is a memory test that I am failing badly.  But each capital requisition has a number associated with it, correct, a capital requisition for a project?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  That is correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  If you are doing a simple subdivision, you get a capital requisition number and the cost is clearly under $2 million.  You have to put in a capital requisition and it gets assigned a number.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Could be, correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  So using the numbers for projects that use two, four or 6-inch steel -- and I will say in the has five years.  I think we should be able to get some samples from that, provide what the -- fill out the table in KT1.4 that provides the project name, the forecast cost, actual cost, new or replacement, size, kilometres, and unit costs per kilometre.  That is what we asked for in the table.

MR. PENNY:  I think one of the issues with that is simply going to be the extreme variability of projects based on pressure, based on location, based on installation type, is it sand, is it rock.

MR. QUINN:  So from your experience, do you use a different wall thickness for 2- and 4-inch pipe, if steel pipe -- if the pressure is anywhere between 700 kPa and 3450 kPa?

MR. PIERCEY:  Sorry, maybe you can -- sorry.  Can you repeat the question in terms of exactly what you are trying to get out of this?

MR. QUINN:  I am trying to get a better sample size of unit cost that is applicable to what we proposed as a potential alternative, 4-inch, or 2-inch steel, or 6-inch. We also wants to have 6-inch steel in there, because that is what you are proposing, and do apples to apples comparison.

So a very valid point.  I would be only interested in rural projects because this project is predominantly rural, correct?

MR. PIERCEY:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. QUINN:  So to compare apples to apples, eliminate urban projects that are of a nature where you had used two or four or 6-inch steel pipe, and just give me the rural projects that were more than -- I said one kilometre.  I want a bigger sample size and if one kilometre is too low of a threshold, then use two kilometres.

But we are looking for more projects than the three that were provided.

MR. PANNU:  Dwayne, we have given the undertakings related to the unit cost, the length.  Those projects that we provided are adequate.  We will confirm those provided the undertakings.

We are not going to go back and provide all of the information that you are seeking.  It is not relevant.  You have three projects --


MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. PANNU:  -- and you have an ample size you could make submissions on.

MR. QUINN:  Let me ask the witnesses then.  Would these projects that we have just gone through, the three prior to going through the Windsor project, are these representative of steel projects?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I think Neerajah mentioned earlier that probably none of us are the people to speak to that and answer that.

MR. QUINN:  To your lawyer's point then, will you take an undertaking to confirm that you are satisfied that these are representative of steel, high pressure rural projects?

MR. PANNU:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE THREE PROJECTS REFERRED TO ARE REPRESENTATIVE OF STEEL HIGH-PRESSURE RURAL PROJECTS


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I'm sorry, I have lost my place here, but one of your -- sorry.  This is still on KT1.4, attachment 4, footnote 4.  It says:
"The high level estimate 8.5 was approved by Department of Natural Defence in the letter dated October 21st, 2010.  DND was built on actual costs from our tracking system.  Late charges after filing and invoicing were not charged to DND."


So is it the company's policy to bill for actual costs?  DND was billed on actual costs?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So Dwayne, to confirm, you are looking at KT1.4, attachment 4 the footnotes about DND?

MR. QUINN:  Correct.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  And your question is about actuals?  Can you expand on that?

MR. QUINN:  Is it the company's policy to bill for actual as opposed to estimated?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  All contractors or who?

MR. QUINN:  In this case it is Department of National Defence you did the project for.  So if somebody has requested a project and you have billed them, do you bill on estimated or actual?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  We would bill on actuals.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  That's what I was just trying to get confirmed.  Okay.

Now, approaching the 2- and 4-inch in a different manner, 2-, 4-, and 6-inch steel, do you have -- continue to have a -- in the Union Gas terminology -- a material price list?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, there is a general material price list.

MR. QUINN:  Could you file your material price list for 2-, 4-, and 6-inch steel?

MR. PANNU:  Can I understand why?

MR. QUINN:  We have concerns, which we are going to get to in a few minutes, about the difference in costs between 6-inch, 4-inch, and potentially 2-inch.  A later undertaking assesses the difference between 6-inch and 4-inch is 2 percent.  We would like supporting data to validate that.

MR. PANNU:  Can I ask the Board Staff, is there any awareness as to the confidentiality concerns with respect to those agreements?

MR. MILLAR:  Are we aware of any confidentiality provisions?  Sorry, for Union's pricing for different size steel?

MR. PANNU:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  I am not aware of any, but it would be incumbent on Enbridge --


MR. PANNU:  I think subject to any -- I just wanted to see --


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, so what you could do is if there is a concern you could give the undertaking and to the extent there are confidentiality concerns you could make a request for confidential treatment of that.  There is a practice direction around that.

Of course, I can't guarantee you would succeed in that request, but certainly the Board has the power to make documents confidential, and it does so where the case has been met.

MR. PANNU:  Okay.  So subject to any -- anyways, subject to any concerns about confidentiality, we can provide that as an undertaking.

MR. QUINN:  And you would provide -- if it is confidential you would provide it to the Board requesting confidentiality?

MR. PANNU:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  And we would be prepared to sign for confidential handling of that material.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  We will mark it as JT1.12, and we will see what happens.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO FILE A MATERIAL PRICE LIST FOR 2-, 4-, AND 6-INCH STEEL, SUBJECT TO CONFIDENTIAL HANDLING.


MR. QUINN:  I think that may answer part of this question, but I am going to go right to that KT1.6, as your counsel wanted to go to the back of the book.  It says in B:

"Enbridge estimates the cost difference between NPS 4 and NPS 6 to be approximately 2 percent."

We are seeking a material price list.  Would you agree with me that 6-inch pipe is heavier than 4-inch pipe?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Given the similar wall thickness, thank you.  I should have probably added that.

So would you take it subject to check that it's about 75 percent more steel in 6-inch pipe than 4-inch pipe?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I can't answer that, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Would you undertake to provide what the difference in material -- the weight of the material?  It goes to contractor handling, because there's the material, which is one aspect, and the cost of more steel, but there is also the contractor's ability to handle that pipe and the associated costs of doing that.

MR. PANNU:  Dwayne, you have the material price list.  I understand what you want to do.  You want to look at the 2 percent.  I think you can do that.

MR. QUINN:  The material price list is material.  I'm looking at the contractor handling.  If you want to file your contractor prices under the confidentiality provisions, we would sign a confidentiality agreement also for that.

MR. PANNU:  No.  I think you have sufficient information to make the submission you need to make.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Let me ask the witnesses.  Enbridge Gas estimates the difference between NPS 4 and NPS 6 to be approximately 2 percent.  Does that take into account just material?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  It is estimated by a different group.  It's not represented here at the witness panel.  I believe majority of the 2 percent is material costs, but there might be more, more to it.

MR. QUINN:  Well, then could you undertake to provide what more is included in that 2 percent difference that you come up with?  Better yet, break that 2 percent down, come up -- show us the calculation for NPS 4 and NPS 6 that arrives at a .8 million difference so we can see the constituent factors in there, material, contractor costs, whatever is in there.  We're trying to verify what that number is.  Would you undertake to provide that, please?

MR. PANNU:  We can undertake to provide a breakdown of the calculation.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

I would like that --


MR. MILLAR:  JT --


MR. QUINN:  Oh, sorry, Mr. Millar, just, I would like that for 2-inch also.  You didn't respond to 2-inch, you only responded to 6- and 4- in this undertaking.  So while you are doing that, if you could break down what the 2-inch would be.

MR. PANNU:  Again, why do you need the 2-inch?  Your proposed model was a 4- and 6-.

MR. QUINN:  My proposed model had the potential of 2-inch past Tilbury South station, if you would read the request for this technical conference.

MR. QUINN:  I think this question, though, is responding to Board Staff, that just asked about 6- and 4-.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And we didn't get enough of a sample size in the small amount of projects we got.  We thought we would get more projects.

So I am asking you, as an extension of this undertaking, to do it as a breakdown for 2-, 4-, and 6-, so we can understand what the cost impacts would be if 2-inch were deemed to be sufficient surplus capacity.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I just want to add some comments, Dwayne, around the 2-inch option.  We didn't really get into that too much.  The 2-inch option between -- just to confirm the location -- between Tilbury and Port Alma, I believe is what you asked for, it addresses the FBP growth that we have attached in Appendix two, but going back to what we're seeing in terms of unforecasted growth in the Port Alma area, it won't be -- we won't be able to add any of the greenhouses or anything on.

MR. QUINN:  Well, we're going to get to that in a moment, so --


MS. RAVIRAJ:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  -- but thank you for clarifying.  But that tells your counsel that you were mindful of the fact we asked for 2-inch also, correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  In one of your IRs, you did.

MR. QUINN:  So will you accept the undertaking?

MR. PANNU:  We're prepared to give it to the 4- and the 6-, not to the 2-.

MR. QUINN:  Can you tell me the reason you wouldn't provide the Board the information about a potential alternative that provides almost 15 times --


MR. PANNU:  Because I think the potential -- I am not going to give evidence, but I think the potential evidence, if you ask some questions of Neerajah, she can give you some evidence related to the limitations of the two.  So let's keep it to the -- let's have some practicality to these questions.

MR. QUINN:  The practicality is the surplus capacity that was identified is almost 15 times the current flow in the pipe using a 2-inch model.  Correct?  67 -- sorry, actually, 27, divided by 1,000, so it is more like 50.  I will say 40 for a round number.  It works.  Correct?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So Dwayne, I am going to refer to Exhibit 1, KT1.2, with the scenario where we're talking about 3100 kPa out of Comber Gate.  And looking at the capacity available for the NPS 4 and NPS 2 options, and the capacity in 2029 is around 1100 cubic metres per hour.  I will give you -- you've got that?

So my comment goes again back to what we could do with that potential capacity long-term with the unforecasted growth that we are seeing in the Port Alma area.

And, you know, just for reference, a small greenhouse I believe is around 2,000 cubic metres per hour.  So we wouldn't be able to add any one long-term in that area.

MR. QUINN:  If I do your math, in this 2,000 metres per hour, you're saying -- okay.  I will back that up.

Provide a simulation that shows with one greenhouse at 2,000 metres cubed per hour and the 4-inch design, what the pressure drop would be.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Are you talking about the scenario 3 with NPS 4 and NPS 2?

