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Wednesday, February 10, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:31 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  This is the technical conference for EB-2020-0091, the Enbridge IRP proceeding.  My name is Michael Millar.  I am counsel for Board Staff, and I am also going to be your master of ceremonies for the next three days.  I'm also joined today by Cherida Walter and Michael Parks of OEB Staff.

We have a very busy three days.  The time estimates exceed the available time we have available by a wide margin, so the truth of the matter is, you are not all going to get all of the time that you requested, and you will -- I addressed this before.  I am hoping you can work amongst yourselves to let us know where people can curtail time, but if not, time will have to be curtailed one way or another, so I ask you to be efficient, and this goes for the witness panels as well.  Work together, avoid overlap as best we can, and we will drive our way through this.

You will mostly have participated in the training session we have.  Electronic hearings do have their challenges.  We cannot talk over one another.  You have to speak clearly and into your mic.  I ask that you turn your cameras off unless you are speaking, and if you need to interject, sometimes by turning on your cameras I can sort of see that, so that'll allow us to do that, but we cannot have the situations we have in the room where people are kind of just turning on their mics off and on and interjecting wherever they wish.  That simply can't work, especially with this number of participants.

Also, obviously, mute your cameras when you are -- pardon me -- mute your mic when you are not on, and also identify yourself when you come on, because it can be difficult for the court reporter to see who is speaking.

I am going to try something new for appearances.  Rather than just open the room up, I am going go through a roll call, so I am going to say the organization's name, and then I ask the person or persons representing that to come on and identify themselves.

I will start with Enbridge.
Appearances:


MR. STIERS:  Adam Stiers, technical manager for regulatory applications at Enbridge Gas.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Michael.  I will jump in just versus -- David Stevens.  I am counsel assisting Enbridge on this matter.  I'm afraid I made a bit of a mess of things when I indicated that Suzette Mills was only part of panel 2.  I have been corrected by the witnesses.  She is indeed part of both panels, so I apologize for that.

MR. MILLAR:  David, would you mind just, rather than us going through with people -- person by person, could you just introduce the folks from Enbridge for us, just --


MR. STEVENS:  Sure, I would be happy to.  In addition to Adam Stiers, who just introduced himself, we have Bradley Clark, manager, network analysis; Hilary Thompson, director, S&T business development; Jason Gillett, director, gas supply; Catherine McCowan, manager, risk, strategy, and planning; and Suzette Mills, specialist IRP.  And also with me today from the Enbridge regulatory group are Mark Kitchen and Brittany Zimmer.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you very much.  FRPO.

MR. QUINN:  Good morning, Michael and panel.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Environmental Defence.

MR. ELSON:  Good morning.  Kent Elson on behalf of Environment Defence.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Kent.  The Green Energy Coalition.

MR. POCH:  Good morning.  David Poch on behalf of Green Energy Coalition.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, David.  Pollution Probe.

MR. BROPHY:  Morning, everyone.  Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Michael.  Energy Probe.

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning, everyone.  Tom Ladanyi on behalf of Energy Probe.

DR. HIGGIN:  And Roger Higgin.  I will be on panels 4 and 5.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, gentlemen.  The School Energy Coalition.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Jay Shepherd on behalf of School Energy Coalition.

MR. MILLAR:  From the international office, I understand, Jay.  Next we have OGVG.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Good morning.  Michael Buonaguro for the Ontario Greenhouse Vegetable Growers.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning.  OSEA.  Anyone from OSEA on the line today?  Okay.  If they come in later we will register an appearance for them.  I can't recall who their counsel is on this file.  Anwaatin.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for Anwaatin.  I would also like to enter an appearance for Lisa DeMarco, counsel for Anwaatin, who will be joining later today.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Jonathan, and good morning.  CCC.

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

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Julie.  CME.

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

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Scott.  Anyone from LIEN here this morning?  Okay.  We will come back to them.  And I don't think anyone is here from IGUA, but I will throw it out there just in case.  Ian said he is probably not joining us, and I don't see him.

Okay.  That is my list.  Have I missed anyone?  Are there any parties that I have not named?

