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

MR. MURRAY:  Good morning, everyone, and welcome to day 2 of the technical conference in EB-2020-0066.  Next on the schedule is Mr. Aiken for LPMA.  I will turn it over to you now.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PANEL 1

Abbas Chagani

Jamie LeBlanc

Steve McGill

Jennifer Murphy

David Janisse

Doa Mousa

Ryan Small
Examination by Mr. Aiken:

MR. AIKEN:  Good morning, everyone.  Randy Aiken on behalf of the London Property Management Association.  I don't expect to take my full 30 minutes of allotted time.  I am going to try and go through this fairly quickly.

My first question is on the response to I-Staff Number 7.  And it is actually page 2.  And right at the top there it says:

"On an actual basis the difference between the actual cost of RNG purchased and the Dawn Reference Price will be booked as a debit to the Union South PGVA."

Is that reference to the Dawn Reference Price the actual Dawn Reference Price for the month?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.

MR. AIKEN:  And then further on it talks about moving the dollar amount out of the PGVA into the RNG account, essentially, and I just want to confirm that the actual dollar amount transferred out of the PGVA will be the same dollar amount that goes into the RNG account.

MR. JANISSE:  Not necessarily.  So if the Dawn Reference Price were to change between -- like, the debit is actually offsetting the prospect of adjustments, so to the extent the Dawn reference price changes, then it would be a different amount that comes back out.  But your net amount or your ends on your prospective and your outs is the actual difference between the Dawn reference price in the months that the gas flowed and the actual RNG price.

MR. AIKEN:  Could you undertake to provide an example that would show the situation where the dollar values would be different?  And explain, in writing, why they are different?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, we could provide an example showing the accounting entries.

MR. MURRAY:  This is Lawren Murray for OEB Staff.  That will be Undertaking JT2.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.1:  TO PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE THAT WOULD SHOW THE SITUATION WHERE THE DOLLAR VALUES WOULD BE DIFFERENT AND EXPLAIN, IN WRITING, WHY THEY ARE DIFFERENT.

MR. AIKEN:  My next question is on Exhibit I-CBA Number 4.  And specifically the response to part (c) on page 2.  So the response reads in part:

"With regard to price, Enbridge Gas will consider the total landed cost of RNG supply to Enbridge Gas's system when evaluating RNG purchases.  Landed cost includes the purchase price of energy at the agreed delivery location plus any incremental transportation, balancing, or other costs to be incurred by Enbridge Gas to move RNG to Enbridge Gas's pipeline system, if applicable."

So stopping there, if the source of the RNG being purchased is outside of the province, I'm assuming that you would want the gas to be landed at Dawn and you would purchase it at Dawn.  Is that correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Our preference would be to take supply at Dawn.  But to the extent an RNG supplier is able to give it to us at a point that we could accept it, we have transportation from points like Chicago, and the net landed cost to our system was the cheapest or cheaper than alternative offers we got at other points, then we would consider those, sure.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  That was going to be my next question.

So then I want to switch now to RNG that's purchased and produced within Ontario.  I am going to start with an example of it being produced into the Enbridge system in the Union South zone.

So say, for example, that it is injected into Union South somewhere on the Owen Sound line as an example.  How would that gas be priced?  Would it be priced -- or would it be purchased at Dawn?  Or at the injection site?

MR. LeBLANC:  It is likely to be purchased at Dawn, but I guess theoretically it could be purchased in the rate zone.  But we would prefer it to be effectively transported to Dawn.

MR. AIKEN:  And is there a rate that the producer would have to pay to have that gas deemed to be transported to Dawn?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes, there is.  I believe perhaps Steve or Abbas might be able to speak to that better than I would.

MR. McGILL:  That would be M13 in the Union South rate zone in your example.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  And then if it was produced in the Enbridge -- the former Enbridge Gas Distribution rate zone, what rate would be applicable to have that gas deemed moved to Dawn?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we don't currently have a comparable rate to M13 that is applicable in the Enbridge rate zone. And what we have contemplated is that we would use an exchange agreement to effectively transport that gas to Dawn.

MR. AIKEN:  And if the customer was producing into the Union North system, would the same type of exchange be needed?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we haven't -- as far as I know, M13 doesn't apply in Union North, and we have not yet come to a resolution as to how that would work at this point in time.

MR. AIKEN:  Could the exchange solution that you are suggesting for the Enbridge -- the former Enbridge Gas Distribution area also be applicable to the Union South in place of the M13?

MR. McGILL:  Again, these are some things that we will be working out in terms of the harmonization of rates across the two legacy organizations, and we haven't dealt with that at this point in time yet.

MR. AIKEN:  This is a kind of a follow-up to that.  This is Exhibit I, IGUA Number 2, and the response of part B says:

"RNG producers injecting RNG into the company's gas distribution system will be paying the charges applicable to them for services provided to them under rates 401 or rate M13."

My question is what services are provided for under each of those rates?

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  So in the Enbridge rate 401 would apply to the provision of injection services for RNG.  And that is the rate that was approved by the Board as part of the EB-2017-0319 proceeding.  Rate M13 in the Union South rate zone is applicable to local production, and it has a provision included in that rate where effectively the cost of additional facilities can be negotiated and the rate associated with those facilities negotiated with the customer.  And that is how the costs of the injection facilities would be handled in the Union South rate zone until we get to the point where we're able to come up with harmonized rates across both the legacy organizations.

MR. AIKEN:  But my understanding is that rate M13 would not be solely related to injection services in Union South, but it would also include the deemed transportation of the gas injected to Dawn.  Is that correct?

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

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Now, there was a mention yesterday of RNG being produced by the City of Hamilton.  And what I took to understand from that is that the City of Hamilton was producing RNG at some point in the city, injecting it into the Enbridge system, and then essentially consuming gas elsewhere within the City of Hamilton.

So my question is, in that case, are they charged a M13 rate?  Or are they not charged anything for in injecting into the Enbridge system and only pay the standard delivery rate for the gas they consume?

MR. McGILL:  I would have to try and hand that question off to Abbas.  I think he might understand that better than I do.  And if not, we would have to take an undertaking to give you that response.  Abbas?

MR. CHAGANI:  Good morning, Abbas Chagani here.  I am just going to repeat back the question to make sure I understand it.

I think the question is that if there was a customer in the Union South area that was injecting RNG into the system and then using it at different locations across the Union South area, I guess as a direct purchase option, would they be utilizing first the M13 to get the gas to Dawn, and then I guess from the direct -- so in order to facilitate direct purchase, they would then be using those options from Dawn onwards to their facilities.

So that is correct.  That is how it is facilitated right now.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  So the City of Hamilton is paying the M13 rate for the deemed movement of the gas to Dawn?

MR. CHAGANI:  That is my understanding, yes.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  In the response to I. Energy Probe Number 8, attachment 1, I am going to page 3 of 12 of attachment 1.  This has to do with the gas quality.

So there's a range of the gross heating value of between 36 megajoules and 40.2 megajoules per cubic metre.

My understanding is that the current heating value used by Enbridge, for example in their QRAM, is 39.2 megajoules per cubic metre.  Is that your understanding?

MR. McGILL:  Perhaps Jamie or David could answer that.

MR. LeBLANC:  I was going to ask if Dave Janisse could confirm.

MR. JANISSE:  I don't have the current QRAM in front of me.  But I could take it, subject to check.

MR. AIKEN:   My question is if the RNG being injected into the Enbridge system, whether Enbridge is buying it or whether somebody else is buying it, if that gas is at the lower end of this range -- so closer to the 36 than the 40 megajoules -- does that mean that customers that are consuming gas near that injection point would have to consume more gas, because they're getting a lower heat content in that gas?

MR. McGILL:  I think basically, if that were the case, that would be the implication.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  So they would have to consume more, okay.

Now, has Enbridge considered the need for what I would call a heat content zone around these injection sites, kind of similar to the barometric pressure zones that the utility has?

MR. McGILL:  Well, the injection facilities will all be equipped with gas chromatographs, so that we will know the heat quantity of the RNG that is coming into the system.  And then there will be minimum requirements with respect to the quality of that RNG that does come into the system.

I would have to check to find out what we have in those requirements with respect to the heat content that would be acceptable.

So depending on where that fits within the range of acceptable heat contents that are noted in this interrogatory response, that would have an impact on, I guess, the materiality of those fluctuations in heat content, or potential differences in heat content.

So we would have to deal with that on a case-by-case basis for each RNG production facility.

MR. AIKEN:  But you do agree, for example, that if the RNG heat content was at 36 megajoules, that's nearly 10 percent less than your average system gas.  And that means for a customer who is next in line on that line, his volumes could increase by up to 10 percent.

MR. CHAGANI:  Sorry, I just want to jump in here.  It is Abbas again.

I think the one thing that we should identify is that for the RNG producers, in order for them to get a constant off-take into our system, they are typically targeting high-pressure lines.  So the dilution effect of the RNG versus the regular gas that is in the system is substantial.

And what I mean by that is that the RNG in that line would be making up a very small portion of the actual gas flowing through it, and this is to ensure that they don't get shut in at any time because of low flows on the system.

So they inject into higher pressure lines that are flowing a lot more gas.

MR. AIKEN:  Is it possible that they would be injecting into a standard distribution line?

MR. CHAGANI:  It is possible, and we make that available to them, that if they are looking to inject into a lower pressure line, that they could.

But typically, it's in their best interests to inject into higher pressure lines to ensure that they get constant off-take.  Lower pressure lines, there would be times where there isn't very much gas flowing on that line, and that could result in the producer being shut in.

MR. AIKEN:  So are you saying essentially that RNG producers need to be closer or close to your high transmission or high pressure transmission lines?

MR. CHAGANI:  It's beneficial for them if they are a higher pressure transmission line is what I'm saying.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.

MR. AIKEN:  My next question is I Energy Probe 9, and it's on page 2 of that response.  At the end of part B, the last sentence says:
"Gas distribution and/or transportation charges will apply to the transportation of RNG through Enbridge's distribution system."

Are you referencing there your standard distribution rates -- not the M13 or the rate 401, but the standard distribution rates?

MR. McGILL:  What we had anticipated for direct RNG injections into the Enbridge rate zone was that if the gas was -- if the RNG was to be consumed within the rate zone, that we would handle the RNG injections in the same way we would deal with a regular direct purchase arrangement through a transportation contract, and that that transportation contract would be between Enbridge Gas and the end user of the RNG.

MR. AIKEN:  And for --


MR. McGILL:  Now, just to go further, if the RNG was destined for Dawn, then we would employ -- as I indicated earlier -- an exchange agreement to move the gas from the Enbridge rate zone to Dawn.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay, thank you.  Next question is on Exhibit I, LPMA Number 8.  In the response there, you indicate that any RNG procured will be for end use -- sorry, end customer use and not for use in Enbridge Gas facilities.

My question is, if some of the RNG were purchased for use by EGI in their facilities, would the reduction in the federal carbon charge be tracked through the facility-related branch account for that amount consumed by Enbridge?

MR. McGILL:  I would ask Jennifer Murphy to provide you with a response to this question.

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  As stated in that response, this program is not looking at procuring volumes to use at our facilities.  However, if we did procure RNG for facility use, that would be tracked through the facility variance account.

MR. AIKEN:  And am I correct that the -- any benefit that would flow through to customers through the facility-related variance account would flow to all customers and not just the customers who pay the federal customer-related charge?

MS. MURPHY:  That's correct.

MR. AIKEN:  Okay.  Next one is IPMA -- sorry, sorry, LPMA Number 12.  This is the graph.

My question here, the 1.2 cents shown for traditional natural gas that I requested be added to this graph, does that take into account the federal carbon charge?

MR. McGILL:  I would ask Doa to help out with this response.

MS. MOUSA:  No, it doesn't.

MR. AIKEN:  Could you undertake to update the 1.2 cents to reflect the carbon charge?  Or if you have an idea roughly of what it would be?

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.  Just one moment.  I believe Jennifer -- there -- was there an IR where we provided the pricing along with the carbon charge?  Just one moment.  Okay.  We will prepare that.  We will take that as an undertaking.

MR. AIKEN:  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  This is Lawren Murray, OEB Staff.  That will be Undertaking JT2.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.2:  TO UPDATE THE 1.2 CENTS TO REFLECT THE CARBON CHARGE.

MR. AIKEN:  And my last question is on Exhibit I, LPMA 16.  That was corrected about a week ago.  And my question there is on page 3, the "number of participants" table.

And compared to your original evidence, I believe all these numbers are 4,000 per year lower than in your original participant table?

My question is how did you determine a reduction of 4,000 customers per year or participants per year based on the premise of including the indirect costs in addition to the $2 monthly charge?

MR. McGILL:  Doa, could you please respond to that?

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.  So in Energy Probe Number 4, we detail the methodology of the participation forecast where we looked at multiple factors, such as our own market research, the experience from other utilities, and some of the consumer trends in the market, and we used that same methodology of the forecast to reflect the change in customer participation forecast at the higher dollar value.

MR. AIKEN:  So there was no difference in the participant reduction of 4,000 for a $1.35 additional charge in the first year and the 57 cents per customer charge in the tenth year?  Is that correct?

MS. MOUSA:  Sorry, can you say that again?

MR. AIKEN:  Yes.  In the first year the participant cost would be $1.35 a month.  And that reduced the number of customers by 4,000.  In the tenth year the customer participant charge in addition to the $2 would be 57 cents, but that is still is a $4,000 participant reduction.  That's what you're saying.  I guess what you're saying is that the change between $1.35 and the 57 cents isn't big enough to impact the customers differently in those years?

MS. MOUSA:  No.  Because we use the same methodology and it is just following the same growth rate for the ten years using the $2 and using this additional charge that we're contemplating in this IR.

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

MR. MURRAY:  Mr. Mondrow, I saw on the messages, did you have a follow-up question before I move to the next questioner?

MR. MONDROW:  Yes, I do, thank you, Mr. Murray.
Continued Examination by Mr. Mondrow:


MR. MONDROW:  Good morning, folks.  Randy was asking you a minute or so ago with reference to LPMA.8 -- although I don't think you have to turn it up -- he was asking you questions about the recording of the reduction in the federal carbon charge to the facilities account versus the customer account.

I know it is the company's position that these are customer volumes of RNG.  So you would record the value of the federal carbon charge reduction associated with those volumes to the customer, the FCC customer account.

Last day we spoke about the costs for this program which are not recovered from the voluntary charge, but rather are paid for by rates recovered from all customers, and in an earnings sharing situation there is actually notionally a cost to all customers.

So what I wanted to ask you is, in light of where the costs are coming from, would you consider allocating the reduction in the federal carbon charge associated with these volumes to your facilities account in order to effectively share that reduction with all customers rather than just system supply customers?

MS. MURPHY:  I think that could be complicated, because the variance would naturally land in the customer variance account because it's related to customer volumes.

So in order to do that, we'd have to have some transfer out of the customer account into the facilities account.  I don't know, Ryan, if you want to add to that.  But I think that would be -- could possibly be difficult for us to do.

MR. MONDROW:  Can you explain why that would be difficult?  Isn't it volumes which you are going to know, times charge, unit rate, which you are going to know?  Why could you not do a credit and a debit if that were the case?

MS. MURPHY:  I'm just thinking from an accounting perspective and with the description and the behaviour of those accounts that we could have challenges.

If you don't mind, we could take a moment just to have a witness panel confer and perhaps we can come up with a better answer.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.  That would be fine.  Thanks.

[Witness panel confer in breakout room.]


MS. MURPHY:  Okay, we have conferred.  We think there could be some challenges, but I think we would like to explore that a bit further.  So we can take an undertaking to get back to you.

MR. MONDROW:  That would be appreciated.  And I just note, while you are considering that undertaking in due course, that these volumes, as I understand it, are actually not promised to individual customers.

So I would appreciate your response on that, when you have a chance.  Thanks.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can you repeat the undertaking, please?

MR. MONDROW:  Yes.  Jennifer, I think -- to my mind it would be an explanation of concerns regarding allocating the reduction in the federal carbon charge associated with these volumes to Enbridge's facilities account, where it would offset costs borne by all ratepayers rather than, as the company proposes, the customer-related account.

MR. MURRAY:  This is Lawren Murray for OEB Staff.  That will be undertaking JT2.3.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.3:  TO EXPLAIN THE ALOOCATION OF THE REDUCTION TO THE FEDERAL CARBON CHARGE TO THE VOLUMES IN ENBRIDGE'S FACILITIES ACCOUNT, RATHER THAN THE CUSTOMER-RELATED ACCOUNT.


MR. MONDROW:  Thanks very much.  Thanks, Mr. Murray.

Next examination is by Mr. Jeff Donnelly.

MR. MURRAY:  I believe next on the list is Mr. Donnelly for Summitt.  The floor is now yours.
Examination by Mr. Donnelly:


MR. DONNELLY:  Thank you, Mr. Murray.  I just have one specific item to focus on, CBA Number 6.  It is Enbridge's Exhibit C, tab 3, schedule 1 from their evidence in relation to the RNG programs that Enbridge researched and compared when putting together the application.

So just a couple of questions.  We heard on Tuesday, in regards to a response to Energy Probe's questions, that there were multiple drafts prepared in relation to similar RNG products being offered both in Canada and the US, and that these are the products proposed in the final draft of the application.

So the one question I have is in relation to the Southern California Gas Company.  The information provided in this report insinuates that the program that is being offered there is currently in effect, and I just want to get some clarification on that, because Summitt's affiliate company in California was an intervenor on this matter and in fact this is not a program that's been approved as of today, and hadn't been approved at the time of your filing of the application or on any of the corresponding IR responses.

So I just want to get some clarification on how you guys went about doing the analysis and making the determination of what was going to make it on to this list, and specifically why did Quebec's application, Énergir's application to the Régie that's been under review for the last two years in relation to their RNG program, how come that didn't make it on to the list, considering that would be one of the best comparables, at least within Canada, to be looking at for product offerings.

So if you could just take your time and answer some of those questions, that would be appreciated.

MS. MOUSA:  We would like to discuss on this one, please.

MR. DONNELLY:  Sure.

MR. STEVENS:  Just before we do that -- it's David Stevens from Enbridge speaking.

Just to be clear, Jeff, you asked about the Southern California program and the Énergir program?


MR. DONNELLY:  Yes, so two parts.  The SoCal program because what was presented by the company insinuates that the SoCal program is actually approved, which it's not.  So I just wanted to get an understanding of what level of research actually went into preparing this chart and similar RNG programs.