MR. QUINN:  No.  I am talking about scenario 2.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Scenario 2.

MR. QUINN:  We are going to get to these unforecasted growth which is not, to my knowledge, in the application.  It might be in an undertaking response, or sorry an IR response.  But I hadn't seen numbers like 2,000 metres cubed per hour that you are putting on the record.

So I am asking for a simulation.  And then I am going to go to the 2,000 metres cubed per hour.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  We could do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT1.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO PROVIDE A SIMULATION OF PRESSURE DROP USING ONE GREENHOUSE AT 2,000 CUBIC METRES PER HOUR WITH 4-INCH DESIGN


MR. QUINN:  Because I did read -- sorry, just before I leave the two, four and six, the company is willing to provide four and six, but not two?  Is that my understanding of the limitation of your undertaking?

MR. PANNU:  Yes.  I am going to limit it to four and six.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I would also then ask for a two, four and six -- does Union still have capital budget estimates, unit costs that are provided to the divisions or to project teams such as yourself, for the purpose of doing a capital budget estimate?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Can you clarify what you would consider that -- is that like a general unit cost per metre is what you're saying?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  No, that is not provided by the company, no.

MR. QUINN:  The company being Union Gas?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  It is Enbridge now.

MR. QUINN:  It was Union when this project was originally applied.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Project teams develop those costs per project basis.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So using those types of costs, provide an estimate, a budget level estimate for rural, NPS 2-, 4- and 6-inch steel pipes.  You can do it on a unit cost basis, or you can do it on the 30 kilometres that goes -- well, actually if you do it for scenarios 2 and 3 -- 1, 2 and 3, sorry.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Just so I am clear what you're asking, you essentially want the costs associated with scenarios 1, 2 and 3 that were run here?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, on just a budget level basis.  You don't have to go down to a project design basis.  You've got to do a capital budget.  You use round numbers to put together your capital budgets in a 5-year forecast.  Those are the numbers I am looking for.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  On a project like this, we would not use round numbers.  There's different levels of estimates that are generated.  There's not a spitball on a project this size.

MR. QUINN:  If you had a project that was less than $2 million, I think that was the criteria, would you go down to a project level design for a project that is seen on the horizon in five years?  Or would you use a budget-level estimate?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  It would be a feasibility estimate.

MR. QUINN:  Feasibility.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Again, it is not a spitball type of estimate.  It is a -- there's work done to generate this estimate.  It is not just numbers you pull off a screen.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you do an estimate then for NPS 2, 4 and 6, for a project of this nature, because you have already got the legwork done on what the project looks like if you were putting that into your budget, what it would be for 2-, 4- and 6-inch -- sorry, I'm saying two, four and six.  It's scenario 1, 2 and 3.

That is what we asked for in terms of the alternative costs.  We were told it wasn't feasible, but the feasibility is what is at issue here.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. PANNU:  Dwayne, you had asked earlier about some of those cost variables related to the projects we provided previously on a best efforts basis that we have identified.

I think you can use that as a basis for your comparison.

MR. QUINN:  You didn't provide 2-inch which was scenario 3, so I don't have a comparable estimate.  The Board doesn't have a comparable estimate for scenario 3.  The company is ...

MR. PANNU:  So we can go back on a best efforts basis to confirm if we have a project of NPS 2.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, please clarify that answer.  I don't understand what you are undertaking to provide.

MR. PANNU:  So you just asked for a project breakdown based on -- we had provided you, I think, on the model we gave you, the four and six, there is a third model on the two.

We gave you previous projects, the three previous projects.  Now you want us to identify a NPS two?

MR. QUINN:  What I am asking the witnesses to do is to provide a cost estimate.  Mr. Quenneville, that's correct?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  You mentioned your team does up to $2 million.  So there might be a NPS 2 project out there that you have done.

But based upon your experience -- because you told me that capital budget estimates wouldn't be used -- estimate this project.  Knowing the conditions, knowing it is rural, using scenarios 1, 2 and 3, can you provide the cost estimate and the differentials between those three scenarios?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So me or my team cannot personally, but ...

MR. QUINN:  The company?

MR. PANNU:  We can undertake to do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. PANNU:  Thanks for clarifying.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO PROVIDE THE COST ESTIMATE AND DIFFERENTIALS BETWEEN SCENARIOS 1, 2, AND 3


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So periodically -- and I just conferred with Mr. Millar and we are going to take a break around eleven.  I think that might help the panel also as it helps some of us.

There was mention in KT1.5, I believe, of this unforeseen growth.  KT1.5, page 2 of 2B, sub number (ii).

Do you have that?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I have that, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  I am reading the sentence in the response that says:
"These demands were in excess of 6600 metres cubed per hour, with the potential of additional future requests from those customers."


Specifically how much was requested?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So we put the 6600 cubic metres per hour between, I believe, two to three requests that we received.

One of that customer has, I believe, come on.  They've also requested -- so when we say future demands, what they will usually do is say what they need right now and within a three, five, ten-year period, what they're looking to get.  We didn't provide that number.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I want to be specific.  We're looking at load growth east of Comber.  Was this person -- was this customer attached east of Comber?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  East of Comber, that's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Why would it not be in your application?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Because at the time of the application, unless the large volume customer is willing to sign something with us and have some level of a commitment, we don't include it in the FBP.

MR. QUINN:  Can you, either by redacting the customer name and filing it, or if you want to provide customers names under confidentiality, provide all customer demands east of Comber that you have received a request for in the last two years?

MR. PANNU:  I think we can do that without identifying the customer.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, that is what I am asking for.

MR. PANNU:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO PROVIDE DATA ON ALL CUSTOMER DEMAND EAST OF COMBER IN THE LAST TWO YEARS, INCLUDING CUSTOMER(S)' DISTANCE EAST OF THE T IN THE INTERSECTION NORTH OF THE COMBER TRANSMISSION STATION, AND REDACTED AS APPROPRIATE


MR. QUINN:  I have monopolized the time so far, and I want to go back and look at my questions, but I want to give Mr. Ladanyi a chance to start now, and -- if that is all right, Mr. Millar?  Or would you like to take a break?

MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we just take a break.

MR. LADANYI:  I can start.  Or whatever you like.  It's up to you.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, normally we have everyone go in one shot...  [Microphone not activated]
--- Reporter appeals.

MR. MILLAR:  Would Enbridge like to break now?  Or in 10 minutes?

MR. PANNU:  I think we would like to take a break now.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's come back at about ten after 11:00.

MR. PANNU:  All right.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 10:50 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:14 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Welcome back, everyone.  Are we going to Tom now?  Or, Dwayne, are you going to finish up?

MR. QUINN:  I just want a clarification on the last undertaking.  I appreciate the company's willingness to provide customer requests.

To be specific, though, we are looking for customer requests on the Windsor line east of the Comber transmission.  I don't know if the company understood that.

So what I would like to ask is that with the requests that get filed -- redacted or confidentially, whichever way -- that the company would identify what is the distance that that customer request is east of the T in the intersection north of the Comber Transmission Station.

MR. PANNU:  Yes, that's fine.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you very much.  That is an important clarification we wanted to make sure was on the record.

MR. MILLAR:  Was that part of --


MR. QUINN:  That was the last undertaking that was given.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:


MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Panel, again good morning.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am a consultant to Energy Probe.

I notice, like from your answers and generally how you are handling this, that you probably haven't been witnesses here at the Ontario Energy Board.  Any witnesses in any previous cases?  No.  So this is your first time at the OEB?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, sir.

MR. LADANYI:  So I have been in proceedings, probably over a hundred proceedings, more like 120 proceedings over the years.  So I know the process here very well.

What we're doing here is we're trying to assist the Board in making a decision.  So even though we are asking questions as intervenors, actually if you can get more information on the record, it will actually help your case.

So the idea is you should try to be helpful, especially in a technical conference.  These are not cross-examination questions.  We are not arguing with you.  We're trying to help you in a way, and help the Board.

So I should tell you this that before the Board had decided to go ahead with a technical conference, I had already written my argument.  And my argument was that there is actually insufficient evidence on the record to approve this application.

So the more you can add on the record, actually it is going to help you.  So I'm not looking for tricks.  There is no hidden message here, nothing.  It is just let's get some more information on the record.

I was a witness in many proceedings and I know the difficulty in answering questions from people who have been around for a long time.

MR. QUINN:  I resemble that remark.

[Laughter]

MR. LADANYI:  So if we can go to Exhibit B, which is your project summary, Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 1.

So anyway, my plan here is to ask you some more questions on your evidence, and then we will go to your answers to some of the Energy Probe interrogatories.  And I am not going to cover any of the material that Dwayne has covered, so there will be no duplication at all.

You have page 1 of 4?  So first, as I understand, the reason for this project is integrity.  This project is not being justified on the basis of growth.  Isn't that right?

MR. PIERCEY:  That is correct.

MR. LADANYI:  It is not a system expansion project and EB-0188 and EB-0134 rules don't apply.  Is that right?  You don't know what they are, but they deal with system expansion and customer additions, okay.  So we are not dealing with that.

So let's look at integrity.  And so let's go down on to paragraph 3 on that page, if you can scroll down, very good.  So it says leak surveys and emergency valve inspections are completed on an annual basis.

Could you tell me what is a leak survey, and what do you do when you do a leak survey?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So leak surveys are essentially a person is walking a line trying to identify if there are leaks on the pipelines.

MR. LADANYI:  Using some equipment, or what are they doing?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, they do have equipment.

MR. LADANYI:  They're using what they call a sniffer, is that right?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't believe they're called sniffers any more.

MR. LADANYI:  What are they called?

MR. PIERCEY:  Gas detection.

MR. LADANYI:  Gas detection equipment, a little more sophisticated.  Okay, very good.

Can you tell me what kind of leaks -- so the leaks have been found on this line, is that right?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, there's leaks.

MR. LADANYI:  Do you have a report on how many leaks have been found on the line, for example, in the last 10 years?  Do you have a report of that?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't have a 10-year report.

MR. LADANYI:  What would be your typical report?  Do you do this annual leak survey?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  So I have a number, 10 significant repairs that we have done since 2005.  As well, I have a number of -- in 2017, we had 17 leaks.  In 2018, we had 24 leaks and in 2019, we had 36.