MS. GRICE:  Yes, Shelley Grice --


MR. MILLAR:  I'm sorry Shelley -- yeah, go ahead.

MS. GRICE:  -- representing Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition.

MR. MILLAR:  I am sorry, thank you, Shelley.

MS. GRICE:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Anybody else?

MS. FRASER:  Marion Fraser, BOMA.

MR. MILLAR:  And Marion.  Thank you, Marion.

MR. AIKEN:  Randy Aiken, LPMA.

MR. MILLAR:  I missed a bunch of people.  Thank you, Randy.  Anyone else?

MS. CHATTERJEE:  Jaya Chatterjee --


MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, I heard -- Jaya?

MS. CHATTERJEE:  Yeah, Jaya Chatterjee, City of Kitchener.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Jaya.

MR. MUSIAL:  Kevin Musial from TransCanada Pipeline.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Kevin.  Okay --


MR. CHAN:  Alvin Chan, City of Hamilton.

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, could you repeat -- it's Alvin?  Okay.  Thank you, Alvin.

MR. JONES:  Les Jones, the City of Kitchener.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Anyone else?  Okay.  Thank you all very much.

David, I am going to pass it over to you.  I think you have already introduced your witness panel.  If you have any preliminary matters, by all means, but if not we can get started with Dwayne.
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MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  I should have mentioned when I was introducing the folks who were joining us from the Enbridge regulatory group that we also have Stephanie Allman with us, and Stephanie's kindly agreed to project exhibits as requested as we make our way through the day.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.

MR. STEVENS:  We don't have any preliminary matters, so we are ready to begin.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, Dwayne.  Over to you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Michael, can I interject?  Jay  Shepherd.  Can I interject?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  We have two people on the visuals that are phone numbers, and I don't know who they are.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let me see.  So folks, if you have just signed in and you are showing up as a phone number, you should be able to actually insert you name, but if for some reason you are on the phone and that's not possible, I see someone with the last numbers 9426.  Perhaps they could just identify themselves so we know who it is?

MS. THOMPSON:  Hi, this is Hilary Thompson.  I am one of the witnesses.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.

MS. THOMPSON:  It appears I have technical difficulties.  I have restarted my computer twice and I am still not able to connect.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Well, thank you for making your best efforts here, so we won't be able to see you, I guess, Hilary, but we will make do.

That is the only person I saw, Jay, that is a number.

MR. SLOAN:  I believe that I'm -- this is Mike Sloan with ICF.  I am with Enbridge panel 3 as a witness.  I believe my number should be up there.  I am unable to get verbal through the video, so I have called in, and I also have my computer.  I have --


MR. MILLAR:  I actually have your name, so I think we are okay.

MR. SLOAN:  Okay.  I think I signed in twice.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Michael was a number.  Now he is a name.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Great.

MR. SLOAN:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Can we move to Dwayne now.

MR. QUINN:  Hearing no other interjections, I will proceed, Michael.  Just even a preliminary matter, one of our introductories, FRPO 49, Enbridge said that they would have the information before or at the technical conference.  Do you have an update on that?

MR. STIERS:  I can speak to that.  We have gotten -- we have had the opportunity, Dwayne, to get some numbers together for you, so we can provide that as part of the technical conference, either as undertaking or as an updated response to FRPO 49.

MR. QUINN:  Would it be available today so I could ask questions of panel 1 should I have them?

MR. STIERS:  I think that's reasonable.  Let me just at break discuss with David Stevens to confirm.  He has not -- he has not had a chance to have a look at it, as it actually just became available.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I accept that, but we will like to have some opportunity to ask questions, but I will defer until you talk to David.

MR. STIERS:  Sure.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Good morning, panel.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  As Michael laid out, I am going to try to be efficient this morning, and I appreciate your help with that.

If you would start with Staff IR6, and I will just create a little preamble to that as it's being turned up.

In response to FRPO 24, quote, required approvals, EGI refers to CCC 3 and Staff 6.  One of the approvals that EGI seeks in this process is for its guiding principles expressed in the additional evidence in Exhibit B.