The second part is why did Quebec's application before the Régie not make it into this -- into this chart for displaying similar product offerings in other jurisdictions.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  Thank you.

MR. DONNELLY:  Yes.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MS. MOUSA:  Okay.  So it is Doa here.  Regarding your question about the Southern California program, we mention in the evidence, in exhibit C, tab 3, schedule 1, that this is a proposal for approval.  We don't necessarily say it's been approved.

And in Summitt Number 14, we clarify that at the time of putting together our evidence, the SoCal program was not approved, and we discuss some details of the settlement agreement that happened on April 13th of 2020.

Regarding the Quebec program, we were able to find the filings.  Unfortunately it was all in French, and we had asked a contact from Énergir to provide us some information about the program, and we received the information after the deadline, so we can take an undertaking to file that summary that we have.

MR. DONNELLY:  Yes, please, if you could take an undertaking to revise the summary chart to include Énergir's application before the Régie, that would be appreciated.  And if you need the identification number, I can provide that to you.  I have it.

MR. MURRAY:  It is Lawren Murray, OEB Staff.  That would be Undertaking JT2.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.4:  TO REVISE THE SUMMARY CHART TO INCLUDE ÉNERGIR'S APPLICATION BEFORE THE RÉGIE.

MR. DONNELLY:  And just one more follow-up question in relation to that.  As I mentioned, you had said on Tuesday in relation to responding to some of Energy Probe's questions that there were multiple drafts and this was the final version.

Would any of the previous versions have additional information on it over and above the samples -- examples that were provided?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I am just trying to understand, Jeff, how that is relevant.

MR. DONNELLY:  Sure.  I think it is relevant for the purpose of providing a full picture and transparency for the Board to understand what programs are actually being offered out in other jurisdictions both in Canada and the U.S. at the present time, rather than just getting one that's been, you know, somewhat picked over and selected based on what the company wanted to present.

MR. STEVENS:  So is your question whether an earlier version of this evidence included other programs?

MR. DONNELLY:  Correct.  Aside, obviously, from Quebec, which we have already clarified right now.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Doa, did the earlier version -- did any earlier version of this evidence speak to programs not included in the final version?

MS. MOUSA:  I don't believe so, no.  It might have included just -- the earlier versions included the same programs.  The multiple drafts were just around fine-tuning the details and the wording.

MR. DONNELLY:  Okay, that's fine.  So we will just stick with the undertaking to add Quebec on to this chart then.  And that is all of the questions that I have.  Mr. Shepherd answered -- asked a majority of the questions I was going to ask today on Tuesday.  So...

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you, Mr. Donnelly.

I think next on the list is Mr. Garner with VECC.
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  Yes, thank you.  Can you hear me?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes, we can.

MR. GARNER:  I am going to see if I can start the video also, but I am a bit off-location, so I am just not sure it will work.

So it says it can't start it.  So I do apologize, so you will just have to go by the fact that I am incredibly handsome and sitting by the lake.

So here is my first question.  It is about Staff 11 and Summitt 2, really.  And what I want to ask you about and explore is the issue about what the customer who enrols in the program will see on the bill, right?

So you in Summitt 2, in the appendix, you presented a sample.  And what I wanted to ask you first of all was, are there any -- what is the particular impediments to doing something else on the bill; for instance, identifying to the customer some information about the program individually for those customers on the RNG project, those who do it.

What can and can't you show individually?  Can you give me a sense of the limitations you have?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think the key limitation is cost.  There's many things we can do, in terms of bill presentment, but they all have an attendant cost associated with them.

So what we're trying to do here -- and I think we have said in our evidence -- is that we are trying to bring in I think what is a fairly modest offering using existing business processes and systems, and by doing so are able to launch the program with a fairly low cost.

And there are other considerations with respect to the way certain items are presented on the bill that -- particularly items that are billed for third parties through the open bill program.

MR. GARNER:  What I am really trying to get at, Mr. McGill, is, is it possible and is it costly I guess is the other part of the question, to put things like a message on that for an RNG participant that would say, for example, you know, your carbon savings this month were X, or, you know, this is the -- you know, you're saving this this week or this month sort of thing?

Is that a difficult thing to do, if we were to propose, let's say, that, you know, you should be putting some messaging to the customer participating in the program about that?

MR. McGILL:  Well, there are a couple of considerations there.  One is that there are limits to the length of the verbal descriptions that can be included on bill line items.

And the second thing is, is that the more text you add to a bill, the longer the bill is.  The more pages you generate.  And the higher your cost of billing becomes.

So all of these things are taken into account when we do any kind of modification to the bill.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So let's go to the -- let's, if you could, go to Summitt 2 and the attachment and where you have the draft document.


And if I look at that, what I see -- I will let you bring it up -- what I see if you go to the bottom of the bill, you will see, I think, the items that you have there.

What I am trying to figure out is, those are just the only items -- it is under "other Enbridge charges".  You have a rate adjustment, a voluntary RNG program, and an HST.  The rate adjustment in that example, is that anything to do with the RNG program?

MR. McGILL:  No, it wouldn't have anything to do with the RNG program.

MR. GARNER:  That is just another item on there.  That's what I thought.

So the only item they actually see for the person who is actually in the program is the thing that says "RNG program".

MR. McGILL:  It says "Voluntary RNG program".

MR. GARNER:  Right.  That is the sum total of what they see, right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, with respect to the RNG program.  Above that they see all their charges that are applicable to their gas distribution service.

MR. GARNER:  Obviously.  I am just focussed on the RNG.  And if I wanted, they wanted, we wanted to put in something that said "RNG dividend", let's say, for something they got back from that, would that be a problem?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think it would be, because our program does not contemplate providing an RNG dividend.

MR. GARNER:  Right, okay, fair enough.  So if we go to Staff 14, where my next question is about.  And this is about the -- I want to just ask about the federal carbon credit in Staff 14.

And as I heard yesterday, the way the credit -- and correct me if I'm wrong -- the way the credit is calculated is, the credit is simply the avoided tax on the RNG volumes of gas.  Is that the way the credit -- is that the sum total of the credit?

MR. McGILL:  Jennifer, can you please respond to that?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  That's the correct way to calculate the reduced carbon charge that we're paying to the CRA by subtracting the amount of RNG that was in our system, and that results in a variance between what we billed and what we paid to the CRA.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  But just so again I am clear in my head, you're simply -- the credit is simply the HST or whatever tax it is, whatever tax there would have been on that volume of gas, that gas avoids the tax because it is RNG, and that's the sum total of the credit, right?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  It avoids the federal carbon charge, and that's --


MR. GARNER:  So it's fair -- sorry, Jennifer.  So it is fair to say that the total amount of that credit is -- only exists because of the customers that you have had voluntarily join that program, right?

MS. MURPHY:  That's correct.  For this volume of RNG.  If we did have some other RNG in the future system gas or for other purposes, then that could happen.

But in this case, yes, the RNG for this program is only -- that credit, as you are calling it, is only related to the program [audio dropout]  –- we're paying into the RNG program.

MR. GARNER:  And I saw these numbers of 25 cents and other things, and I'm actually -- can you clarify for me?

When the program is up and running in full -- let's say when you have the total amount that customers you anticipate -- what is the annual estimate for the credit?  What is like the sum total of the annual amount of that credit, when it is fully operating and has its maximum number of customers involved?

Can you remind me?  It may be in the evidence; I just can't recall.

MS. MURPHY:  if we go to Staff 10 and we look at page 3 of 4, it shows there the forecast on an annual basis, and then for the total for a 10-year period.

So it ranges in year 1 from about a 47 -- round that and call it $48,000 total, and then in year 10, it is up to $137,000, approximately.

MR. GARNER:  What's wrong with the thinking that says you should just divide that number annually by the number of participants and create a dividend that would annually show up on the bill -- those participant customers only and say here is your dividend for participating in this program?  What is the impediment to that?

MS. MURPHY:  If we go back to Staff 14, I think we talk about that there.

On an annual basis, that amounts to just around $3 to $3.70-ish per participant.

So there's a few impediments to returning that currently.  It is -- that amount is ending up in our federal carbon charge variance account, and currently that account is cleared to all customers who pay the federal carbon charge.

If we wanted to clear that amount back to just the program participants, it would require an IT billing system change.  So there would be a cost related to that.

MR. GARNER:  Explain that to me, though.  I don't understand that.  Under the other Enbridge charges, don't you have a system that does one-time adjustments for customers?  Don't you have something on there that you can put in that says you have a one-time adjustment of X on your bill?

MS. MURPHY:  I believe we have that capability, but in order to -- I did speak with our rates team when preparing this response, and they're more familiar with how the billing system behaves on -- for this case.

And what they had advised was that we could return it to do a one-time adjustment specific to those participants. But the way the system is set up currently, we would need to make some changes.

MR. GARNER:  I wonder if you could help me with this, maybe by way of undertaking, Ms. Murphy.  Would you find out for us what is the impediment between using the current system that adjusts for one-time charges -- and I assume a description when you do that, so if I have an adjustment on my current Enbridge bill on a one-time charge, it says adjustment for X, whatever that X is.

What is the impediment to using that same technology inside the billing system to create a one-time dividend, so to speak, on the customer's bill?  Because I quite frankly can't understand why those are different, other than the description of what the one-time charge is.

Leaving aside your issue about the regulatory variance, you know, where you capture variances and who you give it to.  But just the issue of ---

MR. STEVENS:  Mark, it is David Stevens speaking.  Just to be clear, are you talking about creating a one-time credit each month?

MR. GARNER:  No.  I was thinking in my mind, David, to make it more simple, it would be an annual credit.

So it would be a customer on this thing would annually see a message that says you participated this year, here is your annual -- here's your annual dividend and thank you from Enbridge Gas for participating in our program, that kind of thing.

MR. STEVENS:  So the information you are seeking, Mark, is what is impediment to Enbridge establishing or implementing that approach?

MR. GARNER:  Right.  David, specifically what I can't understand in my own mind is, if there's a system for creating one-time adjustments now, why isn't this simply the application of that system?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I can jump in here, after spending about 25 years in customer care and billing.

What you are suggesting would basically do is give rise to an annual number of manual transactions that need to be posted to the billing system.

So someone would have to go and do the math to figure out what the annual per Voluntary RNG customer dividend would be.  And then those transactions would have to be posted to each of those individual accounts.

So that would give rise to a significant cost that we're trying to avoid with respect to the program.

MR. GARNER:  Well, Mr. McGill, with all due respect, I mean I am listening to what you're saying.  But I am actually trying to ask -- it seems to me you do precisely that type of thing, not on a regular basis, but at times to subsets of customers.  You do sometimes make -- as I understand -- singular adjustments with a description.

So let's say you have in the Union rate zone, you might say we need to make a one-time adjustment here, so here's the adjustment, here's the description, and here is what we do to that subset of customers.

The subset of customers is already clearly identified by the fact of getting a RNG charge, right?  So they're in the billing as a flagged customer somehow.

What I am just saying is you do that on other bases, and I don't understand why that can't be applied.

If you can describe better for us what the thought is, if we can get a better understanding of that, that would be helpful.

MS. MURPHY:  I think if you look at the bottom of the page that Erica has up on the screen right now, the last paragraph that is showing -- oops, thank you Erica, the third paragraph from the bottom where it says:
"In order to provide the benefit accrued in the FCCCVA back to program participants, a billing system change would be required to add functionality that enables tracking and allocating the benefits to specific customers based on the period of time they were in the program."

So that is the detail in what we would need to do to the billing system.

It has to do with the fact that customers are coming into the program at different times, or could be leaving the program, and being able to allocate different amounts to different -- to specific customers is not functionality that currently exists in our system.

MR. GARNER:  well, there may be -- maybe we can confirm or correct that the current billing system has the capability currently to provide a one-time adjustment charge to subsets of customers, if those customers had been identified in some manner.  Simply tell me whether that is true or false.

MR. McGILL:  well, yes, I can confirm that, but at a cost.

MR. GARNER:  Do any of these other one-time adjustments to certain subsets of customers?  Is that -- in your experience, is that done by Enbridge?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, we do.  And if those are ongoing routine transactions associated with rate changes, QRAM adjustments, things like that, the volume of those transactions across 3.7 million customers makes it practical to automate those functions in the billing system.

Whereas this program where we're talking about, upwards to 20,000 customers over 10 years, that would not be practical.

MR. GARNER:  What I am asking, Mr. McGill is, to be clear, is are there customers right now that you do subsets of those types of charges?

For instance, you may do, I think, like the SES charges that are done for expansion customers, they might get a separate type of charge and they're identified as a group of customers.

And these guys will be identified as a group of customers because you have to bill them, right?  You have to bill them the $2.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. GARNER:  Could you do that?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, and the SES is an OEB-approved rate that is associated with community expansion projects.

MR. GARNER:  And so you do it for the SES, right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, we do.

MR. GARNER:  Do you have an estimate of the cost of doing that, that change for the SES?

MR. McGILL:  To implement that functionality was about $450,000, and that was on the Enbridge legacy billing system.  And then comparable functionality was also implemented on the Union legacy Union billing system. I don't know what that dollar amount is, but my sense is that it would be comparable to what was incurred with respect to the legacy Enbridge customer system.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  David, I am going to withdraw my for an undertaking.  I think I am -- I think I have what I need.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.

MR. GARNER:  The next question I would like to go to was CCC Number 5.  And I think I know the answer to this.  I was just -- I just want to make sure as I go through this.  I think CCC Number 5 basically says you considered two alternatives to what the proposal you have for this RNG project.  Can you explain what those two alternatives were, or the nature of those two alternatives?

MR. McGILL:  Both of the alternatives included adding something to our -- adding cost to our base rates that would serve as a subsidy towards the acquisition of RNG for a voluntary RNG program.

MR. GARNER:  And Mr. McGill, did you do any written analysis?  Did you put together anything that said this is one way and this is the other way and here's the benefits and that sort of thing?  Did you do something like that?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  We tested those scenarios.

MR. GARNER:  What I am wondering is, do you have something that you could still give us that would say:  Look, here is the other way to do it, because we had to do this ourself, and here were the two things we looked at and here's -- you know, you presented to someone and said:  And here is why I am choosing this one.  Do you have that type of material from that exercise?

MR. McGILL:  Not as you describe it.  Throughout the process of developing our voluntary RNG proposal, representatives of the company were involved with discussions with representatives of the provincial government and, as we evolved our proposal, it was made clear to us that there was no appetite from the province to support any kind of subsidization of the voluntary program through gas rates.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.

MR. McGILL:  And that is why we moved away from those options that we had earlier considered.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. McGill.  We had a question about...

MS. MOUSA:  Can you please speak up a little bit?  You keep fading out.

MR. GARNER:  I'm sorry, I am turning my head to look at a different screen and that's probably it.

I had a question on EP 5, but it was answered yesterday, and -- oh, Energy Probe 9, if we could.  There is a table in Energy Probe 9.  If we could just look at it quick.  By the way, I will not be 45 minutes.  A lot of my questions have been answered, so we're pretty close to the end.

This table was on a question about RNG investments, and I think I know again, but to give me a complete understanding.  The big investments in 2018 and 2019 that result in this $7 million, that is related to what?

MR. McGILL:  Abbas, can you please respond to this?

MR. CHAGANI:  Actually, the entire table, those investments are all related to RNG injection facilities.

MR. GARNER:  Right, thank you.  That is what I said.  So they're all about the injection facilities?

MR. CHAGANI:  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  That's fine, thank you.  That is all I needed.

And I had one on SEC 3 and 12.  They have been answered.  And you've dealt with my other question with LPMA 16 this morning, so thank you.

I want to go to VECC 1.  And Mr. Shepherd sort of talked around this yesterday.  This was really about the consideration for the customers who are in the program.

And I was talking about the dividend.  But in this other thing we asked about, you know, what kind of consideration, and one of the things we were considering and thinking about that is, could you provide the customers who are in the program with some sort of annual summary?  And I am not sure what the -- why it can't or if it can be done.

What's the impediment to providing the customers with an e-mail, if you have them from this program, to give them an annual report on, you know, how much gas was acquired, what the carbon savings were, you know, that sort of thing and any other messaging that would be -- you know, could be provided around that?  Is there some impediment to doing a -- or some resistance to doing a report back to these customers to demonstrate they're in the program and this is the benefits that they are accruing to society and not themselves?

MR. McGILL:  Well, no.  And actually, you know, part of our proposal is to provide annual reporting to the program participants.

MS. MOUSA:  So in PP -- in Pollution Probe Number 5, we talk about some of the options that we are considering, which includes bill messaging, e-mail notification, website announcements.  So it could be one of these options.

MR. GARNER:  You're preparing them.  So what I am asking is, is there -- if my client were to say to the Board, we think that you should provide an annual, you know, e-mail or otherwise provide it to the customer, report on the program, how big it is, the benefits, other things that are in it, is that something that the company thinks would be a difficult thing to do, or a problem?  An annual report sent out to the customer?

And let me tell you where I am going with this, because this is one of the other questions.  We asked a question -- I can just jump to it.  I can't remember which one it is -- and we used the word -- it was actually VECC 5.  We used the word is -- why are you enrolling everybody in perpetuity, and you said, oh, we're not doing it in perpetuity.  They can quit anytime.  I take that point.

My point was really is, the customer gets on this thing and then they kind of forget about it and they basically have this one line on the bill and they're not getting anything from you really that says, hey, you're on this this year and this is what happened this year, and maybe the customer might say, that's great, but you know what?  Now I decided I don't want to be on it any more or, you know, whatever they want.

So we are looking for something -- I'm looking for something or my client is looking for something that says to the customer, you know, annually, at least:  Hey, hello, we're Enbridge.  This is what you've done on -- you know, for the good of society.

MR. McGILL:  Yeah, but I think what we're saying is that part of our proposal is to do what you are suggesting, and that at this point in time we haven't landed on what the specific content or the communication channels we will use to convey that information to the program participants.

So I think what our proposal is, is basically satisfying your request or your suggestion.

MR. GARNER:  I guess it would, except we don't know what it is.

So let's say -- let me suggest this.  If we suggest it to you that that's fine but then you should engage the stakeholders in order to craft what that -- how that should be, would that be problematic to you?

MR. McGILL:  Well, again, it comes down to, what are these things going to cost?  Like, we're always trying to strike a balance between, you know, what is achievable and what is affordable.

And as I said, in terms of the specific content of these communications and how they will be conveyed, we haven't landed on that yet.

So, yeah, I would be reluctant to obligate the company to, you know, abide by input from stakeholders with respect to what our communications material should look like and how they are to be communicated.

