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Tuesday, June 16, 2020
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. MURRAY:  So everyone, I think we will get started now.  This is the technical conference for OEB file number EB-2020-0066, which is Enbridge's application for approval of its proposed voluntary RNG program.  My name is Lawren Murray, and I am counsel to OEB staff, and with me today from OEB staff are Rachele Levin, case manager, and Cherida Walter, the hearing advisor on this matter.

We also have from our information technology group Astrit Shyti and Michael Disonglo, who will be assisting should we have any technical issues that arise today.

I would like to get started with appearances and proceed in the order of the schedule, so perhaps, Mr. Elson, if you could turn on your video, your microphone, and introduce yourself.
Appearances:


MR. ELSON:  Good morning.  Kent Elson for Environmental Defence.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Jay Shepherd --


MR. MURRAY:  Next one --


MR. SHEPHERD:  -- School Energy Coalition.

MR. MONDROW:  Good morning.  Ian Mondrow.  I'm counsel for the Industrial Gas Users' Association.

MS. DeMARCO:  Good morning.  Lisa DeMarco, counsel for Anwaatin.

MR. AIKEN:  Good morning, Randy Aiken, consultant for the London Property Management Association.

DR. HIGGIN:  -- Higgin --


MR. LADANYI:  Sorry, you missed me.  Tom Ladanyi, consultant for Energy Probe.

MR. DONNELLY:  Good morning.  Jeff Donnelly, Summitt Energy.

MR. MURRAY:  Is anyone from VECC on the line?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, VECC is on the line, sorry.  I'm not going to have my video on unless I am talking, because I don't have bandwidth where I am.

MR. MURRAY:  Perhaps you can introduce yourself for the record.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, Mark Garner for VECC.

MR. MURRAY:  Next on the list is CBA.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Good morning, Michael Buonaguro for the Canadian Biogas Association.

MR. MURRAY:  CME?

MR. POLLOCK:  Scott Pollock, counsel for Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.

MR. BROPHY:  Good morning.  Mike Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

MR. QUINN:  Good morning.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

MR. MURRAY:  Next, I think, is CCC.

MS. GIRVAN:  Julie Girvan on behalf of the Consumers Council of Canada.

MR. MURRAY:  Next I believe is BOMA.

MS. FRASER:  Marion Fraser from BOMA.

MR. MURRAY:  Have I missed anyone in terms of the intervenors?

MS. CHATTERJEE:  City of Kitchener, Jaya Chatterjee.

MR. MURRAY:  And are you going to be asking any questions, Ms. Chatterjee?

MS. CHATTERJEE:  No.

MR. MURRAY:  Before I hand things over to Mr. Stevens to introduce the panel, I want to see whether or not there were any preliminary issues that people wanted to raise on the record.
Preliminary Matters:


MS. GIRVAN:  I had one preliminary issue.  Are you doing undertakings?

MR. MURRAY:  Well, I believe if there's undertakings given, yes, we will record them.  OEB staff does not give the undertakings, it would be Enbridge that gives the undertakings.

MS. GIRVAN:  Well, that's not what I meant.  I just meant as part of this process will there be the potential for undertakings?

MR. MURRAY:  I would assume there would be.  It is the same as any other technical conference.  It is just we're in a new reality of the virtual world.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, just wanted to confirm.  Thanks.

MR. MURRAY:  And a couple of things I just wanted to remind people of, given, as you know, this is the first virtual technical conference that will be taking place at the OEB.

The first thing I would ask to remind people is that I would ask intervenors who are not asking questions, so people that are going later in the order, to turn off their audio and video when witnesses are being questioned by another intervenor.

The second thing I would ask to remind people is that, while there is a chat function available on the Zoom platform, nothing in the chat platform will be recorded or appear on the transcript for this technical conference, so you can send messages to each other or to the group, but that will not appear on the transcript.

And the third thing, and I believe everyone has done this, is I would ask that everyone ensure that the name that they have associated with their picture right now be their full name so that the court reporter can accurately record what is said.

And the last thing I would like to say is, when someone speaks, in the hearing room it is much more obvious to know exactly who is speaking, because we can all see each other.  To the extent that someone, at the starting of their questioning, or if someone has to interject at some point in questioning, I would ask the person repeat their name and who they represent.  That will assist the court reporter in transcribing this matter, so I would just ask people to kind of, if they speak, to just say, for example, "I'm Julie Girvan with CCC.  I have a question.  Can we ask, will undertakings be given," that sort of thing.  I think that will assist the court reporter going forward.

Having said that, I will now pass things over to Mr. Stevens to introduce his panel.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Lawren.

My name is David Stevens.  I am counsel for Enbridge Gas in this proceeding.  With me today are Vanessa Innis, Brandon Ott, Brittany Zimmer, and Erica Pequegnat.  Erica will be assisting us by sharing her screen and posting documents as appropriate during the proceedings, so please speak clearly and directly to Erica if there is something that you need to have put up on the screen from the record as you are going through your questions.

I propose to introduce the witnesses, and then we have two brief preliminary matters.  So the witness panel this morning is comprised of seven witnesses.  And first is Abbas Chagani.  Abbas is the manager of business development.  Next is Jamie LeBlanc, director of gas supply.  Third is Steve McGill, senior technical manager, business development.  Next is Jennifer Murphy, supervisor, carbon strategy.  Jennifer will be joining us today by audio only.  Next we have David Janisse, supervisor, gas supply.  Next we have Doa Mousa, specialist, business development, and finally, Ryan Small, technical manager, regulatory accounting.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PANEL 1
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You may have noticed an e-mail this morning from Erica attaching the CVs of all of these witnesses so that you can have a little bit more detail about each of them.

As I mentioned, we have just a brief preliminary matter.  In the course of preparing for today we've noticed corrections to be made to two interrogatories.  We thought it best to speak to them very briefly at the outset, and then we will file updated paper copies in due course.

The first of these interrogatories is SEC Number 3.  And Doa will speak to the correction here.

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.  This is Doa Mousa with Enbridge Gas.  So in SEC 3 in Enbridge's response we state Enbridge has two affiliate (sic) investing in RNG facilities.  The name of the first affiliate needs to be corrected.  On the IR it says Union Energy Services, Service Inc., and that should be corrected to Union Energy Solutions Limited Partnership.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Doa.  The second interrogatory that we wanted to speak to is VECC Number 9, and Jennifer Murphy will speak to that.

MS. MURPHY:  Hi, it Jennifer Murphy from Enbridge.  So in VECC 9 we inadvertently put in a few words here that would need to be stricken out.  So at the end of the first sentence where it says "provided the customer procures all of their gas supplies' RNG", that should be removed and a period put after the Enbridge Gas bill.

And then in -- following that, the next sentence would be:

"Enbridge Gas can prorate a direct purchase customer's hydrocarbon charge to match the proportion of their supply that is injected RNG, provided the RNG's verified as qualifying for exemption from the federal carbon charge.  Given the proration is manual, it is best suited to larger commercial and industrial customers."

Then the remaining sentence that is there about direct purchase customers would, that would stay there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  How quickly -- Jay Shepherd from School Energy Coalition.  How quickly can we get a new version of this?  Because I can't write that down that fast.

MR. STEVENS:  We will endeavour to get that for you at the lunch break, Jay.  But the witnesses, each of these are questions that people have indicated an interest in asking about.  So I am sure the witnesses will be pleased to speak to them as you get to the questions also.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If we don't have the wording of the interrogatory, how can we ask questions about it?  Why can't you get them to us right now?

MR. STEVENS:  I understand, Jay.  I have given you two answers.  One, we will get the written answer to you; we will try to get that done at lunch time.  The people who would be doing that are all involved in this call.

Secondly, if you would like to ask questions, the witnesses can speak to these again when we get to the questions, or you can wait until after lunch to ask these questions.

MR. MONDROW:  In the interim, David, can that insertion be read again a little more slowly?  Let's take the three minutes so we can write it down, or at least something down that reflects what has been said.

MR. STEVENS:  Certainly.  Are you able to do that, Jennifer?

MS. MURPHY:  I thought I was going slowly, but I will slow it further.  Maybe I will just read the full thing just so it is clear.

So the existing part that says -- so this part is remaining:  "If a customer requires RNG supply," that sentence all the way to where it says "bill", at that point we would put a period.  Then strike out where it says "provided the customer procures all of their gas supplies' RNG".  So strike that out and then insert the following:
"Enbridge Gas can pro rate direct purchase customers' federal carbon charge to match the proportion of their supply …"


MR. SHEPHERD:  Way too fast for me.

MS. MURPHY:  Can I type it in the chat window?  Would that be appropriate?

MR. SHEPHERD:  That would be great.

MS. MURPHY:  Okay, I will just do that.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, that's fine if you could do that.  But I actually caught up to you.  Can you just read the next feed, and then type it in for those who want that?

MS. MURPHY:  Okay, I can do that and I lost track of where I am.

MR. MONDROW:  "The proportion of their supply …"


MS. MURPHY:  Okay.  The proportion of their supply that is injected RNG, provided the RNG is verified as qualifying for exemption..."


MR. MONDROW:  Just hold on for a second.  Sorry.  Provided the RNG is verified as qualified?

MS. MURPHY:  "As qualifying for exemption from the federal carbon charge", period.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.

MS. MURPHY:  One more sentence.

MR. MONDROW:  Oh, okay.

MS. MURPHY:  "Given the proration is manual, it is best suited to larger commercial and industrial customers."


Then the last sentence that was already written in the response remains where it says "purchase customers would...," that continues.

MR. MONDROW:  Great.  Thanks.

MR. GARNER:  Thanks, Jennifer.  I think you may have answered my question, but I think you may have caused a lot of other people to have more questions.  So thank you for that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Jennifer Lisa DeMarco from Anwaatin.  I am wondering if you can just confirm what was struck.  So we have the first sentence in (b) that remains in.

Is there anything in that first sentence that's been struck?

MS. MURPHY:  At the very end of that sentence where it says: "Provided the customer procures all of their gas supply's RNG," that needs to be struck out.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Mr. Stevens, anything else?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't have anything further in the way of preliminary matters.  I think we're ready for the intervenor questions.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you.  So I will proceed with the list and first, in terms of asking questions, is Mr. Elson from Environmental Defence.
Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  Good morning, thank you very much.  I would like to start by asking some higher level questions about the overall goals that you folks had in mind when you put this project together.

Obviously one of them is the environment plan.  But aside from that, it seems to me one of the goals is to replace as much natural gas with RNG as possible on a voluntary basis.  Is that fair to say?

I think someone is answering and they're muted.  Is that -- Mr. McGill, I think you might be...


MR. McGILL:  Sorry.  Yes, in general, I think that would be one of the program's objectives.  What we're trying to do is raise awareness with respect to RNG and start to bring some volumes of RNG into the system.

MR. ELSON:  Is another goal to help develop the market for RNG?  Is that fair to say, too?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think if there's going to be more RNG coming in to the gas distribution system, there will have to be a market for it.

So to some extent, what we're doing should help the market develop.

MR. ELSON:  And which of those is more important, from your perspective?  Trying to bring in as much natural gas, or -- sorry, trying to, I guess, maximize the RNG replacement, or trying to develop a market?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think with respect to Enbridge Gas, Enbridge Gas the primary objective is to bring in more RNG.

MR. ELSON:  And will Enbridge be using this as a pilot project to consider wider expansion of RNG?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think we will learn as we go and, you know, we will get a better idea with respect to how receptive customers and the marketplace are to acquiring volumes of RNG and, you know, we have to start somewhere and this is what we're trying to do with this program.

So it is to introduce RNG into the market and learn from operating a program like this.

MR. ELSON:  And in relation to that goal of bringing in more RNG, can you provide a table showing the forecast RNG volumes from this proposed program in comparison to Ontario's total forecast natural gas consumption volumes?  I don't see that in the evidence.

MR. McGILL:  I don't believe it was.  I think there were several interrogatory questions that were along that line.  I can't recall which are which, but perhaps someone else can provide a reference.

MR. ELSON:  Perhaps you could undertake to either answer the question and provide the table or indicate where it is in the evidence.  That would be great.

MR. McGILL:  That would be fine.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  It's Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be undertaking JT1.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO PROVIDE FORECAST RNG VOLUMES FROM THE PROPOSED PROGRAM, IN COMPARISON TO ONTARIO'S TOTAL FORECASt NATURAL GAS CONSUMPTION VOLUMES; OR TO PROVID THE CITATION IN THE EVIDENCE FOR THE DATA


MR. ELSON:  And in relation to the goal of developing a market for RNG, can you provide a table showing the forecast annual RNG volumes for this program in comparison to Ontario's forecast RNG potential?

MR. McGILL:  No, I don't think we're able to do that, because I don't know that we can really comment on what Ontario's RNG production potential is.  And with respect to relevance, you know, we're not going to be bound to acquiring RNG for this program from Ontario producers.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I will tell you why we're interested in the question.  In our view, it is relevant to how you design the program if you are attempting to capture a bigger or a smaller percent of the potential, and it's a very different scenario if this program is a tiny, tiny, tiny fraction or a moderate fraction.

So let me ask a more general question, understanding that you may not be able to predict the potential with certainty.  You are aware that the OEB's marginal abatement cost curve does provide an RNG potential figure?  You are aware of that, Mr. McGill?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, I am.

MR. ELSON:  So do you think that that is the best or the most up-to-date report estimating Ontario's RNG potential?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I don't -- probably not.

MR. ELSON:  And what report would be?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I don't know if there is a publicly available report that would provide that information.

MR. ELSON:  So aside from publicly available reports, what internal reports that aren't publicly available would be the best one?

MR. McGILL:  Well, what we would have is based on discussions we have with parties that are -- that have expressed interest in getting into the business of RNG production.

MR. ELSON:  And based on that, you put a document or a report together estimating the potential?

MR. McGILL:  Well, based on that, we could, I guess, aggregate the potential that we're aware of.

MR. ELSON:  But you haven't done that yet?

MR. McGILL:  We do have some internal reporting.  I would have to review it to see and determine how best to prepare it and, you know, put it into format to present.

MR. ELSON:  If you could undertake to do that, it would be much appreciated.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wonder if I could just jump in here, Kent.  This is something I was interested in as well.  Jay Shepherd, School Energy Coalition.

Steve, can we get the reports you have right now?  Because you have obviously provided reports to senior management, Melanie and others, in order to proceed with this program in the first place.  And can we see those potential reports before you make any changes to them?

MR. STEVENS:  I am not sure, Jay, that we're prepared to provide that.  We have given information in some of the answers already about the commercial sensitivity information that's been collected.

I think what Mr. McGill indicated is he could look at what we have and perhaps provide some sort of aggregated view that might not -- that would be intended not to upset the commercial market.  But I think that is as far as we would be prepared to go.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So is that a refusal, David?

MR. STEVENS:  If the question is to provide the specific reports, then, yes, it is.  Is it --


MR. SHEPHERD:  You will provide --


MR. STEVENS:  -- the specific confidential information that we have about potential developers, then, yes, it is.

MR. McGILL:  I couldn't provide the information you are asking for, Jay, without running afoul of the gas distribution of GDAR access rule.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Why?

MR. McGILL:  Because I would be identifying parties that we're having discussions with that are customers or potential customers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you could black out their names, right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, that is why I am talking about aggregating the potential production volumes and providing you with that information.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you have provided a report to your management that has all of that information, but you won't provide it to the regulator?

MR. McGILL:  As I said, I don't think I can provide that report without running afoul of GDAR.

MR. STEVENS:  As we have said, Jay, we're prepared to provide the aggregated information if it can be done in a way that doesn't compromise confidential information.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I am asking you to undertake to provide what you provided to management by way of the potential in the marketplace, and if you are refusing, please say so on the record.

MR. STEVENS:  I think I have already said that.  We are refusing to provide that information.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Good.

MR. STEVENS:  Or that documentation.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  Go ahead, Kent.

MR. MURRAY:  Sorry, it is Lawren Murray here.  I believe there was an undertaking there to provide an aggregated view, and we will mark that as Undertaking JT1.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE AN AGGREGATED VIEW OF THE RNG POTENTIAL AS REFLECTED IN ENBRIDGE'S INTERNAL REPORTING TO SENIOR MANAGEMENT AND OTHERWISE.

MR. ELSON:  Just for the record, that was an aggregated view of the RNG potential as reflected in Enbridge's internal reporting to senior management and otherwise.

Okay.  So that is a step forward.  Mr. McGill, are there other good reports available publicly that you are aware of in terms of the RNG potential?

MR. McGILL:  I believe there is information that's been produced by the Canadian Biogas Association.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to provide that on the record as well for the purpose of triangulation?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, we can undertake to review what is available from the Canadian Biogas Association and provide that.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be Undertaking JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO PROVIDE AVAILABLE REPORTS PRODUCED BY THE CANADIAN BIOGAS ASSOCIATION RE: RNG POTENTIAL.

MR. ELSON:  And if I could ask something a bit broader, which is to review what reports you have in your possession internally, not restricted to ones prepared by the Biogas Association, and put those on the record.

MR. McGILL:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to be clear, Kent, you are speaking about publicly available reports?

MR. ELSON:  I am assuming they would all be publicly available.  I am referring more to ones that you haven't produced internally, because we have already gone over that topic.

MR. MURRAY:  Sorry, it's Lawren Murray from OEB staff.  Is that a separate undertaking or does that combine 1.3?

MR. ELSON:  We can assign it 1.3 or we can give it a separate undertaking, whatever you prefer.  1.3, the wording was a little bit too much connected to just the Biogas Association, why don't we make this 1.4.

MR. MURRAY:  This will be Undertaking JT1.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF REPORTS AVAILABLE INTERNALLY AT EGI, NOT RESTRICTED TO THOSE PREPARED BY THE BIOGAS ASSOCIATION, AND PUT THOSE ON THE RECORD.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I ask for clarification on that, Kent?  You asked for reports that Enbridge has, and David responded saying publicly available reports.  But if they have private reports, like if they went to a consultant, for example, to get an analysis of the market, are you asking for that too?  Or just the stuff that's been made public?

MR. ELSON:  Well, I think it makes sense there is probably going to be more questions, whatever there is in Enbridge's possession, whether it's publicly available or prepared by a consultant for Enbridge, I figure that should be on the record.

MR. SHEPHERD:  To be clear --


MR. STEVENS:  Jay, I believe what Enbridge would be committing to is to produce any other non-confidential reports that have RNG potential in Ontario.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. McGill, do you agree with the conclusions about the RNG potential in the OEB's marginal abatement cost curve report?

MR. McGILL:  I would have to say no.

MR. ELSON:  And why not?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we can -- I think it's been a while since I reviewed the marginal cost curve report, but as I recall, I think there were some assumptions made in determination of that potential that might be questionable, and I think in terms of the cost per abatement, the report only considered the substitution value of RNG and not its other environmental attributes.

MR. ELSON:  That's helpful.  I will ask one more undertaking on this topic and move on.  Could you file an undertaking discussing what Enbridge believes the best estimates are and why, including a comparison with the marginal abatement cost curve report?

MR. McGILL:  I guess we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That is Undertaking JT1.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO ADVISE WHAT ENBRIDGE BELIEVES THE BEST ESTIMATES ARE AND WHY, INCLUDING A COMPARISON WITH THE MARGINAL ABATEMENT COST CURVE REPORT.

MR. ELSON:  So next I would like to ask some questions about the cost per CO2 equivalent, and the number that was provided in response to ED 5 and SEC 15 was $338 per tonne CO2E.

Could you provide the underlying calculations and assumptions used to arrive at that figure?

MR. McGILL:  I think I will have to hand that one off to Jennifer Murphy.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Kent, sorry to interrupt.  If it would be helpful at any time when you are going through your questions to have that interrogatory posted, please let us know.

MR. ELSON:  I will, thank you.

MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer Murphy.  Just to clarify, you are looking for how we calculated the dollar per tonne that is in SEC 15?

MR. ELSON:  Correct.

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  We could undertake to do that.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be Undertaking JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO PROVIDE THE CALCULATION FOR THE DOLLAR PER TONNE AMOUNT IN SEC 15


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  So one source of GHG reductions from RNG is the substitution of RNG for regular and natural gas, and that is the substitution effect, right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And there is a second source which is sometimes called the avoidance effect, which involves the avoidance of venting methane to the environment.  Is that correct?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And is there any other source of GHG productions, or are those the two?

MR. McGILL:  Not that I am aware of, but Jennifer Murphy might have more to add.

MS. MURPHY:  That's correct.  Those are the two main sources.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you, that was my understanding.  So looking at the substitution affect, in your figures, I assume you only accounted for the CO2 emitted when natural gas is burned, and you didn't include the natural gas lost in the environment during extraction, transportation and distribution.  Is that fair to say, Ms. Murphy?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes, that's correct.  But that dollar value that you referenced in SEC 15 of $330 per tonne of carbon dioxide equivalent is only based on the substitution or replacement of the natural gas.

It doesn't take into account any other avoided emissions.  It is not a life cycle number, is what I am trying to say.

MR. ELSON:  Does it include the avoidance effect?

MS. MURPHY:  Only the avoided emissions from combusting natural gas.  Not avoided methane to the environment.

MR. ELSON:  Now, there would be avoided methane to the environment on both sides of the equation, right, because if you are capturing gas from a situation where it would otherwise be vented and converting it to RNG, there is that kind of avoidance.  But on the regular and natural gas side, there is avoidance in relation to emissions and extraction.

And you're saying that on both sides of the equation, you have he cans excluded the avoidance of methane venting.  Is that right?

MS. MURPHY:  That's right.  It is essentially based on the substitution of RNG for natural gas combusted at the end user.  It doesn't include any other environmental or GHG benefits such as you have mentioned.

MR. ELSON:  So I assume you haven't included the avoidance effect because for almost all RNG sources, the gas isn't being vented to the environment anyways because of regulations on landfills, so on and so forth.  Is that fair, Ms. Murphy?

MS. MURPHY:  And I think that is part of it.  Also we're just looking at that substitution value.

There may be some projects that could generate some benefit from reducing landfill gas or digested gas being vented to the environment.  But that is difficult to monetize right now, because there is no federal or provincial offset program.

MR. ELSON:  My understanding is that only in the very rarest of instances are you able to prevent venting that would otherwise be occurring, because there is -- there are regulations preventing venting in most situations.  Is that fair?

MS. MURPHY:  I am not intimately familiar with landfill regulations.  But I would say at a high level, yes, that's correct.

I think there is some size threshold and that type of thing, where there could be smaller landfills that vent.

But probably the majority of projects generating RNG that would go into a pipeline would be larger projects, where they are prevented from venting to the atmosphere.

MR. ELSON:  When you say they are prevented from venting into the atmosphere, you mean they would be prevented in either situation.  Even if it wasn't being converted into RNG, there would be no venting, right?