MR. LADANYI:  So what kind of leaks are these?  I understand from your evidence that this line is not entirely welded, that there's some mechanical joints, is that right?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So the leaks are leaking joints, or are they through the wall corrosion leaks?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  There is a variety of leaks.  You know, with 36 in this particular year, there's -- it varies on the types of leak.  In generality, a lot of them are corrosion-type of leaks.

MR. LADANYI:  Corrosion-type of leaks.  So is the line coated?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  This is considered a bare unprotected line.

MR. LADANYI:  So it was laid bare, the entire line?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Correction to that; it is bare protected.

MR. LADANYI:  So bare protected means when it was constructed, bare steel was put in the ground originally?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  That's correct, or what's called Duralock.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  And then protected is what?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Cathodic protection.


MR. LADANYI:  Rectifiers and anodes?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  And then on the unprotected line, you usually have to have a very high current flow, electrical current to protect it.  Can you give us some details of the problems of protecting this line?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Do you mean on an uncoated line?

MR. LADANYI:  Uncoated line, yes.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Some of the challenges in this particular line are -- give me one second here.

So some of the challenges associated here aerial crossings, the dressers or the couplings, the current has a challenging time travelling through these.

Those would be the main concerns with the cathodic protection.

MR. LADANYI:  So that would be a situation -- I used to work in the field, so that would be some kind of current would flow -- instead of going along the pipe, it would flow into the ground and you would you have -- would you have some kind of a jumper that you have to attach to the pipe to prevent that?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  I don't know that I can speak to all of those details accurately.

MR. LADANYI:  Let's go back.  If you find a problem or there is corrosion, what do you do about it?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  If there's a leak?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  But I mean you do inspections; one inspection will be looking for leaks.  Are you also inspecting for corrosion areas, potential corrosion areas?  I understand that is normally what is done.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  There is what we call a CP survey done.

MR. LADANYI:  What does CP stand for?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Cathodic protection.

MR. LADANYI:  A cathodic protection survey.  And then you check for the potential difference between the pipe and soil, is that right?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Then you have a report of that?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  It would spit out a report, to my knowledge, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  I won't ask you to file it, but is there -- when we get there, your decision that this line needs replacing, we will discuss what exactly you found for this cathodic protection surveys.

So you mentioned a large number of leaks, and I am fine with that.  So they're not just corrosion leaks.  They're also coupling leaks at the couplings?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  As well as valves.

MR. LADANYI:  What would be the valve leak?  Can you describe it for me?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Valves can leak out of a stem, or generally out of a stem type of thing.

MR. LADANYI:  So when a valve leaks out of a stem, what would you do?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Sorry?

MR. LADANYI:  What would be the repair process when a valve leaks out of a stem?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  If possible, we would try and grease it, flush it, and see if that worked, or potentially repack the seal.

If that does not work, there's not much you can do besides replace it.

MR. LADANYI:  So the valves -- how many valves are on this line, can you tell me?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I can't tell you the exact number.

MR. LADANYI:  Five, ten, three?  I don't know.  Any rough number you can tell me?  Maybe you can look it up.  Maybe it is on one of the maps.

I am trying to understand how difficult it would be to grease the valves over the year.  If it is like 205 valves, maybe there's a problem ...

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  It is not 205.  Main line valves, it would be somewhere in the vicinity of four to ten.

MR. LADANYI:  Four.  Does Union Gas rate zone -- that is what I should refer to here probably, not Enbridge, because I am not sure you're following Enbridge procedures if there are any.

But do you have an annual program whereby you go and do maintenance on main line valves?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  There is an annual inspection done on valves.  However, if they are deemed inoperable or out of service, we would not do an annual inspection.

MR. LADANYI:  So what is an inoperable valve?  Can you describe an inoperable valve to me?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So an inoperable valve is essentially a valve that does not seal the gas.  So if you turned it to try to close it off in an emergency type of scenario, gas would still be flowing by, or you physically cannot turn it.

MR. LADANYI:  So these are manually operated valves.  If somebody tries to turn the valve wheel and it is either stuck or they turn the wheel and gas is still going past the valve; is that right?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Correct.  It may or may not have a wheel.  It might just be a key turn valve.

MR. LADANYI:  Key turn.  Okay.  But they're not remotely operated valves.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Not on this line.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So when a valve is seized, can you -- so you can't turn it, can you grease the valve so it can move?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  You can try.  But it may or may not work.

MR. LADANYI:  So in general terms -- and this is kind of -- it should be of concern to the Board and the customers -- does Union Gas rate zone have many places where there are inoperable valves, or is this the only line on the system?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Are you speaking specific to this line or...

MR. LADANYI:  No, I am just speaking in general.  I'm want to see how big this problem is.  Is it something that we should be concerned about everything, or is this, like, really, this some unique to the system?

MR. PANNU:  Tom, I would like to restrict the integrity questions related to this line.  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  Sure.  That's fine.  Okay.  So we won't be able to know -- if you restrict me you won't really know whether this is a big problem or a little problem.  That's the problem.

But that's fine.  I am okay to work that.  Remember, you are trying to assist the Board in its decision.  Whatever you can get on the record to help your case, you might want to think about that.

Okay.  Let's go back to the leaks.  You'd mentioned certain number of leaks.  So how does the number of leaks per kilometre on this line per year as a ratio compare to the leaks per kilometre of all of the other lines on the Union Gas rate zone system?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't think I can speak to that number today, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Well, I am going to actually ask for an undertaking in this particular case, although I think this case has already got an awful lot of undertakings.  Anyway, so -- I'm sure, because I have been in this business for very many years, that Union Gas rate zone and possibly Enbridge now that it is all combined has a ratio, has statistics on leaks per kilometre of line.  I am absolutely sure.  There is no way you would not have that, that your senior management would demand that.

Do you have that?  So can you provide to me leaks per year per kilometre of line on your distribution system, because they were not discussing transmission.  You told us this is a distribution line.

And then you can tell me what it is, and then you can give it to me also on the leaks per kilometre, per year, average for this line.  And you can take as many years -- if you want to take it five years, fine.  If you want to make it one year, that's fine as well.  Whatever you have, you can give it, because I would like a comparison.  I think the Board would like -- we would like to know how this compares to the rest of the system.  Is this a big problem, or it's not?  So this will be an undertaking.

MR. PANNU:  I am going to reiterate my previous position, which I would like to restrict the questions specifically related to the integrity issues related to the line.

MR. LADANYI:  That's fine again, but you understand that the Board will not know whether this is a big problem.  And I would have to argue that --

MR. PANNU:  You can ask questions related to the leaks that have come up related to this line.  So if you have any questions as you asked before about the types of leaks, the manner of leaks, their frequencies, please go ahead and ask them.

MR. LADANYI:  Exactly.  Again, I caution you, because you're trying to prevent the answer to this question, is the Board will not know how this line compares to the rest of the lines, and you are claiming, in your evidence, this is a high-risk line.

So there is actually going to be nothing on the record to show why this is a high-risk line.

MR. PANNU:  You can ask questions as you have been asking about the nature of the leaks, their frequency of the leaks, any other issues associated with the line and what goes into replacing a line.  So why don't we direct questions related to that.  The relevance related to this system at large doesn't matter.  That is not what is in question.

MR. LADANYI:  Well, we will deal with it in argument, that's fine.

Okay.  Let's go down, and I will go to other issues then.  So in paragraph 3 you say:

"A significant portion of the Windsor line was installed in the '30s, '40s, and '50s."

Now, can you tell me how much was installed in each decade?

MR. PIERCEY:  Approximately 30 percent of the pipeline was built in the '30s, 15 percent of it was built in the '40s, and 50 percent of it was built in the '50s, approximately.

MR. QUINN:  That's helpful.  I appreciate it.  That is the existing line?  So what's in place right now is
still -- the first number you said from the '30s, that is still in place?  It hasn't been replaced at any time?

MR. PIERCEY:  That is the current --

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I was trying to make sure there was clarity.  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So if you would turn to page 2, let's discuss unrestrained mechanical couplings.  Can you explain to me what is an unrestrained mechanical coupling?

MR. PIERCEY:  An unrestrained mechanical coupling is a coupling that joins two pieces of pipe together mechanically, so it is not welded, and what makes it unrestrained is whether or not there is something external to the coupling that keeps the pipe into the joint, or there is not adequate depth to cover that keeps that joint secure from an integrity standpoint.

MR. LADANYI:  So here in Toronto you understand that Enbridge had traditionally installed cast-iron pipe and it had bell and spigot joints that would have been unrestrained.  You are familiar with bell and spigot joints, where, you know, there is one end is bigger, the other one is smaller, and they fit inside each other.  Are you familiar with that?

MR. PIERCEY:  I am not personally with that --

MR. LADANYI:  No, you don't know -- so tell me what in this particular case, how are these unrestrained couplings working?  Can you -- you have seen one.  So tell us, how do they fit together?  They're not screwed into each other.  How do they fit?

MR. PIERCEY:  They are fitted through compression.

MR. LADANYI:  Compression?  So there is one piece of pipe is made wider and the other is made narrower, and then they are squeezed together.  Is that what it is?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  So keeping in mind I wasn't around in 1930s when they were installed, the way that they are installed now, essentially it is two pieces of pipe that butt up together.  This piece is put around them, and as it is tightened up it compresses and locks them into place from -- or attempts to lock them into place from any movement.

MR. LADANYI:  Sorry, there is another piece put on around them, are you saying on the outside?  Or there is just --

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  It is all one piece, but the outside piece clamps up together.

MR. LADANYI:  I'm not getting it.  If they're all the same diameter, how is one piece the outside piece?

MR. PIERCEY:  It is a fitting.  It is a compression fitting with --

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MR. PIERCEY:  -- two pieces of pipe that are inserted into that --

MR. LADANYI:  Oh, so there is an outside piece, so the outside piece is the compression fitting.

MR. PIERCEY:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  And is there a gasket put in there?

MR. PIERCEY:  Yes, I believe there is.

MR. LADANYI:  So what is the gasket made of?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  It's a rubber seal gasket --

MR. LADANYI:  Rubber seal gasket.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  -- I don't know the composition of it.