MR. GARNER:  Yes, fair enough.  And this is not a time for argument, but, I mean, right now what you have is that you're going to give them potentially lawn signs and -- lawn signs and decals -- or decals, depending on where you live --


MR. McGILL:  No.  What we have said is that we will report to them annually with respect to various aspects of the program.

MR. GARNER:  What's the -- is there an impediment in this program to provide some form of benefit?  And, you know, I really am scratching my head myself, and probably you have a lot more of this, but to give the customer some benefit.  For instance, lottery-like, in the sense that the customer -- so many customers out of that group will be selected to get something from Enbridge that they can deliver -- you know, that sort of thing.

Was there any consideration given to that sort of thing?  Or you give a lottery for -- or you give something, if you sign up -- you guys had one where you sign up for, you know, e-billing, and you got put into a lottery.

MS. MOUSA:  So in Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule 3 we talk about providing participating customers with some sort of recognition, and we list some of the examples which could be a reward,  some sort of points, recognition through our digital assets.  So we list some of the examples we have contemplated with that regard.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  You are asking the Board to approve this, and we don't know what those are.

So what I am asking you right now is so we suggested, yeah, you should have -- just like you did for your E-billing, you should have a lottery, put everybody into it and on an annual basis, you draw from those customers on a lottery.

It sounds to me that you're saying, yeah, we're thinking that way anyways.  That's not particularly a problem for you.

Is that a correct way of putting what you are saying?

MR. McGILL:  I think what we're saying is that we haven't landed on exactly what those items will be, you know.

Annually, the OEB approves about $150 million of DSM expenditures.  A lot of that goes to marketing materials and incentives for people to partake in DSM programs.  But the Board does not rule upon what the content of those advertising materials might be, or how they are marketed to people.

So I don't see this as being any different.

MR. GARNER:  That is an interesting point.  Thank you, Mr. McGill.

Can I ask you, do you intend to survey the customers, either at some point or regularly, who are in the program to provide any understanding of the customers who are in the program, how they feel about, just given the sense of:   remember us, you're in this program?

Is there any intent to get any feedback from the customers in this program?  Or is it take the $2 a month and send them a few e-mails or an e-mail thing.  Is that it?

MR. McGILL:  Doa, over to you.  Can you please respond to that?

MS. MOUSA:  In Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule 3, we mentioned that we will be creating specific campaign metrics to measure the success of the program, and the level of awareness with customers, and the level of customer engagement.

So we will decide on the specific metrics once the final details of the marketing plan is put together.

MR. GARNER:  Ms. Mousa, does that include a survey?  Is that what a metric is if I were to put -- it doesn't have to be, but could that be what you are talking about?

MS. MOUSA:  It could be.  We haven't finalized the details of these options.

MR. GARNER:  Right. fair enough.  My actual last question is at VECC 13.   And we have talked around this about the billing system and, Mr. McGill, you talked about the billing system.

Help me understand right now, between the Union legacy system and the Enbridge system, which I take it Union is migrating or migrating to or already migrating on, is there currently a program that is modifying the billing system as part of this exercise?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we have discussed the required billing system enhancements with our customer care people and the IT people that support the billing system.

And based on those discussions, we have the estimated cost of the required enhancements that has been presented in our evidence.

MR. GARNER:  Right. But what I was asking was a little bit different.

I was asking are there ongoing IT -- software changes being made to the billing system writ large due to the two systems.

MR. McGILL:  Yes, there's major upgrades being made to the legacy Enbridge CIS at the moment. And then there is a plan to convert the Union Gas, or the legacy Union Gas customer system data and transport it into the updated Enbridge customer system, or legacy Enbridge customer system.

MR. GARNER:  Can you help me, Mr. McGill, on what are the unique aspects of the IT change that need to be made for this vis-a-vis these other changes that are being made?  What is different that wouldn't have been incorporated into the billing system in any event?

MR. McGILL:  Well, we're adding another line item on to the bill.  So if that line item has messaging attached to it, the dollar amounts that are billed with that line item have to be communicated through to the accounting, the finance system to the general ledger.

So, you know, it is not as easy as just saying let's add a line to the bill.  We have to be able to train people in the call centre to be able to handle those calls, the screens that the people in the call centre see when they respond to a customer call; they all have to be modified to include that information so that they know what the customer -- what services the customer has selected to take from the company.

So once you start to add functionality to the billing system, it is a fairly comprehensive process and procedure that can impact upon business processes, as well as the systems themselves.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you, Mr. McGill. thank you. Panel, those are my questions.  Thank you very much.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:


MR. BROPHY:  It's Mike Brophy here from Pollution Probe.  I should have jumped in earlier.  I sent Mark a text, but it sounds like you may not have access where you are to your screen and chat.

I just had a quick follow up question, if I may, on the communications.  Can you hear me?

MR. McGILL:  I can hear you.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  So just to follow up, it sounds like communication is going to be provided, at least annually, to program participants.  That's correct, right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  And then is it correct to assume it's going to be at least one of those proposals you put in the response to Pollution Probe 5, the one that Doa had mentioned -- referred to when Mark had asked?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  So I think our response to Pollution Probe 5 gives a pretty good indication of, you know, what our intention is and that we intend to use our existing communication channels with customers.

MR. BROPHY:  So can I take that as confirmation you are going to use one of those approaches outlined in that response?

MR. McGILL:  That's definitely our intention, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay. I know you are struggling with the details right now as to exact wording and what's in it.  So that is a bit of a challenge, and we can't head down that road right now.

But to the extent that you have that available, you know, during the course of this proceeding, it would be great to see that.  I am assuming it would be volumes, you know, emissions reductions, you know, that kind of stuff. Does that sound correct?

MR. McGILL:  Well, that's the kind of information I expect that we would convey through the annual reporting. Like I said before, we haven't determined the specific content of that reporting and the way it will be delivered.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And there's a lot of interest -- and we will get to it when we ask our questions later -- from other parties, including communities, consumers and municipalities on RNG.

So are you able to commit to providing a summary publicly -- not just to participants, but so that other people who are interested would be able to see those results?

MR. McGILL:  I think we can do that, and I think it is something we would probably want to do, in terms of our dealings with municipalities.  Many municipalities have municipal or community energy plans, things of that nature, and I think they would be interested in learning of the program and that would be part of our dialogue with them.

MR. BROPHY:  That was the only follow up I had.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  It is Lawren Murray here for OEB Staff.  I see we have reached 10:50, so it is time for the first morning break.

Perhaps if we could come back at 11:10.
--- Recess taken at 10:50 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:10 a.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Welcome back from the break, everyone.  Next on the schedule is CBA, so I will pass it over to Mr. Buonaguro.
Examination by Mr. Buonaguro:

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Good morning, panel. My name is Michael Buonaguro.  I am counsel for the Canadian Biogas Association.

I want to start with a question that has to do with your answers, or at least some of the exchanges on Tuesday. It struck me both Mr. Elson and Mr. Shepherd referred to the proposal as a pilot program in some of their questioning.

And that struck me -- I went back and looked at the evidence and the IR responses, and to my knowledge Enbridge has never actually referred to this proposal as any kind of pilot program, and I was curious to know if Enbridge actually considers this a pilot program or something else.

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  We haven't characterized this as a pilot program, because we believe it is something that we would like to carry on on an ongoing basis.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.  But would you consider it a pilot program in the sense that it hasn't been done before in Ontario, and therefore the details might need some working out over the years?

MR. McGILL:  Well, it is definitely something new and -- in that it hasn't been done in Ontario before, and that, as I indicated on Tuesday, I think we will be to some extent learning as we go, and to the extent that we believe it is appropriate to modify the program, we would be dealing with that when we come back at the time of rebasing for 2024.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  I am going to throw out some references.  I won't necessarily if into detail with the references, but they will be available on the screen if we need them.

I would like to start with CBA Number 1, the attachments, which are -- which show the customer counts by rate class and the volumes and such, and then it is split between system gas and non-system gas for both Union and Enbridge franchise areas.

MR. McGILL:  Yes, I see the exhibit.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Right.  May I ask that we get a sense of exactly which customers were being targeted by the program and which ones would not be targeted because they weren't system gas customers?

My understanding is that, generally speaking, this is the -- this forms the basis for the assertion that around 95 percent of customers in the general service classes are served by Enbridge with respect to their commodity and approximately 5 percent are served by marketers?  Is that fair?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, I believe that's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And I was going to ask, of the 5 percent that were served by marketers, how many marketers are we talking about?  But I can tell you that before I asked that question I managed to take a peek at the Board's website, and they seem to keep track of what they call active marketers.

And based on today's screen from the Ontario Energy Board, would you take it subject to check that they indicate that there's eight active marketers in Ontario, serving low-volume customers with gas commodity?

MR. McGILL:  That was eight, you said, Michael?

MR. BUONAGURO:  Yes.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  Subject to check I would take you at your word.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So there is approximately -- you know, I should say for the record when the Board says "active" what that means is a gas marketer that has signed a contract for a commodity in the last nine months.  So presumably it is possible there is a few customers being served by marketers who haven't served -- created any new contacts in the last couple of years.

But assuming that is the -- the eight is accurate, the 5 percent of general-service customers would be split amongst those marketers in some fashion, but that's not something you can tell me?

MR. McGILL:  No.  And some of those customers that are served by marketers would be in the other rate classes as well.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough, fair enough.

So -- and when we're talking about the split between general-service customers and customers that are general service but served by marketers, the marketers -- they're marketers because they actually reduce your obligation to serve gas to those customers.  If they move back to general-service customers you would increase the amount of gas you would have to purchase on behalf of them, and as customers go from general-service system gas customers to marketers, that reduces the amount of gas you have to purchase.  Correct?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  All right.  Now, just the last question on this sort of area.  95 percent served by Enbridge is a big number.  But could you situate that for me provincially?  So my understanding -- and I should get this right -- there are three other major quote-unquote gas distributors in Ontario.  There is EPCOR, who is regulated, and there is the Kitchener and Kingston, who are not regulated in the same way as Enbridge and EPCOR.

But can you provide us sort of an overview of the percentage of gas customers that are served by Enbridge in the province?  And if you can't do that immediately, that is an easy undertaking, I think.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  If you want, I guess, real numbers, he would have to take an undertaking on that.  But it would probably be a very small proportion compared to the number that Enbridge serves.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Right.  So maybe I could take an undertaking.  It doesn't have to be, you know, minutia, but just generally the percentage of customers where the commodity is being served to them by Enbridge in the province.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Michael, you are asking for what proportion of the total gas -- natural gas distribution customers in Ontario are served by Enbridge Gas Inc. system gas?

MR. BUONAGURO:  Yes.

MR. LeBLANC:  Just to be clear, the number of customers?

MR. BUONAGURO:  Yes.  I am not looking volumes.  I am looking at actual customers, because obviously that number would be overwhelmingly residential -- individual residential customers, correct?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.  It would be.  So we serve approximately around 3.4 million individual metred customers with system gas.  I don't know the precise amount of total customers in the province, but my rough estimate would probably be 3.7 to 3.8 million customers.

I say that simply because Enbridge serves in the order of 3.7 million.  So the total customers in the province would not be, you know, massively more than that number.  I don't know if those help to give you the parameters you need, but just --


MR. BUONAGURO:  Sure.  What I will do is I'll take that subject to check, because I just want the scale of it, and I think that serves the purpose, but if you find out that it is off by any material amount you will update the answer?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.  We can just double-check and update, if necessary.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

So I would like to have you pull up Pollution Probe Number 10.  I am interested in part (b).  I think there is probably various places in the evidence where this type of information comes up, but this struck me as a simple explanation of the benefits of RNG.

My understanding is that basically when we're talking about the 95 percent or so of system gas customers that Enbridge is going to be marketing their program to, it is this type of information in terms of the benefits of RNG that the company is going to be explaining and using to market the RNG program.  Is that fair?

MR. McGILL:  I would think that we would be, yeah, raising some of these points in our communication materials with the customers, yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And I am sure this is in the evidence, but that communication is not -- obviously not to participants certainly in the first instance, because you don't have any participants yet.  But the idea is to send it out to all customers, educate them about RNG, and then give them the option to voluntarily participate in the program?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  That is basically what we would be planning to do.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And presumably Enbridge believes that this information or at least these facts about RNG, to the extent they are facts, and I think they are, provides a value proposition for customers that will prompt them to at least consider participating in the program?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And then the program as a whole, just to round this off, once the benefits of RNG are explained to all of these customers and marketed to these customers, the details of the program have been marketed, it is available to all of these customers and this can go on to the program or go off the program as they will over the years.

MR. McGILL:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Now, I want to briefly pull up CBA Number 3.  This has to do with the details of the -- I guess the scope of what you are asking the Board to approve.

Generally speaking, my understanding is most of your answers are to the effect that you want to approve a voluntary $2 charge from general service customers, full stop. That's the rate relief you are asking for, if I can call it that?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you. So if you look at this question, if I go to the preamble to the question that provides the context, just move it up a little bit on the screen to the beginning. Yes.

This refers to the bimethane service offering in Vancouver as one of the pilot projects that Enbridge reviewed.  And the quote from that pilot project summary, their evidence was the pilot did not meet its targets for residential subscribers, but had modest success amongst small commercial and municipal customers.

And that struck me because it sounded like there was a particular appetite for a program like this for commercial and municipal customers, but those are obviously not the primary targets of your pilot. correct?

MR. McGILL:  Well, one, we haven't characterized our program as a pilot.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.

MR. McGILL:  And two, we are -- yeah, our primary target market is residential and small general service customers.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So what I wanted to ask you, though, is what -- I don't know if harm is the right word, would there be any problems if, in this application -- particularly because the relief you are asking for is to provide for a charge on the bill that is voluntary -- whether if the relief was broad enough to encompass maybe not immediately, but future iterations of offerings which included higher charges and then charges that were targeted to specific segments like municipal customers, and then possibly including long-term commitments.

If these parameters were all part of the approval you got in this case, what harm would there be?  Rather than think about it two years from now or a year from now, you want to do it then you have to come back again for further approval.

MR. McGILL:  I think what we are trying to achieve here is to launch a program that can be made successful in a relatively short period of time, and that I would see this as a starting point. Depending on circumstances with respect to the market, provincial government policy, and/or directives, and the success of this program, that is something that we could consider.

But the way we view this is that we need to start somewhere, and we believe that this is the most successful way to begin.  We have the greatest likelihood of having a successful program by targeting residential and small commercial gas users.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough. But what I would propose to you is that it would be better for you if, in say a year and a half, you find that you have a market amongst your municipal customers who are willing to pay more than $2 per month, and may be willing to commit to a 3- or 4- or 5-year program which would allow you to enter into long-term contracts on their behalf, their volumes.

It would be helpful to Enbridge to have that pre-approval now, rather than discover this in a year and a half then have to seek approval again to the Board.  Whether or not you actually do that now or a year from now or a year or two from now, if you undertake that kind of program.

MR. McGILL:  I take your point, but I come back to my earlier response.  We're trying to start out with something fairly straightforward that we think can be successful in the short term.

And then, like we've seen stakeholders participating in this proceeding that are concerned about this program  as it is proposed right now with respect to impact on competition in the marketplace and whatnot.

So I would suggest that if we were to be more ambitious in targeting the larger commercial, industrial sectors of the market, we would probably be attracting even more scrutiny from the stakeholders and perhaps others.

So rather than do that, we want to try and come forward with something that targets the mass market, targets system gas customers, and that we believe can be successful in the short term.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you. I would like to move to Board Staff 14, which I think we have been over in the course of the past two days. This relates to how the federal carbon charge credits are handled.

We asked a question on this and it was referred to this response. I think if you move down to the latter part of the answer on page -- at least 2.

So yes, if you look at the paragraph that says -- this is the answer to our specific question:
"In order to flow the benefit back into procurement of additional RMG, the accounting orders for the FCCVA may need to be amended."


So our question was -- my understanding of the proposal is that you would handle the federal carbon charge credits through the FCCVA in the normal course, which means you would be normally distributing to all customers.

And then there has been some questioning about whether that is appropriate, given that only a portion of those customers are participants.

Our question was, what about quantifying that amount, that federal carbon credit, and funnelling it back into the RNG program.

I wanted to confirm my understanding of what your answer was, which is you can do that. You just have to make some accounting changes. So in order to presumably extract that funding or divert that funding before it hits the account and then redistribute it back into the RNG program. Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Well, it would be changes to accounting systems and the customer systems. And we have talked about that at length earlier today.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Well, okay.  I am glad I asked then. You're talking about the paragraph above that, which talks about the complications of accruing that benefit to program participants specifically.

My proposal, as part of our interrogatories was to put that money back into the program to buy more RNG.

My understanding is that that avoids any question about having to quantify and track individual participants -- I guess Mr. Garner called it dividends, for example -- and avoids the billing entirely. It quantifies the amount and directs it back to the RNG program.

In fairness, I think it is a similar proposal to what Mr. Mondrow talked about earlier, where you take the full amount and put it somewhere else, and I think his somewhere else it goes into another account that is then distributed to all customers.

My proposal would be to use it to purchase more RNG as part of the RNG program.

MR. McGILL:  I think, Ryan or Jennifer will respond to that.

MS. MURPHY:  That is an option that we thought of. However, due to the way that the federal carbon customer variance account is structured currently and the accounting orders that pertain to it, we felt that that wasn't currently possible.

So we potentially would have to amend those accounting orders and then additionally, there may be some billing system changes needed in that specific scenario we might have to make, or accounting as the -- as that changes to our accounting procedures.

But definitely that was something we thought where the accounting order of that account might be a concern.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So my presumption is that the biggest concern about that proposal -- other than the justification for it -- would be whether it costs a lot of money.

So for example, one of the objections to trying to track back to program participants specifically is it could cost several hundred thousand dollars to change your system to do that tracking.

Can you confirm that that is not the order of magnitude we're talking about in terms of costs to make these accounting orders and then change your accounting procedures in order to direct the funding back into the RNG program?  Perhaps you can take an undertaking to tell us how much is that going to cost --


MS. MURPHY:  I think the --


MR. BUONAGURO:  -- to be done.

MS. MURPHY:  -- the challenge with providing any specific cost is that in order to get a proper quote we incur costs.  So even just to find out how much it costs, you know, might not be worth it.  So we did put some sample costs there, and I think Steve has spoken to, you know, every time we touch the billing system and are adding line items or doing these different configurations there is a cost.  It can be in the order of, you know, 400-, 600,000.