MS. MURPHY:  Right.  I believe, you know, it would be acceptable under the landfill regulations where they would have to flare, for example, which just burns off the natural gas and doesn't make it into a useful product like RNG.  But they would be mandated to capture and not vent it.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So now looking at the --


MR. McGILL:  Just one point to clarify there.  I think that discussion is true with respect to landfill gas.  But if we're talking about source sorted organics or agricultural waste, there is a fair amount of methane vented directly into the atmosphere.

So some sources of RNG will have a higher environmental value than others.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. McGill.  Looking at the -- I guess you could call it the avoidance effect on the regular natural gas side of the equation, can you recalculate the cost per tonne including the CO2 emissions that you avoid when you replace natural gas with RNG, because you have less natural gas vented to the environment during extraction, transportation and distribution?

MS. MURPHY:  I would say that would be difficult for us to calculate, because we're not in the business of extracting, producing, and processing natural gas upstream.

So we don't have any insight into those numbers, other than, you know, there are reports that are publicly available, but there's so many reports that show so many different numbers dependent on where the gas is being produced.

So it would be very difficult to provide a number with any accuracy.

MR. ELSON:  Perhaps you could undertake to do so on a best-efforts basis, stating your assumptions and caveats.  And to provide an example, you could use your gas supply plan to look at the relative proportion of gas from different extraction methods and use that publicly available information, as you use in other areas when you are trying to make an estimate of cost or GHG emissions, a best-efforts with stated assumptions and caveats would be sufficient for our purposes.  And as long as you have provided the underlying calculations and assumptions, I think that can be helpful in giving us a better idea of what the true cost per tonne is, because I assume that would be reducing the cost per tonne.

MR. STEVENS:  Jennifer, it is David Stevens speaking.  I know that we only have a week from the time that this technical conference ends to the time that the undertakings are due.  And I appreciate that Kent is trying to provide a path to be able to answer this question.

But even with those additional suggestions, is this feasible or possible to do within a week?

MS. MURPHY:  I think if we were trying to do anything specific to the natural gas coming into the Enbridge Gas system, it would be very difficult to do within a week because even in some cases -- the gas coming into the Dawn hub, for example -- we may not even know the exact nature of where that was produced or the methodology.

So I think it becomes quite difficult if I am trying to trace all of the gas that is coming into our system where it was produced, and trying to figure out what the emissions from that area or that process.  That would be a very large undertaking to complete.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  I mean, Kent, it sounds like we can't really give you a meaningful response within a week.

MR. ELSON:  Let me follow up on that, Mr. Stevens.  Ms. Murphy, we don't need something with that kind of specificity.

Any kind of best efforts response -- you don't have to trace it exactly to all of the gas going into the Dawn hub.  If it's an estimate based on Canadian averages, or Ontario averages, that would be sufficient just to give a ballpark figure.  And if you need longer than the one week, that would be fine with us.

We can look under the hood, and if we -- if there's calculations there and a ballpark figure, that would be helpful.  And I don't think it needs to be as precise as what you are suggesting.

Is that possible, Ms. Murphy?

MR. STEVENS:  Kent, can I suggest that we will take this under advisement?  We will take it away, see what we can do, and we will either respond that we're unable to provide you the information you are seeking and explain why, or we will provide something at a high level.

MR. ELSON:  That's fine with me.

MR. MURRAY:  So should we mark that as an undertaking just so it is on the record, and you will get back to them?  Or are you intending -- David, are you intending to get back later today?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it is best, Lawren, to mark it as an undertaking on the basis I described, that one way or another we will provide an answer, but the answer may well be we don't have an answer, and here's why.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you.  So we will mark that as Undertaking JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  TO CALCULATE A REVISED COST PER TONNE OF GHG EMISSIONS THAT INCLUDES THE GHG EMISSIONS OF NATURAL GAS LOST IN THE ENVIRONMENT DURING EXTRACTION, TRANSPORTATION, AND DISTRIBUTION.

MS. MURPHY:  Could I ask, Mr. Elson, could you clarify again the wording of what you were looking for?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  So can you calculate a revised cost per tonne of GHG emissions that includes the GHG emissions of natural gas lost in the environment during extraction, transportation, and distribution.  Thank you.

Okay.  If we could turn up, please, Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1.  And this is the cost comparison that was put forward and is the basis of Enbridge saying:

"When considering the cost of RNG relative to other forms of renewable energy, RNG compares favourably as demonstrated in Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1."

I have a question.  I will just wait until that is up on the screen.  There we go.

Could Enbridge undertake to provide the cost per kilowatt-hour of electricity conservation and water power?

MR. STEVENS:  I am mindful, Kent, of the narrow scope that the Board has set for this proceeding, and I guess I am curious to understand how this is going to move the discussion forward.  I assume that -- we're already up to Undertaking No. 8.  You are the first person of the day.  And I want to make sure that we're on track to things that are going to be helpful to the proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  There is two ways in which this is important -- probably more than that, actually.  One is that, as Mr. McGill stated at the beginning, the primary purpose of this program is to build awareness, and if Enbridge is building awareness by advising people that RNG is cost-effective compared to other forms of renewable energy or, even further, suggesting, as this chart would suggest, that it is the cheapest form of renewable energy, I think it is important to have an accurate analysis underlying that, and it is important to question whether that is an accurate statement or not.

Secondly, there is going to be customer communication, and that customer communication is going to be the basis on which Enbridge's customers will decide whether they want to pay more for RNG, and they should have accurate information.

Now, we asked Enbridge to confirm whether it would be including this kind of information in its customer outreach, and we're not able to get confirmation one way or the other, and our concern would be that the information that goes to customers be accurate based on the goal of the program to build awareness and the fairness and transparency to customers who are being marketed to.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  So the undertaking is aimed at trying to verify what is on this chart; is that right?

MR. ELSON:  To determine whether it is accurate or not, as well as the statements that Enbridge makes on the basis of this chart, such as in Exhibit B-1, schedule 1, where it is noted that RNG compares favourably to other forms of renewable energy.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  Sorry, can you please remind me again, what were the two specific items you were interested in?

MR. ELSON:  Cost per kilowatt-hour of electricity conservation and water power.

MS. MOUSA:  Can we just have a quick discussion on this with the panel, please?

MR. McGILL:  We will need a breakout room set up.

MR. ELSON:  So the panel is going to go to a breakout room?

MR. STEVENS:  It sounds like that needs to be made available to them.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. CHAGANI:  Good morning, this is Abbas Chagani on behalf of Enbridge Gas.

In regards to the request for hydroelectric power, as part of EP 13(c) -- sorry, EP 13(d), Enbridge Gas was asked to recover, or was requested to get this information.  We were unable to do that.  It was not readily available information.  So we would decline that undertaking.

The second part -- sorry, go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  I would request an undertaking that you try and get it, and I would suggest you could lock at two sources.  One is OPG's regulatory filings in which the cost of hydro power is indicated quite clearly.  And the second source would be publicly available information about contracts signed with Quebec for their hydro power.

So I am seeking an undertaking that you look again into the question of water power to ensure that any information you are providing to customers, in terms of price comparability, is accurate.

MR. CHAGANI:  We have already completed our review.  Our position would stay the same.

MR. ELSON:  That's a refusal, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Chagani, can you move on to the other part of the question?

MR. CHAGANI:  So the other...


MR. SHEPHERD:  Hang on.  Sorry, this is information, David, that is readily available in the market.  I just looked to see whether in 30 seconds I could find it.  I was interrupted by your refusal immediately.  This seems self-evident to me, that you can get this real fast.

MR. STEVENS:  I mean, that's not what the witnesses are telling us.  The witnesses are telling us they have looked, they weren't able to find this information, and that we've already provided our answer on this question.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Ontario power generation has a regulated price for hydroelectric.  I am not sure I understand why there's a problem here.

Could we ask the witnesses why those sources offered were not fruitful, and what their concern is?

MR. STEVENS:  I think the witnesses have indicated they have done some digging, and they have not been able to find the information that would be required to answer this question.

MR. ELSON:  That's not what I asked, David.  IGUA has suggested two publicly available sources.  So as long as the digging included -- what's wrong with that information.

[Reporter asks for identity of speaker]

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you, it is Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.  Sorry, I thought you had a screen that would show my picture.  I will try to announce myself.

MR. STEVENS:  Mr. Chagani, perhaps you could respond to the question of the OPG information, and whether that was something that you tried to provide and whether that was something that could be used to answer the question.

MR. CHAGANI:  I would like to have a quick discussion with our team.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay, thank you.  Just for the information of the people on this meeting, I am told that it is taking some time to get in an out of the breakout room, and that is why it might seem to be taking longer than we might expect to have these caucuses.

MR. MURRAY:  It is Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  I notice that we're scheduled to take a break now anyway, so perhaps we can all take our morning break and come back at 10:40.  Does that work for people?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  I hesitate to commit the witnesses to that, not knowing when they're going to come back because they will need a break also, once they come back.  But if we could take until 10:45, I am sure that would be enough time.

MR. MURRAY:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Mike Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  If we're going to take a break and the witnesses are caucusing, the next question is going to be which witnesses looked for what information and what they looked for, because it is available.

So maybe they could just prepare over the break for that question, so they don't need to caucus again.

MR. STEVENS:  I think the problem is that the witnesses right now are out of touch with all of us.

MS. MURPHY:  David, I didn't flip over because I was a bit slow and I caught this conversation starting.  I can go into the breakout room and communicate the time we're returning.

MR. STEVENS:  Great, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Miss Murphy, while you folks are talking, my next question is going to be to calculate the cost of home heating, an average home with RNG versus an air-source heat pump.  And that might be one you need to caucus on, so I will give you a little preview.  We can get into that after the break, but you can take that back into the breakout room.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  Everyone, we will return at 10:45.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 10:28 a.m.
--- On resuming at 10:46 a.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Madame Court Reporter, are you ready to go back on the record?

THE REPORTER:  Yes, I'm ready to go back on the record.

MR. MURRAY:  And I believe all the witnesses are back.  I just want to check.  Is Jamie LeBlanc -- okay.  I think everyone is back.  Mr. Elson, are you back?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay.  Perhaps we will continue with questioning now.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Murray.  I believe you were --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just interrupt, Kent?  The question was, what's the price of hydroelectric.  I have shared in the chat the OPG price, which is 42.81 per megawatt hour, from their most recent payment amount case.

I would ask that Enbridge adopt that as the price of hydroelectric.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, just before the witnesses adopt that -- that's fine, Jay, but I think we left a question with the panel.  In fact, I think we left a multi-part question with the panel.  Are we going to get an explanation of what they looked at and why they didn't feel that was appropriate, and then Jay can pose his question?

MR. McGILL:  Abbas, can you respond to that, please.

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.  Abbas Chagani from Enbridge.  So I think, just to take a step backwards, if we look at the question in EP 13(b), "provide the estimated Ontario cost/price for hydroelectric power off- and on-peak", so that information, off- and on-peak and the cost across Ontario, is not readily available to us.  My understanding is that OPG is not the only supplier of hydroelectric power in the province.

The narrower question of using OPG's price in the price comparison, we can undertake to update our table.  In addition to that, I just want to identify that I believe that the OPG price is a floor price, not a regulated maximum price.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, on what basis are you saying that?  It is a regulated price.

MR. CHAGANI:  Within the undertaking we will look to see if it is a floor price or if it's like a specified maximum.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, actually, the OPG payment amount is revenue to OPG, isn't it?  I mean, don't they bid into the market, or they must... I don't know the answer to that.  But there may be a disconnect here between bid price or clearing price in the ISO market on the one hand and revenue to OPG on the other hand.  I think those are different.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, yes, but the OPG price -- OPG provides about, what, 90 percent of the hydroelectric power in Ontario?  The OPG price is their net after global adjustment.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes, no, I understand that, but --


MR. SHEPHERD:  It doesn't matter what they did, is my point.

MR. STEVENS:  Kent, it's David Stevens for Enbridge speaking.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead, David.

MR. STEVENS:  The witness has indicated that Enbridge will use the information provided about the OPG price.  We will do our own investigation to understand what that represents, and we will respond as appropriate as to how that would be reflected in the cost comparison at Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be Undertaking JT1.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  TO INVESTIGATE WHAT THE INFORMATION PROVIDED ABOUT THE OPG PRICE REPRESENTS, AND TO RESPOND AS APPROPRIATE AS TO HOW THAT WOULD BE REFLECTED IN THE COST COMPARISON AT EXHIBIT C, TAB 1, SCHEDULE 1.  ALSO, TO PROVIDE THE COST TO PROCURE FROM HYDRO QUEBEC AND THE COST OF HYDROELECTRIC.

MS. DeMARCO:  If I might -- it's Lisa DeMarco on behalf of Anwaatin.  It saves me from asking a question on this interrogatory that we have identified.

The reported RNG prices, low case and high case, I wonder if, as part of that interrogatory, or now, you can let us know whether that is net of the revenues that EGD is earning in relation to the injection of purification.  Or is that gross?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I guess, so -- I am not sure exactly the best way to define it, but those figures are based on what we would expect to pay for RNG for the program.

MS. DeMARCO:  So if I have that right, the answer right, it would be the -- not net of the revenues that you are earning of the same RNG injection purification.

MR. McGILL:  Yes, I guess that would be correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So I would actually like to return to both of these issues.

So I had initially asked for a cost per kilowatt-hour of electricity conservation and water power.  I believe we now have one undertaking in relation to water power, which is to add OPG's price to this table and provide any commentary as necessary.

In relation to my earlier broader question about water power and the cost and how it would figure into this comparison, I would ask that you also look at the price that Hydro Quebec charges, and I can start you on that path.  You can look at the Hydro Quebec annual report, 2017, on page 76, and you can also look at the Financial Accountability Office of Ontario, Electricity Trade Agreement, an assessment of the Ontario-Quebec electricity trade agreement, page 7.  That has a spot price.

But more generally, I am asking for a cost per kilowatt-hour of water power to be added to this chart.

Can you undertake to provide that at a broader level?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  I feel like there were two requests there.  One was specific to the cost to procure from Hydro Quebec and the other was styled as just more generally the cost of hydroelectric.  Are those the same thing?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Are you able to offline send us links to the two documents that you cited?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  So using that information, Mr. Chagani, is that something that we can add to the undertaking?

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  Just to clarify, that will also be part of JT1.8.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Can you also undertake to add the cost per kilowatt-hour of electricity conservation?

MR. McGILL:  We're not prepared to do that.  I think we made it pretty clear in our response to Environmental Defence 8(d) that, you know, it is the company's position that that question lies outside of the scope of this proceeding as set out in the Board's procedural orders.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I believe 8(d) -- and I could flip it up, but I believe that is in relation to gas conservation, and I am actually not at that point there.  I am talking about electricity conservation, and I believe Mr. Chagani said the issue was the availability of the data, but it's readily available, including the IESO website annual report on energy efficiency activities, listing it at $1.67 per kilowatt-hour, and I am asking that you add that to this chart here, because it is relevant to the comparison that Enbridge has put forward in its evidence and relevant to what it may be communicating to its customers about their best options for decarbonizing their home heating.

MR. McGILL:  Well, I understand that that is your position.  I would suggest that if natural gas DSM is out of scope, then electricity CDM is even further out of scope, and I would stay with the position I just expressed, that, you know, we're not prepared to provide that information as part of this proceeding.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to jump ahead to the question that's sure to be asked:  Please treat this as a refusal.

MR. ELSON:  I am trying to understand what way in which the other items on this chart are, quote-unquote, in scope, whereas the more cost-effective ones are out of scope.  You are doing a comparison here with wind.  Wind power is not in scope, any more than conservation is in scope, and we're asking that this comparison be inclusive of other examples, including energy conservation.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Mr. Elson, this chart is endeavouring to provide different supply options.  Conservation is on the demand side.  It is not something we're endeavouring to show in this chart.  We're concerned about expanding the scope of this proceeding beyond the narrow scope that the Board indicated in Procedural Order No. 1 and beyond.

This proceeding is focussed on a specific voluntary program, and it is not meant to take in broader issues related to gas supply planning or otherwise.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Stevens, you could narrow the scope of this and address any concerns I have by undertaking not to provide information like this table to customers when promoting this program.  Is that something Enbridge is able to undertake?

MR. McGILL:  Not at this point in time.  We haven't developed our marketing materials.  I don't know what they're going to include.  So at this point in time, I would have to say no to that.

What I would say is that the company intends to act with integrity with respect to whatever marketing or sales materials it puts together to support this program, and that the company would stand by that.

So if you want to infer that we're going to be underhanded and try to mislead people, you can go ahead and do that in argument.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. McGill, I am not attempting to infer any kind of bad motives, and why those other examples aren't on this table I believe is irrelevant.

What we are trying to focus on is the accuracy of information that goes to customers.

So let me ask my next question, because I understand that you will not be adding energy efficiency to this table.  So I can move on.

Could you undertake to...


MR. SHEPHERD:  Jay Shepherd.  Let me just interrupt you one more time, and then I will shut up.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Are you leaving this chart?

MR. ELSON:  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, okay.  Go ahead.  But before you leave the chart, I have a question about it.

MR. ELSON:  Could Enbridge undertake to provide a comparison of the cost of home heating -- and that's an average home with RNG versus an air source heat pump?

MR. STEVENS:  Is your suggestion that the cost of using solely RNG to heat the home?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  How does that relate to this proposal which speaks to a customer contributing $2 a month?

MR. ELSON:  That speaks to this because what we are talking about is information going to customers about how to decarbonize their home heating.  I am fine if Enbridge provides two comparisons, one would be where you only reduce -- I think it is 1.5 to 1.7 percent of your carbon emissions at $2 a month, and another example where you are reducing all of your carbon emissions.

But there needs to be a comparison if Enbridge is suggesting to customers that this might be the best way to address decarbonization of home heating, we would want to have a fair comparison.

And even before we get there, we're just asking for this information to be on the record so the Board and the parties are aware of it.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, my concern, Kent, is you are asking Enbridge to provide information on a proposal that Enbridge isn't making.

There is no proposal before us that Enbridge would be offering a voluntary program, or any other program that would see large proportions of a customer's conventional natural gas replaced with renewable natural gas.

The proposal that is before us is for a customer to contribute towards a relatively small amount of displacement of the overall system supply.

So I would be certainly prepared for the witnesses to let us know if they can provide any useful answer to the second part of your question, which is what is the impact of a customer participating in the program versus not participating in the program on home heating.

But in my view, the question of the implications of totally re policing natural gas with renewable natural gas is outside the scope of what Enbridge is asking, and outside the scope of this proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  Well, Mr. Stevens, it is not outside of the scope of the information that is being put forward about the cost of RNG being favourable in comparison to other forms of renewable energy, and to what kind of customer communications will be going out.

And it is important that if customers are being told that RNG is their best shot for addressing the carbon emissions in their home heating, that they're given accurate information.

This chart right here is comparing apples with oranges, because it is not actually looking at the cost of  heating your home with RNG versus heating your home with heat pumps.

So the value for RNG is the energetic value, not the actual cost to heat your home.

So there is a concern that this kind of information would be inaccurate in its interpretation as to how to reduce your carbon emissions as a customer.

MR. STEVENS:  I think Mr. McGill has told us we don't know exactly what information is going to go to customers.  He has told us that.

MR. ELSON:  That's the concern.

MR. STEVENS:  The company will act with integrity and will not misstate things.

The company is not going to be providing information about implications of switching entirely to RNG.  That is not -- because that is not the proposal that is being made here.

MR. ELSON:  My question is to provide a comparison of the cost of heating an average home with RNG versus air source heat pumps.  Is that something that Enbridge is willing to provide?

MR. STEVENS:  No, it's not, because that is not relevant to the proposal to have a customer pay $2 a month for RNG.

MR. ELSON:  So I am going to leave that, and I am not going to press it any further.  I will say that if you are looking for support for measures to reduce carbon emissions, which we very, very, very much support, that will be easier if we have full information.

And I will leave that in your court, but I think it is important for customers and for stakeholders to have those kinds of full comparisons.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  I appreciate that.  My concern is keeping this proceeding within the proper scope.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  We disagree about the scope, but that is not a question that I think we can resolve today.

Another question about this table.  The high cost and the low cost listed in this chart, how does that compare with the RNG in this program per cubic metre?  Can you put a little table together that describes that comparison per cubic metre?

MR. McGILL:  Doa, could you help out with this one, please?

MS. MOUSA:  Sorry, I am not clear on the question.  Can you ask again?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  The cost per cubic metre of RNG under the proposed program I believe is 78 cents per cubic metre.

And in this table you have listed RNG low case and RNG high case.  Can you undertake to provide a table comparing the RNG low case, the RNG high case, and the actual cost under this proposed program -- or I should say forecast cost?

MS. MOUSA:  So just one moment.  So in IR staff Number 8 -- sorry, Staff Number 5, Enbridge provided a medium case pricing for RNG at $22 per gJ and the assumed price in our proposal is $21.

Is that sufficient for what you are asking for?

MR. ELSON:  I mean, it could be, and I have seen those numbers, and I just haven't done the number-crunching.  If you could provide just a short little table with the comparison of the cost per cubic metre between those three points, that would be helpful.

MS. MOUSA:  Sure.

MR. ELSON:  I think that is better by way of an undertaking, rather than doing the calculations now.

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you --


MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be Undertaking JT1.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE WITH THE COMPARING RNG LOW CASE, RNG HIGH CASE, AND ACTUAL


MR. ELSON:  I am going to leave this chart, Jay.  You wanted me to flag that for you?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  It turns out my question has gone away.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, I guess maybe one last question.  I will just confirm my understanding of this chart here.

So the RNG at the bottom of the chart here, the low case, the 5.4, that's calculating the cost-based on the energetic value of RNG, right?

MR. McGILL:  It's the cost per gigajoule, which is the energy content of our --


MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. McGILL:  -- based on energy content.

MR. ELSON:  So this is not comparing the cost of home heating with RNG versus other renewables, correct?

MR. McGILL:  No.  It is comparing the cost of renewable natural gas against other forms of renewable energy.

MR. ELSON:  And it's not comparing the cost of water heating, for example, with RNG versus other forms of renewable energy.  Correct?

MR. McGILL:  No.  You would need to go further and make assumptions.  So you could use the information in this table to say -- figure out what it would cost to heat your hot water with electricity provided by wind power, let's say, versus RNG at the high level, something like that.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I am just going to repeat those questions, because we have a messy transcript, because I have asked you whether what I have said is correct, and you have said no and then continued to explain why it is correct.

So if I could just rephrase it so we have a clean record here.  This chart is not showing or comparing the cost of heating your home or water-heating with RNG versus other sources of renewables, correct?

MR. McGILL:  No.  It is just comparing the cost of those different forms of renewable energy.

MR. ELSON:  And it's not comparing the home heating or the water-heating overall for an --


MR. McGILL:  No, no.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Final question here.  I had some questions about long-term contracts and how they would be important for developing the market, but I think other folks will be getting into that, including perhaps some other folks that have a better idea of gas supply than I do, so I will leave the long-term contract questions to the other folks.