MR. LADANYI:  And the compression fitting, is it bolted, or how does it stay on it?

MR. PIERCEY:  Yes, it is bolted.

MR. LADANYI:  It's bolted?

MR. QUINN:  When you are speaking of that, though, you're talking about a restrained coupling, I trust?

MR. PIERCEY:  No, there are bolts on unrestrained couplings.

MR. QUINN:  So you're defining unrestrained as if it has a coupling, it has tie rods, and doesn't have sufficient depth to cover, that is unrestrained?

MR. PIERCEY:  That is part of it, yes.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Just to clarify your question there -- I don't mean to jump in, but I think you said if there were tie rods holding it together that would deem it as restrained, correct?

MR. PIERCEY:  If there are rod and lug, they're welded to the outside of the pipe on either end.  That would restrain it.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  When you're saying there is unrestrained fittings that have some form of something to create the compression, what is that?  What are you defining?

MR. PIERCEY:  There are bolts on the actual fitting itself that as you tighten it compresses the fitting around the pipe.

MR. QUINN:  Oh, okay.  I see that part of it.  Okay.  Thank you, Tom.  Sorry to interrupt.  Because I wasn't clear on it, and I am sure the record isn't clear.

MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, we are trying to visualize this for the Board.  Remember, they are going to be reading this, so they may not be gas engineers.

So your second bullet point says "all joints prior to 2000", so you mean that Union Gas rate zone was using unrestrained mechanical couplings on steel pipe as late as 2000?  Is that right?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  That is correct.  It was common practice to install that.

MR. LADANYI:  Although I am not supposed to ask about anything, but I am assuming there must be other places on the Union Gas system that has unrestrained mechanical couplings.  Is there?  You don't know?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I can't comment on that.

MR. LADANYI:  So we don't know whether there is other places.  This is actually not unusual.

So my argument is going to say this is actually a very common practice with Union Gas, so the Board should not be concerned about it.

MR. PIERCEY:  No.  I would suggest it is not common practice.  There are certainly certain pipelines that have issues that facilitate the need for mechanical couplings where they cannot be welded.  And we certainly look at those lines and assess them, and determine the need for replacement for those lines.

MR. QUINN:  May I?

MR. LADANYI:  Please.

MR. QUINN:  Would you be referring to cast iron mains?

MR. PIERCEY:  No, I would not be.

MR. QUINN:  Can you define what type of main that is not weldable that you would use these couplings on?

MR. PIERCEY:  Again, I would refer back to vintage pipelines, old pipelines that have corrosion issues or other integrity-related issues that don't facilitate welding.

MR. LADANYI:  Actually, I was going to go there next.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  I should warn you, I used to be a welding engineer with TransCanada Pipelines and I specialized in welding problems in one of my previous careers.

Anyway, can you explain to me why older vintage pipe is not weldable?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So in this particular case, it has to do with the condition of the pipe.  So in this one, between the corrosion and laminations, so imperfections with the pipe, there are restrictions on where you can and cannot weld.

MR. LADANYI:  So from your word "laminations", I understand that laminations are a problem in seamless pipe, old seamless pipe.  Is this old seamless pipe that would have laminations in it?  Is that -- because this is currently not in evidence.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So in this project, the pipe is not seamless pipe.  I can't comment whether it is a problem in seamless pipe or not.  But I can comment that it is a problem on this line.

MR. LADANYI:  When you say not weldable, so can you describe for me what happens when you try to weld this?  Like, it is not weldable.  So you strike an arc, you are trying to make a deposit, a welding deposit on it.  And then what happens?  Why would it not be weldable?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So we have directions not to try and weld in cases where laminations or corrosion is found.  So we have not tried.  So I don't physically know what happens when you do it.

MR. QUINN:  Can you not cut out a section of the pipe that is corroded, put in a new piece of pipe, and weld on either side of the new piece of pipe?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So you're essentially talking a straight cut-out weld in the new section?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  That is the challenge on this line is a full encirclement weld.

So with these laminations, it is very challenging to find locations where you can actually do a full encirclement, so 360 degrees around the pipeline, on this pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will send it back to the welding engineer.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I know, I used to work with these problems.  So when you look for a place where you could weld on the pipe and there's a potential for laminations, you would do an ultrasonic examination to look for laminations.  Do you do that?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Correct.  We either do it in-house, or we have a third party company do it.

MR. LADANYI:  Who would come to the site and say, ah, there's problems here or there's not problems.  Have you been doing this over the years?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, sir.

MR. LADANYI:  And you could not, in general -- you must find some places where you can weld.  It is not all not weldable.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  We have been able to -- I referenced those ten projects, leakage projects earlier.  There was three projects in particular where we were able to rescope the project, find a spot to do the tie-ins or put on the stopper fittings in these examples.

MR. LADANYI:  So to say -- there's some sections not Weldable.  But in fact, there are other sections that are weldable.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  It depends what you're referring to as sections.  This is a consistent issue across the entirety of the line.

MR. LADANYI:  I would think this is -- your percentages are when the pipe was installed.  So the pipe in the '30s probably would have a lot of laminations or inclusions in it.  But a later pipe that was installed in the '50s probably would be better quality, and would be more easily weldable?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So the 1930s pipe, although yes, it is probably in very poor condition, we have seen these laminations and imperfections across every vintage of this line.  So it's not restricted to the 1930s.

In 2005, we had an example in the 1950s vintage where a farmer actually hit the line and we have had to go back and do a cut-out.  We had to change the scope of the job, which increased the cost accordingly, and that job cost us $237,000, so as opposed to a small simple repair, I would say.

MR. LADANYI:  So is the entire line joined with unrestrained mechanical couplings?  Or are there sections that are actually welded of the line?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So there's two points to that I think there, Tom.  One is if we have done a large replacement portion of work, we've done our best in between the two tie-in points to not put in dressers to avoid it going forward.

We can't say for certain that every joint that was installed in 1930, 1940, 1950s was installed as an unrestrained dresser coupling.

But historically, what we've seen is every time we dig this up in a location of the vintage pipe, 1930s, '40s, '50s, we have come across and are forced to rectify the issues, if possible -- the unrestrained dresser couplings, that is.

MR. LADANYI:  So I gather from this that you actually don't have really good records on this line.  So when you dig it up, you might be surprised whether you would actually -- you actually don't know if it's going to be an unrestrained mechanical coupling or a welded joint.  You actually don't know, isn't that right?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I think it is safe to say we treat it as we will come across these every time.

MR. LADANYI:  So you are expecting -- you're expecting a coupling when you dig up a leak for example, but you could be surprised?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  We are fully expecting and anticipating, every time we dig up the vintage pipe, there will be a dresser coupling dresser that is unrestrained, or more than one.

MR. LADANYI:  You are generally saying you think, but you're not sure, that the entire line is jointed with mechanical couplings?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I think I already answered that question earlier in regards to the cut-outs and --


MR. LADANYI:  Sure.  In general terms, are mechanical couplings -- I am going to go back to that because you talked a lot about corrosion.

Are mechanical couplings a particular problem, or is corrosion the main problem on this line?  What is the main problem on this line?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So I think this line in particular, based on the evidence that we filed, you can see there is not one main concern on this pipeline.  It is a combination of many things.  Leaks is one issue, corrosion is another issue, not to mention the challenges with depth of cover.  So per the evidence, I don't think anybody on this panel could say here's one particular issue, or here's where exactly it will fail.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will leave that for a minute.  Let's go down -- again still on this page, it talks about that there are sections of poor cover, with less than .6 meters.

Why would there be poor cover?

MR. PIERCEY:  Generally there would be poor cover.  Most of this pipeline is agricultural, so there would be historically corrosion over this pipeline.  I can't in and of itself speak to the construction practices of the day at the time.

But generally speaking over the years, the cover would have been eroded due to practices over the pipeline, whether it is municipal work, agricultural activities, but that would ultimately erode the cover on the pipeline.

MR. LADANYI:  So part of the line is on -- I think a large part -- you will tell me how much -- is actually on the road allowance.  Essentially it is, what, in the ditch or adjacent to the ditch next to a road, and then another part of it crosses across farm fields.  Would that be right?

MR. PIERCEY:  Yes, that would be correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So what portion is in the municipal road allowance?

MR. PIERCEY:  The number...

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Based on our most recent survey, 31.5 kilometres is on road allowance.  28.9 kilometres is on easement.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So under your road allowance -- in my experience, road authorities go and they clean out the ditches on either side of the road, and it sometimes affect the cover over the line.  Is that right?  Is that what happened here?  Or might have happened?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I would say that that could have been a factor here, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So what is your agreement with the municipal road authorities if they do that?  Do they have to come back and restore the cover?  Or do you restore the cover?  What happens in those situations?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  So in regards to the crossings, I don't believe there's a policy with the municipalities that says they must report any work that they're doing.  It is generally a courtesy.

In particular, on the -- all of these aerial crossings, quote unquote, an aerial crossing, just so we're aware of what that is, is a crossing that comes out of the ground above grade so you can physically see it.  It is exposed to air, elements, tractors, whatever it might have been, and then goes back in the ground on the other side of the crossing.

So that is the case on these ones, is that there's very little cover.  There's -- or no cover.

MR. LADANYI:  So why would you have aerial crossings?  Can you describe this, in which locations would you have them?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  We no longer do these anymore going forward.

MR. LADANYI:  Obviously.  But why would they have done that in the past?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I would assume that it was an ease of construction at the time.

MR. LADANYI:  And they're crossing over what?  What are they crossing over, a ditch --


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I'll call them drains, ditches, or small river beds --


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So the pipe is -- it is visible at a drains ditch?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, sir.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  And your policy is to remove these in cases -- are there lots of these?  I am not supposed to ask about the rest of the system, apparently.  But is this a rare occurrence?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Talking about this line in general, and, yes, if we were replacing it we would not be doing aerial crossings.  It would be horizontally drilled under the drain, ditch, or river bed, whatever it is --


MR. LADANYI:  When you are parallelling a road, parallelling a road, the road on either side has a ditch.  And I understand from reading your evidence -- I don't have any other source -- I understand this is adjacent to a road.  So where is it in location to the ditch that is adjacent to the road?  The existing line?  Is it next to the road or is it on the other side of the opposite -- on the opposite side of the ditch?  Or is it at the bottom of the ditch?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Because of the length of this line I would say it varies in many different locations where it specifically is.  And I can't give you an exact location.