I don't have a specific quote in this case, but we know that whenever there are billing system changes required, it does add up.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So thank you for that.  But I am now, of course, questioning whether billing system changes of that order of magnitude are necessary when you are not actually trying to give back money to individual customers any more under our proposal.  What you are trying to do is capture the value of the credit and take it into the deferral account, which is an accounting change, and arguably obviously a change to the accounting orders that underpin the FCCVA.

But once that is done on paper I am failing to appreciate how that might incur significant capital costs associated with the billing system.  I don't need you to explain it to me today, but if you are saying that is true, then I would like an undertaking to explain why that is true, given, in my layman's brain, it seems to be a very simple diversion of money as an aggregated amount into the RNG program and then it is used to underpin the RNG procurement.

MS. MURPHY:  I think in the case where we're just looking to return the money back into additional RNG, that you're likely correct.  There likely would not be necessarily billing system changes, definitely I think a change in our accounting procedures, and there could be, you know, some admin required to that.

Ryan, did you want to add on with the accounting orders?

MR. SMALL:  No.  I think you are right.  I don't picture billing system changes being required to have that credit go back to purchase additional RNG.

I do think the biggest impediment would be getting the accounting order or the federal carbon charge customer variance account amended.

Again, that might not incur a lot of cost  but we would have to do that.  On the assumption that we're buying RNG to displace customer volumes, then, you know, our accounting order says that the current federal carbon charge customer variance account will track the variance between amounts collected for federal carbon charges and amounts remitted to the government for those charges.  This would be a direct reduction in the amount remitted to the government.

So it would clearly fall in the scope of that deferral account, and we would need to have that amended to pursue, I think, what you are proposing.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  That is basically a one-time regulatory charge, in terms of explaining to the Board how you want to amend the accounting order and having them approve it, which could be done, arguably, in this case, for example, if you came up with the appropriate language.

MR. SMALL:  That's fair.  I agree.  We would just have to have the accounting order changed.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Just in terms of magnitude -- and we have gone over this a couple of times -- my understanding is based on a $2 per customer charge and based on your estimated premium per gigajoule of RNG, so based on the premium that you pay, you are forecasting 25 cents for every $2 that's invested in the RNG program, assuming that the premium amount remains constant?

MS. MURPHY:  That's the --


MR. BUONAGURO:  That's my understanding.

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  That's the -- what we stated in evidence.  It's approximately 25, 30 cents, just depending on how that carbon charge escalates, and I would just note that the federal government hasn't committed to any rate increases or continuation of the federal carbon charge even after 2022.

So currently it is, you know, depending on the rates, looking at about 25, 30.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  With those caveats, though, right now, it looks like for every $2 are put into the program to buy RNG you can generate 25 cents' worth of credit.  If you channel that back into the RNG program, by my math you are increasing the value of the RNG purchases by about 12 and a half percent, 25 cents on $2?

MS. MURPHY:  Subject to check, that sounds about right.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Now, if I can take you back to CBA 1.  And looking at the table you provided that shows the forecast costs associated with your own use gas.  I will blurt out the number once I see it on the screen.  No.  No.  Back up.  It is in the main body of it.  It is like page 3 or so.  You will see the table in the middle of the screen.  No.  Next one.  There it is.  Thank you. So this is part (i), for the record.  And I will just read out:

"The chart below outlines the estimated total premium Enbridge Gas would pay if it were to source RNG for various proportions of its own use gas portfolio."

My first question, first of all, is that the total premium own use I assume doesn't include a credit for the federal carbon credits that those amounts of gas would generate?  So this is a gross figure?

MR. LeBLANC:  I believe this is derived actually somewhere else in the evidence too, starting with the $21 and reducing it by the gas price and the carbon charge to come to a net of the 16895.  Does that answer your question --


MR. BUONAGURO:  Yeah, but -- no, no, what I mean is the 270,000, for example, the $270,000 cost at 2 percent, that is before getting credit for the RNG and the federal carbon tax.  That's what I'm asking you to confirm.  So on top of this, so, yes, you would pay initially $270,320 to place 2 percent of your own use gas with RNG based on this estimated premium.  But at the same time, you would be generating federal carbon tax credits by doing that, and that would net off against this $270,000.

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.  I believe you're correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And I could ask you for an undertaking to figure out what that would be, but I think I can do it myself.  It is 16,000 gigajoules times -- convert that to metres cubed and then times that by the amount of the federal carbon credit charge, which is, I think, 7.4 cents or something like that.

MR. LeBLANC:  I don't know --


MR. BUONAGURO:  It is very simple.

MR. LeBLANC:  I don't know, Jennifer, do you want to confirm that or -- if you are able?

MS. MURPHY:  Sorry, I am talking to myself on mute here.  That would be the correct formula.  The federal carbon charge in 2021 is 7.83 cents.  And then for year 2 onward we're using the 2022 price of 9.79 cents.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And just --


MR. MONDROW:  If I could interject, sorry, Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.  Could we just get an undertaking to have this table restated with an additional line that is the net premium; that is, the premium minus the federal carbon charge avoided?  So that we all have the same numbers to work with?

MR. LeBLANC:  Can I confer with my folks here for a minute?

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.  Thanks, Michael.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse here.  I just wanted to kind of clean up some numbers we were looking at.  If we can refer to CCC 3, that may be helpful for this discussion.

So in the table we were looking at previously, we were looking to break out the 16,895.  The numbers to do that are up here.  There is the full forecast cost of RNG of $21.  We then deduct up the cost of traditional natural gas of $2.60.5. And then the federal carbon amount per gJ is a buck fifty.

So the carbon amount is within -- it is already netted in that table that we were previously looking at.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, thank you.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  That means there is no adjustment required for that table.  That's assuming that you are getting full credit for the reduction in carbon?

MR. JANISSE:  That's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay, thank you.  Going quickly back to CBA 1, back to (i).  As part of (i) -- so that's the question, if you can go down to the answer.  Thank you.

As part of that, we asked to show what it would look like under a long term contract.  And this isn't necessarily specific to Enbridge and own-use gas.

But presumably, there is some savings associated with long term contracts, i.e. contracts as long as 5 years for RNG versus spot gas or 1 year or less contracts for RNG.  Is that not a fair assumption?

MR. LeBLANC:  Having not negotiated such a contract, I can't speak to that specifically.  I don't know if any of my colleagues have that knowledge.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Can we start with conventional gas?  Would that be true -- would that be true for conventional gas, that you would pay less on a long term contract than you would normally under otherwise ideal circumstances for spot gas or a 1-year or less contracts?

MR. LeBLANC:  Not necessarily so.  I mean, it depends on the terms and the pricing terms of the gas.  They could be an index -- you could pay more or less.  I mean, by doing a long term contract, you're fixing some amount of the term for a period of time.  But it could turn out to be more or less than the short term price over time.  It's not a guarantee that it would be less.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.  There is no guarantee.  But one of the reasons that you would look for long term contracts is to try and minimize your per-unit cost?  You may not be successful, but that is one opportunity to do so.

MR. LeBLANC:  It could be.  But there's other reasons to take long term contracts, other than that.

It could be ensuring availability.  There could be other factors at play.  But certainly it's possible that one of the targets would be to save money.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And my understanding from your answers and from the evidence in general is that the answer to the question are there material cost savings associated with long term contracts for RNG, the answer is from Enbridge is we don't know.

MR. LeBLANC:  We're really not looking at long term contracts at this time.  As you know, I think we have explained in the record that with this program, we're looking to purchase RNG to match the dollars that we get through this program and we don't have a lot of assurance as to what those numbers are going to be, or if they last.

So we are looking to purchase short term contracts.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.  But my understanding is the primary reason for going to long term contracts, and I think it is implicit in what you said, is because if something goes wrong with the funding, Enbridge Gas doesn't want to be holding the bag for a contract that there is no money for.

MR. LeBLANC:  That's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So if there was some mechanism for back-stopping the risk associated with long term contracts, Enbridge would be more interested in trying to leverage those on behalf of ratepayers or participants?

MR. LeBLANC:  I would say we're supportive generally of these developments and to the potential of longer term contracts, but just unwilling to take on the ribs in an area of the business where there is no -- there is no, you know, benefit to the company.

These costs are passed on and we would not want to take the risk on of not -- as you said earlier, of not collecting enough revenue to cover our costs.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So for example, though, if there was a proposal that somehow involved tying RNG purchases to your own-use gas, that would be a proposal that would be tied to demand for RNG that's not going to go anywhere, for example?

So for example, if Enbridge -- I am not asking you to do this, I mean theoretically -- if Enbridge were to say, yeah, we will voluntarily buy 2 percent of our own gas using RNG, there would be no question about Enbridge being able to underpin that with a long term contract.  Because in that specific scenario, there is no concern of funding drying up in 5 years, 3 years, 2 years.

MR. LeBLANC:  I don't think we have any assurance that we could collect that additional amount.  There is no mechanism for us to collect the additional costs at this time.

MR. BUONAGURO:  It was hypothetical.  To be fair, it was hypothetical and in the hypothetical was "voluntary", which involves Enbridge agree he can to voluntarily pay a premium for RNG for its own use, presumably for the benefits we talked about at the outset of my questions.

In that scenario, there would be no issues about being able to underpin that for 5 years, because presumably Enbridge could do that -- again hypothetical and --


MR. McGILL:  As long as --


MR. BUONAGURO:  -- voluntarily -- voluntarily pay that premium.

MR. McGILL:  Yeah, as long as we had a mechanism to recover those incremental costs associated with the RNG procurement for the company's use.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So -- okay.  So now we're not talking -- that is not a voluntary program, right?  That's not -- again, I don't want to belabour the point, because it is a hypothetical, but in that hypothetical situation Enbridge is actually voluntarily funding the program, presumably out of its ROE, to participate in the program as a participant at some high level.  Again, a hypothetical.

But if Enbridge were funding the program at 2 percent, for example, it might be able to generate a lower cost than 270,000 per 2 percent if it were able to enter into a long-term contract.  And there would be the risk that that contract would be negated somehow because -- or it would be -- it would be an excess amount would be relieved because we're talking about Enbridge.  Enbridge could commit to five years if it were committing at all.

MR. LeBLANC:  So you'd be ask -- you're essentially saying, would Enbridge do it knowing that it's not going to recover it from ratepayers?

MR. BUONAGURO:  I'm suggesting that there might be an opportunity for Enbridge to be a voluntary participant in this program.  I wasn't intending to put you on the spot that way, but you keep asking me questions.

[Laughter]

MR. LeBLANC:  I am just trying to be clear what you are asking.  So you are asking, would we do it, you know, out of basically shareholder money?  I won't say we would never do that, I would just say that is not the intention or it is not the intention of this program for sure.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.  Thank you.

Just a matter of scale.  Looking at the answers, Enbridge's own-use gas is 800,000 gigajoules, correct?  It is so obvious.

MR. McGILL:  Yes, that is what it looks like.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And just to put that into scale, I think -- and I don't have the calculation in front of me, but I think that that is relative to -- I think it is 50,000 gigajoules in year ten of the forecast program.  So it is -- assuming I have got that correct, it's much -- your own-use gas is much larger than even your most prolific year in the proposal program.  Right?  800,000 gigajoules for own use versus, I think it is 512,000 gigajoules in year ten of the program?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Thank you very much.  I only have a couple of questions left, I think.  Ms. DeMarco on behalf of Anwaatin was asking several questions about the different types of RNG you might procure, and forgive me if I get this wrong, but I understand it was like, you could have stripped down RNG.  So RNG which has the accounting properties of conventional RNG, and then you would have RNG that had some of the environmental attributes associated with it which may or may not have a market value, and then RNG that had fully bundled, which had -- was intact in terms of its physical and accounting nature.  Is that -- have I fairly described the types of RNG that are out there?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  I think that is accurate.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And I think she has some outstanding undertakings on some of that topic area, and goes in great detail her questioning, which I appreciated.

I just wanted to ask sort of a high-level question.  I sort of assumed this to be the case.  I assumed that when Enbridge as a gas distributor goes into the market to procure RNG for its system gas customers who are participants in the program, my understanding is that you would be acting as the -- an agent on behalf of the customer in terms of protecting the customer's interest in the RNG, however the RNG is purchased.

So for example, if the RNG is fully bundled, you would be protecting the customer's interest in that, the value associated with that, whatever that value may be.  And so a good example would be the carbon credit.  As long as that has carbon credits associated with it, the carbon credits are going to be used in a way that the customers agree to.  I made a proposal of how it could be done.  Other people might have other proposals.

If there are other attributes that have some value, Enbridge would be committed to protecting that value on behalf of the customer, as opposed to using it for some other purpose.  Is that fair?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  I think that's a fair way to describe it.  The intention of this program would be to acquire RNG that has retained the substitution environmental value associated with it.  But in terms of any credits or offsets beyond that that would pertain to methane destruction based on the origin of the feed stock that the RNG was produced from, we would look at that differently.

Like, right now in Ontario there is no official government-mandated protocol for the determination of how those credits or offsets would be valued.  So we would not be in a position to go out and buy those additional environmental attributes with respect to the RNG we procure for the purposes of this program.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you for that.  So -- and I wasn't going to ask this, but I am going to try.  If -- because my understanding from Ms. DeMarco's questioning was that there are jurisdictions which have much more comprehensive credit or accounting schemes for RNG-related -- RNG and its environmental attributes.  Is that fair?

MR. McGILL:  Well, yes, particularly California.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Right.  And presumably if you get RNG and the producer or wherever you buy the RNG from has managed to monetize some of those attributes that you can't, because you're in Ontario, or you're not in the business of doing that, if they're able to monetize it and sell those attributes that you're not going to be doing anyway, wouldn't that affect the price of the RNG?  It would go down, wouldn't it?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  I think potentially that's the case.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.

MR. McGILL:  But again, as we indicated on Tuesday, the procurement of RNG for the program will be subject to an RFP process.  So that process -- and we have already indicated that our primary objective through that process will be to minimize the cost of the RNG.  So I would think that any of those kinds of benefits would be reflected through that process.

MR. BUONAGURO:  All right.  Thank you very much.  One last question -- or area of questions.

You were asked about -- again, this is -- arises from Ms. DeMarco's questions.  She went through the gas supply procurement policy with you on Tuesday.  Do you recall that?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.

MR. McGILL:  I think she went through it with Jamie, yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And one thing -- I don't know if she specifically said this, I didn't check, but renewable natural gas is actually within -- specifically within the definition of natural gas within the policy.

So technically it is already in there, right?

MR. LeBLANC:  I would agree.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And technically the entire procurement policy applies to RNG the same way it applies to conventional natural gas?

MR. LeBLANC:  Agreed.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And -- but in terms of -- and my understanding, sorry, is that -- and I think you just said this about five minutes ago or less than that -- the intention -- the primary intention is to always go out and get your renewable natural gas using RFP process when possible?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  But you do want to preserve the ability to use your other mechanisms for entering into contracts if you think you have the opportunity to do so?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.  We do.  It is not our intention to use it on a -- but if needed or if the market, I guess, would dictate that that is best -- that we feel that's best for ratepayers, then we would use those other tools.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I just want to make an observation on that, and then you can agree or disagree with me.  And this is -- my source for this is LPMA 15.  That just sets out -- just sets out -- you don't have to turn it up, but it basically sets out how small the proposed RNG purchases are in relation to your overall system gas portfolio.

And based on that and based on the fact that you don't have to buy the RNG at any particular time to meet any particular need on the system, I assume that the types of conditions that might drive you to make special arrangements for the procurement of conventional gas, for example, to meet peak load when you don't have enough gas or balancing issues or what-have-you, you know more than I do -- sorry, a lot of the special circumstances that might drive you to do something other than RFP don't really exist for RNG procured under this program based on the nature of the program.  Is that fair?

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

MR. BUONAGURO:  Right.  You never have to buy RNG under this program --


MR. LeBLANC:  Not to meet peak demand, not on an emergency basis; you are correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So would there be any material mischief involved if you were restricted to using the RFP process only for RNG?  Assuming -- outside of a situation where you only get one proponent for example, and maybe in a case where you only get one response...


MR. LeBLANC:  That is a good example, actually.  If we for whatever reason don't get interest, we may need to go out and seek counter parties and things like that.

So we retain that flexibility in the case where we don't get, I will say market representative pricing from the RFP process.  We think -- we don't use it very often in purchasing gas, and probably won't use it very often, I can't imagine in RNG.

But if we don't get the -- you know, if the market doesn't respond and we need to go looking, we want to have that capability, because we want to meet the need of the program.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.  So that's I think a helpful -- at least in my mind, is that you want these options in case the RFP process fails, either all the time or at any particular time.

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  One last question.  This arises out of Mr. Aiken's questions this morning and he understands it a lot better than I do, and I know you understand a lot better than I do.

In my simple mind, in terms of where the RNG has to be delivered, my assumption -- to the extent it affects the price that you are willing to pay for that RNG -- my understanding -- correct me if I'm wrong, please -- all you need for RNG in this particular circumstance is for it to be delivered to the system at some point.  It doesn't matter if it is one end of the system to the other, the price is -- the price is going to reflect delivering it to your system in the cheapest way possible wherever the source is.

And once in your system, it doesn't have to move any further; the price won't be affected.

So the RNG proposals that are appearing at one end of system are no different, or are treated no differently than RNG that comes at the other side of the system.  Is that fair?

MR. LeBLANC:  I just want to talk to my colleagues for a minute, please.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Just to give you a little more so you can talk about this.

MR. LeBLANC:  Sure.

MR. BUONAGURO:  My understanding is particularly since no particular customer is actually are purchasing in this case more than $2 per month of RNG, if that, it would be like treating your entire distribution system as a single location or client for the purposes of the RNG.  So once it hits the system, you don't have to move it any further for it to be useful or used by the program.

In fact, I would argue the program becomes the customer.  That is how I conceive of it, so that might help in your deliberation.

MR. LeBLANC:  I think I have an answer now, but let's talk for a second.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Sure.  Fair enough.  Thanks.
--- Witness panel confers in breakout room

MR. McGILL:  Okay, we're back.

MR. LeBLANC:  So I guess what was troubling me and what I wanted to speak to my colleagues about is that it's not necessarily the case that we can just take it anywhere on our system.

There are limitations within the system of what could be displaced.  There are limitations potentially on the transportation capacity that we have.

So it's not quite as simple as we can just take it anywhere on our system.  We would have to look at where, and we would have to look at also can we move it or not.

So it's not quite as simple, I think, is my answer.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  So that's helpful.  So it sounds like wherever it comes on the system, you would have to factor in the cost to get it to a place where it is useful.