Just one final question in relation to the feed stocks.  I understand that there is a significant issue where there are limited feed stocks for RNG.  Is that fair to say?

MR. McGILL:  I don't believe that's a constraint at the moment, no.  There's -- I think there is ample feed stock available in the current situation.

MR. ELSON:  I see.  But the ultimate restriction on the potential is the feed stock.  Fair?

MR. McGILL:  Ultimately it would be, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And I can imagine some people -- and I'm not saying this, but some people would say the feed stock should be reserved for harder to decarbonize sectors such as air transportation.  And I just put that to you folks to see what you might say in response.

MR. McGILL:  Maybe Jennifer would like to respond to that.

MS. MURPHY:  I think right now what we're talking about is RNG from landfill source, separated organic, agricultural waste.  Those are the likely sources of RNG in Ontario and possibly fitting into this program.

If we're talking about growing crops to make RNG, that is certainly possible, but I couldn't comment one way or another whether it is more appropriate to go to RNG or to other types of lower-carbon fuels.

MR. ELSON:  For other harder to decarbonize sectors?

MS. MURPHY:  Right.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And, you know, I will just leave it with a comment, which is, you know, I have asked you for some information, and it's been a little bit hard to find.  But in general, you know, we're very supportive of efforts to reduce carbon emissions.  There is a number of ways to do that.  And we want customers to know whether their best options are RNG or heat pumps or any other options that might be on the table.  Maybe it is some combination of a collection of those.

So as you look back at some of the questions that we have asked, if you could look at it from that prism, because I think it is important to have that information on the table for all of the stakeholders when looking at what is a very, very difficult question about the best way to deal with home heating.

So thank you for answering those questions, and I will leave it to other folks, because I have quite far over time.

MR. MURRAY:  Mr. Shepherd, I believe you are next.
Examination by Mr. Shepherd:

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am starting at Staff 3.  Can you hear me?  Hello?

MR. SMALL:  Yes, we can hear you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  My screen wasn't showing, was frozen.

All right.  Staff 3.  So Staff 3 quotes the Board's decision in 2011-0242 that voluntary RNG sales would be inappropriate, and because of market -- because it would distort the market, and your response is that you think voluntary RNG will benefit the market.

Could you expand on that?

MR. McGILL:  I think to the extent that by Enbridge Gas offering a voluntary RNG program it will raise awareness in the marketplace of RNG as an option that people can pursue, and if there is sufficient interest, then I think other energy suppliers would probably take an interest in pursuing that market.

But right now, as far as we know, no one is really doing that, and we feel it is appropriate to start with, you know, a fairly small program that would introduce RNG into the market.

The other aspect of this is that there is a very clear policy statement, and the province has made an Ontario Environment Plan that says that the provincial government is going to require the Ontario gas utilities to offer a voluntary RNG program.  So, you know, the company is being responsive to that policy indication by the provincial government.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't have a directive on that?  They haven't actually required you to do it, have they?

MR. McGILL:  Not at this point in time, no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So why are you doing it now?  Have they privately required you to do that?  Or is that just you're anticipating it?

MR. McGILL:  There's been no directives provided by the government.  The company has been involved in discussions with representatives from the province.  They are aware of the proposal that we have before the OEB now, and they have been supportive of that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the last time you asked the Board for this, they said no.  Why -- are you suggesting that the ministers or the government's current preference now should overrule what the Board has said to you previously?  I am trying to understand.

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think the situation back in 2011 was very different.  I think the proposal before the Board in 2011 was very different.  And I think the attitude in the marketplace towards CO2 emissions reductions and -- has changed significantly in the marketplace.  So we believe it is the appropriate time to bring this kind of program forward.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Still on Staff 3, can you go to page 3 of that interrogatory.  Now, in (b) of that answer you say the sale of RNG is a regulated activity.

I am trying understand.  Does that mean that anybody else selling it has to be -- has to have regulated price and be regulated by the OEB?  Is that what you are saying?

MR. McGILL:  I am just reviewing the interrogatory response.  If you will give me a moment.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No problem.

MR. STEVENS:  To be fair, Jay the answer says the sale of RNG by Enbridge Gas is a regulated activity.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's what I'm trying to understand.

MR. STEVENS:  I am just trying to put the full answer on the record.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  What I am trying to clarify -- because that's obviously confusing -- is it regulated only if Enbridge does it, but if anybody else does it, it is unregulated?  Because that would be a first, it seems to me, but I am trying to understand.

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think, as Mr. Stevens pointed out, that is what the response says, is that Enbridge Gas would be selling RNG as part of its regulated business activities under this program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if I understand what the answer says -- and maybe I have misunderstood it, and that is why I am asking the question -- it basically says, no, the Ontario Energy Board Act requires you, because you sell RNG, to do it in a regulated way, to do it under regulation.

But then I am trying to understand how that wouldn't apply to anybody else who also sells RNG.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps I can help, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. STEVENS:  Where Enbridge Gas sells natural gas, it has to do so under authority.  It has to comply with section 36 of the Ontario Energy Board Act.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  So to the extent that Enbridge is selling renewable natural gas which fits under the definition of "gas", then it needs to do so under a rate order, and that is a regulated activity.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it's -- sorry, it is because you are Enbridge, not because the act requires that type of transaction to be regulated?

MR. STEVENS:  It's because Enbridge is a regulated distribution utility, so it is subject to section 36.

Marketers, gas marketers fall under a different regulatory regime and, as you know, there's some requirements in terms of how they deal with their customers, disclosure that they make, training, et cetera, et cetera.

But their prices are not subject to review or approval by the Board in the same way as the price -- the pass-through cost or price charged by a regulated distributor.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I think I understand.  I will have to go back and look at the legislation again.

Let me -- here's my concern, Steve, and I am sure it is the concern of other people in this, and I want you to have an opportunity to explain this.

You've said that basically Enbridge's entry into this market will help the competitive market by increasing awareness, et cetera.

Does that mean that Enbridge will exit as soon as there's a competitive market, a robust competitive market?

MR. McGILL:  It may, it may not.  I guess it will depend on the circumstances at the time.  You know, if we still have a policy at the provincial government suggesting that we should have a voluntary RNG program, we would probably retain it.

If we have a directive from the provincial government that we should have a voluntary program, at that point in time we would probably retain it or we would have to retain it.

Other factors that would come to bear is how the company's program and programs or initiatives that others might offer would fit within the construct of a clean fuel standard.

So I think there is a lot of things that we would need to take into consideration before we made that decision.  So I wouldn't want to comment on it one way or another at this point in time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  See, I am trying to understand, Steve, why Enbridge's participation in the market wouldn't make it more difficult for competitive companies to offer such an offering, as the Board was concerned with previously.

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think, one is that what we're offering is a fairly -- well, a fairly a highly defined program that has little or no optionality in it, apart from electing the to participate or not where a gas marketer, they could offer all kinds of different combinations and permutations of providing RNG that, you know, some customers might look at favourably.

So I think, you know, I think raising awareness is going to be a positive thing and that would probably create some opportunities for marketers that don't really exist right now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I guess the concern is that Enbridge is using its regulated position to occupy the field so that nobody else can.

You can see if you were a competitive company, you would be concerned about that, right?

MR. McGILL:  I think there would be some concern, but I think again, you know, I think we're a pretty easy target to go after based on the structure of this program.

So I think, you know, marketers there with any degree of creativity wouldn't have a problem bringing programs into the marketplace that would do well in relation to what we have on offer right now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If other marketers -- competitive companies wanted to enter into the market and they had -- they ran up against the feed stock limitation because you're buying all of the feed stock, would you exit to allow them to do it?

MR. McGILL:  Well, again, you know, I don't want to presuppose what the circumstances would be at the time.

So right now, I can't give you an answer to that question.  I think it is something that we would consider.  If we felt we didn't need to be in the market at some point in the future and there was no policy or directive that would cause us to stay in the market, then we would, you know, consider leaving it.

But again, it would depend on the circumstances at the time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You -- Enbridge, rather, not you personally -- Enbridge has a similar role in the market in DSM in which Enbridge encourages the market to offer certain things that are beneficial to customers.

Did you look -- but you don't actually do it yourself, right?  You don't deliver DSM yourself.  You get other people to do it, right?  You don't go in and put in insulation in somebody's house.

So I guess my question is: did you look at the possibility of encouraging the market through that type of model with a more hands-off approach?

MR. McGILL:  No, we didn't.  We had a stated policy of the provincial government stating that the gas distribution utilities were going to be required, or are going to be required to offer a Voluntary RNG program.

So we took that at face value, and we decided that we should be offering that kind of program rather than trying to outsource it or encouraging others to take on that role and responsibility.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is it Enbridge's -- you've come back to the government position a number of times.

Is it Enbridge's position that the Board should approve this program because the government said to?

MR. McGILL:  I think that is one of the reasons.  I think that is one of the stated objectives of the Ontario Energy Board Act is for the Board to support the policies of the provincial government.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.  So then I want to go to Staff 6.

So basically, if I understand 2 in your response on page 2, number 2, and 3, you are basically going to buy whatever the cheapest RNG is you can get.

MR. McGILL:  I think it is probably appropriate for Mr. Janisse to chime in on this one.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, we would be looking to get the cheapest RNG that was offered to us, provided it met the other evaluation criteria we laid out there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, you said something -- it wasn't actually you, it was Steve, but I am sure you would have said it too if it had been you answering questions at the time.

You said that you won't necessarily be buying from Ontario suppliers, right?  You might buy RNG from somebody in Michigan or somebody in Ohio.  Is that right?

MR. JANISSE:  We will be buying RNG at a point that we can accept it into our pipeline system.  So that will likely be within Ontario, but the production may not have occurred in Ontario.

So it is the case that RNG can be produced in other markets, injected into the pipeline system, and transported to points in which we can purchase it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So why wouldn't you, in this program -- which is trying to implement Ontario government policy -- why wouldn't you simply stick to Ontario feed stocks, since there's no current limitation on that?  Right?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think I would just say that we intend to follow our procurement policy and to procure based on cost and obviously ensure that it is RNG, and, you know, that is the mechanism that we would intend to purchase.

So will Ontario-produced RNG maybe possibly have an advantage because of its proximity to the market, when it's bidding on our RFPs?  Possibly.  But, no, we would not -- we don't intend to limit it to Ontario production.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I understand you don't intend to. I am asking why you wouldn't at least at this pilot stage when you don't have a limit on availability in Ontario.

MR. LeBLANC:  I just think that we feel that we need to follow our policy and the general way in which we purchase natural gas and get the best price for system gas customers.  That would be our position.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You're going to use RFP, right?  For the bulk of your RNG?

MR. LeBLANC:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And is that what you do with natural gas generally?  You use RFP?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes, we do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So basically it's the same thing, right, except much smaller volumes?

MR. LeBLANC:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And, now, your natural gas contracts sometimes are relatively long-term, right?

MR. LeBLANC:  They vary in term from, you know, a day to, we probably have contracts as long as a couple of years.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And will that be similar for RNG?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think we've already stated in the evidence that we would look to contracts of one year or less.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that's because you don't have long-term commitments from your customers to buy it, so you can't make long-term commitments to buy it to serve them?

MR. LeBLANC:  That's correct.  We don't have a mechanism to collect what might be long-term contracts, so we feel, given the newness of this program and, you know, lack of experience with it, that we need to be careful not to commit to long-term contracts until we see the market better.  So we're trying to purchase the RNG to match, you know, what we see in the program at this time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, you're in a deferred rebasing period.  So if you have a shortfall between what the RNG is costing you and what you are getting from customers, as you talk about in item 4 in this response, that's for Enbridge's account as long as you are in deferred rebasing, right?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think the way we would probably manage that, if we overbought or underbought at any particular time, it's just to pace future transactions to really true-up what we're collecting versus what we're buying.

So if we overbought by $100, we would just pace future purchases to really true-up the purchases to align them with the revenues coming from the program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And in the meantime, those variations are not going into your purchase gas variance account, right?  They're just yours?  You --


MR. LeBLANC:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And one of the things you say is, well, we're going to be signing up customers all along.  So do I understand correctly that you're going to -- are you going to tell the customers, by the way, we're not going to buy any more renewable natural gas after you sign up because we already have too much?

MR. LeBLANC:  Probably I will defer that to one of the other folks as to what we're going to be telling customers about the program.

MR. McGILL:  Well, what we're proposing is that we would report back periodically to the customers that have availed themselves of the voluntary program with respect to what volumes of RNG we have purchased and, you know, what some of the impacts of those purchases would be.

So -- and, yeah, at any point in time there may be some minor imbalances between monies collected and monies spent on the RNG, but the program is designed to keep those things in balance.  So as Jamie said, we would match our purchases to the demand for the product.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So in Staff Number 7, Steve, you say that you are going to run the costs of RNG through the PGVA.  But the difference in cost -- the higher costs of RNG is not going to be reflected there, right?

MR. McGILL:  Right.  So the -- the objective of that treatment is to -- basically would be to credit the PGVA with the cost differential between regular system supply and the RNG that's purchased on behalf of the program, so to credit that value to the PGVA and then charge it to the voluntary program.

So by doing that, regular system gas charges won't be impacted by the cost of the RNG that is acquired.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Right.  Can you go to Staff 8, page 2, please.  And this ten-year program forecast assumes -- tell me whether this is correct, first of all, that your assumed cost per cubic metre is 63.3 cents?

MR. McGILL:  I don't want to try to convert it in my head.  But it is based on $21 per gJ.  If that works out to 63-some-odd cents, as you quoted, per cubic metre, I will take that at face value, subject to check.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Subject to check, good.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because, you know, you shouldn't rely on my math.  I don't know anything about that.  But that's okay.  We will use 63.3 for now.

MR. McGILL:  You're too modest, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You can confirm, though, that the -- that you have assumed that for ten years the price of RNG will remain the same.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  For the purposes of that table, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't actually expect that to be the case, right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we don't know.  You know, we have -- for the purposes of modelling the program we've used the price of $21 per gJ.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, but surely you forecast -- I mean, for your own planning, surely you forecast what you think your entry into the market is going to do to the price of RNG, right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I don't -- based on the size of this program or the anticipated size of it, I don't think our entry into the market is going to have a significant impact on the costs of RNG.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, I wasn't thinking of in terms of bidding the price up by you being there.  I was thinking of the opposite.  You've been talking to suppliers of RNG, potential suppliers who would be interested if you're in the market, right?

MR. McGILL:  We've been -- okay.  So we've been talking to potential producers of RNG with respect to assisting them in getting their production facilities constructed and online.

We haven't been speaking to them with respect to potential purchases of RNG for the purposes of this program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But is it correct that one of the things you would like to do here is encourage the production of more RNG by basically being in the market and making it safer for them to build their facilities and provide more RNG?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think -- I think the parties that are investing in building RNG production facilities aren't going to be particularly interested in entering into short term contracts of one year's duration or less.

I think they are looking for long term multi-year contracts that are going to provide them with a revenue stream to support those investments over the long haul.

So, like, I don't think that we're really going to be -- I don't think this program is really going to be a significant factor in driving those investments.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Does Enbridge have any internal forecasts of the price of RNG going forward?

MR. McGILL:  I don't believe so, but we can check with Doa and see if she is aware of anything.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Doa?

MS. MOUSA:  I am not aware of a future forecast.  The pricing information that we have is provided in one of Staff's IRs; I believe it was staff 14.  Correct me if I'm wrong.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Here's why I ask the question.  It would be rare for senior management of EGI to approve a program like this unless they had good forecasts that they were happy with, at least they knew what the possible directions were and why you thought so.

And so are you saying that senior management approved this without any forecast information on the price of natural gas?

MR. McGILL:  I'm assuming you meant renewable natural gas, but yes -- but we've tried to deal with, I guess, that element of uncertainty through the design of the program.

So the -- for any level of participation in the program, there will be a given dollar amount that will be available to purchase volumes of RNG with.

So if the value of the RNG goes up, the program will acquire less volumes of RNG.

If the value or the price we have to pay for the RNG goes down, then the program will acquire more volumes of RNG.

So the program was designed that way to take into account that element of uncertainty.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I guess I had thought that one of the reasons you're doing this is that you're looking at RNG as one of the ways you deal with the federal carbon charge, and that management would want to know that there was some potential that would have a material impact, which means they would need to know pricing information.  Am I wrong?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I guess the degree of materiality of the impact of the program, with respect to how it might relate to carbon charge or clean fuel standard, will depend on the level of customer participation.

So we don't know that right now.  Like, the way we look at the program is it's a positive step in the right direction.

But at the levels we're anticipating in terms of participation, I don't know that it is going to be like a significant factor.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks.  My next question is on Staff 14.  And you say that -- this is talking about the fact that you're going to reduce the federal carbon charge, you hope.  But customers are not going to experience it directly.  It will be pro rata, whether they participate in the program or not, right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The reason is because really the dollars are not worth allocating it directly to those who are participating.  There is just not enough money involved.

MR. McGILL:  Let me take a quick look at our responses here, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You said it is $0.25 per month for the average customer for the federal carbon charge.

MR. McGILL:  That's right.  So I think that is basically the gist of the response, is that it would be probably uneconomic to go through the exercise that would be required to target that $0.25 a month back to the Voluntary RNG program participants.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, you refer on page 3 of that response to Bullfrog Power's RNG program.  Can you describe that briefly to us.

MR. McGILL:  So you would like us to describe Bullfrog's program?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  I want -- I would like to have some record of how it is similar to or different from what you are doing, and why it is not already the market -- you know, that sort of thing.

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  Well, all we have been really able to go from is the description of Bullfrog's program that they provide on their website.  And in that information, one would get the impression that Bullfrog is injecting quantities of RNG into a gas distribution system.

As far as we know, they are not.  And as you delve further into their promotional materials, I think one would get the impression that they're dealing more in some kind of form of carbon offset.

So beyond that, we don't know the details or the mechanics of how the Bullfrog program works.  And I think -- I think Jennifer might be able to elaborate on that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MS. MURPHY:  Hi, it's Jennifer Murphy from Enbridge.  I don't have a lot of details I guess on the Bullfrog program beyond what Steve has said.

We have looked at the materials available on their website, and they do talk about injecting RNG into the pipeline system.  But they also talk about almost a Green Energy certificate.

So the customers on Bullfrog's program don't appear to actually be buying RNG; that RNG isn't coming into our system for delivery to them.  It appears to be more of a program, as Steve said, more to offset or Green Energy certificate.

So in the case of Bullfrog, those customers, we don't reduce the federal carbon charge for any amount of RNG for them.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the reason you know that is because RNG can only be put into your system through your upgrade facility, right?

MS. MURPHY:  In Ontario, in order to inject into our distribution system, yes.  So we would be involved in upgrading.  I believe Bullfrog RNG projects are outside of Ontario at this point.  Based on their website, it appears they're in other provinces.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, then, what is the basis on which you're saying they aren't buying any RNG?

MS. MURPHY:  So just based on their website alone, you know, we don't -- obviously, we don't work for Bullfrog, so we're not intimately aware of their program.

Their website information, if you dig and look through the information provided, it does speak to that they are injecting RNG into the pipeline system.  However, it also provides information that the -- their program is based on, like, a Green Energy certificate or a Green Gas certificate.

But we're not aware, you know, if that is a program that is to any specific standard or how it is verified  or -- you know, we just don't have the details on what that actually looks like in practice.

But customers -- we do know that customers who are on Bullfrog are still receiving their gas from Enbridge system gas or from other marketers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, but in your program that would also be true, right?

MS. MURPHY:  In our program they would -- we would be procuring RNG on their behalf and the RNG would be displacing natural gas in our system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, if I understand your program correctly, and maybe I don't, you're going to deliver exactly the same gas to a customer who is a participant as a customer who is not a participant.  There is no difference.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  The RNG will be commingled with our gas supply.  So physically all customers will get the same form of natural gas.  As I understand the accounting for the carbon tax, is that any volumes of renewable gas are removed from the calculation of the total system sendout that the taxes apply to.

So that is what gives rise to the reduction in the federal carbon tax that is applicable to the through-put on our system or that would be as a result of this program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When you receive gas from another jurisdiction, Mr. McGill, do you -- if that gas has some percentage that is renewable natural gas, are you told of that?  And does that affect your carbon charge?

MR. McGILL:  I am going to say no, but either Mr. Janisse or Mr. LeBlanc can confirm that one way or another.

MR. LeBLANC:  I can confirm that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if you buy -- if you get gas from Michigan, let's say, from somebody -- or Pennsylvania, let's say.  They have gas, right?  And they inject some RNG into it before it comes to you, you get no credit for that?

MR. LeBLANC:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I think Dwayne Quinn wants to step in, and he has a question.

MR. QUINN:  I just wanted -- thanks, Jay.  I just -- it's Dwayne Quinn, on behalf of FRPO.  Just a point of clarification.  I think Ms. Murphy said that -- in her last question -- their upgrade facility, and there is two different services by Enbridge, upgrade and injection.  I think she meant the latter, but I will leave it up to the witness to decide if that's accurate or not.

MS. MOUSA:  Could you please speak up.  It is a bit hard to hear.

MR. QUINN:  When Ms. Murphy was talking she had indicated that it would have to go through their upgrade facility.  Enbridge has two different facilities, upgrade and injection.  I think she meant injection, but I will leave it up to the witnesses to clarify for the record.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  You're correct, Dwayne.  We would -- the RNG, if it was coming directly into our distribution system, would come through an injection facility that we would provide.  The upgrading itself could be provided by Enbridge Gas or others.

MR. QUINN:  I just wanted to make sure the record was clear.  Thanks, Steve.

MS. MURPHY:  Sorry, I misspoke it.  I intended to say "injection".

MR. MURRAY:  Hi, it's Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  I realize now that we're scheduled to have a break now for ten minutes.  I don't know if the panel would like a break or not.  We're a little bit behind, but if the panel would like a break we can come back at 12:00.  Otherwise we can maybe push through and break a little bit early for lunch.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Why did we have two breaks in the morning?

MR. MURRAY:  We scheduled extra breaks just given the virtual nature, if there were issues that had to be discussed or something.  There may be more opportunities to do that at breaks if there was more breaks.  And also just, I think everyone being on Zoom gets Zoom fatigue.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Does the panel -- sure.

MR. MURRAY:  It is a diagnosed condition.

[Laughter]

MR. McGILL:  Similar to witness fatigue.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am happy to continue unless the witnesses want to take a break.

MR. LeBLANC:  I am comfortable to continue if others are.

MR. McGILL:  Yeah, I am as well.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I note that Lisa has suggested she has some questions on the area that I am asking questions on, so Lisa, do you want to jump in?

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks, Jay.  I am happy to.  It is in relation to the U.S., in particular imports, and very specifically around how you are accounting for the renewable fuel standard obligations, the U.S. CPA Methane Challenge and Natural Gas Star and Natural Gas Star Home obligations to ensure no double-counting.  How are you doing that?

MR. McGILL:  I think, Jennifer, can you help out with this one?