MR. LADANYI:  And you have an agreement with the municipality that to occupy this space, so in a road allowance, so there's some kind of an easement agreement with the municipality?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  We have a franchise agreement.

MR. LADANYI:  Franchise agreement?  So this is in your franchise agreement?

Okay.  Now, the pipe that is on easement on private property on the -- in farm fields, you would have the easement with a farmer?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  The landowner?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  We would have that.  The last known issue where we did not have that was rectified 10 years ago.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  And it says here that some are not located in easement.  So you said that was rectified 10 years ago?  Or did you buy some more easement?  What happens in that case?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Can you repeat that statement there, Tom?

MR. LADANYI:  Well, I said -- I'm kind of -- you just said that last known issue with the pipe not being on easement was rectified 10 years ago.  I believe that is what you just said.  And here it says in the last bullet point "sections of this pipeline are not located in easement".  So I wanted to have an explanation of the contradiction between what you just said and what is in the evidence.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  So Tom, back to my earlier comment -- or Todd's earlier comment around 28.9 kilometres -- or, sorry, 31.5 kilometres being in road allowance, that is not an easement.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So that is the comment.  Okay.  So let's go -- now we are going to go entirely to the farm fields.  Okay?  And the piping is crossing, I presume, diagonally across some farm fields.  Is that right?  The existing pipe?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't know the orientation --


MR. LADANYI:  Or by, anyway, crossing --


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  -- but it does cross --


MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, it's a crossing across land that is being worked by the farmer.  They --


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, correct.

MR. LADANYI:  -- plough the land and they -- grows crops on it.  That is what I assume is going on?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So -- okay.  In those cases the pipe is not in easement or is all in easement in the farm fields?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  No, those cases it would be on private property within easement.

MR. LADANYI:  And so there is no issue with easement at all on the private property?  Or is there?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Do you mean in regards to future maintenance --


MR. LADANYI:  Well, in regards to the comments here:  "A section of this pipeline are not located in easement".  I am trying to figure out where is this problem?  Is it with private land --


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't think it is a problem, and I don't think it speaks to any decision criteria around this project.

MR. LADANYI:  So why is it mentioned here?

[Witness panel confers]

MS. INNIS:  I think we're -- as they were just discussing there, I think we're realizing that on the list, that that last bullet item probably is not as indicative of the problems on the line.  So I think we can just agree that is not the applicable line and it is all of the other bullets that actually apply to the integrity concerns on this line.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, fine.

So further down the line, down that page, "Proposed facilities", if you could just clarify for me, there is 399 services on this line.  So you will require, as you are changing the pressure, new regulators for each one of those services; is that right?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So Tom, I don't think anybody here can speak to what the proposed facilities are on this case. I don't know that it would be a fair assumption to say every one of these would need a new regulator or not.

MR. LADANYI:  So can I have an undertaking here, because I understand that in some cases some regulators you can adjust the setting and other regulators you would have to actually replace them.

Can you give me a number of regulators that you are replacing out of the 399?  It should be an easy answer.  I mean, if you want to take an undertaking, that's fine, but it's going to be like a number.  Yes?

MR. PANNU:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  TO ADVISE THE NUMBER OF REGULATORS BEING REPLACED OUT OF THE 399.


MR. LADANYI:  JT1.16.  Okay.  Moving along.  So if you go to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 2, page 1.  If you go to paragraph 4.

So in this paragraph, you say:
"Based on these integrity concerns," which we talked about just now, "and the significant effort and resources spent on repairing leaks on the line, the Windsor line has been deemed high risk and has therefore been identified as requiring replacement."

So this is a very passive sentence.  It doesn't know who deemed this, where, when -- nothing.

So can you tell me, was there a report from the engineering department to somebody in senior management saying the Windsor line is a problem and is high risk because of these things.

And then they looked at it, and I am assuming they said okay.  So can you tell me, is there a report?

MR. PIERCEY:  There's not any one report that I can point to.

However, we followed standard processes and practices internal to the company to assess and identify the risks on this pipeline, and we presented that to our executive management for endorsement of that risk, and obviously addition to our asset management plan.

MR. LADANYI:  So in cases like this, what I would like to know is - so there's no report, okay.  So that means there was a meeting and there were a bunch of people in the room.  There were a bunch of people presenting the information, and other people were making a decision.

Can you tell me when did this meeting take place?

MR. PIERCEY:  I believe that was answered in --


MR. LADANYI:  That's a Board Staff interrogatory, I believe, that deals with it.  You can look it up.

MR. PIERCEY:  If you refer to Exhibit 1, Staff 2, page 2, response A...

MR. LADANYI:  Can you put the screen there?  So April 2017.  So that was a meeting where the decision was made?  Is that what you are referring to?

MR. PIERCEY:  That would be the meeting where the pipeline was endorsed from a risk standpoint.

MR. LADANYI:  And who does the endorsing?  Who is the person making this decision?  I don't need the specific names, I would like to know titles.  Like how is an important decision like this for a $106 million project made, and on what basis.


MR. PIERCEY:  In that particular discussion, it would have been the director of engineering, the chief engineer of the company, as well as the director of operations.  They would have initially endorsed the risk, at which point it would have been subsequently endorsed by the VP of ECS at the time; engineering, construction storage, and transmission operations.

MR. LADANYI:  So their authority -- do they have authority to approve -- the first two individuals you mentioned -- a $100 million project?

MR. PIERCEY:  I cannot speak to their specific financial threshold for approvals.

MR. LADANYI:  So then I understand that then they sought subsequent approval.  So April 2017, does it refer to the first meeting where, let's say, technical staff presented the information to the engineering senior management?  Or the second meeting whereby engineering senior management recommended this project for approval to the corporate senior management?

MR. PIERCEY:  I believe that meeting in April would refer to the meeting with the chief engineer, as well as the director of operations.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So is there a document, a written document where the chief engineer or director of operations recommends this project for approval to the corporate senior management?

MR. PIERCEY:  I am not aware of such a document.

MR. LADANYI:  I will ask for an undertaking whereby you are to search for such a document and file it.  There should not be anything confidential on it.  There should be just justification for this project, how this project was justified to Enbridge senior management in writing.  It could not have been verbally.

Can I have an undertaking for that?

MR. PANNU:  I think on a best efforts basis, we will try to locate a document that was presented to senior management with respect to this specific project.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO LOCATE AND, IF FOUND, FILE THE DOCUMENT JUSTIFYING THIS PIPELINE PROJECT TO SENIOR MANAGEMENT.


MR. QUINN:  If I may assist the utility, we talked about earlier there would have to be a capital requisition.  Somebody has to sign off the capital requisition at some point in the process.  If there isn't such a senior level document as Mr. Ladanyi is asking for, there must be a capital requisition with accompanying justification.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I will address that.  The capital req situation had been done well after this type of endorsement, if you will, for this type of project.

MR. QUINN:  So we are back to the capital budget estimate then?  We talked earlier about...

MR. QUENNEVILLE:   No, this is a completely separate process, if you will.

MR. QUINN:  What would you call that document that precedes the capital requisition to get formal approval to be in the budget?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I think we would have to take that away to figure it out.

MR. QUINN:  I am just trying to be helpful.

MR. PANNU:  Thanks.  The undertaking I assume is okay, Tom?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. PANNU:  Thanks.

MR. LADANYI:  Just give me a minute to check my notes, whether there is anything ...

So we discussed the corrosion on this line, and cathodic protection.  Are there annual reports of corrosion surveys of this line, the potential of the line and also what is the pipe to soil potential showing that this line essentially has a high potential for corrosion leaks?

Are there annual reports?  There must be some kind of reports.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. PIERCEY:  There would be reports indicating the current levels of cathodic protection.

What I will offer is that currently, the levels of cathodic protection are good on this pipeline.  There certainly is an increase of cathodic protection required on this pipeline due to the nature of it, particularly with the fact that it is bare.

But that is not indicative of the current condition of the pipeline, based on its age and the issues that that we have already listed.

MR. QUINN:  The readings are the readings, that data, right?

MR. PIERCEY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  So when you say it is not indicative of the pipeline, what do you mean?

MR. PIERCEY:  You can get good cathodic protection readings on a line of poor condition.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, that is helpful.  So you're saying that it is not the cathodic protection issue.  It's that the pipe is not in good condition?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. PIERCEY:  Sorry, Dwayne, can you repeat the question?

MR. QUINN:  I was just trying to clarify the record, because you said -- I am paraphrasing because I don't have the transcript in front of me, but the cathodic readings are not indicative of the pipe.

You clarified after that, you're saying it is not indicative of the condition of the pipe because there's other matters that are of greater concern towards its condition, not the readings from the cathodic protection.  Is that a fair summary of your position?

MR. PIERCEY:  So this pipeline is anywhere from seventy to ninety years old.  The corrosion and damage has already been done to this pipeline.

Current levels of cathodic protection, like I said, are good.  But again, they do not represent the fact that the pipeline is at end of life.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I have two questions in this area.  Mr. Ladanyi said I could go ahead.  I thought Mr. Ladanyi might ask these, but what is the annual cost of the cathodic protection on that line at its current level?  If you don't have it, you could undertake it.

MR. PIERCEY:  I don't...

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I think you need to clarify that.  There is a lot of factors that go into cathodic protection.

MR. QUINN:  On the last five years, the average cost, number of anodes, ten anodes, this is the cost per anode, whatever it is, you have got records on that line that say what is your annual cost of maintenance on that line for the cathodic protection system.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. PIERCEY:  What I can offer is that, what we are aware of is that the cathodic protection elements of this pipeline, the majority of them are due for replacement in the next two to three years.  I'm not sure if we can pull all of the maintenance-related history associated with them and their associated costs.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes.  I would agree with Todd there.  I don't believe we can or have a way to pull specific costs associated with CP alone to accurately represent what you are looking for there.

MR. QUINN:  Can you try to answer that on a best-efforts basis?  If you are forecasting an increase in capital cost, you have to know what your capital costs -- or, sorry, I'm saying capital costs.  Your O&M cost for your cathodic protection, if you know you're forecasting an increase, you must know how much it was to say that it is increasing.