But it's not as restrictive as, for example, if a particular customer was contracting for their own gas, they would be paying the cost of not only getting into your system, but also to their specific area.  You don't have that cost in the same way for this program, I would assume.

What you have is the cost to get it to your system.  And then possibly some incremental cost to get it to someplace where it is useful to you.  But that's a wider -- that's a wider scope for transferring it amongst the systems, which gives you more options to keep it as cheap as possible, I would assume.

MR. LeBLANC:  I am not sure I am entirely clear on your question.  I don't know if you can restate it.  I am not quite sure if I understand.

MR. BUONAGURO:  If I were to individually contract for gas to get into the system, I would pay the cost of getting to your system, but then also pay the gas to transfer it along the system all the way to my house, in theory.  Whether or not the gas actually ever gets there, that is what I have to pay.  Is that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  That's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  But in this case, you, as the administrator of the RNG program, only have to get the RNG to a part of the system where it is useful where you can actually use it, at least in theory.

Even if I am paying $2, you never actually have to pay the price of transporting natural gas to my house.  You have to get it to the system where you can displace some system gas.

MR. LeBLANC:  We have to get it to a market point on our system and then distribute it to the customer.  So we have --


MR. BUONAGURO:  Sorry.

MR. LeBLANC:  Okay.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Maybe that is the key then.  The definition of customer in this case would be a lot broader than in most cases, because the customer could be any system gas customer to make it useful as part of the program.

I am just trying to see if there is some implicit saving in the program because of the nature of the program, in that you are not having to track RNG going to a specific spot in the system and pay that full price.

As long as you get on the system and displace some conventional gas somewhere at the cheapest way possible, you have fulfilled the mandate of the program.

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.  I don't think it is that simple. I think we would have to get it to a market point to purchase it.  There are multiple market points where we buy gas and can buy gas.

Does that answer your question?  Either that or maybe I am not understanding your question.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I think so.  I made perhaps an oversimplified assumption that because this is a system gas in its entirety program, i.e. what you are trying to do is displace system gas, that there may be cost savings associated with being able to choose where you displace that gas and do it in the cheapest way possible.

So for example, if you get a RNG proposal from producer A and he can only deliver it to -- he or she can only deliver it to a particular point in the system, you don't have to go beyond that and say, well, no, you have to take it all the way from the system down to Toronto because most of the funding's from Toronto, for example, right?  It is much simpler than that, because you just have to displace some system gas somewhere.

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes.  Sorry, I am understanding you now.

So, yeah, I think we actually mentioned it in the evidence somewheres, like, there may not be RNG in, say, the Union North area at all.  But they can still participate in the process and we can buy RNG and displace it in our overall purchases, and they get the benefit of being on the program even though there is no way to get that molecule specifically to that customer.  Yes, I would --


MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

MR. LeBLANC:  -- sorry for the misunderstanding --


MR. BUONAGURO:  No, fair enough.  And I guess the extra point is that is in some small way reflected in the pricing, because you don't have to go that extra mile to transport to any particular area in the system.

MR. LeBLANC:  Yeah, I guess so, yeah.  I mean, the price to get it to that customer is already -- we
already -- like, if we buy it at -- traditional natural gas at Dawn, we buy RNG at Dawn, we already have the transport and the mechanisms to get that gas to that customer.  So we are only replacing the molecule in the system gas and not the transport to get it to the customer.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.  I think that helps.  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. MONDROW:  Can I just ask one follow up on that, please.  Jamie, I was trying to follow Michael's reasoning -- sorry, it's Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.

If this program was different and you were actually undertaking to a customer that you would use their $2 a month and buy RNG for them specifically, how would costs of the program increase, or would they increase?

MR. LeBLANC:  I don't think -- I don't think they would.  I think what we just went through is to say that we're displacing the molecules in the system gas one for one.  And there's no additional cost to get that molecule to a Union North customer versus an Enbridge CBA customer.  We're just replacing the molecule.

So we already have the transportation and distribution capacity to get it to that end customer.  So I would say it does not --


MR. MONDROW:  And I appreciate your program does not undertake to buy a specific amount of gas for any particular customer.  But if it did, your answer would still hold that that model, while there may be other cumbersome features to it, wouldn't increase the cost of delivering RNG?  As a distribution customer I don't pay per kilometre from the closest city gate.  You are just talking about moving gas between service areas, and you don't actually move the specific molecules, any of it.  Right?  Sorry.  I asked you several dozen questions there.

MR. LeBLANC:  Yeah.  I'm not sure -- can you re -- can you ask that question again just so I make sure I understand what you are asking.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure, sure.  I realize the program proposal was not to buy a specific amount of gas for a voluntary participant.  But if it were, nothing in respect of your costs of getting and putting the gas on your system would change?  I think you answered that question a minute ago.

MR. LeBLANC:  Except for if we determined that we needed to somehow deliver that molecule to that customer --


MR. MONDROW:  You never deliver specific molecules to specific customers, right?

MR. LeBLANC:  Well, we do allocate where we buy gas to different rate zones, so I guess not to a specific customer, but to their area.

So if you wanted to ensure that that RNG was credited to a particular rate zone, there may be costs associated with moving that gas, if it's not coming along the traditional paths we use to serve that zone.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  So in that case, the cost of the proposal would increase only if the proposal included a promise to the customer that we will get RNG to your rate zone?

MR. LeBLANC:  Correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. MURRAY:  It is Lawren Murray, OEB Staff.  I notice that the schedule called for a second break this morning.  I don't know how the panel is feeling.  But if they don't need a break, I propose to go on and deal with one more intervenor and then break for lunch.  Is that acceptable to the panel, or would you like a break now?

MR. POLLOCK:  Lawren, for what it is worth -- this is Scott Pollock for CME -- I don't anticipate being as much time as I'm given, which is only 15 minutes, so if that helps make the choice.

MR. LeBLANC:  I think we can -- I am okay to go on for that.

MR. MURRAY:  Then I will hand it over to Mr. Pollock then.
Examination by Mr. Pollock:

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you very much.  And thank you for the panel's time today.  So I am Scott Pollock.  I am counsel for Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.  I really just have one line of questions that I wanted to pursue with you.

So if we could turn up Staff 6, please.  And just by way of background, in our first interrogatory we asked you about what Enbridge's plan was with respect to any potential conflicts of interest when you are purchasing RNG, whether they be from businesses that you may have an ongoing business relationship with, or indeed I think as we learned last day maybe some of Enbridge's own affiliates.

And in your response to CME's interrogatory, you pointed us to Staff 6, and there's sort of a number of components to Staff 6, so I wanted to start off by asking you, in reference -- in referencing Staff 6, were you trying to bring our attention to response number 2, which deals with the gas supply procurement policies and practices document?

MR. LeBLANC:  Apologize.  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So I don't know that we necessarily have to turn it up, but that document is in the evidence at Anwaatin 3, attachment 1.

I went through it, and I didn't necessarily see -- you know, there was some discussion -- a brief discussion on sort of corporate governance, and there was sort of a reference made to blind RFPs, but I didn't really get an understanding from that document what Enbridge's specific proposals are to combat or to address conflicts of interest.

So could you just sort of elaborate on that for me?

MR. LeBLANC:  Sure.  So the primary tool to purchase will be an RFP process, which is evaluated primarily on price, assuming that they meet credit requirements and the usual components.

So to the extent the price is the best price, then that's the RNG that we would purchase.  So it would not prefer any particular seller of RNG.  It would be evaluated based on price --


MR. POLLOCK:  So -- I'm sorry, go ahead.

MR. LeBLANC:  No.  I was going to maybe speak to, that there are already also, in addition to the policy, the ARC policy, the OEB policy, and the RRR process allows us -- is also there to protect customers, which there are some rules around, you know, how to deal with related parties and what should be reported and when.

So there's that additional -- you know, the RFP I think is the primary tool.  It's going to be evaluated on price.  And so if the price is the best, the price is the best.  But there is also reporting requirements around affiliate transactions and rules around how we deal with affiliates.  So we would follow those rules.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So just following up on the RFP comments, as I understood -- and I couldn't point you to the specific page, but as I understood it, price was going to be a major component, but Enbridge reserved other sort of options for the supply like availability that it might evaluate along with price.

So I guess my question is, to the extent that you are looking at not necessarily a straight mathematical evaluation of whose price is lowest, but instead a subjective evaluation that maybe sort of best value or points rated RFP, how would the RFP deal with the subjectivity involved in evaluating proposals and the conflicts of interest?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think in practice it wouldn't happen that often.  It likely wouldn't happen.  But we would obviously keep records, which is a requirement of the ARC, to keep records on the transactions and, you know, report on affiliate transactions as is required by the Board.

And, you know, at the end of the day, if the Board was questioning or unsatisfied, they have the opportunity to audit any of our transactions at their desire, if that is their desire.

So I think there is enough in place.  Given the relative magnitude of this program and the fact that we purchase much more gas on the same set of policies and procedures already, like, I don't believe there's -- I believe that there is enough, you know, checks and balances in place to protect the system gas customers from that.

MR. POLLOCK:  So as I understand it, there's more sort of retrospective tools insofar as we can look back at your records and we can see what was happening, if we wanted to look.  But there is less that's proactive that you would put in place in advance that might sort of address these conflicts before they arose?

MR. LeBLANC:  We know we're always subject to scrutiny and to the risk, you know, of doing something incorrectly, and that certainly governs how we act.

We know the -- we know both the rules and the intent of the ARC, and we would be careful not to do something that would -- that would put at risk our credibility and reputation as gas purchasers.

So, you know, I think there's enough tools in place to protect ratepayers.

MR. POLLOCK:  Understood.  So the document talks on occasion, like I said, it mentions blind RFPs and as I understand it, there is no proposal to do any blind RFPs for this.  You're sort of comfortable standing pat on the things that you mentioned?

MR. LeBLANC:  Yes, I am.  I believe the blind RFP
would be an expensive and cumbersome tool to use in this case, given the size of this program and given that all of the other things that are already in place I think protect system gas customers enough.

I think a blind RFP, it can cost -- to be administered by a third party can cost thousands of dollars, which would obviously impact.  When we're not really buying that much gas to begin with, it would have an impact on the program.

I don't really think the benefits warrant the additional costs and administration involved.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So I guess two other scenarios.  One, I appreciate that the evidence is that you will be heavily preferring the RFP process.  But for direct purchases, obviously the RFP process will not provide the same level of guarantees against conflicts of interest.

Can you speak to what the plan is for direct purchases?

MR. LeBLANC:  So if we were to do that type of transaction, we're always careful to document and keep records of the reasons why the RFP process failed, if that's what -- you know, and why the tool we're using would be in the best interests of system gas customers.

So we do do that.  And the OEB -- we will then -- we will report on affiliate transactions, you know, under the ARC, and obviously the OEB always has the opportunity to audit those transactions, if it sees fit.

We do keep records on those details.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  So am I right, so the ARC only would be in play for your affiliates that might be bidding,   and it would not necessarily come into play if non-affiliate entities that you might have a business relationship with were to bid it.  Is that correct?

MR. LeBLANC:  We don't -- the system gas purchases are a stand-alone entity and we -- within the organization and our primary objective is to purchase system gas for system gas customers.  And there's principles involved and, you know, you know, I think what you are suggesting is that we would do something that, you know, isn't in the best interest of system gas customers.

It is just not part of -- you know, there's a whole process around how we -- I'm not saying you are accusing us of doing it.  But there is a whole process around how we plan to purchase gas and how we carry out those purchase processes.  And it is actually the subject of -- there's an annual update process and a review of the planning process and how we -- how we carry out those transactions and how we operate.

So I believe there is enough scrutiny on how gas purchasing is done to avoid, I guess, a risk that something like that could occur.

MR. POLLOCK:  Understood.  I certainly don't mean to impugn anybody's motives or their actions in my questions.

I am just trying to understand, since there seems to be -- you're talking about a number of tools, they seem to overlap in certain places and there is certain circumstances where one might come up and the other not.

I am just trying to make sure I understand where all of these might fit in.

I guess my last question, and then that will be it for me, is you were talking about sort of all of this information and reporting that has to take place.

Just for my edification, is any of that available in sort of a proceeding that intervenors would be involved in, or is it just reporting to the Board for their own use?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I would think that when we come back to the Board with a rebasing application, we would be providing information on the program there, and that would be open to any of the stakeholders to review and comment on at that point in time through that process.

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

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB Staff.  Thank you very much, Mr. Pollock.

It looks like it is now time to break for lunch.  Can I ask people to come back at 1:35.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:28 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:37 p.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, everyone.  We are back on the record.  Next on the schedule is Mr. Brophy for Pollution Probe.  The floor is now yours.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  It is Mike Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  I -- we assumed that some of our questions may be answered yesterday and today in our initial time estimate, and that proved to be true, so I hope to be able to, you know, stick fairly closely to that time estimate.

The other thing is, because I am going to refer to some notes on my screen to make sure that I don't repeat things that were already answered, I'll probably minimize it, just to let you know, so if somebody is sending me a chat thing you might just have to jump in in person.

Also, with -- I can give you references to the interrogatories I am referring to, but, you know, I probably won't need you to pull them up.  I won't be going over it word for word, but if the panel feels that they need it, then certainly, you know, stop me and we can do that.

Okay.  So my first set of questions was just related to -- it is actually two interrogatories.  One was Staff 2 and one was Staff 3.  The first question is, can you confirm that RNG is one of the solutions required in Ontario to meet the future energy demands of Ontario?

MR. McGILL:  I'm not sure what your question is, Mike.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  So in those interrogatories, there was some discussion about whether Enbridge should be doing this and, you know, how it fits in with the energy policy in Ontario, you know, more specifically Ontario's environment plan and that kind of thing, and the drive to reduce emissions in the future through energy choices.

So, you know, you've stated that under the energy plan, you know, they are looking for Enbridge to develop RNG solutions, but even without -- you know, if you look at the transition over the next, you know, several years, a decade, you know, certainly out to 2030 and 2050, I just wanted to see if you are confirming that even if the environment plan didn't exist that there would be a demand for solutions like RNG in Ontario in order to serve customers.

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think the first point is that the statement in the province's Made-In-Ontario Environment Plan is quite specific, in that it says that the province is going to require the gas utilities to offer a voluntary RNG program.  That would be my first point.

And the second point is that most of the development of RNG production right now is being driven by demand that is generated outside of Ontario, primarily in British Columbia and Quebec.

So if the governments of the day continue to want to move towards reducing greenhouse gas emissions, RNG is one of the ways to do that.  And I would think that it would become more a prevalent part of Ontario's gas supply over the coming years.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  And actually, that kind of fits right into my next question, because, you know, we are seeing RNG being used in other jurisdictions and typically more aggressively than what you are proposing in your program.

So, you know, what do you think that the impacts, if there was a delay or if it was denied for an RNG offering in Ontario, like the program you are proposing, what do you think that would do as far as innovation and competitiveness in relation to other jurisdictions?

MR. McGILL:  Well, in relation to other jurisdictions, I can't really say.  I think if we were delayed in implementing our proposal, then we would end up being in a catch-up position sometime in the future when RNG became a firmer requirement or is something that we had to do.  So by starting now we get the opportunity to get a little bit of a head start.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  The next question is -- so I think you know that many communities and consumers are interested in RNG either through the energy and emissions plans and for other reasons.

Aside from the program that you are proposing, what else are you aware of in Ontario that's existing or planned that would enable those customers to satisfy their increased need for RNG?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think, you know, one of the things that's evident there is I think there is a lot of interest in municipal governments in the production of RNG.  I think I mentioned that earlier today, I think, that municipal governments are responsible for waste collection, wastewater treatment, and that results in them owning or operating landfill sites and anaerobic digesters.

So a number of the potential RNG projects that are being considered right now are in conjunction with municipalities.  So I think what we're trying to do here would be consistent and aligned with those objectives.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I think you know that, you know, we're coordinating with other parties, including Clean Air Council, which represents over 30 municipalities and other consumers and partners out there that have an interest in that.

So, you know, one example that I would just like to kind of lay out in front of you and get your thoughts on, so City of Ottawa, for example, has their energy evolution plan.  It is their community Energy and Emissions Plan.

And in their modelling they identify RNG as -- to contribute to approximately 12 percent of their community emissions reductions by 2050.

12 percent seems to be quite a large percentage of emissions reductions, given that your program by year ten is only achieving 0.01 percent.

Do you think that these kind of programs would be able to reach anything near that 12 percent?  Or do you think that, you know, you would be closer to the less than 1 percent mark?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I can't say for certain, but I can indicate that two of the potential projects that are under consideration right now are in conjunction with the City of Ottawa.

So that would be a means by which they could bring a lot more RNG into the market.  And again, I think what we're trying to do here is aligned with those objectives.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And my next question actually relates to FRPO Number 5.  Again, I don't think you have to pull it up.  But the response there was saying the program was developed with a residential focus, and I believe you confirmed any general-service customer can participate in the program.  Not just residential.  Is that correct?

MR. McGILL:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So due to the demand in interest in RNG in Ontario, why wouldn't you just make it available to all of your customers?

MR. McGILL:  Well, the program has been designed to appeal to residential and small commercial customers, but it is open to all customers.

So we've got -- like I've said all along, this is a starting point.  We have to be aware of and take into consideration the fact that there is a gas marketer community that may want to participate in the RNG market in Ontario.  That's why we've designed the program as we have, to make it appeal to residential, small mass market system gas customers.

MR. BROPHY:  So my understanding is, though, that some of the large volume customer classes wouldn't have access to this program.  Isn't that correct?

MR. McGILL:  I can't see why they wouldn't.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if you are a customer of Enbridge, you can take this -- participate in this program is what I am hearing you say.  Is that correct?

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  I would just like to confer with my witness panel mates here for a moment.  We will just go to the breakout room.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. McGILL:  Okay.  So I stand corrected on one point, that the program is not open to our contract rate customers.  But out of 3.7 million, there's only about a thousand of those, most of which are direct purchase customers that have the ability and wherewithal to seek out supplies of RNG on their own.  And we have indicated in our evidence that we're fully prepared to support the delivery of RNG to them through our direct purchase and gas transportation contracting arrangements.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So that was my understanding and your response in LPMA Number 4 matches, I believe, what you just said.

But even if those thousand customers that you say can't access the program, if they wanted to for some reason, why wouldn't you let them?

MR. McGILL:  I think it is just a matter of two things.  One is practicality in that, you know, a customer that's using tens of thousands of cubic metres a year of natural gas, if they want to spend $2 a year towards the Voluntary RNG program isn't going to make a significant difference to their GHG emissions.