MS. MURPHY:  I think I might just want to confer with the other witnesses for a moment.

[Witnesses confer in breakout room.]


MS. DeMARCO:  If it's more convenient, I am happy to leave that with you and come back to it when I am up for questioning, Jay.  I am also in your hands.  Sorry, I didn't mean to be disruptive.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Lisa.  It's David Stevens.  I think now that the witnesses have gone into their private room, they can't hear what we're saying.  So I think the question is out there and they will come back with their response.

[Witnesses continue to confer in breakout room.]


MR. McGILL:  Hi, we're back.  Jamie and Jennifer are going to address the question.

MS. MURPHY:  So with my understanding of what you're asking is basically if we're buying RNG where the environmental attributes or the GHG reduction value's been accounted for elsewhere, how are we making sure that we're not double-counting that environmental benefit.  Is that correct?

MS. DeMARCO:  So the question relates to double-counting and double use, which is the other side of double-counting.  But it is very specific to the U.S. RFS, the U.S. EPA CH4 Challenge, the U.S. CPA Natural Gas Star program, and the U.S. CPA Natural Gas Star Home program.

MS. MURPHY:  Okay.  So we would be addressing that through the procurement process.  We will be putting in some language with contracts that would stipulate that we're buying the RNG with the environmental attribute related to the displacement of natural gas, that those benefits would be to Enbridge Gas and not being sold separately to other -- into other programs.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just so I can clarify on that point, with the displacement of natural gas and/or with the destruction, is it all associated direct and indirect emission reductions as per Mr. Elson's parsing of the various forms of emission reductions?

MS. MURPHY:  So I can say that at this point we haven't had in-depth conversations on what the exact wording will be in the contracts.

My initial thoughts right now would be that, you know, we would just be looking at the environmental benefits, the GHG reduction related to the displacement of natural gas.

It would not be, say, from -- we would not be looking for the environmental benefits from venting of methane at the source of the project.  Those could be monetized through offset programs, or other programs, and we would not be capturing that value.

But as I said, that is just I think my initial thinking right now.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just so I am crystal clear on this point -- and sorry, I am slower from home than I am from the office.  You could actually purchase RNG from the US for your program and that same RNG could be used to generate offsets in the California program and/or within the RFS program in the US as well?

MS. MURPHY:  So as long as that offset was only reflecting the avoided methane in the production, then that benefit could be created in a different program.  But they could not take credit in two different places where the value of displacing natural gas with RNG, the GHG reduction from that.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I am looking -- and this is the destruction credits from one molecule in RNG and this is the displacement credits from one molecule of RNG, you're saying you could claim both destruction in the US under various programs, and displacement in Canada?  And you are going to parse that out in contracts?

MS. MURPHY:  I believe that that would be possible, yes, because often in the offset protocols, it would only be the destruction at the project, at the landfill, so the avoided methane at that project.

There is still that displacement of natural gas on the Pipeline, and that often is not part of the offset protocols.

So it's been some time since back in the cap and trade days when I was more familiar with offset protocols in California.  Certainly I would have to circle back there to say with any certainty if they include that benefit or not.  But we would be stipulating that the environmental attributes related to the displacement of natural gas with RNG are owned by Enbridge.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  I've interrupted Jay enough.  I'm sorry, Jay.  I will come back to that in relation to the counting.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It's okay, thanks, Lisa.  That allowed me to go through my other questions and narrow them down.

All right.  So I am now on -- I am now on Anwaatin-10.  And in this one, Enbridge says that it hasn't performed a detailed analysis of the impact on the market of its program.

Do you see that?  This is probably for you, Steve.

MR. McGILL:  I am just looking at it now.  Yes, okay.  So?

MR. SHEPHERD:  So we talked about competition earlier and I am trying to understand.  Given that the Board specifically expressed concern about impact on competition, why didn't you perform an analysis of the impact on competition so that you could provide it to the Board and deal with their concern?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think the reason right now is that there isn't any direct competition in place with respect to the program we're offering.  So there isn't really anything to analyze.

As far as we know, there's no one out there trying to market RNG specifically to the mass market, within the area that the company serves, apart from Bullfrog's program and even that we're not sure, you know, that it's a direct RNG supply program.

From what we can glean from their materials on their website, it appears to be more of a -- some kind of carbon certificate or offset style program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, they're paying for RNG somewhere, right.  It's just not in Ontario?

MR. McGILL:  I assume that -- based on what they say in their website, I assume they are.  But, you know, I have no insider knowledge as to how their program works or the mechanics of it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So can you go to Energy Probe 8, please?  It talks about -- in item (b) in that, it talks about the fact that you intend to purchase RNG that is already in the pipeline system and has met the technical standards.

So I want to ask the question: who are the producers selling to now rather than you?

MR. McGILL:  Well, within Ontario there is only, I believe -- and perhaps correct me -- one producer that is up and running, which is the city of Hamilton.  I am not sure whether they are selling the gas.  I don't believe they are.  To the extent they have been producing, I think they use it to displace their own supply requirements.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  The reason I asked the question is that you're going to purchase RNG that is already in the pipeline system.  And I guess I -- already in the pipeline system.  Somebody sold to somebody.  Right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  If it's produced outside of Ontario, then the gas would be injected into the pipeline system somewhere in Canada presumably, or perhaps even in the US, and it would be in the system.

So, you know, it's not as though it would be transported to Ontario and find its way into the Enbridge Gas distribution system through other means.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So when you talk about RNG that is already in the pipeline system, you're not referring to the City of Hamilton then, because they're not putting it in the system?

MR. McGILL:  I don't believe they -- well...


MR. CHAGANI:  Sorry.  For clarity, the City of Hamilton is injecting into the system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Well, then somebody is selling it to somebody, right?

MR. McGILL:  Or they could be using it to displace their own supply requirements.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So they put it into the system and then they buy -- net they're buying less from you.  It is like net metering.

MR. McGILL:  Right.  They put it in at one point.  They take it out at another.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  And so if you buy that from them -- is that what you are expecting to buy then, the gas from the City of Hamilton?

MR. McGILL:  Not in particular.  They could be a potential supplier, but...


MR. SHEPHERD:  I thought you said they're the only supplier.  I'm lost here.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  Active today, they're the only producer we're aware of that is putting gas into the system right now.

But I think that maybe there's some confusion around the terminology here, is that we will be buying gas that is in the pipeline system that will be deliverable to us.

I think that is the point we were trying to get across here.

So I think there is maybe some confusion with respect to the wording of the interrogatory response.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, sorry, I guess that's -- that's why we have a technical conference.  If the City of Hamilton is the only supplier and you're not going to buy from them, then you have to go out and buy from somebody else; there is nobody else in Ontario.

So does that mean that at least initially, the only supply sources you have are outside of Ontario?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think it is possible that they could bid on our RFP, same as any other supplier.

So we would have the ability to, if they were selling gas, if they had gas -- I'm not familiar with the details of how they use it.  But if they are producing more gas than they need and want to sell some into the market, then they could bid into our RFP and sell that gas, that RNG to us, same as someone else could sell us RNG at a different point on either our system or the transportation services that we hold in our gas supply plan.

MR. CHAGANI:  Just to add to that, Jay, in Staff 4 we did identify that there are two additional RNG production facilities currently under construction in Ontario and several more in the planning stages of development.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so what's the time frame for those?

MR. CHAGANI:  The two that are under construction, they should be up and running later this year.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so if not for you, who would they sell their gas to?

MR. CHAGANI:  So there are -- there are provinces that are purchasing RNG, and there is, as Lisa stated earlier, the RIN program in the U.S. that these producers would be selling into.  So we would be competing with those other provinces and with the RIN program for supply.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So for those of us not in gas supply, we would look at that -- this and say, you have a bunch of landfill gas and agricultural waste gas, et cetera, production process gas in some cases, available in Ontario, and you're going to -- instead of venting that off into the atmosphere, you're going to buy it from them, inject it, and clean it up and inject it into the system, but that's not actually what we're talking about at all.  There is already a multi-jurisdictional market for this.  Right?

MR. LeBLANC:  I would say yes.  There --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Where it is, it doesn't matter.  You buy it and transport it here.

MR. LeBLANC:  It could be, yes.  If it's not here already, it could be bought and transported to Ontario.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I assume that when you decided to go ahead with this program you did a sort of basic plan for, where are we going to get this at the beginning.  Where are we going to buy some RNG at the beginning, right?  Because you wouldn't propose this if you didn't have some idea that you were going to be able to buy it somewhere.

MR. McGILL:  Well, we believe that there are supplies available.  The program is slated to begin next year.  We know that there is going to be at least two more production facilities online in Ontario towards the end of next year, with more to come.  And we also know that RNG supplies are available from sources outside of Ontario.  So, you know, we believe that there's sufficient supply available to get the program started in 2021.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So if there are new supplies coming on-stream -- what you're saying -- tell me if this is right, Steve.  What you're saying is that there isn't a great deal of supply right now, but there is a lot of new supply coming on.  Is that fair?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  There's relatively less now, and that -- and based on our knowledge of the facilities that are under construction right now, there will be more Ontario production.  And again, there is already existing production outside of Ontario.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And there's a market for this, right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So what I would like to know is, once we have more supply, why wouldn't the Board assume that we'll also have people, marketers, selling it into the marketplace?  Isn't that normally what happens?  You have a supply of a commodity.  There is people selling it.

MR. McGILL:  Well, right now, you know, from my understanding is it is mainly gas utilities that are in the market acquiring supplies of RNG right now.

So -- and they're running programs, like, Fortis B.C. has a BCUC-approved program that they are acquiring supplies of RNG to support.  Quebec is looking basically at a cleaner renewable fuel standard that those utilities need to comply with, and they're in the market looking for RNG to help meet those requirements.

So at the moment it's gas distribution utilities that are in the market looking for RNG supplies.  Again, if independent gas marketers see an opportunity, then I assume that they are going to want to pursue it.  But again, we don't believe that what we have on offer would prevent them from doing that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it sounds like you've done some analysis of what the RNG market is like and what it's going to be.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we have some understanding of it, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So if it's not included in any of the undertakings you have provided to date, can you provide us with whatever analysis you have of the RNG market over the next five years?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Good.

MS. DeMARCO:  I wonder if I can just --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me get my undertaking first.

MR. MURRAY:  It's Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be Undertaking JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO PROVIDE ANALYSIS OF THE RNG MARKET OVER THE NEXT FIVE YEARS.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Go ahead, Lisa.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just as part of that undertaking, which is very helpful to our clients -- our client, Anwaatin, there is often much confusion when we talk about RNG, if we're talking about the pure no -- a round gas molecule that was created from a bio gas or renewable source, which has had its environmental attributes stripped out, if we're talking about a bundled bio mass or bio gas-related gas molecule plus all of its environmental attributes, which is a bundled RNG molecule, or if we're talking about strictly the environmental attributes that Enbridge may intend to purchase separately and then bundle with a no gas molecule.

Can you clarify in the response to that undertaking what you are talking about, if it's all of the above, if it's only one of the above, and ensure that we all understand that you intend to purchase, what?  Molecule plus environmental attributes, just environmental attributes, or no molecule that has had its environmental attributes separated out?

MR. McGILL:  Could we take that as a separate undertaking?  Because I think it would kind of confuse the issue of trying to provide a five-year market outlook for RNG.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be -- it's Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be Undertaking JT1.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO CLARIFY IN RESPONSE TO THE UNDERTAKING WHAT IS BEING TALKED ABOUT, IF IT'S ALL OF THE ABOVE, IF IT'S ONLY ONE OF THE ABOVE, AND ENSURE THAT IT IS UNDERSTOOD WHAT IS INTENDED TO BE PURCHASED:  MOLECULE PLUS ENVIRONMENTAL ATTRIBUTES, JUST ENVIRONMENTAL ATTRIBUTES, OR NO MOLECULE THAT HAS HAD ITS ENVIRONMENTAL ATTRIBUTES SEPARATED OUT.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And just to clarify, Steve, I wasn't asking for you to do a market analysis.  I was asking you to provide whatever you've got.

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. CHAGANI:  So just for clarity, I think if we look at JT1.2, I believe that is asking the same question.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's why I asked that first.  JT1.2?  No.  You said: Prepare an aggregated view of information.  And that's not about the RNG market.  It is about RNG supplies.

What you're talking about now, if I understand correctly, is that there is a market.  People are bidding back and forth.  It has a structure to it.  And that is what I'd like more information on, presumably you have a report on.

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge will answer each of the interrogatories.  And to the extent that they overlap, we will indicate that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Should I go on?  Am I okay?

My next question is on CME 1.  And in CME 1, you were asked how you are going to avoid a conflict of interest.  And you referred to Staff 6, which didn't help.  But I am going to follow it up a little bit in a different way.

You have unregulated affiliates that are involved in the RNG market?  Is that correct or not?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, we do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Do we know which affiliates are in the market?  Do we have that information and what their role is?

MR. CHAGANI:  We have provided that as part of SEC 3.

MR. SHEPHERD:  SEC 3?   All right.  But then that was just a refusal.  We have two companies and we're not going to tell you anything about them.  So I was going to follow up with that and find out why, given that you're asking Board approval to enter a market that is nominally an unregulated market, and you have unregulated affiliates in that market, why it is okay not to tell the Board about those affiliates?

MR. STEVENS:  I think there is a distinction -- David Stevens here.

I think there is a distinction between telling the Board about the affiliates, which is what was done in the first paragraph of SEC 3, speaking about the roles that these affiliates take.  There is a distinction between providing that information versus providing financial statements, which is what Enbridge declined to provide.

MR. SHEPHERD:  What further information can you provide us about these two affiliates?

MR. McGILL:  Well, not a lot.  And, you know, they operate independent of EGI, and they're in the market trying to facilitate RNG projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Are they in Ontario?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Are they sister companies or subsidiaries?

MR. McGILL:  As far as I know, they are subsidiaries of Enbridge Inc.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Enbridge Inc. or -- because Enbridge Gas Inc. is a subsidiary of a distribution company, right?  The broader distribution company, or the pipelines company? I don't know which one.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  I am trying to picture a chart we put together in response to one of the hide general blending interrogatories.  But we could undertake to provide that, if that is help, just to map out the corporate structure of EGI Inc. vis-a-vis these affiliates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, that would be good.  A chart?

MR. McGILL:  Corporate chart, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  A corporate chart that includes those two affiliates?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be undertaking JT1.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO PROVIDE A CHART SHOWING THE CORPORATE STRUCTURE OF EGI INC. INCLUDING THE AFFILIATES REFERRED TO IN SEC 3


MR. SHEPHERD:  And am I right that in both cases these companies do not have operating RNG facilities currently?

MR. McGILL:  Can you help out with that, Abas?

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes, that's correct.  The facilities are not operating right now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And are they in the landfill gas, agricultural waste, processing waste, or some other aspect of RNG?

MR. CHAGANI:  Sorry.  Mr. Shepherd, is the question regarding the feed stock as to what's the -- like, sorry, the feed stock?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  So for example, if you have a RNG facility that's at a landfill site and or one that is at an abattoir, that is a different participation in the marketplace, it has different implications.

MR. CHAGANI:  I don't think there is any restriction on where we would participate.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  But these two are building facilities.  I am asking are they landfill facilities?  Are they abattoir facilities?  What are they?

MR. CHAGANI:  So I guess they are both landfill and digester facilities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I think one is in the former Union area and one is in the former Enbridge area, is that right?

MR. CHAGANI:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  The financial statements of those two companies don't show any revenues yet because obviously they're pre-revenue.  Is that right?

MR. CHAGANI:  No.  I couldn't actually say what the financial statements of those two companies say.

I assume that they have other assets beyond the RNG assets, so I can't confirm.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  These are not sole purpose RNG companies.  These are companies -- these are unregulated affiliates that do a bunch of stuff, one of which is RNG.

MR. McGILL:  That is correct.

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So I am going to ask again, do you have -- can you provide the financial statements?  I know you are going to refuse, but I want it on the record.

MR. STEVENS:  Correct, Jay.  Enbridge declines or refuses to provide the financial statements for the affiliates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you provide a financial summary of the RNG activities of those two companies?

MR. STEVENS:  No, we don't believe that is relevant to this proceeding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Finally, do I understand correctly that these companies are going to be allowed to bid into the RFP in the same way as anybody else?

MR. McGILL:  I think Jamie should answer that question.

MR. LeBLANC:  I would say they would be open to bid into the RFP, same as any other.  If they choose to, then they could do that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then -- and these two companies will use your injection facilities to inject into the system?  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  They would -- well, yeah, to the extent they have facilities that are injecting into the Enbridge Gas Distribution system, they would be buying the injection service from Enbridge Gas Distribution.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So can you look at Environmental Defence Number 2.  Do you have that?  And on the second page, do you see that?  It says there is no profit component associated with the program.  Do you see that?  I take it you are reading?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, I am reading.  Okay.  Yes, it says Enbridge Gas has no profit component associated with the program, that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you have at least two affiliates, unregulated affiliates -- or I guess an injection facility and an affiliate -- two RNG affiliates that will have a profit component associated with this program, right?

MR. McGILL:  Potentially, if they end up being suppliers to the program.

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes, I would say that is the big assumption in what you say there.

And at the end of the day, if they bid into the RFP and are the lowest price, then, you know, that is the best outcome for system gas customers.  If they sell us RNG at the lowest price, then the ratepayers -- or the system gas customers are getting the lowest-price RNG.

MR. McGILL:  And those transactions would be subject to the Affiliate Relationship Code for gas utilities and also subject to the 3R reporting back to the OEB?

MR. SHEPHERD:  So with respect to the two RNG facilities that might be bidding, can you provide us with details of who their management is and which members of their management are -- have functions within Enbridge Gas Inc. or Enbridge Inc.?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, can you explain why that is relevant, Jay?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, because if you have affiliates bidding in, we need to know if they're common management employees who are then able to get an advantage to your affiliates.

MR. STEVENS:  But isn't that the real question?  Can these people -- even assuming that there's some commonality between personnel, can they get an advantage?  Just the fact that there is commonality doesn't necessarily -- it doesn't necessarily follow that there is advantage.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  That's absolutely true.  Until we know who they are, we can't assess that, can we?

MR. STEVENS:  I suggest -- I would suggest, perhaps, with respect, that we have a -- that we're asking the question backwards here.

The question is really, is it possible for an advantage to be gained.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, yes.  The question is not what is Enbridge's opinion.  The question is what are the facts.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't disagree with that, Jay.  I am just not -- I question the relevance of having a listing of personnel.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is this a refusal?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I guess my question is, will it satisfy your question to understand whether, even assuming that there is commonality of management, is there a possibility for abuse?  And why or why not?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, you lost me.  Before the Board can assess whether there is a problem with affiliates related to this program, it needs to know who the common management is.  That's how you start the assessment.

MR. STEVENS:  Wouldn't the Board start by looking at how does Enbridge procure their gas and then decide whether that creates any possibility for abuse?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, but we already have that information.  We know your gas procurement.  We know it is an RFP.

MR. LeBLANC:  And I can tell you that -- I can tell you at least that those involved in the procurement of gas supply and of RNG are not involved in these organizations. I don't know who are, but I know my team and my group are not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I still don't know whether this is a refusal or not.  Can you tell me --


MR. STEVENS:  Yes, it is a refusal, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. McGILL:  But to Jamie's point, the gas procurement function is separate and would not involve people that are involved -- have any involvement with these affiliates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If these affiliates and gas procurement have a common executive, for example, then that would be a problem.

MR. McGILL:  Well, again, there are checks and balances in place that prevent that problem from occurring.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But of course the Board has no way of knowing that, because you won't provide the Board with any information.

MR. STEVENS:  No.  I think --


MR. McGILL:  Go ahead, David.

MR. STEVENS:  Jamie LeBlanc has just indicated that there is no commonality between folks who are associated with the affiliates and the gas procurement team.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So problem solved.  All right.  I have --


MR. MONDROW:  I have -- Ian Mondrow for IGUA.  If you're finished with these affiliate questions I have a couple of follow-up questions.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Go ahead.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  Abbas, maybe it is for you, but can you explain, please, what the RNG facilities are that are referred to in SEC 3?  It says that they build and operate RNG facilities.  What are the facilities?

MR. CHAGANI:  The facilities are upgrading, RNG upgrading plants.

MR. MONDROW:  That was my guess.

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  So am I correct that Enbridge Gas Inc. has no affiliates that are RNG producers?  These are the only two affiliates you listed.  You said they're both upgrading facilities, so does that mean you don't have any producers that are producing RNG?

MR. CHAGANI:  Sorry, you -- I would describe that as being RNG producers.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, fair enough.

MR. CHAGANI:  Because if you [voice cuts out] bio gas producers, they may not -- yeah, we do not have any affiliates that are bio gas producers that I am aware of.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And do you have any upgrading facilities that are being constructed or invested in within Enbridge Gas Inc.?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, we do.

MR. MONDROW:  So that would be a third upgrading facility?

MR. McGILL:  Well, that's one of the facilities that's under construction at the moment.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry.  There are two affiliates listed in the interrogatory response.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  The interrogatory response says, to me, that they are both investing and upgrading what Abbas has now confirmed are upgrading facilities --


MR. McGILL:  That's --


MR. MONDROW:  -- upgrading facilities and affiliates.

MR. McGILL:  That's correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Are there any additional upgrading facilities either in the utility company -- well, sorry, are there any additional upgrading facilities being invested in within Enbridge Gas Inc.?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  So if you go back to the Board's EB-2017-0319 decision, which was -- dealt with RNG enabling, there were two services the company had proposed at that time.  One was RNG upgrading and the other one was RNG injection.  And the outcome of that proceeding was that the Board determined that RNG production would be a non-utility activity of EGI and that RNG injection would be a rate-regulated utility, business activity of EGI.

So there is one of the projects that is under construction right now where EGI will be providing the upgrading service as an unregulated business activity.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes, I am not challenging your ability to do that.  I am simply trying to understand how many facilities there are.  Are there two or three under --


MR. CHAGANI:  So, yeah, just for clarity, there is two under construction and there is one that is in kind of planning phases, or actually more, more than one that are in the planning phases.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, within the Enbridge group of companies?

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  More than one?  How many?

MR. CHAGANI:  To my knowledge, there's two.

MR. MONDROW:  So we're talking about four operating facilities altogether within the Enbridge group of companies ultimately if the plans come to fruition?

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

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And the two beyond the two and the two affiliates, so each affiliate named in the interrogatory response has one.  And the additional two, are they within Enbridge Gas Inc., the same entity that houses the regulated business?

MR. CHAGANI:  Sorry, could you explain the relevance of why, like, where they sit?  Because I think we were clear that there's kind of two under construction and two in planning.  Where they sit, I am not sure I understand the relevance.

MR. MONDROW:  Well, you have answered an interrogatory that gave us the name of two affiliates.  You said there is one facility in each affiliate.  You've now said there are two additional facilities.  Why won't you tell me where they're going to be housed?