So if you go back just, say, three years and you're saying because it's going to increase in the next few years go back three years as to what your actual cost has been and what you are forecasting the cost to be.  That is a fairly simple exercise, which would probably go into the justification for the project in the first place.

MR. PIERCEY:  Again, I think the issue is where we know that there are capital costs associated with replacing the CP protection, I am not sure how easily it would be to pull data regarding the manpower hours to go out and do reads.

MR. QUINN:  How can you say it is increasing then?

MR. PIERCEY:  What is increasing?  Sorry.

MR. QUINN:  You said that you are forecasting to increase the costs of your cathodic protection over the next few years.  If I misunderstood what you said, please clarify.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yeah, I think there might have been a misunderstanding of what was said there.  We said we're forecasting to have to replace existing facilities.  We are not planning to increase CP requirements.

So whatever is -- what we have in place now we are expecting within the next three years to have to replace it.  So not an increase to any CP requirements here.

MR. QUINN:  Let's just say there is 100 anodes in the system.  You're saying you have to replace five per year.  Now you are going to be replacing ten per year because your forecast is going up.  That is all I am looking for.

If the company is saying the -- they're increasing their costs of their facility, what facilities are increasing over the next little while.  If it is not cathodic protection, then we have got caught in the wrong context on this issue, because Mr. Ladanyi was asking you about cathodic protection.

MS. INNIS:  Dwayne, what is the evidence reference that you are talking about, in terms of the increased costs?  That might help us.

MR. QUINN:  The witness has just said there was an increase in costs that they're forecasting of facilities.

MS. INNIS:  I think then there was a clarification that that was not what they were saying --


MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. INNIS:  -- so I think we might be missing each other.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Then please -- we will wipe that from the record if we could do that.  Tell me what you were saying.

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So we are expecting to have to replace existing facilities because --


MR. QUINN:  Pieces of pipe?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  -- end of life.  We're talking about rectifier beds.

MR. QUINN:  That is helpful.  So we're talking about, you're going to have to replace rectifier beds.  How many rectifier beds have you replaced in the last three years and how many do you expect to replace in the next three years?  That is data.  That should be tied to the line, because you've got to demonstrate that you are taking care of your cathodic protection.  You have a -- I will let you converse.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So Dwayne, I don't think we can answer that question today.

MR. QUINN:  You have a distribution maintenance program that you have to file with TSSA?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't think I know the answer to that question.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you undertake to provide what is required in terms of your distribution maintenance program and your filing requirements with the TSSA?  Do you know what the TSSA is, sorry, for the record?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, I do, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Technical Standards Safety Authority.  They're your safety regulator, correct?

MR. PANNU:  Dwayne, what do you want?  Let's cut to the chase here.

MR. QUINN:  What I am trying to do is, I want to be clear, because I am on the record.  Mr. Ladanyi was concerned about integrity.  I was concerned about sizing.  The more answers I hear from this panel, I get concerns about, well, what is the justification for integrity.


So Mr. Ladanyi was trying to assist the panel in saying, hey, you want to increase the record, because there is not much on here.  When I hear, we don't know how much we're spending on cathodic protection, but -- or on facilities, but we expect to increase these facilities, I am saying, what are these facilities, if they're rectifier beds, that's cathodic protection, what are you spending in the last three years, what do you forecast the next three years that would justify an increase in expenditure?

MR. PANNU:  I don't think they have said an increase in expenditure.  I think what they're saying is there is certain components that they need to replace.  I don't know if you have questions related to that, but ask them.  No one is talking about a rectifier bed.  That is evidence you put in.

MR. QUINN:  I'm sorry.  Neil --


MR. PANNU:  Increased in rectifier --


MR. QUINN:  -- can you clarify for your lawyer if you'd said rectifier bed, please?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yeah, I did say rectifier bed, but that was in regards to replacing, not increasing.  I'll repeat myself again.  There was no conversation had about increasing the costs.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  What is the overall maintenance cost of the line over the last three years?  What do you expect it to be over the next three years?  Can you answer that question?

[Witness panel confers]

MR. PANNU:  If you don't have that, that's a fair question.  Happy to undertake that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you very much.  I have one more question --


MR. MILLAR:  Hold on, Dwayne.  It's JT1.18.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Sorry about that.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.18:  TO ADVISE THE OVERALL MAINTENANCE COST OF THE LINE OVER THE LAST THREE YEARS AND WHAT IT IS EXPECTED TO BE OVER THE NEXT THREE YEARS.

MR. QUINN:  The last question I have again, I thought Mr. Ladanyi was going to cover this, but you have talked about the number of leaks on your system.  You have records on the number of leaks that you found in the last three years?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, sir.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you qualify them between type A, B, and C?  Maybe for the record you can explain what type A, B, and C relate to.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So Dwayne, I don't have the data right directly in front of me to say whether they were A, B, or C leaks, or that split between them.  The difference between an A leak, a B leak, and a C leak in generalities is in regards to the intensity and the locations of them.  So, you know, an A leak is something that you would address immediately, a B leak would be something you would address within approximately six weeks, and a C leak annually.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  That's what -- so it is a criteria that qualifies it for response time?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, sir.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So could you undertake to provide the classification in the last three years of the types of leaks that you have found?  They would have been classified by the technician who found them.  Correct?

MR. PANNU:  I think we can undertake that to provide that on a best-efforts basis related to the types of leaks for this line.

MR. QUINN:  All right.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.19:  TO PROVIDE THE CLASSIFICATION IN THE LAST THREE YEARS OF THE TYPES OF LEAKS THAT HAVE BEEN FOUND.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I was actually not going to go so much into this corrosion cathodic protection, but now it's raised all kinds of interesting questions here that I would like to explore with you for a minute.

There are two types of cathodic protections.  There is one that involves sacrificial anodes, and there is another one that involves impressed current rectifiers.


So this line has only sacrificial anodes, is that right, currently?  Or does it have impressed current rectifiers current as well?


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  It does have both.


MR. LADANYI:  It does have both.  So as I understand from my career in the gas industry, when you are doing a pipe-to-soil survey, you're trying to find out whether the line is at a certain potential, which I think is negative 850 millivolts to the surrounding soil, and that indicates to you whether the line is corroding or not.


That would be generally -- I think that is the standard, but you can correct me if I am wrong.  It's been many years.


MR. PIERCEY:  I believe we would state that it is inadequately protected.


MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  So when you said -- and I think you said that current surveys, pipe-to-soil surveys would indicate that the line is adequately protected.


So doesn't that mean that it is actually not actively corroding anymore, that the corrosion has been stopped by your cathodic protection system, that in fact it is stable?  Wouldn't that indicate that?


MR. PIERCEY:  No.  I would suggest that on an annual basis, they may find issues and have to resolve them on an annual basis as well.


But again, with the other issues on this pipeline, particularly with compression couplings, you can have leaks that are not necessarily only tied to corrosion.


MR. LADANYI:  But one way of dealing with the issues would be, for example, to increase the current flowing through the rectifier.  Wouldn't that be right?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. PIERCEY:  I believe another important note to make here is that there are exposed sections of pipe that are not necessarily adequately protected.  So there's risers, the aerial crossings, and others that rely wholly on other methods of protection.


But again, as far as the condition of this pipeline goes, corrosion is not the only concern.  It is one of them.  But as I mentioned before, depth of cover as well as mechanical couplings are also issues.


MR. LADANYI:  So in the annual maintenance cost that Dwayne was trying to get at, if we're dealing with sacrificial anodes, are they capital or OM&A?  If you have to add an anode, or replace an anode that is completely been sacrificed, dissolved.


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Anodes are a capital expenditure.


MR. LADANYI:  Those are capital expenditures.  But if your annual current that you are paying to the electric company for the impressed current rectifiers, that is an O&M cost, isn't it?  That's a maintenance cost?


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't know if I know that answer here.


MR. LADANYI:  It would have to be a maintenance cost.  There is nothing it can be.


So you can actually give us an estimate of what your annual maintenance costs for a cathodic protection is.  It is quite easy.  You would have to find out how much you are paying to the electric utility for this line.


MR. PANNU:  No.  I think we have already agreed to provide the maintenance costs related to the line, and then the potential future expenditure.


I don't know why there needs to be a focus on a specific component, specifically when the evidence has been quite clear and the filed evidence that there is a number of criteria that require replacement of the line.


So I think it is much more encompassing to get the number that was asked for previously.


MR. QUINN:  Well, this has been helpful, because Mr. Ladanyi asked and received a proper answer on the
capital -- the company treats anodes as capital.


I had asked, and it was specifically O&M, thinking you would have sacrificial anodes as O&M, because they're getting used up.  They don't have a long, 20 or 40-year life.


So what I would like to make sure that the undertaking the company is going to do is, what are the overall costs on an annual basis for that line.  So if it's an anode and it is capital, I don't want it to be dismissed because it is not maintenance cost.


What are the overall costs in maintaining the line?  Say it that way.  So if it is a chunk of replacement, I think earlier in the evidence it said 150,000 per chunk of replacement is the average cost over the last little while.  Tell us what the actual cost has been for the last three years.


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Just for a little bit of clarification there.  When you say maintaining the lines, are you speaking to addressing the costs associated with repairing the leaks, monitoring the leaks, emergency hours, things like this?


MR. QUINN:  Sure.


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  That would be an extremely in-depth endeavour I think to find all of those areas associated as well.


But I am just trying to get clarity on what you would like to see, I guess.


MR. QUINN:  What are the costs of keeping the line in-service in a safe manner over the last three years, so each of the last three years.  And if you are forecasting an increase, what would that increase in those costs look like?


You had to justify this somehow.  So you had to look pack and say, hey, this line is costing us a lot just to keep maintaining it.


MR. PANNU:  We have agreed to that previously, that's fine.


MR. QUINN:  So you are going to include all of them?


MR. PANNU:  I think we are going to include what we can on a best-efforts basis.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I just didn't want to differentiate capital away from it.  If an anode is capital and you put in ten anodes, I would like to see that.


Okay.  Thank you for your patience with my getting clarification.


MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  I actually have a lot of questions.  But before we leave this area, I will ask one more question.  And then we can discuss possibly breaking for lunch, because I might have another half hour to forty minutes of questions.  But let's talk a bit about this very subject.