And two, just dealing with setting them up for billing and administrative purposes.  So we just didn't think it was a practical matter to include them in the program.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I think in some of our interrogatories, we were getting at some of the issues that, you know, even large customers may get some value.  And in fact, the value could be greater than residential customers in participating from a sustainability/marketing point of view enhancing, you know, support and alignment with RNG, which supports broader initiatives.

MR. McGILL:  And then they're free to do that today.  They can source RNG from outside the province.  They can have it transported to one of our receipt points in Ontario, and we will transport it through our distribution system to them.

So if they want to do that in order to reduce their GHG footprint, there's nothing stopping them from doing it right now.

MR. BROPHY:  So for those thousand or so customers that wouldn't be part of this program, can you give me a sense on if any of them have moved RNG through your system, you know, actually taken up what you just said is the mechanism.

And then, you know, how do those kind of volumes compare to what would be done through this program?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I am not aware of any identified RNG that's been delivered into our system through our direct purchase programs at this point in time.

MR. BROPHY:  So would you be able to undertake to confirm that?

MR. McGILL:  Sure.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  Another quick question.

MR. McGILL:  Well, we should just get the undertaking recorded properly here.

MR. CHAGANI:  We would also take that on a best efforts basis.  We don't have line of sight, when suppliers are injecting gas into our system, as to the source of that gas.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, that's fine.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB Staff.  That will be undertaking JT2.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.5:  TO ADVISE OF THE THOUSAND CUSTOMERS HOW MANY WOULD HAVE MOVED RNG THROUGH THE ENBRIDGE SYSTEM, AND THEN TO COMPARE THOSE VOLUMES TO WHAT WOULD BE DONE THROUGH THE CURRENT PROGRAM


MR. McGILL:  Thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  All right.  Thank you.  Another quick question.  So your proposed...


MR. MONDROW:  Sorry to interrupt -- Ian Mondrow from IGUA.  Before you leave that point, could I just ask a follow up on that?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

MR. MONDROW:  This is for you, given your last comment, but I gather what you are saying is you wouldn't know whether any direct purchase customers have procured RNG or not?

MR. McGILL:  Well, not necessarily.  So if a customer has arranged for a supply of gas that's included a portion of RNG and that has not been identified to us by either the customer or the marketer supplying them, we would have no means of knowing that.

We would just be accepting their nominations day in and day out, and delivering gas to them under the terms of the T-service agreement we have with them.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  So, Steve, the only way you would know is if the RNG was to be injected into your system at an injection point in Ontario that you are providing injection services for.  Otherwise, it could come from off your system and you wouldn't know whether if it is RNG, green gas, blue gas, or whatever, right?

MR. McGILL:  Right.  And that is something that could possibly be happening with customers that aren't subject to the federal carbon tax right now.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, thanks.  Thank you, Michael.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, no problem.  I am looking to find where I was.  Okay.

Yes, the next quick question is:  To your knowledge, does your proposed program restrict any other company from offering an RNG program in the future in Ontario?

MR. McGILL:  I don't believe so.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  The next question I had is dealing with issues that were in CBA Number 4, but again I don't think you need to pull it up.

The program basis and marketing focus that you've outlined is based on environmental benefits.  And I am just looking for a bit more of an explanation on why emission factor is not a criteria for procurement, if this program is premised on environmental benefits.

MR. McGILL:  Jennifer, do you want to take this question?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  It's Jennifer Murphy at Enbridge.  So currently in the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, they have included a definition of biomethane -- that is what it is termed as in the Act -- and there's no other requirement.

So as long as it meets that definition of biomethane, then we can consider that RNG and we can reduce the carbon charge.

So at this point in time, it's not a requirement for us.  At the point in time when the Clean Fuel Standard comes in -- or I should say if the Clean Fuel Standard that is currently in development federally comes in, then that is based on carbon intensity.

So at that point in time if we are wanting to get credits under the Clean Fuel Standard system, we would need to have the carbon intensity of the RNG that we're purchasing, and there will be methodologies and a life cycle assessment model that will allow us to calculate those carbon intensities, but in the interim where that doesn't exist, we're not requiring that.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if none of that existed and it was just an Enbridge program based on an interest from your customers to support RNG, which would reduce the carbon footprint and have environmental benefits, I am still not understanding why Enbridge -- not talking about any other requirements -- wouldn't include a requirement for anybody bidding for supply to you to meet, you know, your program to indicate what their emission factor is so you could use that as a criteria in your procurement section.

MS. MURPHY:  Again, at this point in time where there isn't a Clean Fuel Standard in place provincially or federally or no other mechanism that tells people how to calculate carbon intensities, there's -- the quality of the data that we could get back from suppliers, we might not even get a good apples-to-apples comparison, because there is no one standard way to calculate that data in the absence of having the guidance from a regulatory program.

So I think the suppliers in some cases may have, you know, they may have those numbers.  They might be able to produce a carbon intensity.  In other cases they may not.  If we're requiring them to calculate it, if we're requiring them to have that verified by a third party, these all add administrative costs and will just drive the price of RNG up.

And in this time when there isn't a requirement on the actual carbon intensity, I think those costs are unnecessary.  So at this point in time we've said all they need to do is meet the definition that is in the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, which allows us to have that substitution value.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I was assuming that it would be your suppliers, like, they're selling a product, whether it is to you or to somewhere else.  And many of those suppliers are already generating credits outside of Canada.  So they would be the ones that would know the emissions factor for the product that they're selling.

So all I was suggesting is that if you required that information in your procurement, you know, that would be the time to ask, and to the extent that they have it all just sitting there, it wouldn't be additional costs.

So, you know, I thought it would make sense to at least ask for that, and I do get your point that even if you get that data, to be able to compare it between bids on an apples-to-apples may be difficult.  But I think asking for it and at least having it there from a qualitative point of view, even if you don't feel comfortable putting it in as a weighted criteria in your procurement, would make sense.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Mike, to be fair, Jennifer has given the company's answer, and we're certainly in a position to respond if this arises in argument.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you are refusing to ask your suppliers when you go out for bid for that information?

MR. STEVENS:  Jennifer has given the reasons why that is not Enbridge's current plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I will take that as a denial.

Okay.  So I have a question -- it was on Pollution Probe Number 4.  There were some values for carbon intensity that you provided.  You had indicated preliminary value for the carbon intensity of your natural gas to be 62 grams per megajoule.  Does that sound right?  Or did you need to check that?

MS. MURPHY:  I will just turn to that response.  I believe that was Pollution Probe 4?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.

MS. MURPHY:  So the value that we provided in that response of 62 grams per megajoule is the preliminary value that's been developed for use in the Clean Fuel Standard. And that number is applicable for all natural gas in Canada.  So it is not specific to Ontario or to Enbridge.  It is a federal number.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And it's fair to say that is the best available number that you have?

MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  That's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Then later in that response you indicated that program suppliers into the California Low Carbon Fuel Standard Program were reporting carbon intensities ranging from 80.27 to 257 or 258 grams per megajoule.

So my read of that is the natural gas that's in your system today has a lower carbon intensity than renewable natural gas.  Is that correct?

MS. MURPHY:  No.  That's incorrect.  So the range there is 80.27, which would be a positive number, and then negative 257.78.

So where that's a negative value for RNG, that is quite a lot.  That top end -- sorry, we might have -- maybe the way we have written it may be confusing.  But that negative 257 is quite a lot lower than the value for natural gas at positive 62.

And this is the, I guess, most readily available data that we could find.  There is no one real average, I would say, because it depends on the feed stock and the method to produce the RNG.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for the clarification.  So if you can get the RNG that's negative 257 grams per megajoule, that would be the best scenario.  Right?

MS. MURPHY:  If we were -- under a system that valued the carbon intensity, then, yes, that would generate more credit.  But in this period of time where we're not under a Clean Fuel Standard or a renewable fuel standard, then as long as it meets that definition of renewable or biomethane in the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, then that is all that we're looking at right now.

But once CFS is in place, then, yes, we would be looking for the best carbon intensities to generate the most credit.

MR. BROPHY:  So is it fair to say then if the RNG you procured -- and you have already said that you are not going to ask them for their emissions factor for the RNG they're procuring -- but if you received your bid and it was lowest bid and you are getting RNG that is 82.7 grams per megajoule, then it actually has a higher carbon intensity than what you already have in your system; is that correct?

MS. MURPHY:  Based on those numbers, then, yes, it would be higher.

MR. BROPHY:  So that's where I am having the problem, is, so Ontario's environment plan was based on meeting GHG reduction emissions.  And that was one of the reasons why I thought it should be at least an element of procurement and something visible, because my understanding is one of the drivers of the program is to bring in RNG that has a lower carbon intensity than your current natural gas.  If I am wrong, maybe you can help me get my head straight.

MS. MURPHY:  I am just thinking of the best way to respond.

MR. BROPHY:  Go ahead.  Take your time.  Or if you want to undertake to get back, like, if it is something you can't work through this second, but I want to make sure you at least understood where the question is coming from.

MS. MURPHY:  Right.  So the objective is to reduce GHG emissions.  I would say that 80.27 is an outlier from anything I've seen previously.  In order to respond to that question, though, I could grab any one single number and say, yeah, we've seen a project where this is the number or we're aware of that number, and we didn't want to pick and choose, obviously.  So we provided that range.

Under a Clean Fuel Standard program technically that would not be -- that would not generate credits if there was a project that was at 80 grams per megajoule, that would not create credits in the clean fuel system, because it is not lower than the fuel it is replacing.

I think, to your point, it may be reasonable to ask for the carbon intensity and ask them to provide that value and maybe a sentence on how they calculated it, but it wouldn't be part of the procurement criteria, like we wouldn't be putting any weight behind those numbers.

I don't know if that answers your question, but obviously this program is intended to reduce greenhouse gas emissions.  So that is something we're trying to do with this program.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  It sounds like, you know, you're coming around to potentially having the value if they have that number to get it from the supplier.  So I am happy to hear that.

So right now, if you proceed on the program as you are proposing -- which doesn't -- which, you know, doesn't include the emissions factor of the source RNG in the criteria, although you may ask for it as a question, but may not work through the ranking in evaluation -- it really doesn't matter what happens on the clean fuel standard or anything else, because you've already set your procurement process and it doesn't link in any way to clean fuel standards or anything else.

So I am struggling.  When you referenced these other, you know, requirements or things that are coming, I don't see any line of sight between what you are proposing for your procurement process and anything else external that exists or may come that then links to emissions based on the carbon intensity.

So is that right?  There really doesn't matter what gets put in place because it's not linked at all to your procurement criteria.

MR. McGILL:  I think I would like to confer with the panel before we go any further, Mike, if that's okay.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, thanks.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. McGILL:  Is everyone back?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.

MS. MURPHY:  Sorry, yes.  Yes, Steve, I'm talking to myself on mute again.  I keep missing that button.

Going back to your question, Michael, I believe you are asking if CFS is coming in a couple of years, or a few years.

MR. BROPHY:  That actually wasn't the question.  I am saying it is irrelevant to your procurement process.

MS. MURPHY:  Right.  Sorry, I hadn't finished my sentence, which was I was going to say if we see it coming, then why are we not including it in our procurement -- go ahead.

MR. BROPHY:  Or if it never comes, why don't you include it?

MS. MURPHY:  At this point in time, I would say although a lot has been put out from Environment Canada on the Clean Fuel Standards and we know some specifics of how they're planning that program, the actual methodology to calculate carbon intensities has not been released yet.

And in any market, I think you need to have those standards where the participants in the market have the set standard way of how to calculate the value of their product.

For RNG, that value of the product under the Clean Fuel Standard will be the carbon intensity, and for any other clean fuel coming into the market under Clean Fuel Standards.

Because that standard is not available, it makes it very difficult for the producers or the marketers to calculate a value.

They could use -- in one case, somebody could use a methodology based on the BC system.  Someone else could base it on California, and those are all different -- you know, there's similarities, but they're not the same standard.

So we end up with carbon intensities that you are not able to compare.

And where someone is coming up with a higher carbon intensity, and maybe through a methodology that we don't agree with, they could be valuating their product at a higher value that we can't really take credit for in the current framework.

So once a Clean Fuel Standard is in place, if someone comes to us with a negative 257 grams per megajoule carbon intensity, we can capture that value because that will generate more credits.

But currently, where we don't have that framework, we don't want to end up paying more for the RNG where there is no value for that.

So the way that we calculate greenhouse gas emissions savings at this point is not on the life cycle basis. It is just on the avoided carbon emissions from natural gas, so what we talked about, I think, several times at this point about the avoided emissions or the substitution or displacement value for natural gas.

And I believe Dave Janisse also may have some points to add on the procurement side.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  Thank you, Jennifer.  Michael, I just heard you mention that our procurement methods were kind of set and that we wouldn't be factoring that in.

I just want to kind of pause on that one, that initially we will not be looking at the carbon intensity because of the reasons that Jennifer just discussed, but we are definitely flexible with how we would evaluate those.

And to the extent a standard did come into play, that we could receive value and actually evaluate two different offers and put a price to that, then we would be rolling that into the Clean Fuel Standard.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you for that.

So my understanding is there is some ranges of emissions factor from RNG, even if they're from other jurisdictions like the California one you mentioned, et cetera, and that may vary from what, you know, one you land on, like you just mentioned.

But, you know, it would allow things to be categorized somewhat.  So, you know, RNG can come from a variety of sources, things like wood waste, municipal waste, you know, wastewater treatment plant kind of emissions, that kind of thing.

So is there a way that those can be kind of bucketed where, you know, if you get it from a certain source, you know, that would be probably the top -- even if you don't know the exact emissions factor under a standard that doesn't exist, isn't there a way to rank it, even numerically, one, two, three, four, five, that says which is the best and which is the worst?

MS. MURPHY:  I get what you're saying.  I think in general we could probably say RNG made from a certain type of process or feed stock has a better carbon intensity.

But I wouldn't want to say that is always the case, where there might be some overlap, and it would really depend.

So once the Clean Fuel Standard is in place, there will be a carbon intensity specific to each different process and feed stock to generate the RNG.  And then also program participants can actually calculate their own project-specific and then have that verified by a consultant.

At that point in time I think these comparisons are a lot easier. and one thing I would like to note is that we did have an RFP on the Enbridge Gas side, or the legacy EGD side a couple of years back, under Cap and Trade.  We had undertaken at that point to try to get some RNG into our system.  We had a proposal that was part of our Cap and Trade compliance plan.

And in that RFP we did ask for the carbon intensity of the RNG.  And almost every single producer that was responding to the RFP had a question about how do they calculate that, what standard should they use.  Like, it actually wasn't a well-known -- or well-known methodology.  Like, there was so many questions on that.

So it is something that I think we can, you know, take under consideration at looking at right now, but I just don't see how we could give that a weighting or ranking or any type of a methodology like that to consider it in our procurement at this time.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Fair enough.  Based on what you have said -- and I did hear that, you know, once you are more comfortable with the calculation, that you would be including it in your procurement.  It is just not a sound calculation yet to include in that process.

So, you know, what you just said, actually, fits into my next question, where I was looking for ideally a list of emissions factor by RNG source, which might be a bit tricky, but it sounds like you did get some information.

So, you know, I am asking if you can undertake to ideally provide a list, but if not a list, then a summary that would give an idea on that range by source, knowing that it is not following any standard, but that would be helpful.  Would you be able to do that?

MR. STEVENS:  I am struggling with the relevance or how this is going to help the Board determine Enbridge's proposal, Mike.

MR. BROPHY:  Because right now that is the only information you currently have without a standard that gives you any idea of what the carbon intensity is of the RNG that you will be buying.

So it's basically best available information for you in operating your program and potentially doing enhancements to your program.

MR. STEVENS:  I think the witnesses have been clear that they are going to be considering enhancements over time and will be learning over time.

Right now we haven't started.  We haven't gotten -- received any bids.  We haven't asked for any bids about what is available right now.

So I am still -- continue to struggle about how this information is going to move us forward.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Well, let's not get stuck on this.  I will move on.

So the next one relates to Energy Probe 2, and I think there might have been some discussion on that yesterday.  It really was around the question Energy Probe had on confirming that participating customers wouldn't receive any benefits, economic benefits, you know, above non-participating customers, and that was confirmed in the IR response.

For customers that join the program, is it possible that they could receive economic or non-economic benefits?  And for example -- I will throw out some examples.  So, you know, in Ontario all broader public-sector organizations are mandated by law to develop energy plans and reduce their energy -- reduce their emissions.  There's a similar reporting program in Ontario for large building owners as well.  And then other organizations, as I mentioned before, could use that to say that they're supporting, you know, green alternatives and reducing emissions in Ontario.

So, like, in my mind that's driving at least non-economic benefits, but then to the extent that they're meeting legal requirements or retaining or getting more customers because of their sustainability marketing, that would translate into economic benefits.  Does that sound right to you?

MR. McGILL:  I am not sure I fully grasp the question, Mike.  Can you run that by me again, please?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So I gave a couple of scenarios where organizations in Ontario who are either mandated by law to undertake initiatives that RNG would fit into, or they may choose to join the program -- you know, at $2 a month it is pretty cheap to be able to say that your company is supporting green energy in Ontario, you know, in your marketing brochures and your sustainability plan.

In my mind, that is driving both economic and non-economic benefits for those participating customers above what non-participants would be.

MR. McGILL:  Potentially, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So there could be economic or non-economic benefits for participating customers above and beyond non-participating customers.

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think, perhaps to some extent.  But I think, again, from a practical standpoint, if a company that is consuming at tens of thousands of cubic metres of natural gas every year joins our voluntary program and then claims that as a significant carbon reduction exercise on their behalf, I would question the integrity of that kind of communication.

So I don't really see that there would be viable benefits for them in doing that.  I think if they wanted to reduce their GHG emissions through acquiring RNG, as we've said many times before, they are fully capable of doing that through the direct purchase market.  And then they would have a more substantial claim to make, in terms of their environmental efforts.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  Okay.  Just the last couple of questions relate to the approvals being sought, and some of it links to Energy Probe 12, and there's some other references as well.

But -- so my understanding, Enbridge is request -- well, maybe I should ask you.  Is Enbridge requesting a 10-year program approval?  Or just approving that the OEB approve the program and you can start delivering it in 2021 until the OEB decides that, you know, something else should happen?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think in terms of the OEB's mandate, you know, I think it is within the scope of the Board's mandate to approve the program, you know, for a fixed period of time, or an open-ended period of time.