MR. CHAGANI:  I think I just would like to understand -- like, as you said, we've put information kind of forward.  I just don't understand the relevance of knowing where they sit and -- to this application.

MR. MONDROW:  Well, the issue is the benefit to Enbridge group of companies from this activity.  So I would like to understand where those facilities are going to sit.

MR. STEVENS:  I think the witnesses have indicated, Ian, that the four facilities sit within the Enbridge group of companies.  So where they sit doesn't seem to be particularly important to the point that I think that you are exploring.  None of them are within the regulated utility.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, hold on, David.  When you say that none of them are within the regulated business, that is different from the -- when you say the regulated utility, what does that mean?

There is a company that has regulated and unregulated operations.  Is that what you mean?

MR. STEVENS:  That is the distinction I am speaking to, Ian, that there are certain activities that are run within Enbridge Gas Inc. corporate that are not part of the regulated utility operations.

The Board approved -- in the earlier RNG proceeding, the Board approved a non-utility activity within Enbridge Gas Inc. to provide upgrading services.

MR. MONDROW:  All right.  Abbas each of the affiliates listed in SEC 3, do they each have one of these facilities housed within them?

MR. McGILL:  That are under construction, or in the planning phases?

MR. MONDROW:  I don't know that the question changes, Steve.

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.  I think that, yes, they do.

MR. MONDROW:  They each have one?  Is that what you said, Abbas, they each have one?

MR. CHAGANI:  At least one, yes.

MR. MONDROW:  At least one; now you're changing, okay. Other than these four facilities -- you see why the mouse in the maze is an issue here, right?

But anyway, other than these four facilities, is Enbridge Gas Inc. aware of any other upgrading facilities either operating or being planned in the province of Ontario?

MR. CHAGANI:  We actually -- I think in Staff 4 we mentioned 34 or 35 facilities that are kind of in planning or under --


MR. McGILL:  There's discussion.

MR. MONDROW:  These are operating facilities?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  So I will look at Staff 4 for the rest of the answer, thanks.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Just let me follow up on that, Ian, before I move on from this interrogatory.

Union Energy Solutions Limited Partnership is one of the partners of EGI?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we have undertaken, Jay, to provide an org chart.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the answer is you don't know and you are going to undertake?  Or you do know, but you don't want to say on the record?

MR. McGILL:  Well, my answer is that I don't believe so, but we will confirm that as part of undertaking JT1.12.

MR. SHEPHERD:  We're going to take a break and it would certainly be a good time for me to have the lunch break.

MR. MURRAY:  Perfect.  That's what I was going to chime in on.  We will take a lunch break and come back at 1:40.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:40 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:40 p.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Welcome back from the lunch break.  Mr. Shepherd, if you could please continue with your questioning.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

So I am trying to figure out where I am.  I'm in FRPO 4.  Do you have that?

MS. DeMARCO:  Can you see it yet?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I can see it.  The question is whether the witnesses can.

MR. LeBLANC:  I can.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So what I want to ask about is not particularly about Bullfrog Power, but it is true that you have information on anybody that is injecting RNG directly into your system?  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  I'm sorry, but I am having some difficulty hearing.  The volume seems to have dropped drastically.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I haven't changed mine.  Was there a change in the settings?  Okay.  Is anybody else having any problem hearing me?

MR. GARNER:  No, I'm not.

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  I can hear you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Let me try again, Steve.

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  I just fiddled with something in the Zoom -- there is a thing, a microphone speaker test, and I clicked on that, and now it is full volume again.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Awesome.  You must be an engineer, Steve.

MR. McGILL:  No.  I dabble in it from time to time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So let me make a note.  Enbridge has people dabbling in engineering.  All right.

So what I wanted to ask about was -- in FRPO 4 is, you have information -- Enbridge has information, not you personally -- on who is injecting into the system -- RNG into the system at any given point in time, how much they're injecting, et cetera, right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I take it that nobody involved in RNG from Enbridge has access to that information; is that right?

MR. McGILL:  That would be correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So when there's a reference here to not providing information on marketer, vendor activity under GDAR, am I right that internally there's a strict division between that information and the information that people involved in RNG would have?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  There is one group of people that deals with the direct purchase and the interaction with the gas marketers, and then there is another group of people that deals with potential RNG projects.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, understood.  But I guess RNG is a particular area, right?  And so I would have thought that the expertise that's involved in injection and in upgrading and in buying RNG in the marketplace is -- there is overlap.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  No.  Because if we were accepting RNG from a marketer, we would be taking it at one of the defined delivery points for the EDA or the CDA, and that would be different from having an RNG producer inject RNG directly into the gas distribution system at any location.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So I wasn't really thinking of it that way.  I was thinking it from the point of view that if somebody is competing with you, is selling RNG to customers, you would know about that, and I am asking:  What's the process to ensure that the RNG project doesn't know about that?

MR. McGILL:  Well, as I said, the part of the company that deals with gas marketers has no real relationship with the group that's involved with the RNG program.

So like, for example, I couldn't -- I have no knowledge of what direct purchase volumes are being injected into the system and what marketers would be delivering them on behalf of what customers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that would extend in exactly the same way to RNG?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, good.

MR. McGILL:  Yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  My next question is on LPMA 10.  And this is -- it is probably not very material, but I just want to make sure that we're clear on it.

You say there's no rate increases to non-participants.  This is on page 2.  I take it if you ran this program at a loss or if you have expenses that Enbridge is bearing as part of this program, at any given point in time, that that would reduce your earnings available for earnings sharing.  Is that right?

MR. SMALL:  Correct.  If we were in a situation where we were in earnings sharing, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you are in earnings sharing, aren't you?

MR. SMALL:  Yeah, I just meant like if we were below the 150-basis point dead band before earnings sharing kicks in then, you know, we're eating the whole thing.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so -- but it's not likely to be a material amount, because this project -- program is so small, right?

MR. SMALL:  That's correct.  Relative to the size of the company, this program is very small.  I hate using the word "immaterial", but it is not very material, like you said, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you are planning to run it so that it breaks even.  Right?

MR. SMALL:  Yes.

MR. SMALL:  Through the -- oh.  I was going to say through the deferred rebasing period all program proceeds will be used to offset the cost of -- the incremental cost of RNG.  But programs' incremental operating costs will -- you know, the program revenues aren't offsetting the incremental operating costs of the program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the program is going to operate at a loss during the deferred rebasing period?  On a proper accounting basis.

MR. SMALL:  Yes, I would say, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do we know how much that is?  Do we have the evidence somewhere?

MR. SMALL:  Sorry, I believe the forecast of the program operating costs is provided in Exhibit C -- I am just looking for it.

MR. McGILL:  Tab 2, schedule 2.

MR. SMALL:  Exhibit -- sorry.

MR. McGILL:  Yeah.  C -- Exhibit C, tab 2, schedule 2.

MR. SHEPHERD:  C-2-2?  And so that would be the sum total of the losses that you would expect?

MR. SMALL:  Sorry, I am just trying to think about, when we say "losses", because this is a revenue requirement, it does include a very small return component on the small capital -- the small capital requirement.

So to the extent we don't generate that return, I wouldn't call that necessarily a "loss", it is just we wouldn't generate a return on a very small capital component.

MR. SHEPHERD:  For earnings sharing purposes, you would calculate that return, right?

MR. SMALL:  That's fair, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  After rebasing this quarter million dollars a year that you are losing money in effect, is going to be borne by all of the other customers, is that right?

MR. SMALL:  Sorry.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Jay.  After rebasing the $4 million a year?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Quarter million.

MR. STEVENS:  Quarter million.  Sorry, I misheard.

MR. SMALL:  Somehow I accidentally muted myself.

If you turn to Staff 12, we confirm that at this point the company doesn't have a distinct plan for how the program will be treated at rebasing.

It could be that, yes, the costs are included in overall costs and spread out to all customers potentially or we -- if the program is mildly successful, maybe the program revenues would be used to offset.

Our proposal might be to have program revenues offset the costs of the program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So basically, the Board's going to have -- what's your rebasing year?  2023?

MR. SMALL:  2024.

MR. SHEPHERD:  2024.  So your application is in 2023, which means 2022 is your most recent information.  Right?

MR. SMALL:  Potentially, yeah.  I mean, it might even get filed a little bit sooner than that, because you would expect that to be quite a long proceeding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Indeed.  Indeed.  But during the course of it we'll have the 2022 data, right?

MR. SMALL:  Yes, I would expect that to be the case.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are anticipating that both your proposal on what to do with the program and the Board's response are going to be based in part on the program's experience to date?

MR. SMALL:  Yes, that would be one of the factors that play into the potential proposal in that proceeding, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  My next question is on SEC 1.

MR. MONDROW:  Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.  If you are going to leave this topic, can I just jump in with a question to save time later?  That's okay?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, sure, go ahead.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks.  So gentlemen -- Ryan, probably for you.  You took us to Exhibit T, tab 2, schedule 2,   where the program costs are listed and clarified that, as I understand it, these costs are effectively allocated to all customers.  They're not being recovered from the Voluntary RNG program participants, correct?

MR. SMALL:  I said that these are the incremental program costs.  During the deferred rebasing period, they're not allocated to anyone because under our price cap, we are not -- we're not putting these costs into rates during the deferred rebasing period.

MR. MONDROW:  No, understood.  But there was also a discussion about earnings sharing and to the extent you're in a earnings sharing position, these costs would reduce earnings available for sharing.  So at least half them would be borne by all customers in that scenario, right?

MR. SMALL:  Yes.  All customers that get attributed earnings sharing if that's the case, yes.  I can't speak to the rate allocation.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, fair enough.

But the other cost -- sorry, well I guess it is cost.  The other item that gets allocated or attributed to all customers, as I understand your proposal, are the carbon compliance cost savings resulting from the RNG that you procure and deliver through your system.

So those savings you are proposing not to segregate either; they would be applied against your carbon compliance cost obligations.  Is that correct?

MR. SMALL:  Yes, that's correct.  Any savings we would get allocated out to all customers -- I shouldn't say all.

Yeah, it would get allocated out to all customers that pay the carbon charge.

MR. MONDROW:  Right, right.  And those carbon charge savings that you forecast would reduce these or offset these costs to the tune of about 50 percent.

MR. SMALL:  Sorry.  I am going to ask one of our other witness panel members if they remember where we provided the forecast of carbon charge savings, just to confirm magnitude.  I am not sure off the top of my head.

MS. MURPHY:  Federal carbon charge savings are in Staff 10, I believe.

MR. SMALL:  Okay.  order of magnitude, it looks like the federal carbon savings would be about 50 percent of the incremental program costs.  Sorry, is Ian still there?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Did we lose Ian?

MR. SMALL:  I'm not sure.  I don't see him.

MS. WALTON:  I don't see Ian on the participant list.  So once he -- I will send him a message, once he rejoins and I will send him an e-mail now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  In the meantime, can I follow up his question?  This Staff 10 says that the savings on the carbon charge are residential customers.  Are they the only ones in which you have a saving on the carbon charge?

MS. MURPHY:  The program is open to more than just residential customers.  But due to the relative size of that $2 a month, the program is likely to be more interesting for residential customers.

So in this exhibit, the numbers that are there are based on the savings forecasted for residential customers.

So where you see the federal carbon charge reduction, that is based on those customer numbers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do I understand that you're going to allocate then the savings to just residential classes?  Or is that not your plan?

MS. MURPHY:  Our intention --


MR. SHEPHERD:  We have that summarized somewhere.  I just don't see it.

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  In Staff 14 we talked about it in federal -- I believe there is another IR where we did say -- it is CBA Number 2, where we did say it would be returned to all rate classes that paid the federal carbon charge, and that would include anyone that pays the carbon charge.

So it would exclude the large industrials and anybody that is covered under an exemption certificate.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But the expenses would go -- would be borne by them as well as everybody else?

MS. MURPHY:  The expense of the carbon charge?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, the expense of the program.

MS. MURPHY:  The program?

MR. SHEPHERD:  So there's a mismatch between -- Ian was pursuing whether the expenses that are eaten by customers are offset by the savings in the federal carbon charge.

And the answer is they're not exactly, because some classes don't -- will bear the expenses, but not get the benefit of the carbon charge reduction.  Right?

MR. McGILL:  Only to the extent that those expenses take away from potential earnings sharing.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood, understood.  Okay.  Should I go on, and we can circle back to Ian when he gets back on?

MR. MONDROW:  Yes, Jay, it is Ian.  Now my camera is not working.  So you go on.  I think I heard -- thanks, go ahead.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  We were talking about CBA 2, which talks about who is going to get the benefit of the carbon charge and it's not going to be the exempt users.

So they may eat some of the costs of the costs of the program, but will not get the benefit of the federal carbon charge.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks.

MS. MURPHY:  To clarify, they would be -- the reduction of federal carbon charge would be spread amongst all of those rate classes, but that would include the participants in the program.

So they would be included.  However, they're not getting back what they paid in.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah, no, the question was whether the IGUA members are excluded from that because they're exempt from the federal carbon charge.

MS. MURPHY:  That's correct.  So customers that are exempt from paying the federal carbon charge, if they're in that, you know, the output base pricing system or they're a greenhouse that pays a reduced federal carbon charge, they would not be getting back money if they're not being charged the federal carbon charge.  That account only cleared to the participants that are paying that charge.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So my question -- my next question is on SEC 1.  I only have a couple of more questions left and then I am done.

What struck me here -- and this is why -- and we asked the question, and I am sure -- I am not sure I understand your response -- is basically it appears that you are asking customers to make a donation so that you can do something good; that is, inject some RNG into the system, which is -- benefits everybody.  But they're not actually getting anything for their money.

And that sound like a charitable activity to me.  It sounds like a charitable donation.  I mean, I know it is not a registered charity.  I get that.  But conceptually you're saying we want you to do something good and we want you to spend $2 a month to do it.

I didn't get your answer, I didn't understand your answer in A) of that question.  Could you perhaps expand and help me understand?

MR. McGILL:  I'm just taking a look at the interrogatory response, so I will just take a moment.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. McGILL:  I would acknowledge that the program bears some similarities to what could be called a charity, but we don't believe it should be treated as such.  And there is a -- there will be essentially a contract between the company and the customer whereby, you know, we will be acquiring a volume of RNG that has been funded by their $2 a month contribution.

So there is consideration that the customer is acknowledging when they enter into the arrangement to participate in the program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, I don't understand how there is consideration.  Consideration is something that flows from you to them.  There's nothing that flows from you to them.  Right?  They're paying you.  You're not giving them anything in return.

MR. McGILL:  But it is up to the customer to determine whether or not they recognize what the -- the service the company is providing is a consideration.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no, I think it is actually a legal question, but that wasn't really my point.

Here's where I am going with this, Steve, and you can help me understand.

Is Enbridge -- does Enbridge have any other programs in which customers pay Enbridge money and don't get something in return directly themselves?

MR. McGILL:  I would say DSM.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well --


MR. McGILL:  I pay my -- the gas bill every month.  $24 a year on that on average goes towards DSM, and I've never participated in the DSM program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So then this is analogous to a DSM program?

MR. McGILL:  I didn't say that.  I said you wanted an example of something our customers pay for and may or may not get a direct personal benefit from, and --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  I'm sorry, I wasn't intending to try to put words in your mouth.  That wasn't the point.  The point was to ask you, is this analogous to a DSM program?

MR. McGILL:  I don't think so, no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And can you explain how it's different, because it seems like it is very similar to me.  That is why I am asking the question.

MR. McGILL:  I think the primary difference would be that in DSM there are recognizable beneficiaries to the program.  So the customers that avail themselves of a discount in an energy efficiency initiative through the DSM program, they're receiving a benefit, while other customers are funding it through their rates.

So the difference here is that it is only the customers participating in the voluntary program that are funding the program, not all customers, as in the case of DSM, and that they're benefiting from the standpoint that they will be contributing towards helping the company reduce its GHG footprint.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it would be more like a DSM program where you invited your customers to contribute so you could do DSM, and whichever ones did, did, and whichever ones didn't, it wouldn't cost them anything?  That's the distinction you are making?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think the distinction here is that the customers participating in the voluntary program all share in the benefit of helping reduce GHG emissions as a result of the combustion of natural gas in the service area, whereas in DSM you have all customers contributing to support or provide benefit to a relatively few number of customers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks a lot.  And it is time for me --


MR. LADANYI:  Can I ask a follow-up question?  Tom Ladanyi here for Energy Probe.  In Energy Probe Number 5, Steve, if you can turn to that, please.  It has to do with the signed contract.  There you say the customers -- they sign a contract.  You just said they would sign a contract, and in Energy Probe 5 you say they will not sign a contract.

MR. McGILL:  No, when I say "sign a contract" I mean there will be a contract.  But the contract doesn't need to be in writing.  It could be in a contract.

So, you know, in terms of the agreement between the company and the customers that participate in the voluntary program, that will be something that the customer acknowledges through a transaction on the website or, perhaps, through a recorded telephone call in the call centre, so --


MR. LADANYI:  So then there would be no piece of paper or nothing with contract provisions that the customer could refer to in the future.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  There will be -- the customers that participate, they will be advised of the terms and conditions of the arrangement, and that will be available on the website.

So, you know, there's -- like I said, we can get the lawyers to chime in, but a contract doesn't need to be a written contract to be an enforceable contract.  And that we'll be using the existing facilities we have in order to facilitate those agreements.

MR. LADANYI:  In essence, it would be just like checking a box on the website or something like that.  Is that what you're saying?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, something like that, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  That is all of my questions.

MR. SHEPHERD:  There's still a contract between the customer and the -- and Enbridge.  It is just not a written contract.  Just like most of your gas -- most of your supply arrangements and distribution arrangements, there is no written contract.  But there is still an agreement.

MR. McGILL:  Yes, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, I understand.

MR. STEVENS:  As pointed out in response to Energy Probe 5, general terms and conditions of Enbridge's contract with its customers are set out in the rate handbook and in the rate schedule.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, so I am done.  Who is next?

MR. MONDROW:  Me.  Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.
Examination by Mr. Mondrow:

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry about that earlier.  My Internet was unstable, apparently, much like I am sometimes, but it seems to be better now.

So gentlemen, I am sorry.  I heard a little bit of the carbon compliance cost offset discussion that Jay tried to pick up for me, but if I could just spend a minute or two on that.

So while you were talking, I looked up Staff 10, which sets out, as I understand it, the forecasted federal carbon charge reduction.

And I think as I was -- as you were losing me, you were having a discussion with Jay about how that federal carbon charge reduction gets cleared and whether an output-based pricing customers, like IGUA's large industrial members, would benefit from any of that reduction.

I didn't hear the answer.  So if you could -- if someone could just review that for me, that would be appreciated.

MR. McGILL:  Jennifer, could you help out with this one?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  If you look at Staff 14, we do see there that -- I am just trying to find what section that is.

MR. MONDROW:  I think it is five.  So page 2.  It is enumerated as item five.

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  So that is the approximate cost per customer.  So that is based on the $2 a month on an annual basis that ends up being calculated at about 0.25 per month.

So that amount ends up getting captured in our federal carbon charge customer variance account, the FCCCVA -- it is a long acronym.

So that amount naturally gets captured there because it is the difference between what we would pay to the CRA versus what we would be billing the customers.

When we do those calculations to the CRA, we would take off the amount of RNG.

So the value then that is captured in the variance account, that value ends up being returned to all customers that pay the federal carbon charge.

MR. MONDROW:  Let's go -- but why are you putting it in -- why are you putting it all in the customer account as opposed to the facility accounts, or the administrative account, for that matter?

MS. MURPHY:  It ends up -- so in the customer account, that would be where we reflect what we pay CRA for customer volumes and where we record what we've billed to customers for customer volumes.  And because the Voluntary RNG is a program that is looking to bring in RNG for customer volumes, then that is where that gets covered.

MR. MONDROW:  I see.  Okay.  So if we could just then stay with LPMA 10, which is how this question initially arose, I think -- let me just find mine.

So I think I had this discussion already with Jamie.  And, Jamie, I think you agreed with me that to the extent that during the balance of your rate plan period, the company is in an earnings sharing position.  The operating costs of the program and the -- the revenue requirement associated with the costs of the program, both operating and capital, would end up being absorbed, at least in part, by all customers of EGI Enbridge Gas.

MR. SMALL:  Sorry, it's Ryan here.  Yes, I agree with your statement.

To the extent that those customer classes are assigned a component of earnings sharing, which I assume what the customer classes are.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, thank you.  So there is a notional albeit very small cross subsidy arising from this activity?

MR. McGILL:  I would say potential cross subsidy.

MR. MONDROW:  And the key being whether you're in an earnings sharing position or not, right, Steve?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, correct.

MR. MONDROW:  That's fine, thank you.  Can we go to Energy Probe 18, please?  This was about customer communications, and I am looking, in particular, at part (c).

So as I understand it, Energy Probe was trying to get from you the extent to which customers who are being asked to participate in this program will understand that they're already paying in their rates for demand-side management programs, and they're already paying in their rates for the cost of complying with carbon limitation requirements.

Your answer here in part (c), which is on page 2 of the interrogatory response, was that you believe customers have sufficient background information about their present gas distribution costs to complete the survey.

So my question is: where do you tell customers about the amounts that they're paying for DSM programs and the carbon compliance requirements?  How do they know that?

MS. MURPHY:  I can speak to that for the carbon.  I'm not sure if someone else on the panel might be able to speak to DSM, although we don't have a specific witness that is from the DSM department.

But for the federal carbon, we do have a website.  On the Enbridge Gas general website, there is a page that outlines all kinds of information on the federal carbon charge, including what the amount is and then, you know, what the timing is for it to go up each year and that type of information.

We also -- it is a line on their bill.  So they are able to see how much they're paying right on the bill, on a line that says federal carbon charge.

And then as we've felt appropriate, we have had social media campaigns and tried to communicate that way, particularly surrounding when the programs started.

MR. MONDROW:  All right.  Thanks.  What about the DSM costs?

MS. MURPHY:  I'm not sure if there is anyone else on the panel that can speak to that.  I believe we do have web pages that talk about our DSM offerings, but I am not aware if we mentioned the cost -- I am not sure if someone else can speak to that.

MS. MOUSA:  I can speak to that.  This is Doa Mousa. So in terms of the costs - so in the response to this IR, we say, discussing the rates relevant to DSM, and the specific survey was not relevant, as the specific scope of the survey was to get customers' feedback on Voluntary RNG programs.

However, in terms of DSM communication, the company does extensive communication on DSM offerings.

I would say we do not specifically communicate the cost of DSM programs to ratepayers, but they are aware of the offerings through the different communication channels that we have.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  But to the extent a customer wants to pay two dollars a month for you to buy RNG to put into your system because it is an environmentally good thing to do, certainly the contributions that same customer is making towards energy efficiency would be a relevant consideration for them, wouldn't it?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think it may be.  But our customers don't have any choice as to whether or not they contribute towards DSM.