So I presume part of your justification is that the new line that you are proposing will be adequately coated, and will not require as much cathodic protection, and therefore it might actually require less current flowing through the impressed current rectifier.  So that would be a saving for you.


I thought you would like to have that on the record, but I don't think -- like obviously you don't want to give me that number.


So that was the reason why I was asking for that.  Can you just clarify for me, do you expect a new line will require less cathodic protection than the existing line?


[Witness panel confers]


MR. PIERCEY:  I think that is a reasonable assumption, yes.


MR. LADANYI:  Can you tell me how much current is flowing -- how many rectifiers are there, impressed current rectifiers on the line?  You don't know?


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  We don't have that information.


MR. LADANYI:  But you can easily find that out.  It couldn't be a mystery.  Probably two or one, or something.


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I believe the number is closer to seven, but it could be found.


MR. LADANYI:  Seven.  So then can you tell me how much you are paying to the electric company currently for the current flowing through those rectifiers?  That could easily be metered and you get a bill.


MR. PANNU:  Again, we have already agreed to provide the maintenance records related to the line.


I don't know why you need such granular detail.  You are getting the detail, which we have agreed to provide on a best efforts basis, related to the cost of maintaining that line.


MR. LADANYI:  But it will be co-mingled with everything else and it is going to be hard to -- I am asking specifically --


MR. PANNU:  I have already stated we're not going to provide the detail that you are asking for.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Would you like to break for lunch now, Mr. Millar, or do you want to go to one o'clock?  What do you want to do?


MR. MILLAR:  How long are you going to be?


MR. LADANYI:  I think I will be -- you know, sometimes answers take longer.  I will be probably about forty minutes more.


MR. MILLAR:  If you are going to be forty minutes, I would prefer just to finish up, so we don't have to take an hour -- I leave it to some extent to Enbridge.


MR. LADANYI:  And the court reporter.  She might need to have a rest.


MR. MILLAR:  Should we break, or keep going?


MR. PANNU:  Keep going.


MR. MILLAR:  Let's keep going.  If we go way off the rails, Tom, we can reassess.  But if we can finish this by lunch, that is preferable.


MR. PANNU:  Can we have a quick 5-minute break?


MR. MILLAR:  We have Staff questions, too.  So it may not be realistic that we are going to finish in -- what we can do is take a short lunch break.  Would that be suitable for people?


MR. LADANYI:  How about half an hour for lunch or Something?


MR. MILLAR:  Let's make it forty minutes because people always take -- let's come back at ten after one.  Okay, thank you.

--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:25 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:17 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, everyone.  Why don't we get started again.  Mr. Ladanyi, are you prepared to continue?


MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.  Although I wanted to leave all of the integrity stuff behind me and talk about other things, can I just ask you one more question?


So the old pipe is uncoated, as I understand what you said, and the new pipe will have a coating on it.  Is that right?


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  Yes, that's correct.


MR. LADANYI:  So the new pipe coating would be what?  Extruded polyethylene, for that sizes?


MR. PIERCEY:  It may vary depending on the application.  If it's going through -- again, if there is a rocky area you may have some abrasion-resistant coating on it.


MR. LADANYI:  Exactly, okay.  Very good.  Thank you for that.


So can we turn to Energy Probe Interrogatory No. 1.  And I just wanted a confirmation from you.  You are going to proceed with this project whether you get approval from the OEB for an ICM rate rider for this project or not.  You are going to proceed with this project no matter what?


MS. INNIS:  We're going to consider the ICM request within the 2020 rates phase 2 proceeding.  So we can discuss that at that point in time.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Since that is your answer, so the decision on the ICM request might not be for several months, might not be -- could be -- because there will be a hearing on that.  There will be a proceeding of some kind in January.


MS. INNIS:  We haven't seen the procedural details yet, but I anticipate that to be the case, yes.


MR. LADANYI:  So let's say the decision might not take place until April, maybe February -- I don't know, you know -- so how does this affect a schedule for this project?


MS. INNIS:  I'm not sure what the answer to that question is.


MR. LADANYI:  So we don't know.  So we are still uncertain.  So there is a possibility, then, that if there's something in the Board decision on the ICM request, it might cause Enbridge to rethink this project and put a stop to it.  Would that be a conclusion I can draw from that?


MS. INNIS:  Sorry.  So the answer to Energy Probe number 1 --


MR. LADANYI:  Yes.


MS. INNIS:  -- to A and B says yes, right, so if the answer is yes, would we proceed if it does not obtain OEB approval for an ICM rate rider, so, yes we would proceed.


MR. LADANYI:  It still remains yes.


MS. INNIS:  Yes.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So let's go to Energy Probe number 2.  So as you understand, Enbridge is now under an ICM -- an incremental --


MR. PANNU:  I just want to jump in.  I allowed some latitude here, but are you intending to ask anything further on integrity?


MR. LADANYI:  No, I'm not.


MR. PANNU:  Okay.  Because, I mean, the purpose of this technical conference related to your question --


MR. LADANYI:  Questions on the cost estimates for this project, which is part -- which is within the scope.  Aren't you asking for the Board to approve the costs for this project?


MS. INNIS:  So we based our folks that are here today to talk to the issues that were raised in the submissions that were filed on Monday.  So the questions that were raised previously, we provided folks here to talk about integrity, because your submission was that you would need -- you had some questions on integrity, so we have got the folks here to speak to integrity.  So that is what we were going on for that.


MR. LADANYI:  So you don't know anything about the cost.  Were you not involved at all in the cost estimate for this project?


Well then, how about this.  Why don't you on a best-efforts basis answer what I am asking, and if you can't answer it, then you can take an undertaking, and that would be helpful.  Otherwise it's going straight to argument.


MR. PANNU:  Let's hear your questions, but again, I just want to remind you that the focus of this technical conference is limited in scope and it's not to rehash or give you another opportunity for interrogatories that were asked and answered previously.


MR. LADANYI:  Mr. Millar, I understand that typically technical conferences are for clarification --


MR. MILLAR:  Just ask your questions and we will see where we go.


MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, okay, well, where we are.


I was going to ask you in Energy Probe number 2, I wanted confirmation that there is no incentive to complete this project on time and on budget.  That's what your answer is.


MS. INNIS:  So that is the response in part A.


MR. LADANYI:  Correct.  Okay.  That's going to argument then.


So let's go to the cost estimate.  Let's go to Energy Probe 3.  So I see your response is in a spreadsheet that is in very small font.  Would it be possible for you to produce this spreadsheet in larger font so it would not be so difficult for the OEB members to read it?


I actually brought a magnifying glass to assist me, but I am not sure if they're going to have a magnifying glass on hand.  So can you produce this as an undertaking, this response, with larger font?


MS. INNIS:  So we'd filed the table to fit on one page.  I suppose we could provide it on two pages.


MR. LADANYI:  Sure.


MS. INNIS:  Another option to be to open the PDF and then zoom in.


MR. LADANYI:  Well, it currently doesn't allow you that.  But if you think the Board members will be doing that, you are welcome to do that.


MS. INNIS:  I can't speak on behalf of the Board members.  I know typically we could do try and get everything to fit on one page to make it easier to refer to everything.


MR. MILLAR:  Is this something that they -- I assume we're looking at a photocopy here, not the -- like, when this is blown up it is hard to read, but if you go to the original document is it readable?


MS. INNIS:  Yes.  So I've got my printed version in front of me and it is readable to me.  Again, I think we could resize it and make it bigger, just maybe format it differently so it doesn't fit in one page anymore.


MR. MILLAR:  Or you could do it in landscape.  Oh, it is in landscape.  I'm sorry.  I don't care.


[Laughter]


MR. MILLAR:  Tom, do you want it filed in a different format?


MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I would like it filed in a more usable format.  I think that would be helpful, both to myself and to the applicant.


MR. MILLAR:  Maybe on a bigger -- I will leave it to you.  Let's mark it and you can do what you can.  JT1.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.20:  TO PROVIDE THE CHART IN A DIFFERENT MORE USEABLE FORMAT.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So let's have a look at the table for a minute.  And I will ask you some really simple questions.  I can't imagine that you won't be able to answer them.


So when you look at the construction and labour in the main line section, okay, it says they are based on courtesy quotes.  What is a courtesy quote?


MR. QUENNEVILLE:  So again, none of us here were involved in this process.  My general understanding of what a courtesy quote is is that you give a high-level scope to the contractor and they work with that to give you an idea of the costing.  So very preliminary.


MR. LADANYI:  So if I get this right, the way this answer is here in this hard-to-see block, is you use courtesy quotes from the contractor and not Union Gas rate zones' actual project costs of past projects to prepare this estimate?  Is that right?


MR. PANNU:  Again, I would really like -- you are not focussing on the question -- you had an opportunity to ask these before.  I don't know why you need this level of clarification specifically when you didn't submit any questions for this technical conference.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Well, let me --


MR. PANNU:  So what confirmation do you need?


MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So if you look at the question here, if you go back to page 1, okay, I have asked supporting information for this, and I did not get very much supporting information.


In terms of a technical conference, intervenors are not required to pre-file questions.  That is not a practice.  Some do file it, but I am working on other cases and I don't have time to do that.


MS. INNIS:  In this case, though, Tom, Procedural Order No. 3 said to file your topic areas on Monday.


MR. LADANYI:  I was not able to do that.  I'm sorry.  But if you can't answer it, that's fine.  I will try a few questions and see where it takes us.


So you actually don't know?  Okay.  So we will go with whatever is here on the table.


Can you tell me in just a general practice -- not on this one -- you gentlemen have been in this business for a while -- does the contractor who provides a courtesy quote for construction of the project, is that a contractor that is allowed to bid on this project?

MR. PANNU:  I am not going to allow that question.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  That's going to argument too, okay.  Very good.

Let's look at contingency, and contingency right across for all categories, you're saying a 15 percent per class 4 estimate.

So is this 15 percent, as I understand from materials, and labour as well?  Or is it just for -- or is there a different contingency for each category?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  I don't think anybody here can answer that, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I should tell you that you should be aware that OEB held a proceeding, a generic proceeding on contingency in the 90s and decided that it is good practice is to have a different contingency on materials and labour.  You might want to look it up.