Anything the regulated utility does is going to be subject to OEB review.  We have indicated earlier that we would be bringing forward information on the program at the time of rebasing, and that any changes to the program would be presented to the Board at that time.

So I think what we're proposing really is an open-ended approval, subject to future review.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  Earlier, Mr. Buonaguro asked if this would be characterized as a pilot program.  And I believe you said that you're not using that term because Enbridge is intending to continue the program longer term.

I had a different term in my mind.  Given that it's so new and you're testing things out, I was thinking that it is really a proof of concept program.  Does that sound right to you?  Or if not, you know, why?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think there's an element of that, that, you know, we haven't done this before.  It hasn't been done in Ontario before.

We believe we have a model that will be successful, but we don't know that for certain.  So if we are successful, I guess that will prove the concept.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Then my final question is, so if Enbridge receives OEB approval on this program request and wants to make changes in the future -- you know, there's lots of examples, but say it is wildly successful and you under priced it so you want to go to $4 a month rather than two.  Does that require you to go back to the OEB before making that change?  Or if you get approval on this program, do you think you can make those changes?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I am sure Mr. Stevens will correct me if I am wrong, but we're seeking approval under section 36 of the Ontario Energy Board Act, and I think any changes to the rate we charge for the program would be subject to further approval under section 36.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just ask a follow up question there?  Jay Shepherd, School Energy Coalition.

I understand you to be saying, Steve, that you are not asking for a fixed term for this new rate.  It is just a rate like any other that every time you come in for rates, it can be reviewed.  Is that right?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  That's what I expect.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the amount of the rate, i.e. the $2, is fixed.  So you can't change that because you can only change a rate when you have Board approval.

Are you anticipating that you could change the conditions or the internal rules -- sorry.

[Chimes ringing]


MR. SHEPHERD:  Or the internal rules under which you operate the program without Board approval?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Jay, it would depend upon what the changes were.  I mean the Board -- Enbridge has indicated what the monthly charge is.  The Board will be approving that, which is indicated what's in the rate schedules that set out the basic terms and conditions of the program.  The Board will be reviewing that.

To the extent that future changes to the program impact the two things I have just discussed, then Board approval will be required.

To the extent Enbridge changes, for example, its communications to customers, I don't see that requiring Board approval.

To the extent that Enbridge expands its promotion to try to get more uptake at $2 a month, I don't see that requiring Board approval.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I guess there's two things that the question arises.  One is you describe your procurement method.  Is the procurement method something that if you are going to change it in any material way, requires Board approval.

And second, your approval is based on the notion that the operating costs are not program costs, at least initially, but are separate and you're eating them.  Are those two things fixed?

MR. STEVENS:  I will start with the second of those.  I think we have indicated, both in the technical conference testimony and in interrogatory responses, that Enbridge will be making a proposal as part of the rebasing application as to how the costs of this program will be dealt with on a go-forward basis post rebasing.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, David, let me just clarify that, then.  So between now and then, you can't treat the operating costs as part of the program costs and reduce your RNG purchases with the customer funds?

MR. STEVENS:  At the very least, I would expect the company would let people know if that was happening.  I think there is probably an open question as to what the approval encompasses or not.

But that is the clear understanding that Enbridge has conveyed to people.  So I would expect if that changes -- and I have no expectation it will change -- but if that were to change, then at the very least, an indication of that change would be provided.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  That's not really responding to the question.

The question is:  Is the approval you are requesting of the Board conditional on the operating and capital costs being borne by Enbridge until rebasing?  It is a straightforward sort of legal question, actually, which is why I am asking you.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't know what the Board will think the approval is contingent on, Jay.

Enbridge has set out how it is planning to do things.  I don't know what is subsumed in the Board approval.  We have enumerated 14 things the Board is approving.

We have asked the Board to approve the charge, and we're asking the board to approve the rate schedules.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  We need to know what you are asking for.

Are you asking for an approval that requires you to use all of the money collected from the customers to buy RNG?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we're asking for approval of the program as we have described it.

I think the actual approvals that the Board would put in a rate order are the $2 a month and the changes to what's in a rate order.

Enbridge has explained how it plans to operate the program, and it would be incumbent on the applicant to let people know if there's a change.  Then the Board would decide if they needed to approve that or reopen things.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Then the other part is your procurement methodology?

MR. STEVENS:  I have...


MR. SHEPHERD:  I think you are frozen.

MR. STEVENS:  I have not understood that to be something for which we're seeking approval.  We're explaining how we're planning to do it.

But I think it ties our hands to say any even minute deviation requires us to come back and get approval again.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So to the extent that we want either of those things or anything else to be conditions of approval, we should ask for it in argument?  You are not proposing it?

MR. STEVENS:  I think that is fair, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  All right.  To be fair, we're not proposing to micro-manage every little detail.  We're just trying to get some clarity, and given that, you know, the filing for 2024 will happen before 2024 -- which is not that far away -- I don't expect there to be major changes. But I wanted to understand how that would work.

So those are all of my questions, thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  David, could I just interject to follow up on that?  It's Julie Girvan, Consumers Council of Canada.

I think it would be helpful in your argument-in-chief to set out the specific approvals that you are seeking from the Board.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, we will certainly take that into account, Julie.  I haven't spoken with people and I don't have --


MS. GIRVAN:  Because that would be helpful to all of us.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand what you are asking and why you're asking.

MS. GIRVAN:  And helpful to us to the extent, as Jay said, that we may have proposing conditions and we may have a different...


MR. McGILL:  We lost you, Julie.

MR. MURRAY:  It's Lawren Murray, OEB Staff.  I think Ms. Girvan didn't have any other questions, or I assume so.  In any event, her questioning is coming up later.  Perhaps we can move forward, then --

MR. LeBLANC:  I think we have lost Lawren now.

[Off-the-record discussion.]


MR. MURRAY:  I am back.  I was saying that Ms. Girvan has questioning coming up later, so perhaps to the extent she has any further questions she can raise then, and I propose to move on with FRPO and Mr. Quinn with his questions.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Lawren.  This is Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  My questions have been narrowed, so hopefully I will be shorter, like Mr. Brophy did.

But I am cutting to the chase.  If we turn up Energy Probe 9, and this is going to be reflective of questions before, but I just want to get a summary of what the company -- well, make sure I understand it is clear.

But from discussions with Mr. Shepherd yesterday, I understand that zero RNG has been injected into the system, notwithstanding Hamilton, but in this program zero RNG has so far been injected into Enbridge's system.  Do I have that correct?

MR. McGILL:  Well, as far as we know.  So there is some potential that direct purchase customer has brought a portion of their supply in, in the form of RNG unbeknownst to us.

MR. QUINN:  So Enbridge's injection services have not injected any RNG.  Period?

MR. McGILL:  Not as of yet.  Abbas might know for certain, because I know one of the facilities was in the commissioning phase, but that wouldn't have been -- that was in the Union rate zone.  So I am not sure if you could comment on that, Abbas.

MR. CHAGANI:  Yes.  So to clarify, under the rate 401 for legacy Enbridge, there has been no RNG injected that we are aware of.

We are very close to commissioning.  So we do expect that it should happen in the next few months, but as of right now my understanding is no RNG has been injected for the rate 401.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So I would ask for Energy Probe Number 9 to be turned up.  It was addressed by a couple of people.  We have capital costs of $7 million to this point.

Are all of the $7 million attributed to this process of building this initial plant?

MR. CHAGANI:  The $7 million is an aggregate of the projects that we have, I guess, been working on, and I left it in aggregate to prevent customer-specific information for getting on the record.

These people are competing in a competitive market, and I think it would be unfair to share --

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough.  I'm sorry, I understand that aspect of it.

So if -- and I guess Jay started touching on this.  To the extent that RNG for whatever reason didn't come from the commissioned plant, you would have $7 million spent and potentially no RNG being injected into Enbridge, both legacy Enbridge distribution and Union Gas systems?

MR. McGILL:  Okay.  But the project to build the injection facility that probably most of these funds pertain to is a work-in-progress, and as Abbas said, it is scheduled to begin commissioning and come online within the next few months.

So it would be no different than any other construction project that the company has undertaken where the plant isn't used until after it's commissioned.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, because Jay has touched on this and I heard Mr. Stevens' response, I won't pursue it further.  But obviously at some point these costs may come forward, and we will have to see what the company proposes.

I want to separate out the City of Hamilton, because obviously you have an active -- well, I shouldn't say that.

Is the City of Hamilton facility active in injecting RNG into your distribution system?

MR. McGILL:  It has been off and on, and I would have to ask Abbas to comment on whether it is currently operational.

MR. CHAGANI:  Again, my understanding is the same as Steve's, that it has operated from time to time.  It does go down for maintenance, but my understanding, it is a going concern.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So when it has injected RNG, has Enbridge charged it in M13 rates to take the gas notionally from the distribution system in Hamilton back to Dawn and then back into the system to distribute inside of Hamilton?

MR. McGILL:  Dave Janisse would have to answer that question.

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah.  Hamilton produces their RNG using an M13 contract.  So they are able to then market the gas at Dawn.  To the extent they are effectively selling it back to themselves, they would do that at Dawn on their direct purchase contract.  But they could also be selling that to others, and we do not have info about their direct sale arrangements and how the marketing would apply.

MR. QUINN:  So if I have it clear, Dave, if they are using it themselves initially, they show sufficient consumption to absorb all of their energy, they're paying M13 rates to notionally travel to Dawn and be sold to itself at Dawn?

MR. JANISSE:  Anything that passes through the meter into our system would be picked up on the M13 rate, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So I guess when I start getting into other questions of going from Enbridge -- legacy Enbridge into another customer like you see, Enbridge, obviously the answer would be the same.

So cutting to the chase, would Enbridge consider for the purpose of enabling this market -- because I've heard that a number of times.  You're doing this because you're trying to enable the market, you think everyone is going to be requesting you to do so, would Enbridge consider seeking the Board's approval to waive the M13 rate for gas that is demonstrably consumed in the territory it is produced?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I think I indicated earlier that in the Union rate zone or Union South rate zone, M13 is in play right now, that if -- in the Enbridge rate zone we would look at this more like an Ontario [audio dropout] Ontario T service right now.

There are a number of considerations associated with M13 and Union South.  We have also indicated that for the Enbridge rate zone that if we did have an RNG producer in the Enbridge rate zone, that we would use an exchange agreement to get the RNG to Dawn on their behalf.

So I think -- and the other thing is that we have not gone through the process of harmonizing these rates through the fairly newly integrated company.

So these are all things that will be taken into account at that point in time when we go through that exercise to harmonize these rates and services.

MR. QUINN:  So the translation then, Steve, is the only time you will consider that is at rebasing?

MR. McGILL:  I don't know --

MR. LeBLANC:  Steve, can we just go to a breakout room for a moment on this, please?

MR. STEVENS:  Just before you do, I just want to remind everybody of the Board's direction in Procedural Order No. 1, that this proceeding is meant to be a review of Enbridge's specific voluntary RNG proposal.  And it is specifically not meant to be a broader review of gas supply planning principles.

MR. QUINN:  This is not gas supply, David.  This is asking about to enable the market, is there not an opportunity to knock down a barrier that would allow it to become -- to have the opportunity to become economically -- more economically efficient from the outset?  So it has nothing to do with gas supply.  I know the gas supply impact is so small it's -- Jamie can't hardly even measure it.  This is about enhancing the market.

So that is the context of my question.  And I thought the Board might want to consider that if it is to fulfil a public policy mandate.

MR. LeBLANC:  I think there is more to deal with there, Dwayne, but I would like to confer with my folks for a minute.

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough, Jamie.  Thank you.

MR. LeBLANC:  Thanks.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. LeBLANC:  So I think all I am going to do is reiterate David Stevens' words, that we don't believe this is relevant to this proceeding and this program.

MR. QUINN:  I'm sorry to hear that because if you're fulfilling a lowering the mandate is part of that, but I will move on to another area, because I am sure I will get a similar answer.

In this situation, Enbridge is in a unique position as a distributor having superior access to natural gas customers.  Would you agree with that premise?

MR. STEVENS:  As compared to who?

MR. QUINN:  Any other provider of natural gas distribution service from Ontario.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  There can only be one distributor, though, for any one customer.

MR. QUINN:  There is one distributor.  So you have superior access to the ability to distribute natural gas.  While you do have competitors in non-pipe markets, you have a monopoly position relative to the distribution of natural gas.  That's a fact.

MR. LeBLANC:  We are the one and only distributor in our zone.

MR. QUINN:  So if a customer -- sorry, a potential producer is looking to get access to your market, he's ultimately going to have to come to you as a first step.

MR. LeBLANC:  Marketers already do that.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry?

MR. LeBLANC:  Marketers already do that.  They already do provide gas to customers in our distribution zone.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  But if you're a producer of RNG and you want to say I've have heard something about this, and I would like to do it, how do I do it?  You're the logical place to start.  Correct?

MR. McGILL:  Well, okay.  So at least in terms of the Enbridge rate zone in EB-2017-0319, the Board ruled that the service of injecting RNG into the gas distributor's -- gas distribution system was a rate regulated utility function.

We don't have a clear ruling like that with respect to the union rate zones, but I think the precedent would apply there.

So yes, someone who wants to move RNG through our system, that they're producing within our service area, would need to work with us to make that happen.

MR. QUINN:  So if you were to go to the Enbridge website because you were interested, you would get to a screen that would tell you for more information click on this.  And it would send you to an e-mail, to somebody at Union Gas/Enbridge to get more information.  That's the process at this time?

MR. McGILL:  I don't know.  I have never tried to do that.  I haven't -- I'm not in the business of building RNG production facilities.

If you have tried that and that was the result...


MR. QUINN:  Yes, that was the result, Steve.  But has anybody on the team tried that who did the research?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I haven't.  I can't speak for the others.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I could walk through this in more detail, but it is clear this is less than helpful.  So I am just going to suggest -- ask the one question, David, you can tell me if you want to defer to talk to the Board about it.

But clearly there is the opportunity for contestable market in the upgrading services that was decided in 0319, Steve; I've got the reference.

MR. McGILL:  That's right.

MR. QUINN:  And as a result, though the distributor, you had superior access to customers.  Yes, it's not
your -- it's not your regulated business that does the upgrade service.  But would Enbridge consider contested ability test at some point in this program to determine if there is opportunity to facilitate other upgrade services to assist RNG producers to have access to the market?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, as Steve has already indicated, Enbridge was told in no uncertain terms in the 2017-0319 proceeding that the upgrading service is not a utility service.

It's not something that can be done within the regulated utility.  I think by implication, the Board has said that that is contestable.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And so do you have an authorized upgrade service list of pre-qualified upgrade services?

MR. McGILL:  No, we don't.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Is that something you would consider producing?

MR. McGILL:  I don't think it is.

MR. QUINN:  All right.  That's all I need to know.  I am not going to draw this out.  Other questions have been asked by the parties.  Thank you for your time, panel, and I will save the rest for argument.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you very much, Mr. Quinn.  Panel, I want to check with you.  Would you like to go through one more questioner, or I think probably now is a good time for a break.  I am in your hands.  What would you prefer?

MS. MOUSA:  We can do a quick break.

MR. MURRAY:  Why don't we do a break and come back at 3:10.

MR. McGILL:  Very good.

MR. SMALL:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 2:54 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:10 p.m.

MR. MURRAY:  Welcome back, everyone.  Next on the schedule is Ms. Girvan for CCC.
Examination by Ms. Girvan:

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  Just, when I got -- sort
of -- I guess I lost my Internet there for a few minutes, but I think, David Stevens, you agreed that you will set out in your argument in-chief the specific relief you are seeking from the Board in this case?

MR. STEVENS:  That's our usual practice at the end of argument-in-chief.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, that way we can all see that, and that would be great.

Okay.  If you could turn -- I'm sorry I didn't provide these references -- CCC Number 2, please.  And this was a question regarding your interactions with the ministry and -- well, any government ministry specifically.  And I had asked you to provide any correspondence.

And the answer is quite brief.  It says that you have just met with the government over the past two years and they focussed on the structure of several program options.

And I just wondered, were there any materials that you exchanged with the Ministry Of Energy or Environment regarding this proposal?

MR. McGILL:  There may have been a few brief handouts summarizing what we had in mind at various points in time, but nothing very elaborate or detailed.

MS. GIRVAN:  Could you provide those for us?

MR. McGILL:  I am reluctant to do that.  I don't see what bearing they have on the proposal we have before the Board in this application.

MS. GIRVAN:  So could you then explain the sort of interactions that you had with the ministry?  Did they say, we support your proposals?  This is a good idea?

Is there any way you can help us understand the interaction with the ministries?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I jump in, please?  Julie, before you go -- you pass by that refusal --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- it is normal practice if you have documents --


MS. GIRVAN:  Yup.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- related to a proposal that they're available to the regulator.  Is there some reason -- the only reasons that you are allowed to refuse are materiality and confidentiality.

So is there some reason why these cannot be produced?

MR. STEVENS:  I think Mr. McGill has indicated that the documents may relate to items that were discussed, but the actual proposal that Enbridge is making now is set out in our application.  So we don't see that earlier documents exchanged with the Ministry are relevant.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, okay.  So you are perfectly aware, David, that the Board doesn't view it that way and that the Board's position is that the only thing they see is not what you proposed.  It is also internal documents that discuss what you are proposing, because that's how they get to the truth.

So I am asking, is there some reason why these documents are not relevant to the proposal you are making?  Are they a different proposal?  Are they confidential in some way?  What is the reason why you are refusing that?

MR. STEVENS:  I think I have just indicated.  I mean, first of all, I take exception to this notion of how the Board gets to the truth.  I think there is an accusation buried in there.

Secondly, I have indicated that, based on what Mr. McGill has said, any documents -- there may have been brief handouts or something about items relevant to discussions of this program, but the program itself is what is set out in the filing, and we don't think that previous documents that might have been shared with the ministry are relevant.  So we are not going to produce them.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I wasn't making an accusation.  I was describing the process.  The process is the process of getting to the truth.  That is what the Board does for a living.

So I am not saying you are lying.  I am saying that is what they do.  So what I don't understand is why you think that they can only look at what you are proposing to them and nothing else.

MR. STEVENS:  I have explained to you I am not aware that any documents that may have been exchanged with the ministry are relevant to the proposal that is being made now.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Exception made and --


MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, before we end, I am going to take my kick at this, David.  Would it not be relevant to understand what programs Enbridge was considering and may have been rejected?