So that's going to be part of their overall gas bill regardless of whether they participate in the voluntary program.

So our view is that in terms of the survey, it's trying to determine the propensity of people to participate in the voluntary program at that $2 a month level, given, you know, what they are paying for their natural gas service in total.

MS. MOUSA:  I would also like to add that Enbridge views this program as one of other options for reducing GHG emissions.

So a customer could choose to participate in this program, and also participate in DSM or other programs at a premium.

MR. MONDROW:  No, I understand that, of course.  But the point of going to the customer and saying do you want to pay two bucks a month and we'll get green gas, we will take that money and spend it on green gas.  Those customers are being asked if they want to do something good for the environment and spend $2 a month to do it.  That is the basic value proposition to customers.  You are not actually getting the RNG, but they're contributing to you buying some of it.

MS. MOUSA:  The RNG is flowing through the company's supply.

MR. MONDROW:  I understand, but your evidence is very clear, though, that the customer is not getting $2 a month worth of RNG, right?

MS. MOUSA:  That's right.

MR. MONDROW:  They are paying $2 a month and you're going to go out and buy RNG with whatever revenues you have.

MS. MOUSA:  Correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Depending on the cost of the RNG, correct?

MS. MOUSA:  Correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And so they're being asked to do something good for the environment by helping you buy some RNG to displace some natural gas, right?

MS. MOUSA:  That's right.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  And so how is what they're paying for energy efficiency not relevant to that calculation?  I suggest to you it is relevant.  Isn't it?  I get that you don't tell them what --


MS. MOUSA:  Because -- because when we're marketing the program to them, we are not marketing it as one option other -- as the only option or one or the other.  It is a voluntary program that customers -- we think they will have sufficient information to make a decision whether they would like to participate or not regardless of their participation in other programs that are aimed at reducing GHG emissions.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  I understand your answer, thanks.

Steve, you had some discussion off the top regarding
-- with Kent, I think, regarding the overall goals of the program.  You said raise awareness, start to bring some volumes into the system, help the market develop.

Can you just describe what you meant by that last point?  How is the program going to help the market develop?

MR. McGILL:  I think by raising awareness and having a number of our customers participate in the program, I think.  The more people become aware that -- of the potential for RNG to reduce their GHG footprint, more people are going to get interested in it, and that is going to encourage others to bring other programs into the marketplace.

MR. MONDROW:  So you are kind of encouraging demand, I guess?

MR. McGILL:  For RNG.

MR. MONDROW:  For RNG, yes.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  And your contracts are going to be short-term, no more than a year, but potentially month-to-month, I assume.  Is that the plan?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  And so might this help a secondary market for RNG as well?

MR. McGILL:  Potentially, it could.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Did you prepare -- did someone prepare a presentation to senior management on this proposal?  That's -- I don't think I have seen one.  Do you have one?  And if you have one, could you file it, which explains the proposal and its objectives?

MR. McGILL:  We could undertake to locate one and provide it, yes, if we can locate it.

MR. MONDROW:  Great.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be Undertaking JT1.13.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO PROVIDE THE PRESENTATION TO SENIOR MANAGEMENT EXPLAINING THE PROPOSAL AND ITS OBJECTIVES.

MR. MONDROW:  And would the company be amenable, Steve, to reporting at the time of your rebasing application on how the program has gone and what you have learned from it and what your plans are for continuing it or expanding it?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  I think that would be part of the rebasing application, in that we would be determining how to carry the program forward in the next IRM period.

So I would expect that we would be reporting on the performance of the program and the results that we had experienced up until the point in time that that evidence is prepared.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, great.  Thanks.

Staff Number 5 -- there was some discussion about this earlier, and --


MR. QUINN:  Ian.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, it is Dwayne.  I was trying to get to you through the chat.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, just one small follow-up just to the undertaking.  I think you asked for presentations to senior management.  And I heard Steve say we could find one and file it.

Can we get all of the presentations that were made to senior management?

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, it is David Stevens speaking.  Can you explain why you need all of them?  I don't know how much work is involved in finding all of this.

If we're able to find the presentation that Steve describes, that if there is a -- assuming there is one that describes the program, why do you need everything that was shared with senior management?

MR. QUINN:  With due respect, David, sometimes there are separate presentations depending on content and who is in the room and what is being conveyed.  Senior management ultimately has to make approvals on behalf of the company.

And traditionally the initial proposal doesn't necessarily get a carte blanche, yeah, go ahead and do whatever you want.  It is like, okay, I get the concept.  Explain these factors to me and then maybe we will be able to move ahead.

So there may be a subsequent follow-up presentation.  I was just conscious of the response, and I think I understand what he was asking for, and we were going to ask for it anyway, so I just thought I would do it at this time.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  We know what the application looks like.  We know what Enbridge Gas is asking for.  That's what we're talking about today.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wonder if I could jump in here, Dwayne.

David, the alternative to what Dwayne is suggesting -- that is, all presentations -- is that Steve could simply look at whatever various presentations there are, choose whichever one he feels like, and say, here's one of them, and that's clearly not in the spirit of discovery.

So, I mean, I take your point that there may be stuff that is simply superseded and no longer relevant and doesn't contain any incremental information.  I get that.  But there may be more than one presentation that is relevant to this proceeding, and I would say that your starting point should be, if you made a presentation to senior management, you should provide it to the Board as part of your discovery.

MS. GIRVAN:  It is Julie here.  Can I just make a comment?  Would it be -- I think maybe the question -- and it is something that we all typically ask:  What materials were put before senior management in seeking approval before -- approval for this program?  And I would like to add to that question also to the board of directors.  I don't think we have anything on the record to that effect.

MR. McGILL:  Well, I can answer the "board of directors" question, because there hasn't been anything with respect to this application that has been presented to the board of directors.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. LADANYI:  If I can step in for a minute.  Tom Ladanyi here for Energy Probe.

In Energy Probe 14, I specifically asked for a presentation on jurisdictional research, because I think jurisdictional research and decision on how Enbridge decided to proceed with this program is really at the core of this application.  And the answer was that there wasn't any presentation.

So I would ask Steve to look again and see whether there was a presentation on jurisdictional research and how Enbridge decided to proceed with what they're doing.

MR. STEVENS:  I think the answer, Tom, to be fair, I think the answer to Energy Probe 14 was quite clear.  You asked if there was an external consultant to carry out jurisdictional research, and you asked if there was a report or presentation prepared.  And the answer --


MR. LADANYI:  Yes, but --


MR. STEVENS:  -- the answer provided in both cases was no.

MR. LADANYI:  Just a second.  I asked in B), either by consultant or by Enbridge staff.  So that includes everybody.  A consultant was mentioned in the start of the question, but I said Enbridge staff as well.  And I was surprised that management was not informed about jurisdictional research, which seems to be like a key decision in this application.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  Your question asked for any report or presentation that was prepared.  Enbridge Gas replied that there was nothing done by an external consultant --


MR. LADANYI:  Exactly.

MR. STEVENS:  -- and there was nothing done by staff, but that the filing includes the results of the review that was done.

MR. LADANYI:  So I gather then that senior management was never actually informed of jurisdictional research?

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I don't think that was the question that was asked.

MR. LADANYI:  Of course not.  But I am making that conclusion, or they might have been told verbally.

MR. McGILL:  Well, okay.  So the answer to the question, Tom, is explicitly no.  Our jurisdictional research informed the development of this proposal, but we never compiled it and presented it to senior management or anyone else for that matter.

MR. LADANYI:  So you just discussed it amongst yourselves?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  And like I said, what we learned from it informed the development of this program that we now have before the Board.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MR. MONDROW:  Just to be sure, Steve, that we're clear on the undertaking I think you gave me.  JT1 -- 1 point -- sorry, JT1.13, I think it is.

I was asking for the management presentation or presentations provided when you sought approval for the program.  You said you would look and see if you've got one.  I will take the point.  If you went back for approval more than once, I would like whatever presentations you used to get approval for the program.  Is that okay?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  I understand your question, Ian, and that is what we will provide.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, perfect.  Thank you.

I think, Lawren, all of the other questions I had have already been discussed, so I'm good.  Thank you very much.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Mr. Mondrow.  Ms. DeMarco, I believe you are next.
Examination by Ms. DeMarco:


MS. DeMARCO:  I will try and put on my Pods here so I can be heard better.  Is that okay?

MR. SMALL:  Yes.  We can hear you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Perfect.  Thanks.  So a number of my questions I have been trying to feed in as the issue came along, so I will try to be as brief as possible.

But just in terms of our client, Anwaatin -- who are a group of Indigenous communities that consider themselves stewards of their traditional territories and the environment around that, and also potential producers, suppliers and users of RNG -- there appears to be a lot of confusion around a couple of terms.

So this wasn't part of my planned questioning, but I think it would be very, very helpful for everybody involved if we established.  When you are talking about RNG, you're talking about the bundled gas, plus the environmental attributes of the gas.  Do I have that correct?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  And the contract that we would have with the RNG, whoever is providing it to us, we would be looking to buy the environmental attributes for the replacement or displacement of natural gas and we'd be looking to buy the RNG.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you would always be buying both together?  You would never buy the EAs separately, or the RINs separately?

MS. MURPHY:  No.  We are looking to buy both.

MS. DeMARCO:  So we're talking always about a bundled product here?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  That's very helpful.

And then you talked about the RNG facility, a producer who you are buying from, and I was tripping over this as well.  So in my mind, a RNG producer is the primary bio gas, or agricultural gas, or landfill gas producer.

But I understand that you are also using the term to include the RNG purification or upgrading or treatment facility, as well as the RNG injection facility.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Can you state that question again, Lisa?  I just didn't quite get it.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sure, Steve.  In my mind, I think of RNG facility as a farmer producing bio gas, or ag gas, or LFG landfill gas producer.  But from your use of the term, I understand that it might also include the RNG purification facility, or the upgrading facility, or the RNG treatment facility.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  So for the purposes of this exercise where we're talking about pipeline quality, renewable natural gas.  So we would be indifferent as to what the feed stock was, as long as the gas, one, is -- that we can confirm that it is in fact renewable natural gas and that, two, it meets the standard required in order to be injected into the gas distribution network.

So we would be agnostic with respect to what the original feed stock was that created the initial bio gas that was upgraded to pipeline quality RNG.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that I am clear on this point, Steve, when you say an RNG producer, it therefore goes beyond that primary producer?  You are talking about a whole host of entities that could be pushing RNG on to your system, whether it is the primary producer, the upgrading facility, the injection facility, and even the second marketer.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, the RNG is always either going to come to us through an upstream pipeline connection or through an injection station that is attached to our system.

So, you know, there needs to be controls in place to make sure that, one, that the RNG is real RNG.  And, two, that it meets our pipeline specification.

So that is the physical side of getting RNG into the system.

MS. DeMARCO:  My question is real simple.  When you talk about that RNG pipe or that RNG injection facility, that's included in your definition of RNG facility or RNG producer.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, in terms of the RNG producer, I guess, or supplier.  But in terms of RNG itself, no.

RNG is just going to be a commodity -- or it is a commodity.

MS. DeMARCO:  So we've established the definition of RNG.  It's the RNG, plus the EAs, and now the definition of RNG producer or supplier, it is all of these things.  It's the pipe.  It is the injection facility.  It's the original ag producer of the gas, and it could be your secondary market seller.

Those are all RNG producers or suppliers?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think it is a combination of those things.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right, perfect.  Okay.  And then in relation to the greenhouse gas calculations themselves -- and I am working from Anwaatin 8A and CBA 4.  Mr. Elson was touching upon this as well.

My understanding is that different RNG activities have different carbon intensities. So some RNG activities give you more greenhouse gas reductions and others give you less.  Is that fair?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So what I understand is that you used a commonly known as emission factor to apply to all of your RNG?

MS. MURPHY:  So the emission calculations that we have conducted are only representing the displacement of natural gas.

So we have used the common prior heating value and that may differ slightly project to project, but we've used a common emission factor or common heating value to turn that into cubic metres.

Then we have used the emission factor that is in Anwaatin 8(a) it shows the calculation, the value of 0.001874 tonnes per metre cubed, that is strictly the displacement value.

So if you displace a cubic metre of natural gas with RNG, we've calculated what those emissions savings would be.

We haven't looked at this on a life cycle basis.  And that is really where you have referred to different projects could have different emission reduction potential, that is really more on the life cycle basis than on the, you know, the offsetting or the reduction of methane into the environment, the replacement of all of the upstream emissions for natural gas with whatever emissions are coming from the RNG.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So I have understood you to separate out the displacement versus the destruction value, and you are using a uniform emission factor, a higher heating value just on the displacement, despite the fact there could be different densities of greenhouse gas emissions associated with that displacement.  Is that right?

MS. MURPHY:  That's right.

MS. DeMARCO:  And did you get any independent verification of that greenhouse gas emission reduction factor?

MS. MURPHY:  The emission factor that we have used, The .001874 tonnes of CO2 per metre cube is from a Ministry and Environment and Conservation and Parks guideline.  That is the guideline for quantification and verification of greenhouse gas.  That is a standard value that is used for Ontario.

MS. DeMARCO:  So this is strictly for displacement.

MS. MURPHY:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  So you have not got any third-party verification of how you are applying that displacement factor to this program.

MS. MURPHY:  We have not had any third-party verification.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So in terms of -- I am going to turn to Anwaatin 1(b) very specifically.  You have spoken to the approach to communications, and we asked specifically in relation to First Nations customers, and the response there was, Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule 3 outlines our First Nations communications, our communications to customers, including First Nations.

I just want to make sure I haven't missed anything.  There is nothing in Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule 3 pertaining specifically to First Nations, unless I have missed it.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And in terms of the bio gas origination, I am looking at Anwaatin 3(d) now, very specifically.  And then I believe there was a Board Staff interrogatory, maybe three or four as well, that dealt with this.  And Mr. Shepherd touched upon it as well.

You have spoken of four facilities that are looking at upgrading and injection that are likely sources in the market, and then a further 35 sources.  Those 35 sources, are they predominantly primary bio gas sources or renewable natural gas sources, or do they include your secondary supply sources?

MR. McGILL:  No.  These are all potential bio gas production facilities.  So they would each have their own source of the bio gas that is upgraded to RNG or would be upgraded to RNG.

MS. DeMARCO:  So are they the sources themselves or an aggregator of the sources themselves?

MR. McGILL:  They would be the sources themselves.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Do you have a sense of to what extent these sources themselves are located on reserve or treaty or dispute or, in the case of U.S., tribal lands?

MR. McGILL:  No, I don't.

MS. DeMARCO:  Is that part of the investigation process that you will go through?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think, as these projects developed -- are developed -- and they might not all be developed, but there's 35 that we are aware of where there have been discussions, I would expect that if there are any concerns with indigenous land rights, et cetera, that they would all have to be dealt with in developing the details of those proposals.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And in relation to the ownership of the RNG molecules that you are purchasing, I understand from your response in that interrogatory that the obligation to prove ownership lies on the supplier.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Which interrogatory are you referring to, Lisa?

MS. DeMARCO:  I believe it is Anwaatin 3, and I think it is -- 3(d).  Let me just find the exact response for you.  Yeah, I think it is actually 3(c) and (d) --


MR. McGILL:  Okay.  So --


MS. DeMARCO:  -- that are answered above in (a) and (b).  So if you look at (b) through (f) on page 2 of 2 of Anwaatin 3, it is outlined there.

MR. McGILL:  Yeah, so what we're saying there is that -- basically what I just said previously, that to the extent that indigenous land rights need to be recognized and addressed in any of these projects, that would be the responsibility of the project proponents to address, and that, you know, we would be open to procuring supplies of RNG from any producers that are affiliated with the First Nations production facilities, I guess, if any of the First Nations groups develop RNG production facilities, you know, subject to our procurement policies and practices, which Jamie has spoken to earlier.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I am going to come to the procurement policies and practices and very specifically the gas supply procurement policies and practices.  But for my understanding, quoting you, it is up to the supplier to address?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  We will be the purchasers of a product.  We won't be -- unless Enbridge Gas is involved in the upgrading of the raw bio gas to pipeline quality RNG -- which we may be on a non-utility basis in some cases -- it would be the project proponents responsible for resolving any lands right issues, gaining permits and whatnot with respect to the construction of those facilities.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful.  Just so I am clear, in terms of the upgrading activities, you may be involved. In fact, you must be involved, unless the gas is already on the system.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  No.  In terms of upgrading -- and again, I referred to our EB-2017-0319 proceeding, and one of the outcomes of that was that the Board ruled that Enbridge Gas Inc. could do RNG upgrading as a non-utility, meaning unregulated business function or business activity.

So there is some potential for Enbridge Gas to provide that as a service to customers that have a source of the untreated bio gas, or they would have the option of procuring that service from others or building the facilities themselves and cleaning up the gas themselves.

MS. DeMARCO:  Does anybody else currently provide that service, other than Enbridge Gas Inc.?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  How many --


MR. McGILL:  I don't know that.

MS. DeMARCO:  -- entities?

MR. McGILL:  I think some of the producers will seek to do it themselves.  Others might outsource it to other companies.  It could be a number of different ways of doing it.

MS. DeMARCO:  But your indication is that there is a market for that right now, for those services?

MR. McGILL:  Well, people are discussing building these facilities.  So that would suggest that there is probably an emerging market for some of these services or the companies that actually sell the equipment and install it for these parties.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Just so I am crystal-clear on this point, Steve, companies are discussing building these facilities or they currently exist in the marketplace?

MR. McGILL:  For the most part they are discussing the development of these projects.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So they may exist in the marketplace.

MR. McGILL:  Eventually.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks.  So Anwaatin 2(c) and Anwaatin 8 and then to a limited extent following up on Ian's questions around the accounting and tracking --


MR. MURRAY:  Lisa, Lisa.  Sorry to interrupt.  It is Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  I am just wondering.  We were supposed to take a break somewhere around here.  So I don't know if this is a good time, if you are going to a new area, or whether or not it is better to go in a couple of minutes?

MS. DeMARCO:  I am good.  I am in your hands.  Whatever works for you.

MR. MURRAY:  I think it might be good to break now.

MR. QUINN:  Lawren, it's Dwayne Quinn.  I had a follow-up on what Lisa was just asking Steve about.  If I may, it would be hopefully two minutes.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay, go ahead, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Steve, when you were talking to Lisa about potential other producers.  Now I want to say -- sorry, upgrade capable providers.

So if a potential RNG producer wanted to understand the quality of their gas and what would need to be done to get it to pipeline quality and the costs associated with it, does EGI have a list of potential providers that could provide the upgrading service?

MR. McGILL:  I don't know that we have that.  I think the group we have that works on this, they would be in a position to, I think, point out some of the providers of the equipment that's required, and they would have some knowledge of how to go about sourcing that equipment, what contractors would be available to install these kinds of facilities.

But I don't know that -- I don't think they would, you know, have a list of potential upgrading service providers, if that is what you are referring to.

MR. QUINN:  That's what I'm referring to, thank you.  And those qualified upgrade service providers, it's your -- EGI or your regulated affiliate, that would be the qualified upgrade provider?

MR. McGILL:  Well, they would be -- those would be some of the alternatives that would be available to potential RNG producers.

MR. QUINN:  So is it EGI or their unregulated affiliate?

MR. McGILL:  Or unrelated parties.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  But I am trying to understand does EGI provide the service?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  So EGI provides it, the unregulated affiliate can provide it, correct?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  And then third parties?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  Then unrelated third parties, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's all I have.  Thanks, Steve, and thank you, I appreciate that opportunity.

MR. MURRAY:  Perhaps now we can take the break.  I know we had two afternoon breaks scheduled.  But what I propose to do is instead of two afternoon breaks is condense them into one and come back at 3:10, if that works for everyone.

So I will see everyone back again at 3:10.

MR. McGILL:  Very good.
--- Recess taken at 2:55 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:11 p.m.

MR. MURRAY:  So I guess we will go back on the record now.

Ms. DeMarco, if you could please continue with your questioning.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks very much, and thanks, panel members, for your patience.  Just to structure our time, I have three areas that I would like to cover in my remaining time.

The first looks at how the RNG may be used by Enbridge, its parent, and its affiliate, and that is a question of not only the regulatory accounting, but greenhouse gas accounting, the second is in relation to procurement of the RNG itself, and the third is quite specific to industrial and commercial customers and the services you are providing there, so let me start with that first area.

In Anwaatin 2(c) you were asked about other programs that you were aware of, and my understanding is that you mentioned that this may be used by Enbridge in relation to the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Prevention Act, the federal carbon charge, for ease of reference, potentially in relation to the Clean Fuel Standard as well, which is in draft stages.  Is that right?

MS. MURPHY:  That's correct.

MR. McGILL:  Thanks, Jennifer.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in 2(c) you didn't mention the federal offset system, but presumably you would be able to potentially use this RNG in relation to federal offsets should they become available as well?

MS. MURPHY:  So I am just looking at the interrogatory response.

MS. DeMARCO:  I don't believe there was any mention in 2(c) of the offset system, though.

MS. MURPHY:  Yeah, I guess we've missed that.  So, yeah, there -- with respect to the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, there is the output-based pricing system, and the federal government is looking to set up a federal offset program that would be available for participants in the OPPS program to use in place of paying the carbon price.

So potentially, as we have not seen out in a list of protocols that they're considering, there could be some protocols that provide offset credits to projects that create bio gas or RNG.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks.  And in relation to the existing California Cap and Trade program, there are in fact protocols that allow for offsets to be monetized relating to RNG.  Is that right?

MS. MURPHY:  I have to go back to the list of project types, but I believe, yes, there are some that -- some project types that could generate RNG where they would be able to create offsets.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in relation to the U.S. EPA renewable fuel standard, there is also the potential to create RINs or other environmental commodities.  Is that fair?  From RNG?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And similarly the Natural Gas Star programs and the Methane Challenge, also some ability to create value from that; is that right?

MS. MURPHY:  I am not familiar with those programs, so I will say subject to check, but that sounds correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I just get you to undertake to check and make sure I've got that right?

MS. MURPHY:  So it was the U.S. EPA Natural
Gas Star --


MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, there are two elements of the Natural Gas Star program, the straight Natural Gas Star, the Natural Gas Home Star program, and then also the Methane Challenge.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, what is the request, Lisa?

MS. DeMARCO:  Whether or not value could be created from renewable natural gas through those programs as well.

MR. STEVENS:  And I am just trying to understand
how -- can you just briefly describe how that relates to Enbridge's sought approvals here?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  To the extent that your supply purchases result from the U.S., it's quite possible that those purchases might have additional revenue associated with them through these programs.

MR. STEVENS:  Jennifer, is this something that we're able to look up?

MS. MURPHY:  To the extent that details of those programs are available online, I can do some research to see how they work.

MR. STEVENS:  I think we can undertake to answer this on a best-efforts basis, Lisa.  It is clearly outside of our ordinary areas of expertise, and we have a pretty limited time to answer undertakings.