MR. PANNU:  Tom, some of these things are getting into argument.  By all means, please make these --


MR. LADANYI:  I am trying to assist you.

MR. PANNU:  No, you're not.  What I would like you to do is ask questions related to what the scope of this is.  You are starting to ask questions outside of the scope of what this technical conference is.

MR. LADANYI:  So indirect overheads, the 15 percentage, what is the source of that information?  Where did you get that 15 percent?

MR. QUENNEVILLE:  As I have said before, I don't think anybody can answer that one either, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  Well, this is not going to be very helpful, because there is going to be a lot of unanswered questions about this cost estimate.  And you can blame me for it, but I'm sure that Board members, when making a decision, will have to consider the fact that there is insufficient information on the sources of this information.

You can say, well, it's because I didn't send you a note warning you about it.  That's fine.  But it is your case.  It is not my case.  You might want to actually provide the Board with more backup for these numbers.

So you actually don't know how anything on this table is calculated?

MS. INNIS:  I think, as the witnesses have said, they're not the folks, the ones that prepared this information.

MR. LADANYI:  And therefore, they can take an undertaking and provide helpful information in writing.  Wouldn't that be easy to do?

MS. INNIS:  The question asked for the sources of Information, and so we provided the sources of information.

MR. LADANYI:  And the normal process is to be allowed to drill down if the answers provided are unclear.  And I believe that I am completely within the normal Board practice in these technical conferences to ask for more information.

MR. PANNU:  I can only reiterate our position.  The scope of this technical conference was limited to questions around the modelling, as well as limited to questions around integrity.  No questions you have put forward are intended to examine this area.

We are not here to give undertakings today.  So I can't be any more clear.

MR. LADANYI:  So your unwillingness to answer now, which I think would actually help you, is going to take everything into the main case, into the rate case.  All of these questions will come, every single one will come up in the rate case and there will be undertakings then, and all of the information will have to be provided whether you like it or not.

So if you want to provide it now and be helpful to this case, that's fine.  Or if you want to wait until maybe January or February, you will be providing it.

So I thought I was actually going to help you to probably think of a good answer and provide it here through an undertaking.  Do you want to confer with yourself before you absolutely say no to everything?

MR. PANNU:  No.  My position remains the same.

MR. LADANYI:  Can you turn to Energy Probe number 5?  Do you see the answer there, engineering, the engineering number there, 1.547 million?  Is that internal costs or is some of the engineering work outsourced?

MR. PIERCEY:  My assumption would be that it would be a combination of both.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So do you normally use outside Surveyors?  And if you use outside surveyors, would that be inside the engineering number?

MR. PIERCEY:  I can't say that for sure, based on the categories on here.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  What is inside the land cost?  Is that a cost that you are paying to acquire easement, or is it something else inside the $1.8 million?

MR. PIERCEY:  I can't say for certain.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  And what is the regulatory costs?  What is included inside $450,000 of regulatory costs?  I presume a part is this proceeding, but there must be something else in it.  This little proceeding can't cost that kind of money.

So can you tell me what is inside regulatory costs?

MR. PIERCEY:  I don't know what is included in that cost.

MR. LADANYI:  Would you take an undertaking to provide more details on these three categories in Energy Probe number 5?

MR. PANNU:  No.  I think the answer is -- it's a complete answer.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Mr. Millar, considering that the applicant refuses to provide any answers, I am not going to ask any more questions in this area, and it is up to the Board what they want to do.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  I think that just leaves Ms. Fernandes, so I will turn it over to you.
Questions by the Board:


MS. FERNANDES:  Thank you.  I just had some follow up questions to ask with respect to KT1.5 and the response that was provided.

So we had requested that to replicate that table for the previous 10 years, and I see you have provided information from 2007 to 2016, that being the basis for the FBP forecast is what I understand.

I just wanted to just look at the numbers in appendix 2, which is in Exhibit C, tab 3, schedule 1, because that is the table that we are sort of comparing this to.

And I just wanted to ask some questions with respect to the forecasted attachments, and I will just go by the categories here.

So for residential, I see there is a total number of attachments, over this 10-year period between 2020 and 2029, is 896.  And it looks that there are quite a number of attachments between 2022 and 2024, more than the other years.

Would you be able to speak to sort of what is behind those numbers, in terms of what you are expecting or seeing in terms of the growth for those particular years?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  For sure.  When we look at the facility business plan, it is based on historicals.  And I do want to clarify that the table that was provided in KT1.5, it encompasses the Windsor line, but all of that is not on Windsor.

MS. FERNANDES:  Okay.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  You will notice that the forecast is lower because of that, because the forecast is for Windsor.

And the growth that we're seeing the increase -- so when we look at the different areas surrounding the Windsor line, we look at the historical increase rate for each of those different areas around the Windsor line.  And based on that percentage of growth, we forecast it forward.

So I don't have the exact details on exactly why those specific years, but it's based on that percentage in each of those areas growing.  So I assume that certain areas are forecasted to grow higher than others across the Windsor system.

MS. FERNANDES:  So the forecasted attachments here, that table was just for the Windsor line?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Yes, that's correct.  Appendix 2 is purely for Windsor line, yes.

MS. FERNANDES:  Would you be able to provide any information that might assist the Board to understand these numbers for the residential?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  I don't see an issue with that.  We could definitely take a look at why those years are higher.

MR. MILLAR:  So that is JT1.21.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.21:  TO PROVIDE FURTHER INFORMATION ON THE NUMBERS FOR RESIDENTIAL.

MS. FERNANDES:  So the table also has the forecasted attachments for commercial and industrial customers.  And I just want to ask a question not so much about the numbers but more generally.

These are -- this is really based on, I guess, this table or this forecast of what is known, right?  And I know that earlier on you had spoken about sort of unknown demands on the system, and you had mentioned, like, greenhouses as an example.

In this table when you have, like, commercial, industrial, where would that kind of customer like a greenhouse or large agricultural, would they be commercial or would they be industrial customers?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So a greenhouse or a large -- or agricultural-type customer would typically be the large industrial category, and we would only include that if we have some sort of a commitment or a contract or something that we have confirmed.  So we wouldn't include it otherwise.

MS. FERNANDES:  Okay.  So in this case, you are indicating one here.  I know in response to that question, our question B(ii), you had mentioned about, I guess you had received enquiries in the Port Alma area, and there was -- that these demands were in excess.

So would that -- is that sort of outside this forecast?

MS. RAVIRAJ:  That's correct.  That is -- so the unforecasted growth that I have talked about in some of the demands that we're getting recently, that is not captured in Appendix 2.  At the time 2018 FBP was created we did not know about those potential customers.  Had we had known, and we had a contract, we would have included them, but we did not know.

Typically in the FBP anything in excess of 200 cubic metres per hour doesn't necessarily get captured unless we have a contract.

So this entire load we're talking about currently known, 600 -- about 6,600 cubic metres per hour is completely outside of Appendix 2.

MS. FERNANDES:  Okay, all right.  Just to go back to the table then on Appendix 2, I see under "industrial attachments, small", you have indicated seven attachments.  And I was just comparing that to sort of your actual attachments per year for the response that you provided, and I see there was just one small attachment.

Would you be able to provide, in the same way as you are doing that I asked for residential, for this, in terms of what you are seeing?  Because from what I hear, you say these are known.  So these are contracts that have been committed to.  Just giving us some information on that number.  And I guess it looks like those are coming -- you know, that's coming online pretty soon, like in the 2020 and 2021.  So if you could provide some information around that.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  We certainly can, yes.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.22:  TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ON THE NUMBER RE:  INDUSTRIAL ATTACHMENTS, SMALL.

MS. FERNANDES:  And my final question is just around the response that you have given to this question B(i), where I am not sure I have either understood or perhaps just wanted an answer to that.

The question was, what is the estimated buffer in the demand forecast.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. FERNANDES:  And the response that you provided, it seems as though you're talking more about the capacity that would be available if this particular alternative was pursued.

I think, though, what my question, and maybe just to clarify, was just to find out from yourselves is, when you are doing the FBP forecasting, there must be a cushion that you provide for in that, and I just wanted to understand what that was.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  Okay.  So just to clarify, looking at FRPO.15 that this references, so KT1.5B(i), we did interpret that as that scenario and provided the capacity based on that scenario, which is negligible.

MS. FERNANDES:  Okay.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So if you could repeat what you were trying to get at.

MS. FERNANDES:  I guess my question is sort of more generally.  When you do do the forecast, what is the cushion or the buffer that is kind of incorporated within that forecasting, because there must be some cushion or buffer that has to be there when forecasting.

I just wanted to understand that, because you are doing a forecast based on what is known and what is historical, but surely there must be some -- a little bit of cushioning for what might not be predicted.

MS. RAVIRAJ:  So if it helps with some of the FRPO questions around the different scenarios for capacity and what's left over that is captured in those tables -- let me go back -- that does -- and this may not answer your methodology question, but that table does provide -- I will reference back -- it tells you how much capacity is left over with each of those scenarios.

So the proposed project, all 6-inch versus 6- and 4-, as well as then 4- and 2-.  So I am referencing KT1.2, scenarios 1, 2, and 3.

So that table talks about the capacity left at the end of the ten-year horizon for our forecast at Port Alma.

So it talks about -- that's sort of your buffer, if I can answer it that way, with those different options.

And just to add on to that, what the 6-inch allows, there is some considerable capacity.  It is a like-for-like replacement.  So we are not looking to add capacity, but if we replace the line like for like for capacity, what this provides is additional pressures at Port Alma.

And so you've got the capacity.  We also have the pressures, and one of the other benefits that we didn't actually touch on quite yet is that operational flexibility, with Port Alma connecting into the other lines that are there.  That could support that greenhouse growth in the Port Alma area.

MS. FERNANDES:  Okay.  All right.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I think that is it for Board Staff.  And I think that concludes our day.

With respect to the timing of undertakings, what is Enbridge thinking?

MR. PANNU:  If we could have until December 18th, I think that would be helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  So you would target December 18th?  I was just trying to see when our schedule for argument is.

Okay.  So you will target December 18th?

MR. PANNU:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, great.  Is there anything else we need to deal with today?

MR. PANNU:  I don't think so.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, everyone, and we are adjourned.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 1:46 p.m.
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