MR. McGILL:  Well, I spoke to that earlier today, that our earlier proposals had an element of ratepayer subsidy included in them, and that as those proposals evolved we did away with that aspect of the proposal.  So we ended up developing a proposal that did not require ratepayer subsidy.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks, Steve.  Sorry, I should have announced myself for the court reporter.  Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.

So we have got relevance of the topics.  And if there is corroborating written information that is available and not confidential, it should be produced.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand your position, Ian.  And --


MR. MONDROW:  And you are refusing to --


MR. STEVENS:  Yes.  And I have stated our position.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, your position is -- what your position was it is not relevant.  But we just heard Steve address the topic, and he said he addressed it earlier today.  Are you saying that alternatives considered and rejected are not relevant?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't believe that the details of what was considered and rejected and discussed with the government is relevant to the approval we're seeking now, no.

MR. MONDROW:  So the details of alternatives are not relevant?

MR. STEVENS:  The details of alternatives that haven't been included, such as what Steve suggested, something that is less than voluntary, I don't believe are relevant.  They're not something that Enbridge is proposing.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can I get a clarification then?  Did you specifically speak to the ministry with respect to your proposed program?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  So are there any materials that you can provide relevant to that?

MR. McGILL:  I can take an undertaking to review those materials and contact the people at the ministry that were involved in the discussion, because the way I view those discussions, those discussions were in confidence.

So I don't believe the materials should be brought forward, but I am willing to communicate with the people involved in those discussions and determine what their view as to that is.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I'm sorry, I am going to jump in again.  Jay Shepherd, School Energy Coalition.  I am now confused. I thought your counsel was saying that these are being refused because they're not relevant.  Now you're saying they're being refused because they're confidential?

MR. McGILL:  I am saying they're being refused for both reasons.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay --


MS. GIRVAN:  But just a second.  Can I just clarify something?  Because I think Jay is right.  You said they are being refused for both reasons.  But the information with respect to this specific program is relevant, and what you are -- what you seem to be saying is it may be relevant, but we're not going to provide it because it is confidential.

MR. STEVENS:  I think what Steve said is that he will see if any such documents exist describing this particular program that is being proposed now, and he will seek information from the government as to whether they consider that to be confidential, and we will report back within an undertaking response.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am still -- I still want to be clear that, although Julie has narrowed her request to something specifically related to your proposal, the original request still stands, and if she is not making it, that I am, that you provide all materials that you provided to the minister and the minister's office.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  And I believe Steve indicated that Enbridge will provide an undertaking in relation to the second part of that, and we've declined to or refused to --


MS. GIRVAN:  Well, how about, to make the record clear, I would like you to answer my first question, is just to provide all correspondence with respect to this particular program and any other programs.  And in that answer, if you want to refuse to provide anything relevant to other programs, proposals, then you can do that in that undertaking.  Does that make sense?

MR. STEVENS:  That's fair, Julie.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. MURRAY:  Lawren Murray, OEB Staff.  That will be Undertaking JT2.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.6:  TO PROVIDE ALL CORRESPONDENCE WITH RESPECT TO THIS PARTICULAR PROGRAM AND ANY OTHER PROGRAMS.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, the fact that it is labelled as an undertaking isn't a pre-agreement on Enbridge's part that it is going to provide a substantive answer to substantive documents to every part of the request.

MR. MONDROW:  David, Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.  That's fair.  I would ask that in your response, whatever it ends up looking like, you would explain the rationale for refusing to allow discovery on materials.  It's a novel concept to me that you are only going to produce what you think you want, you know, what matches with your proposal, and not items that will allow us to test it.

So I really don't want to debate it any further, although I have said something, you can respond if you wish, but we are going to take this whole exchange up, I expect, in argument.  It is astounding to me that we are not getting relevant information.

MR. STEVENS:  I think we are on the same page as to what Enbridge is going to be answering.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can I follow up with respect to this issue?  Can you give us some -- regardless of whether you provided this information, can you give us some information regarding what kind of discussions you had with the ministry?

Were they supportive, not supportive.  Did they want subsidies, did they not want subsidies?  Are you prepared to talk about that?

MR. McGILL:  Well, what I can tell you is that they did not want the programs supported with subsidies from ratepayers or otherwise.

And that what I can tell you is that the final summary that was provided to representatives from the Ministry of Energy was either identical, or substantially similar to the proposal that is before the Board in this application.

MS. GIRVAN:  And they were supportive of that?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Could we turn to LPMA Number 10, please?  There's been quite a bit of discussion about this, and I just -- and there's been some reference earlier to the earnings sharing mechanism and the point that if in a given year there is earnings sharing that existing ratepayers, non-participants would in effect contribute to the cost of this program.

I just wondered if Enbridge was -- would object to an approach where the cost related to the program are backed out of that calculation.

MR. McGILL:  I don't think that is something we would agree to.  What we are doing is we're absorbing the costs of getting this program started in the first two or three years, within our existing budgets.

And there is some possibility that it could have an impact on earnings sharing, but I don't think that's material, and those funds have been provided for in the budgets and the costs of service that the IRM rates are based on.

MS. GIRVAN:  But as a matter of principle, you're saying you wouldn't agree to that calculation because it's not material?  Or because in principle you don't think it is appropriate?

MR. McGILL:  Well, one it is not appropriate, in that this is a utility service being provided by the regulated utility.

And two, I don't believe it is going to be a material amount.

MS. GIRVAN:  But it might be.  Your costs may grow.

MR. McGILL:  Well, and if they do, they will be reviewed during the rebasing application.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So you're saying on the basis of both the principle and the materiality, you don't think it is an appropriate approach?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  If you could please turn to LPMA 16, the revised version, the corrected version?  I am just curious.

Just remind me again how you came up with the amount of participants in each year.  I can't recall specifically how you did that.

MR. McGILL:  Doa, could you please respond to this question?

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.  So I would like to take you to Energy Probe Number 4.  We came up with the participation forecast using a few factors.  Number one, we looked at the results of the market research that Enbridge conducted with its own customers.

We looked at the experience of other utilities who offer similar programs.  And we looked at consumer trends in the market.

And based on that, we adjusted the percentage of participants that we would expect to join the program each year and considered a growth factor over the 10-year period.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  So my understanding is you come up with the forecast; I think in year one it is 16,000.  Then you go and procure the gas.  Is that right?  Based on the number of participants.

MS. MOUSA:  That's right.

MS. GIRVAN:  It is first getting the participants to sign up.  And second, procuring the gas once you have the number of participants.  Is that right?

MR. LeBLANC:  That's generally correct.  It may not be quite that lumpy.  You know, we're probably not going to wait until we have the number at the end of the year in order to start procuring.  But, yes, we anticipate seeing the actual, you know, numbers of customers before we start purchasing gas.

MS. GIRVAN:  So what's the timing of that?  So when do you expect to first make the offering?

MR. McGILL:  Some time probably in the second quarter of 2001.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. McGILL:  Sorry, 2021.

MS. GIRVAN:  Twilight zone.  Okay.  So you expect to make the offering then.  Then when will you start purchasing the gas?

MR. LeBLANC:  I think it will depend on how quickly the offering starts to be -- you know, the numbers start to accumulate.

If they accumulate quickly, then we will have a basis on which to start to purchase gas.

So it depends somewhat on how the uptake goes.

MS. GIRVAN:  And will it be an ongoing offer, so that people can sign up throughout the year?  It's sort of a standing offer if you want to do this; is that the way it is supposed to work?

MR. McGILL:  In effect, that's the way it will work, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  Now if you just look -- I just have one more question.  If you look at the bottom of page 2 of 3 in the LPMA 16.

And this was where Mr. Aiken asked you to take the costs and then do a monthly charge for per customer.  It starts at 135 and it goes to 124.

In light of this particular, I guess, math really, did you consider proposing a $3 charge?  Would it affect build on your $2 and then another dollar which seems to be kind of the average over the term here that would recover the costs?  Did you consider $3?

MR. McGILL:  No, we didn't.  Go ahead, Doa.

MS. MOUSA:  Yes, I was just going to say that we based on what we see in the evidence, the research that we conducted did include various dollar levels.

But we thought the $2 per month is the most appropriate as a starting point for the program.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Did you ever ask the customers if they were comfortable paying for the costs of the program?

MS. MOUSA:  You mean for the $2, or a different dollar Values?

MS. GIRVAN:  Different dollar values.

MS. MOUSA:  Yes.  So in the market research that we have filed in Exhibit C, tab 3 -- sorry, Exhibit C, tab 4, schedule 1, we do -- in one of the questions, we do ask customers what level they're comfortable paying at different dollar values.

MS. GIRVAN:  No.  I guess my point was the specific question is: Are you prepared to pay the costs of funding the program?

MR. McGILL:  No.  We didn't ask that specific question.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you, Ms. Girvan.  Next on the list is BOMA.  Ms. Fraser, could you please ask your questions?  Ms. Fraser, are you there?

MS. FRASER:  I am now unmuted.  Is that okay?

MR. MURRAY:  Yes, we can hear you.
Examination by Ms. Fraser:


MS. FRASER:  Okay, good.  I just have one clarification based on Tuesday's discussion about the same topic that Julie raised, which is the $2.  And questions that ensued from that had to do with is there any other program that Enbridge offers that asks for donation towards their program efforts.

Mr. McGill, I believe that you mentioned DSM as a result of that.

I guess you were speaking about the low-income program, because it's the only one which is not economic because the OEB asked the board for the utilities to use 0.7 as a cost-benefit analysis.  So they're actually losing money in every low-income program, but clearly the Board determined that was for the best.

Now, with respect to all the rest of the demand-side management programs, they may increase your rates, but they will reduce your bills even if you are not a participant in the program.  So, and I wondered if you were using the low-income program as the example, Steve.  I am sure you would never qualify.

MR. McGILL:  No.  But I guess the point I was trying to make is that the DSM program, customers are required to make a contribution in what they pay in their rates and they may not necessarily get a direct benefit from that contribution.

MS. FRASER:  The bills go down, Steve.  That has been proven, now, for 30 years.

MR. McGILL:  On average.

MS. FRASER:  On average.

MR. McGILL:  But there is no way that you can tie one person's contribution through rates to the impact on their bill.

MS. FRASER:  That's not the question.  The question dealt with -- the clarification that you raised dealt with whether or not customers as a group were donating money for DSM, and that's not the case.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I wonder if I could jump in here, Marion, and ask a follow-up question.

MS. FRASER:  Sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Steve, was one of the programs that you proposed to the minister fashioned on DSM sort of in the sense that it would be a mandatory check-off by everybody?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  There would be a ratepayer subsidy that would be collected through rates, and that that -- those funds would be used to subsidize the costs of acquiring RNG that we would bring into the system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So everybody would pay, but everybody would benefit?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So in that respect it is unlike DSM?


MR. McGILL:  Yes, that's true.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Can we see the materials you provided to the ministry on that?

MR. STEVENS:  We've given our undertaking already, Jay, to indicate what materials were provided and what we will produce and the reasons for anything we're not producing.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Sorry.  That is a slightly different undertaking than I understood, David.  I thought your undertaking was you would provide the stuff relating to the program you proposed and you would refuse to provide everything else.  Is that not the case?  Because I think I --


MR. STEVENS:  That's the answer, Jay.  That's the answer that I indicated we're likely to give.  But Julie clarified and broadened her question to encompass what I think I just described, what I just --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So that is the reason why I asked the follow-up question, to demonstrate the relevance of that alternative.

MR. STEVENS:  That wasn't lost on me, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you so much.  See you later.

MS. FRASER:  When I promise one I just give one.

MR. MURRAY:  Ms. Fraser, are you done?

MS. FRASER:  I am.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay, excellent.  I guess we're on to our last questioner now.  Ms. Levin, the floor is now yours can you please ask your questions.
Examination by Ms. Levin:


MS. LEVIN:  Thanks, Lawren.  Most of my questions have already been addressed.  I just have three areas I would like to clarify.  If we can maybe start with Staff 10.

This is Rachele Levin speaking.  Looking at the bottom row there of that table, we see the forecasted federal carbon charge over 10 years.  I was wondering if you could confirm that the federal carbon charge reduction values in that last row there take into account the annual increase in the carbon charge from its current level.

MS. MURPHY:  If you look at, I believe it is footnote 4, we confirm that we have assumed year one is 2021, which is our anticipated start date or starting timing for the program.  And then that uses the rate of 7.83 cents per cubic metre.

Then year two onwards is using the 2022 charge rate of 9.79 cents per cubic metre.  Those rates are out of the
G – sorry, the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, the GGPPA, which at this point does not stipulate any change of rates after 2022 GGPPA.

MS. LEVIN:  That was going to be my second question.  The assumption is that after 2022 it stays at that $50 per tonne?

MS. MURPHY:  At this point in time we have no clue.  So we have made the assumption and you may see this in other IRs and other evidence that we're filing in other proceedings where we are reflecting carbon charge.  We are just being conservative in using the 2022 rate and not making some assumptions as to where that might go.

MS. LEVIN:  Okay.  Thank you.  My second question is in relation to Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1 although I don't know if it is necessary to bring that up.

We have spoken a lot both today and Tuesday about customer communication.  And specifically on Tuesday, Mr. Ladanyi asked a question about whether Enbridge would inform participating customers of the actual volume of RNG that gets purchased with their 2-dollar-a-month contributions.

And I believe that Ms. Mousa mentioned that Enbridge's communication and reporting in whatever form that will take will include procured total volumes of RNG.  I just have a few follow-up questions about that.

So, I mean, understanding that Enbridge hasn't yet ironed out exactly what its customer communications and reporting is going to look like, can you at least confirm that Enbridge will communicate with participating customers of the program that the amount of RNG being procured with their $2 a month will be a variable quantity of RNG that will depend on the market cost of the gas, and not a fixed amount that they're definitely going to get?


MR. McGILL:  Yes.  We will explain that in our materials and the terms and conditions of the service offering.

MS. LEVIN:  Okay, thank you.  And this is a
question -- I know that you haven't decided the form that your customer communication will take, but has Enbridge given any thought to a dedicated web page with information on the cost of RNG?  Cost of RNG compared with other renewable options, potentially?  Things like that, in order to inform both participants as well as other customers, potential participants?

MR. McGILL:  Not at this time.  We haven't gone into that level of detail with respect to how we will be communicating this information to the marketplace.

MS. LEVIN:  Okay.  And then my final questions relate to I just wanted to get a clarification a bit about how this voluntary RNG program would interact with the Clean Fuel Standard, understanding that that is still in the sort of initial stages of being developed.

So if we could bring up I guess it is related to Staff 9.

MR. McGILL:  Jennifer, can you please respond to this?

MS. MURPHY:  So in Staff --


MS. LEVIN:  I have a few specific questions I would like to get at here.  The first is just a general one.  I assume, but correct me if I'm wrong, that Enbridge expects it would maintain the Voluntary RNG program, even if the Clean Fuel Standard came into effect in a few years, which required additional procurement of low carbon fuel content, for example.

MS. MURPHY:  I think if you look at VECC 4, in that response we did say the program could be extended, modified, or terminated based on the requirements of CFS.

At this point I think it is a bit difficult, without having even a draft regulation in front of us to say what we would do with this program.

So that is the basis for that response.  We would basically need to see what the final approach and the requirements of the Clean Fuel Standard is before we could make any determination.

MS. LEVIN:  Okay.  And just to confirm, if any -- we talked about this earlier today, but if any substantive changes were being proposed to the program, that is something you would seek OEB approval on, presumably?

MS. MURPHY:  Steve, did you want to confirm that or respond to that?

MR. McGILL:  Yes.  Well, I think like we indicated earlier that in our -- I guess our argument-in-chief, we will be outlining what we're asking the Board to approve in this proceeding and that if any of those elements were to change, we would go back to the Board and ask for approval of those changes.

MS. LEVIN:  Okay.  I will take that answer as a yes, provided it is on that list of things that you are asking approval for.

MR. McGILL:  Yes.

MS. LEVIN:  Have you given any -- understanding that we don't have even a draft regulation in place yet, but that there is a proposed regulatory approach document and using that as a departure point for these questions, has Enbridge at least given any thought to -- would it be able to use the RNG acquired as a result of the voluntary program to generate credits for its own compliance obligation under the Clean Fuel Standard?

And if so, is the intent at this point in time, again understanding there is no final Reg -- would those be used -- could Enbridge notionally procure those credits and sell those to other parties?

MS. MURPHY:  As we said in response to Staff 9 at question 2, based on the proposed regulatory approach, we believe -- or at least there is no reason not to believe that this RNG would likely be able to generate credits.

It would really depend on the final regulation.  And I think, as we have talked about quite a bit, how we're procuring the environmental attributes.

So at the point that the Clean Fuel Standard is coming in, that may require us to change how we consider the requirements for the RNG coming into our program.  If we then wanted to buy the RNG with all of the environmental attributes, so it's able to, you know, come in with CFS credits, we would have to you know, take a second look at the procurement process and make sure that we're able to get that.

Then at this point, we understand that the RNG producer would be the one generating the credit.  So if we wanted to use credits for this volume, we would have to buy that RNG with the credits attached from the producer -- or I'm not sure if with CFS, there will be marketers involved or not.  But certainly it would have to be attached to the RNG.

So at the point that CFS comes out, it is something that we would review and determine if it is possible.

MS. LEVIN:  Okay, that's helpful.  Thank you, Jennifer.  That is OEB Staff's questions.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  So I believe we have now gotten to the end of the list of questioners.

I have a couple of concluding comments I want to make.  But before I do that, I wanted to canvas the room to see if there is anything else anyone wanted to raise.

I hear silence, so I will proceed with my two concluding comments.

The first comment I have is I want to thank everyone for their assistance and help over the last couple of days.  I know it is a little challenging dealing with a technical conference in a fully virtual environment that we have had to go to because of recent events around the world.

But I want to thank everyone.  It has been very much appreciated in terms of people's efforts in terms of speaking clearly and slowly, so that we were able to kind of conduct and get through this in an orderly fashion.  So that is my first comment.

The only other thing I wanted to mention is as everyone should remember, kind of the deadlines going forward are set out in Procedural Order No. 3.  So I believe the undertakings are due back a week from today.  Then the schedule for various parties' submissions are also set out in Procedural Order No. 3, and people can refer to that for the exact dates.

With that, I would like to thank everyone for their time and wish everyone a great day.

MR. LeBLANC:  Thanks all.

MS. LEVIN:  Thank you.

MS. MURPHY:  Thank you.

MR. CHAGANI:  Thank you.

MR. SMALL:  Thank you.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 3:45 p.m.
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