MS. DeMARCO:  Understood.  I would gently suggest you might have to look into this if you want to ensure you have got ownership of what you are buying, but I will leave that in your capable hands.

MR. MURRAY:  Sorry, Lisa.  It is Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  That will be Undertaking JT1.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO ADVISE WHETHER OR NOT VALUE COULD BE CREATED FROM RENEWABLE NATURAL GAS THROUGH THE FOLLOWING PROGRAMS:  THE EXISTING CALIFORNIA CAP AND TRADE PROGRAM, THE U.S. EPA RENEWABLE FUEL STANDARD, THE NATURAL GAS STAR PROGRAMS, AND THE METHANE CHALLENGE.

MS. DeMARCO:  Lawren, I am just trying again.  Can you hear me?

MR. MURRAY:  Yes.  Did you hear the undertaking I gave for that?

MS. DeMARCO:  I didn't.  I just assumed you marked it as a number.  Everybody was frozen.  I'm going to try again to go on to video, and if not I will just take off my video.

MR. MURRAY:  So Lisa, that was marked as Undertaking JT1.14.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  In addition to those other programs, there's also a potential to create from renewable natural gas, landfill gas specifically, offsets or credits under the Quebec Cap and Trade program.  Is that right?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  I am aware that in Quebec there is an offset protocol for landfill gas.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in relation to Quebec, again, there's a mandatory RNG program there.  Is that right?

MS. MURPHY:  I'm aware that there is some type of a renewable mandate.  I don't know if someone else on the panel can speak more to the details in Quebec.

MR. McGILL:  Perhaps Abbas or Doa could.

MS. MOUSA:  We are, as far -- to my knowledge, there is a program, and I believe it is 1 percent mandatory renewable requirement.

MS. DeMARCO:  And NRG is in fact an affiliate of yours; is that right?

MR. McGILL:  No.  They would not fit the definition of "affiliate".

MS. DeMARCO:  Enbridge Inc. has a shareholding interest in them; is that fair?

MR. McGILL:  A minority interest.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So there's a financial interest of Enbridge Inc. in the entity there.

And then one more program where you have involvement.  Your parent or affiliate has also obligations that could benefit from landfill gas in the Alberta TIER program, technology incentive emission reduction program?

MR. McGILL:  I am not aware of that program.  Perhaps Jennifer might be able to speak to it.

MS. MURPHY:  I am aware of the existence of the program.  I am not very familiar with the details of the TIER program, and I am not very familiar with our operations in Alberta and how they might be covered or participating in the TIER program.  I couldn't speak to that in any level of detail.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can you just undertake to confirm that none of the RNG that's the subject of this application will have any bearing on the greenhouse gas or regulatory accounting in that program?  In the Alberta program?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, can you explain what you mean by that question, Lisa?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  Can you undertake to confirm that what you are doing here in this application will not be used for -- in the form of greenhouse gas or regulatory accounting -- any compliance obligation or offset obligation under the Alberta TIER program, T-I-E-R.

MS. MURPHY:  I think, if I can clarify, we were speaking earlier about if it's a bundled RNG with the environmental attributes, then I think this is a confusing area overall.

So just maybe a bit more detail there, but we look at the -- as there being two separate environmental attribute.  There's the displacement of natural gas, and then there is the avoided methane emissions from the project.

It is possible to generate an offset credit potentially, depending on where the project is and the programs that exist in that location.  So it is possible to generate the offset credit for just, you know, the landfill gas avoided emissions, and then also create an environmental benefit just for the displacement of natural gas.

We would be not looking to buy any attributes related to the avoided methane emissions at this point in time, since we're not able to monetize those through an offset program either in Ontario or federally.

At this point in time, we're just looking to buy the RNG with the environmental attribute that is the displacement value of natural gas and we would be ensuring in the contract that that environmental attribute is being provided to us and not double counted elsewhere.

So to the extent that there was also an offset credit created, that credit could be created in a program as long as they weren't including the displacement value.  That value would be coming to us by contract.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that specifically -- what I am looking for confirmation of, you have you spoken to the buy side.  You intend to buy bundled RNG.  And I understood in my first series of qualification questions you were buying bundled RNG plus all environmental attributes, whether they come from displacement or avoidance.  And the answer was yes.

Do we have that right on the record?  When you are buying bundled RNG, are you buying all environmental attributes?

MS. MURPHY:  So we are buying bundled RNG.  But specifically, we're looking at buying the environmental attributes related to displacement.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you are buying RNG, the gas molecule, plus some, not all environmental attributes?

MS. MURPHY:  At this point in time, I believe that's our intention.

If in the future there is a change in the regulations under the clean fuel standard or offset regulations, we might change that.  But at this point in time, we would be looking at only the environmental attributes that pertain to the displacement.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's where my question is really focussed at.  We've got a host of regulatory counting of the costs and the benefits to customers, but we're only dealing with one of the possible environmental attribute commodities that you could have in your disposition.

And I would like to understand whether you could sell or use that other aspect of the environmental attribute commodity, and how that plays through both the regulatory accounting and the greenhouse gas accounting.

Can I ask you to undertake to break that out for me and define how you will buy, sell, and use the bundled...


MR. McGILL:  I think we made it quite clear that for the purposes of this program, we have no intention of acquiring the environmental attributes associated with methane destruction as a result of producing RNG.

As such, there would be no accounting for those attributes that we're not purchasing.

MS. DeMARCO:  See, I just heard something very different, Steve, from Jennifer.  And I want to be very clear.

I heard that in the future, you could in fact, through this program --


MR. McGILL:  No.  I think in the in the future, if we were to acquire environmental attributes, or offsets, or carbon credits -- whatever they might be called at that point in time -- that that would not be related to this program.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  But it could be a benefit to your broader corporate entity?

MR. STEVENS:  The witnesses have been -- the witnesses have been clear that is not the intention at the moment.  I think we're getting into hypotheticals and future items that really don't bear on this application and the relief sought.

MS. DeMARCO:  Actually, I am trying to understand -- with respect, Dave, I don't think they have been clear on this point, where the dollars flow from and how they're accounted for, both in terms of regulatory dollars and GHG molecules.

And so any way that you can help me understand how that will be used in the Alberta program, in the Ontario program, under the Quebec program, under potential federal offsets program, under the federal Clean Fuel Standard and last but certainly not least in relation to Enbridge Inc.'s overall greenhouse gas accounting and voluntary targets and commitments, that would be very, very useful.

There's an IR on that.  It is SEC 19.  So I am really going to reiterate the request for an undertaking, to map out both the greenhouse gas accounting and the regulatory accounting under each and all of these programs for Enbridge Inc., and the associated broader corporate entity as it results from these purchases of RNG.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry, I don't see the link.  I don't see where it's been established how those activities are benefiting Enbridge Inc., how this deals with Alberta, how this deals with -- how we can definitively answer questions about a clean fuel standard that is still in development.

With respect, I don't think these are answers that can be given -- or questions that can be given the definitive answers that you would like.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  Well, to the extent that you've got specific answers already in there about the potential to offer these services and the potential to going forward purchase on a bundled basis -- which Jennifer just, just answered -- I will have to disagree and push in that regard, to see how you may use very specifically the bundled RNG both, from a greenhouse gas accounting perspective and a regulatory accounting perspective.

MR. STEVENS:  I've heard the witnesses to provide you all of the information that they have right now.  It may be this is something that's better explored when the program is revisited at rebasing, and there is more details about some of these various programs.

But I don't think we have any more information to provide to you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Let me deal very specifically then with SEC 19, where you've got actual disclosure statements under your statutory-driven financial disclosures that relate to your own commitments within the organization at large.

Can you confirm that nothing, no greenhouse gas emission reductions from this program will be used to meet either your March 2016 stated commitments or your September 2019 climate report targets?

MS. MURPHY:  Lisa, I am just looking over that response.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MS. MURPHY:  I'm looking at SEC 19.  I don't see specifically where it says what our GHG reduction targets are.

What I can say right now at an Enbridge Inc. level is we are trying to come up with GHG targets, and that discussion has been led by Enbridge Inc. but involves all of the business units.

We are looking at setting targets.  I believe in the earlier versions and what we're looking at setting now only pertain to emissions from our operations.

So those would be scope 1 emissions, or direct emissions from our operations.

Any RNG from this program would not be used to reduce our facility or our operational emissions.  It would only be for customer-related natural gas use that we'd be displacing with RNG.

That said, I can see that it's something we would talk about perhaps in our corporate sustainability report as something we do for GHG reduction, which would be similar to how we talk about our DSM projects.

But with regards to the targets that Enbridge has previously had and is currently looking at updating, those targets are at this point only on our facility emissions, our operations --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Lisa, do you mind if I interrupt you for just one sec?

MS. DeMARCO:  Go ahead.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You're sort of implying a more general question, and I thought I would just ask that more general question.

Are there any other benefits to the Enbridge Inc. group of companies from this program that are not expressly disclosed in the application?  And I am going to ask you to undertake to go look and see whether there are any other benefits and let us know.

If the answer is there aren't any, that's great.  If the answer is there might be some, then you should tell us what they are.  But I am trying to look for -- like, you're proposing a project in which you say:  By the way, we're not going to make any money on this.  And so that immediately gets everybody's spidey senses up, because Enbridge is in the business of making money.

So I wonder if you could undertake to go look and see if there are any other collateral benefits to anybody in the Enbridge group of companies that are not fully disclosed in the application.  That's a request.

MS. DeMARCO:  And if I can just refine that.  Current benefits and reasonably known future benefits.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  That was my intention.

MR. STEVENS:  We will give an undertaking to inform parties of whether there are collateral benefits to Enbridge companies that are anticipated or known as a result of this application.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you so much.

MR. STEVENS:  I take issue with your descriptor, Jay, of everything being fully described already in the application, to my interpretation.  If something's been talked about, either in the application or during the technical conference, then we will consider that to have been already disclosed or discussed.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, presumably --


MR. STEVENS:  I don't want to have a disagreement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  We already talked about this.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't want to have a disagreement with you about what "fully described" means.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wasn't intending to catch you.

MR. MURRAY:  That will be Undertaking JT1.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO INFORM PARTIES OF WHETHER THERE ARE COLLATERAL BENEFITS TO ENBRIDGE COMPANIES THAT ARE ANTICIPATED OR KNOWN AS A RESULT OF THIS APPLICATION.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you very much.  And to that end, at Board Staff 10, page 3 of 4, there was a chart outlining the regulatory accounting for this over the years.  But it appears to be missing a row that outlines the EGD revenues from the purification service and injection service to the extent that it is the regulated affiliate and unregulated entities.

I am wondering if you could undertake to update this chart to show those elements.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think it is missing those lines, Lisa.  Those aren't revenues that accrue to the regulated utility or the regulated entity.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  This is describing the impact of the program.

MS. DeMARCO:  My understanding is that the injection service in fact does accrue to the utility.  Have I got that wrong?

MR. LeBLANC:  You would be assuming, I believe, that we would be procuring the gas from those particular entities, and that's not in any way a guarantee.

We are going to procure through an RFP process.  So they may or may not ever or only occasionally or whatever actually sell gas into our gas supply and be involved even in the molecules purchased for this program.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you have anticipated my next question, but that wasn't my first question.

There are three elements, as I understand it.  There's supply that you will procure purportedly in accordance with your natural gas supply procurement policy.  Then there's purification services, of which there are currently four entities, or two and two.  And only you are in that market, although there are currently others planned.

MR. LeBLANC:  In Ontario --


MS. DeMARCO:  And then the third element --


MR. LeBLANC:  Sorry, go ahead.

MS. DeMARCO:  In Ontario, yeah, and then the third element is the injection where that is in fact, according to 0319, a monopoly service.  Is that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  If it's the gas -- the RNG is being produced and injected into the system in Ontario.  It is not necessarily the only source, and that is not the only source of RNG to supply this program.

So we are simply buying RNG molecules that are pipeline quality.  They may or may not be produced in the province of Ontario, and so, again, I would say your question about what is missing from this table would assume that that -- those molecules were coming from one of those four Ontario producers, and there is no assurance or -- that that will be the case.

MS. DeMARCO:  What I would love for you to do is make a reasonable estimate of what may come, A), from the supply portfolio in Ontario; B), account for the injection revenue in Ontario, and you've got data on that through your 0319 proceeding; and then C), look at the associated purification revenue, again using a reasonable estimate.

At a very minimum, the injection element should be reflected in this chart.

MR. LeBLANC:  So I don't agree with that.  We are going to buy RNG molecules that are fully already in the system.  Whether it got there through Ontario or from Michigan or some other place will have a bearing on whether or not any of those revenues that you are talking about -- I really believe that those revenues are not associated directly with this program in any way.  They are revenues associated with creating a pipeline quality RNG molecule.  We may or may not ever buy those molecules.

And by the way, if we do buy them, it is because that entity -- whoever it is -- is the least-cost provider through our RFP process.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am going to move on to your procurement.  But can you make an estimate of the reasonably anticipated revenue associated with injection?

MR. LeBLANC:  We really have no idea.

MR. STEVENS:  I think Jamie has indicated why we don't believe this is relevant and, also, the fact that we won't have a reasonably-informed answer, so we are not prepared to provide any portion of the undertaking that you have asked for.

MS. DeMARCO:  I will take that as a refusal, and I am going to move on to your procurement --


MR. MONDROW:  Lisa, before you do --


MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah.

MR. MONDROW:  -- can I just ask a question, if you don't mind?

MS. DeMARCO:  Sure.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks.  Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.  Jamie, when you say you are going to buy molecules already in the system, presumably the extent to which the supplier of those molecules paid anything to get them into the system or a system, they would recover that or not in their discretion in their sale price to you.  Correct?

MR. LeBLANC:  That's correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks.  That's it, Lisa.  Thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that's a lead-on to my next question, which is very helpful, thanks, Ian.

In relation to buying RNG directly from the bio gas producer -- i.e., the farm LFG producer or Ag producer -- it will cost less than buying it from a secondary marketer.  Is that a fair assumption?

MR. LeBLANC:  I don't know that for certain.  It makes sense that in a general sense the raw product would be cheaper, although not adequate for our needs, but it would be cheaper than the fully refined product that is pipeline-quality.

So likely there is some value for the bio gas and some value for making it pipeline quality.

MS. DeMARCO:  Excellent.

And then now let's move on to your procurement -- gas supply procurement policies and practices, which is an attachment, number 1, to Anwaatin 3.  And it is also touched upon in CME 2 and CBA 4(c).

So I understand from Mr. Janisse's response that you would always be going towards the cheapest source of RNG; is that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  Generally speaking, unless there were some issue with that cheapest supplier, if they didn't meet credit requirements or something like that.  But generally speaking, yes, it would be the least cost that would be chosen.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's my next question.  How many farmers and landfill gas providers would meet your credit requirements?

MR. LeBLANC:  I have not -- I am not familiar with the specifics on how we would assess them, but we have a credit group that would look at assessing those who would be able to provide us with the pipeline quality RNG that we're looking to purchase.

MS. DeMARCO:  Would you undertake to provide us with your minimum credit requirements for this purpose?

MR. JANISSE:  I may be able to help out with that before an undertaking is given.

With respect to gas supply procurement, the credit we are concerned with is replacement value credit.

So it's a small number, just in how much the supply may change in price over time.  And the way that we look at our suppliers as far as needing to provide credit, if they're not investment-grade ratings that we can just rely on, those entities have the options to post credit support in a number of ways.  And I think some of that is discussed within the policy.

So there is no one that would be completely excluded from a credit basis, provided they were able to post the support that we have asked there, which could include a deposit.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I am actually looking at that gas supply procurement policy.  I didn't see that credit policy involved in it.  So would you undertake to provide us the minimum credit requirements for transactions of this nature, and very specifically whether the form of that alternate credit supply would be in the form of a line of credit, or a deposit, or what percentage of the transaction value you are looking at.

That is a question.  Would you undertake to provide that, please?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  We can do that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  Let's run through your --


MR. MURRAY:  Lisa, before you move on -- sorry, Lawren Murray, OEB staff.  I want to make sure we mark that as an undertaking, JT1.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  TO PROVIDE US THE MINIMUM CREDIT REQUIREMENTS FOR TRANSACTIONS OF THIS NATURE, SPECIFICALLY WHETHER THE FORM OF THAT ALTERNATE CREDIT SUPPLY WOULD BE IN THE FORM OF A LINE OF CREDIT, OR A DEPOSIT, OR WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE TRANSACTION VALUE YOU ARE LOOKING AT

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks, Lawren, for reminding me.  So let's look at section 2.1 of your gas Supply Procurement Policies, and I will tell you where I am coming from.

I had trouble determining how this would apply to RNG versus natural gas, because they're slightly different entities.

So for example 2.1, looking for supply base and Diversification, how would that apply to RNG?

MR. LeBLANC:  I guess it is not a direct discussion of RNG there in that case.  That is traditional natural gas.

But we would look for diversity in our suppliers.  That's kind of a general foundation of gas supply procurement, is to look for some diversity and the reliability and cost-effectiveness, which is the rest of that point in our procurement policy.

Now, given the relatively small nature of the supply involved here, there is only a limited amount of diversity that could be expected. But we would look for some diversity.

MS. DeMARCO:  That is kind of what I am trying to understand here, Jamie.

Diversity in the RNG context, does that mean two?  Does it mean four?  What does it mean?

MR. LeBLANC:  It really depends.  I mean, we're still very early in this.

When we are buying small amounts of gas, you know, we may get the same provider just simply because we do RFPs and they're always the lowest price, potentially.

But we would do multiple RFPs in the hopes of getting some diversity of supply.  But --


MS. DeMARCO:  So no guarantee.  One could cut it, but as long as you ran the RFP, it would be okay?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes, because the primary purpose of the RFP is to ensure that we get the best price and the best cost for system gas customers.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So we have a better idea about what you mean by diversity.

We talked about the minimum credit requirements, and you have given the associated undertaking.

Let's go to 2.3, integrity with no preferential treatment to any counter-party.  How are you going to ensure that with RNG?

MR. LeBLANC:  That's really about the RFP process.  So anyone who can provide us with pipeline quality can meet the requirements of what we're purchasing.  The pipeline quality RNG will have the opportunity to bid and to potentially within the bid and supply us with the RNG.

MS. DeMARCO:  So is the metric based solely on price, or common terms and conditions, or some combination of the two?

MR. LeBLANC:  There's a few.  So it is mostly price.  Credit ratings, which I think we have talked about already.  Meeting the definition of RNG.  Those would be the primary ones involved.

MS. DeMARCO:  Is there an algorithm for that, or is it discretionary in terms of your award of the RFP?

MR. LeBLANC:  They would need to meet all of those things.  So it would be --


MS. DeMARCO:  Did you have a discretion to determine...


MR. LeBLANC:  No.

MS. DeMARCO:  Is it minimum thresholds for each?

MR. LeBLANC:  They would have to meet all of the other requirements and beat the lowest price.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Can you give us those minimum  requirements for the three things you just mentioned?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think we already have an undertaking for the credit.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MR. LeBLANC:  The definition I believe we already speak to in an IR here.  Just one second.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just to be clear, this is the definition that will be used as the definitive metric for the RFP.

MR. LeBLANC:  I would say that we do not have the very specific language of that item defined yet.

I think you have heard a bit of discussion about that, but -- just one second here.

So in Staff 6.3, we say price and availability of RNG and conformance with the definition of bio methane in the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's it.  You just have to meet the definition in the GGPPA?

MR. LeBLANC:  That is what is in the evidence.  We are working out the details of the language of the contracts.  There may be more specifics to those, but we do not -- we have not completed that process yet.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  But there could be some more elaboration, yes?

MR. LeBLANC:  Potentially.  I don't know, Jennifer, if you have any further comment on that or not.

MS. MURPHY:  No.  I think at this point what we reflected there was our current thinking, and we haven't -- as Jamie said, we haven't had in depth of conversation on the exact language.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, thanks.  This talks about, in sections 3, 4 -- mostly 3 about governance and everything falls within the VP energy services.  Will your RNG procurement fall within the mandate of your VP energy services?

MR. LeBLANC:  The purchase of RNG for this program will fall under that VP, correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So that's whose head is on the chopping block if anything goes wrong there.

MR. LeBLANC:  Regarding the purchase of the RNG.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Let's look at the means of procurement, section 5.  You mentioned strictly this will be done by RFP, but section 5 of your policy gives you options, right?  A bidding process, straight purchase, or just a spot transaction or electronic transaction.  Is that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  I would say that there is the potential for other options.  They're rarely used, but there have been cases in the case of traditional natural gas where we have used other means at times.  But our preference and by far the predominant tool used is the RFP process.

MS. DeMARCO:  But you are not committing to be only bound by an RFP process.  Do I understand that?

MR. LeBLANC:  That is true.  There are sometimes circumstances where we would look outside the RFP process. It is not our intention to do that regularly or even, you know, very often at all.  We would use the RFP process so long as we felt we were getting a reflective market price from the market.

MS. DeMARCO:  So in your discretion to figure that out.  Anwaatin 5 and 6.  This is a little bit confusing as well, because you speak often about short-term contracts, and there is a little bit of confusion in response to Anwaatin 5 and 6 in the evidence at B, tab 2, section 2 as to how often you intend to go to market to purchase RNG.  Is that monthly?

MR. LeBLANC:  Well, given the small amounts of gas, I think it will change over time.  As the program begins and we're buying very small amounts of gas, it may be longer periods than that.  It will not be -- you know, it will be one year or less.  But if the program is successful and we are needing to purchase more and more RNG, we would then break up the purchases into multiple transactions.

They may be monthly.  They may be quarterly.  It depends on how large the amount of gas required gets, I would say.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great.  So you plan to go to market, it may be up to yearly, but not longer than once a year.  Or is that the term of the contracts?

MR. LeBLANC:  We would go at least -- I think we would go at least once a year.  We would be trying to match -- we're going to be trying to match the funds coming from the program to gas.

So we would be trying to -- I mean, we won't be perfect, I don't think, but we would be trying to match year on year the molecules we're buying and the revenue that we're generating from the program.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's how often you go to market, now the term of your contracts in the market.  Not more than a year?

MR. LeBLANC:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Two years, three years?

MR. LeBLANC:  No.  At this time we're looking at one year or less, and I think it is described pretty well in the evidence that we don't really know how this program is going to go and we're not willing to commit to long-term contracts, not knowing that the revenue from the program is going to be there to pay for the molecules that we're buying.

Gas supply is a flow-through.  There is no profit to it when we purchased the molecule.  So there's risk involved in us signing a long-term contract and potentially not having the revenue, and Enbridge would not accept that risk.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that is what I understood your evidence to be in paragraph 3 of B), tab 2, schedule 2.

But paragraph 4 says, but you might adjust as the program goes on.  You might go for longer-term contracts as the program goes on.  Is that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think we'd have to be careful to look at -- at it.  But if we see a longer-term evidence that this program is, you know, self-sustaining and growing and there's lots of demand for it, we may look at the possibility of longer contracts, because we will have some assurance that we're going to be able to collect enough revenues to offset the costs.

MS. DeMARCO:  And if you go for those longer-term contracts, will you seek pre-approval in accordance with the filing guidelines for long-term gas supply and transmission contracts?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think it says if it is longer than five years, I think.  But I don't know if we would go that long.

When I say longer-term, I think about, at least in the early years, unless it becomes really big, I think more along the lines of the terms of traditional gas supply that we purchase today, which is typically, you know, a maximum of, I will say two years, two-year contracts.

Not to say that we wouldn't necessarily go for a longer contract, but that would likely be, you know, in the ballpark of the limit that we would go to.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you might go longer, but you won't seek pre-approval of that contract is what I am hearing.

MR. LeBLANC:  We might.  Just give me a moment, please.

I want to ask for a quick conference with my colleagues, please.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks.

[Witness panel consults in breakout room.]


MS. MOUSA:  Hello?

MS. WALTER:  Hi, is this Doa?

MS. MOUSA:  Yes, Doa.  I am back -- I'm on the line.  I couldn't get my Internet back -- connected in time.

MS. WALTER:  Okay.  What we will do is we will take this number and add you to the breakout room.  The panel is in a breakout room right now.

[Witness panel consults in breakout room.]


MR. LeBLANC:  So we don't have any -- the rules around pre-approval at hand or off the top of our heads.  So I would say to the extent that there are rules around seeking pre-approval of long-term contracts, we would follow them. But I don't -- I unfortunately cannot provide you those rules.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can you undertake to provide them, please, in relation to RNG?

MR. LeBLANC:  They may not apply to RNG, but we can undertake to consider that.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to jump in, maybe we can avoid the undertaking.  I believe that the rules are referenced in footnote 1 of Anwaatin 6.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  I didn't get that from that, Dave.  I didn't see anything directly related to long-term contracts.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, the footnote provides a link to the Board's report and the draft filing guidelines, which became final filing guidelines for pre-approval of long-term contracts, both transportation and supply.  My reference --


MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, so I am asking in relation to RNG.  Can you undertake to provide what the guidelines will be --


MR. STEVENS:  These are the only guidelines, to my knowledge, that the Board has issued for pre-approval of the long-term contracts.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  And in terms of Enbridge's own governance practice, you can either indicate that these guidelines apply to RNG or nothing applies to RNG.  I'm looking for an answer there.

MR. STEVENS:  I apologize if I have this wrong.  I thought your question was about applications to the OEB for pre-approval.

MS. DeMARCO:  We're asking what criteria apply for long term contract, RNG contracts requirements, approval or otherwise.

MR. LeBLANC:  Well, the company would definitely require a mechanism for recovery, or reasonable assurance of recovery.

I think he have said that in evidence a few times, that we would need some assurance of recovery in order to sign a long term contract because, like I mentioned earlier, this is a flow-through cost and we would not put the company on the hook for contracts that we couldn't fund without some sort of approval mechanism under which to recover the costs.

I don't know if that helps, but that's...


MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  We are trying actually apply this, Jamie, to RNG.

So we have said throughout the evidence the guidelines apply, the policies apply.  And we want to know is if you get into longer term contracts -- which you have, and you have indicated you have the discretion to do -- what applies?  The guidelines?  Pre-approval?  Nothing?  What applies?  Would you undertake to provide us an answer to that?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we are going in circles here and I apologize for this.  But the only guidelines that apply to pre-approval from the Board are the ones that are referenced in the footnote to Anwaatin Number 6.  They include an ability to apply for pre-approval of long term supply contracts.

To my knowledge, that's never been done before. But it is there as an option.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks, Dave, for that answer in relation to natural gas supply and upstream transportation contracts.

I am going to pose the question again for RNG contracts.  What applies?

MR. STEVENS:  I have said, Lisa, there are no other OEB Board guidelines for pre-approval of gas supply contracts, RNG or otherwise.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, I take it from your answer then nothing applies.  That is helpful.

MR. STEVENS:  Lisa, you are putting words in my mouth.  We did not say that.

We said that the Board's guidelines apply to pre-approval of transportation and supply contracts.

There is nothing in those rules that suggest that RNG contracts could not be considered.

MS. DeMARCO:  Is there anything in those rules that say that RNG contracts have to be considered?

MR. STEVENS:  There is nothing in those rules that say any kind of contract have to be submitted for pre-approval.

MS. DeMARCO:  So we have no guidance in those rules in relation to RNG?

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.  And we have no guidance frankly in what the Board will look to for pre-approval, because there's never been a pre-approval application to my knowledge for a long term supply contract.

MS. DeMARCO:  That is helpful.  Thank you.  I am going to get on to my last area of questioning, which is in relation to industrial and commercial customers very specifically.

Here I am referencing Anwaatin 10 and CBA 7, which, in turn, relates to Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule 1, paragraph 17 of the evidence.

You have indicated very specifically that Enbridge may facilitate an arrangement between a customer and a third party RNG marketer.  Do I have that right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, that's correct, in the same manner that we would facilitate any other direct purchase arrangement between a gas marketer and a customer.

MS. DeMARCO:  And so are you effectively acting as a broker or agent in that regard?

MR. McGILL:  No.  We are acting as a gas distribution company, in the same manner as we do for any other gas transportation customer.

MS. DeMARCO:  So on CBA 7(a), you indicate that Enbridge Gas is fully prepared to support large commercial and industrial customers.

MR. McGILL:  That's --


MS. DeMARCO:  RNG purchases to meet their supply, their gas supply needs.  That's CBA 7(a).

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  So what we're saying there is that if we have a customer, a large volume customer that wants to procure a portion or all of their gas supply in the form of RNG, and they have a marketer available that is in a position to sell them that supply of RNG, that we will facilitate that by entering into gas transportation agreements with that customer to get the RNG from whatever point it is delivered on our system to their end use location.

MS. DeMARCO:  And could that marketer be an affiliate of Enbridge Gas Distribution or a related entity?

MR. McGILL:  Possibly.  I don't know what that's got to do with anything.

MS. DeMARCO:  So there could be an associated corporate benefit to that activity?

MR. McGILL:  If the gas marketer was a subsidiary of Enbridge Inc.

MS. DeMARCO:  And could there be service fees for procuring that transportation, or load balancing, or storage service associated with that RNG?

MR. McGILL:  Well, there would be our OEB-approved rates that would apply to the transportation service that Enbridge Gas provides to that customer, no different than there would be for any other gas supply that we transport to that customer.

MS. DeMARCO:  Do you have any flexibility in those fees that you could charge, particularly through an unregulated affiliate?

MR. McGILL:  No.  Those fees would be charged by the regulated gas distributor that's providing the gas transportation service.

MS. DeMARCO:  And there could be an associated involvement of an arm's-length or non-arm's-length affiliate, that's fair?

MR. McGILL:  If there is an affiliate that is a gas marketer that is selling gas to customers on the Enbridge Gas Inc., the gas distribution system, then we would facilitate that by entering into a gas transportation agreement with the end use customer.

MS. DeMARCO:  And fair to say it's not just the sale of gas.  It's potentially the purification and injection services that could apply as well?

MR. McGILL:  Possibly, depending on where the RNG originated from.  Either Enbridge Gas could be involved in that, in terms of upgrading the RNG or injecting it into our system.  Or an affiliate could be involved in the upgrading portion of that production process.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful.  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you, Ms. DeMarco.  Mr. Ladanyi, I believe you are next on the list.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.  Can you all hear me?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes, we can.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  Good late afternoon, panel.  My name is Tom Ladanyi, and I am a consultant representing Energy Probe.  I hope to be less than half an hour, but I don't know.

I first want to follow up on something that Ms. DeMarco was covering.  I am trying to visualize a large landfill renewable natural gas producer in Michigan.  Now, if Enbridge would sign a contract with that producer, would the delivery take place in Michigan, or would it take place, say, at Dawn on the Enbridge system?

MR. LeBLANC:  It could be either potentially, I would say.  We have existing transportation through Michigan on at least a couple of pipelines, and to the extent that they could -- they could offer to provide that gas on that system.  So they could deliver it potentially at a point in Michigan or at Dawn.

MR. LADANYI:  So if they're delivering, for example, to the greenhouse gas transmission pipeline which is not on Enbridge somewhere in upper Michigan, they would have to meet Great Lakes' requirement, isn't that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  They would have to have pipeline quality gas, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So your pipeline quality gas and let's say Great Lakes pipeline quality gas would be the same?  Or you would have to check into that?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think it would be similar, because we buy gas on the Great Lakes system currently and deliver it to our customers.  So I don't foresee any issue with taking gas off of the Great Lakes system.

MR. LADANYI:  But you wouldn't be tracking it physically.  You would just assume they're word for it.  Is that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  That is part of their role in operating their pipeline.

MR. LADANYI:  And so then this landfill gas would be co-mingled with a large flow of other gas molecules on the Great Lakes system, and Great Lakes ends at Dawn.  So when it is actually delivered to Enbridge at Dawn, you might not actually see any of those RNG molecules. 

MR. LeBLANC:  Well, we can't -- I think you have probably heard this many times before, but we can't colour-code the molecules.

MR. LADANYI:  Of course.

MR. LeBLANC:  And when they land at Dawn it is a mixture of everything that has come down that pipe.

MR. LADANYI:  So it won't actually matter to you, but you actually get any of those molecules or not.  Isn't that right?  It is really just a matter of accounting for molecules, but not actually receiving them.

MR. LeBLANC:  But we would make sure that the molecules were injected into the pipeline.  That would be part of the contract between us and the supplier.  We would have to be able to verify that they were injecting RNG molecules with the associated attributes into the system.

MR. LADANYI:  So that would be by only paper confirmation.  You are not actually going to go to Michigan and check their gas, are you?

MR. LeBLANC:  I don't know if -- no.  I don't see us going to Michigan and testing the gas directly.  I believe there will be a, I will say, a more "paper" way of verifying it.

MR. LADANYI:  Now, suppose I am just taking -- I am trying to explore how this is going to work.  Suppose there is a producer of RNG in northern Ontario adjacent to the TC Energy pipeline, TransCanada pipeline, let's say near Geraldton, which I understand Geraldton does not actually have a gas distribution service, and in fact several First Nations communities near Geraldton, and they start an RNG company.

How would that work?  Would they have to build their own pipeline to the TransCanada -- to the TC Energy pipeline?

MR. LeBLANC:  That would probably be one way for them to do it, yes.  And to the extent that they could get what is necessary to inject into the TransCanada -- TC Energy pipeline so that then they would have the potential to sell pipeline quality RNG to us.

MR. LADANYI:  So where would your delivery point be in that case for that contract?  Would it be at the receipt point on the TC Energy pipeline?  Or would it be somewhere on the Enbridge system, let's say back at Dawn or wherever, or Toronto City Gate?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think it theoretically could be any of the points that our transport touches on the TC Energy system, or it could be -- it could be Dawn.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So if you can turn to -- I am going to a slightly different area now, to Energy Probe 13.

So we had a fairly lengthy discussion about the related matter this morning.  And I just wanted to understand, why -- according to the answer to this interrogatory, you took this information from the IESO website.  Is that right?

MS. MOUSA:  That is correct.  This is Doa here.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  So I went to the website, and that link is provided at the bottom of that page that is on the screen.  And actually, first I couldn't actually get to the numbers.  But it did say on the website that the numbers are from 2016.

So are there more up-to-date numbers, or it doesn't matter?

MS. MOUSA:  It says on the IESO website those are the kind of latest set of prices that they have available.

MR. LADANYI:  So that's the latest set of prices where essentially they're 2016 prices.  There's nothing more recent?

MS. MOUSA:  That's the most recent that's posed on the IESO website.

MR. LADANYI:  But you could have gone to some other sources; isn't that right?  It was just, you went there for convenience.  Is that correct?

MS. MOUSA:  Well, this is one official source that combines and provides comparable prices to all of these different renewable sources.

MR. LADANYI:  So you wanted an official Ontario government source.  Is that what you were looking for?  So it's not your own calculation, but somebody else's?

MS. MOUSA:  We were looking for representative prices that we could reference that provides something consistent for the different renewable sources.

MR. LADANYI:  If you can go to Energy Probe 14.  I asked a sort of a leading question on this earlier today.  And I found out there is no presentation.

I am interested in this jurisdictional research.  Did anyone on the panel do this research?

MS. MOUSA:  I have completed this research with the help of other folks on the panel.  But, yes, I --


MR. LADANYI:  Go ahead.

MS. MOUSA:  Yeah, go ahead.

MR. LADANYI:  I said explain your research.  Was it just like an Internet search, or what exactly did you do in this research?

MS. MOUSA:  So Enbridge's business development team conducted a secondary research for publicly available information and some of the public regulatory filings.

We also got some of the research conducted by our regulatory research group to investigate specific utilities, as noted on the table.

And we also had discussions with some of the utilities that are listed here, some of the providers that are listed here, to get some information about their experience regarding their own program.

MR. LADANYI:  And there was no summary prepared?  Nothing?  So how did you actually keep this information?  Like, was it just verbally?  I am still having difficulty understanding why something so important would not even have a PowerPoint presentation.

MS. MOUSA:  Well, we provided the details of the information we gathered in this evidence, in this exhibit, Exhibit C, tab 3 of Schedule 1.

MR. LADANYI:  So you went straight from research to writing the evidence?

MS. MOUSA:  That's right.  We had multiple drafts, and this is the final version of the evidence.

MR. McGILL:  I explained earlier that we had done our research and investigations with respect to what was happening in terms of voluntary RNG programs in other jurisdictions and that that -- what we learned from that effort informed the design of this program.  And it was this program that was approved by our senior executive.

So that's how the learnings from what has gone on in other jurisdictions came to bear on this proposal.  So that's been explained.  I don't know why you are asking the question again.

MR. LADANYI:  Well, I mean, there were several options open to you, and you decided to pick one option.  It seems like a logical kind of question of, why did you pick that one?  It's maybe something else was better.  I don't know.  I am just intrigued by the fact that we seem to be -- we saw this, and this was so wonderful, we decided to copy, I don't know, is it a Terasen model that you are using, and we went from there.

MR. McGILL:  No.  What we are proposing is nothing like the Terasen model or the Fortis BC model.  And as we have explained in the evidence, what we are doing is trying to deliver a program that we can launch in a relatively short period of time, at a fairly low cost, using existing business processes and systems.

So that is what we have developed, and that is what we are proposing.  And to an extent, it is informed by what we learned from reviewing what was going on in other jurisdictions.

MR. LADANYI:  I will move on then.  If we can go to a question from -- it was originally from my associate, Dr. Higgin.  And if you could turn to Energy Probe 10.

I am not going to go through your answer, because we are running short of time.  We wanted to know whether -- would EGI inform potential voluntary renewable natural gas customers of the appropriate volume of RNG purchased with the $24 per year contribution?  Would the customer actually know how much gas was bought?

MS. MOUSA:  It is Doa here again.  You are asking will they know how much was bought in terms of energy?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MS. MOUSA:  So as we mention in the evidence, Enbridge will be providing participants with annual communication and reporting regarding the procured -- the total volumes of procured RNG energy reduction, number of participants, and the relevant details to the program.

MR. LADANYI:  So there will be some kind of subsequent e-mail or piece of paper arriving for the customer that will say you bought so much gas and you were one of, let's say, so many participants. So we bought so much for you with your $24.

Would that be what it would look like?  What would it look like?

MS. MOUSA:  We haven't decided on the final formatting, but it will use a leverage of our existing communication channel.

So whether it is through an e-mail notification or a link to our website, it provide customers with a summary of relevant information that they need to know about the program.

MR. LADANYI:  And you are not going to provide the actual customers with the carbon tax rebate, the ones that have contributed $24?  They will not get any special -- no discount from the carbon tax?

MS. MURPHY:  That's what we have proposed in evidence.

MR. LADANYI:  And the reason for that is, what?  Because it is too complicated or too small?  What is the reason?

MS. MURPHY:  If you look at the response in Staff 14, we outlined both of those as reasons.

It is a small value to forward to each customer and would require either a lot of manual work or would require a billing system upgrade, and it just introduces complexity in one of those ways into the programs.

So as we have currently designed the program, we felt that due to that small nature, the complexity wasn't appropriate.

MR. LADANYI:  So we will go into another area now.  Can you turn to Energy Probe 12?

So I understand that the $600,000 capital cost is actually entirely modifications to the CIS system.  Is that right?

MS. MOUSA:  That's correct.

MR. McGILL:  Modification to the customer systems, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, customer systems.  And my first question goes like this.  So we're talking about the legacy Union Gas system and the legacy EGD system.  Which one are you talking?  Or are you talking about both?

MR. McGILL:  We're talking about both.  We're in the process now of moving the entire organization on to one customer system.

So in the interim, we will be working with the legacy systems and then sometime next year, everything will move over to the new unified customer system.

MR. LADANYI:  And can the $600,000 be broken down between the two systems?

MS. MOUSA:  I would just like to clarify.  So as we mentioned in our response, the $600,000 is related to changes and updates to the CIS SAP system on the legacy Enbridge program.  And as we know in IR VECC Number 13, there will be no changes, no separate billing system changes to the legacy Union customer system program.

As Steve had mentioned, the two systems are going to system integration.  So it will just be the one system by the time we are offering this program.

MR. McGILL:  Just to add to that, the integrated or unified customer system will end up being a modified version of the existing Enbridge SAP -- the legacy Enbridge SAP customer system.

So that is why the $600,000 enhancement cost pertains to the legacy Enbridge system.

MR. LADANYI:  So more or less related to this interrogatory, why shouldn't be the Voluntary RNG program be operated, why shouldn't it be a non-utility program?  Why is it a utility program?

MR. McGILL:  I think the main reason is because the provincial government has issued a policy statement that says that they are going to require all of the provinces' gas utilities to offer a Voluntary RNG program.

MR. LADANYI:  I am also interested in the cost.  So the $600,000, that includes indirect costs or not?

MR. McGILL:  As far as I know, that does not include indirect cost.

MR. LADANYI:  Because I think in School Energy Coalition Number 2, there's a question about indirect costs.  So these indirect costs would be what?  Because you're directing the answer to CCC Number 1, and LPMA 10(a).

So these are indirect costs of what?  Of operating the program?  Or none are being capitalized?

MR. McGILL:  No.  The only capital costs associated with the program are those with respect to adding the enhancements to the customer systems.  Any other indirect costs would be associated with labour in support of the program.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  Steve, before you go too far, can you turn to answer CCC Number 1 and read the response?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, I see that.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  So wouldn't those indirect costs, including administrative and overhead costs, be capitalized and included in the $600,000, or there is going to be some additional allocation on top of 600,000?

MR. McGILL:  No.  The $600,000 will be capitalized because that's the cost of enhancing the billing system.

So we're enhancing an asset.  Whereas the costs that we're referring to in the response to CCC Number 1 that I think we are looking at here pertain to operating costs or O&M costs that would be associated with groups that provide support to those that support the program.

MR. LADANYI:  When I see capital costs quoted by Enbridge, I am kind of wondering whether we have seen the total amount.

We've had the experience from the Dawn river pipe replacement where in the leave to construct, we didn't hear anything about the actual capitalization of additional overheads.

Then when Enbridge approached the Board for ICM, suddenly $10 million of capitalized overheads appeared.  So there is no capitalized overheads coming on top of this thing, is that right?

MR. McGILL:  I said not that I am aware of.  We have a quote from our IT group with respect to what they believe it will cost to implement the required enhancements in the customer system.  So that's what we're relying on.

MR. LADANYI:  Sure.  Can I just have Ryan Small's comment on this?

MR. SMALL:  Yes.  I can't speak to the quote of $600,000.  I am not aware of what goes into that.

I do hear what you are saying, Tom, that when we do start in other proceedings, we have talked about the full capital cost of projects, you know, requiring the overhead element as well.

Unfortunately, I am just not aware of the $600,000.
I will remind that as part of this proceeding, though, we are not seeking any incremental recovery of any of these dollars.  We're proposing to not change rates at least until rebasing to reflect any of these incremental costs of the program.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  This is my last question.  In Energy Probe 15, I asked that you file the advocate study and you did in and the IPSOS study.

I looked at the report from the study, which is filed in Energy Probe 15, and can you tell me, how did you use the results of that study?  Can you give me some example of how you used it?  It is a very large study.  I'm not going to take you page by page through it, obviously, but just give me an example or illustration how that study was used.

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.  Doa here.  Just give me one moment.

So to confirm, you're referencing the IPSOS study; that's right?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, there are two studies there that are attached.

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Abacus is the first one, and it is the longer one, and then there is, at the very back, is a much shorter study, which is really high-level.  But I would be happy to know if you want to give me a comment or an example of how you used those studies, I would like to understand that.

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  You referred to them.

MS. MOUSA:  So as we note in the evidence, in Exhibit C, tab 3, schedule 2, one of the conclusions we got from the Abacus study was to get a sense of Canadians' interest or -- in environment, in climate change, and as we note, it seems that 44 percent of Canadians believe that in the future we should produce energy and electricity using 100 percent clear and renewable sources.

This indicates to us that there is interest from customers for using renewable energy, which, RNG is a renewable form of energy.  This is one of the findings.

And in terms of the Nielson study, that we have used that to demonstrate that customers are increasingly motivated to be environmentally conscious, and there is a large portion of customers who believe it is important for a company to implement programs that improve the environment.

And the IPSOS study that Enbridge had conducted in 2018, as we discussed in the evidence, we used information from this study to inform our forecast for participation in the program, as well as to inform some aspects of the program design, such as the monthly charge that we're proposing, that $2 per month.

MR. LADANYI:  So there is nothing in the two studies that are filed in E50 that you can point to that would take you to $2 a month?  The $2 per month --


MS. MOUSA:  So in the IPSOS study, as we -- let me just find the reference.  One moment.

Yes.  So in the IPSOS study, as we indicate, there is -- 46 percent of our customers indicate they will support the voluntary RNG program at the $2 value.

And as we also mention, there is -- 25 percent of customers who responded indicated that they would be in support of a voluntary RNG program and that they would actually sign up within the next month for this program, and we use that as one of the pieces of information to generate our forecast for participants.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Thank you for that answer.

It is getting late, so I just want to give an opportunity to my associate, Dr. Higgin, if he has any follow-up questions.  I don't know if he is still on the call.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, Tom.  I am on the call.  I don't have any follow-up.  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Thank you.  So these are all my questions.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.

I see we have reached 4:30.  So I suspect -- I propose that we adjourn for the day and return at 9:30 on Thursday with Mr. Donnelly of Summitt Energy up first.

Thank you to everyone going to the first day of the virtual technical conference, and I will see everyone on Thursday morning.  Thanks.

MR. DONNELLY:  Thank you.

MR. AIKEN:  Thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:37 p.m.
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