Staff 6 EGI states that the first stage at which the OEB and the majority of stakeholders will see the identified system constraints or needs and any IRPAs, and a comparable baseline facilities is in the asset management plan.

In connection with the information provided in these IR responses, please clarify whether EGI subscribes to a guiding principle to the effect that any IRP framework that the OEB adopts for EGI should ensure that the process for dealing with disputes between EGI and other stakeholders over the alternative that should be implemented to solve the system constraint should be one that is fair and reasonable to those on different sides of the dispute.

MR. STIERS:  Thanks, Dwayne.  I take it this one what you described is not one of the guiding principles that we set out within our evidence, specifically within Exhibit B, so I think to the extent that parties are seeking for opportunities for input, we set out a stakeholder plan to achieve that.  But what you described is not one of the guiding principles that we've outlined.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Dwayne, I don't understand the answer to that question.  Does that mean that your discussions of options will not be fair and reasonable?

MR. STIERS:  No, that's not what I said.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Then I don't understand your answer.

MR. STIERS:  I am sorry.  What I heard the question to be is are we including an additional guiding principle as described by Mr. Quinn.  And my answer to that was no, the guiding principles are set out within Exhibit B of our evidence.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you're accepting that those discussions have to be fair and reasonable.  You will agree with that, right?

MR. STIERS:  Can you, is this -- yes, sorry, Jay, can you just help me understand.  What discussions in particular are we talking about?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you already answered the question, so...


MR. STEVENS:  The witness, Jay, indicated that there is a proposed stakeholder engagement process.  I think the difference between the witness's testimony and the question from Dwayne is as to whether Dwayne's proposition is something that would form part of a guiding principle that overlays everything in IRP, and the answer from the witness was no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah, but I am asking now a follow-up question, which is does Enbridge agree that the stakeholder engagement has to be fair and reasonable.

MR. STIERS:  Can you define fair and reasonable?  Who will decide what's fair and reasonable?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I can't.  If you are not willing to say it's going to be fair and reasonable, that's fine.  That's your answer.

MR. STEVENS:  I think fair and reasonable, Jay, become a subjective evaluation.  Enbridge may well feel that something is fair and reasonable, where other parties based on their perspective take a different view.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I have no further questions on this, thank you.

MR. QUINN:  That's fine, Jay, thanks.  What we are speaking to was the process and Enbridge's developmental approach of what's fair and reasonable, and is that a fundamental that we can rely upon.

MR. STIERS:  I think that Enbridge will always seek to establish processes and policies and through this proceeding, the development of an IRP framework for the company that in the Board's eyes are fair and reasonable.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I will move on.  Please illustrate the statement that an asset management plan filed with the OEB is the first stage at which stakeholders are made aware of the identified system constraints and needs, and any IRPs and comparable facilities baseline by producing a copy of the asset management plan that first disclosed this information in relation to the recently withdrawn Dawn-Parkway system expansion.

So can you produce the first asset management plan that provided notification of the need for the Dawn-Parkway expansion?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, as we've indicated, Dwayne, in response to FRPO No. 1, Enbridge's view is the specifics around the Dawn-Parkway application -- which, as you know, has been withdrawn -- aren't relevant to the determinations in this case.  I think Enbridge's evidence speaks to what it's going to do prospectively in terms of --


MR. QUINN:  Right.  So, David, what we are trying to do is understand generically how this actually has been evidenced in the past.  So if the asset management plan is the base under which stakeholders go first, get notice that there is a facility constraint that needs a solution, we are asking that for the recent project -- we are not going back five years.  We are saying here is a recent project; show us how it was evidenced in the asset management plan.

That's a simple data request, not anything to do with approval on Dawn-Parkway, but it shows a process and diligence in the process.

MR. STEVENS:  I think the key part of your statement there is what will happen.  We are talking about how Enbridge is going to evolve its process.  As you know, the asset management plans have been in great evolution over the last number of years between first the legacy utilities then the combined utilities.  And I just don't understand how producing some legacy asset management plan is going to help us with the development of a forward-looking IRP framework.

MR. QUINN:  Because we are trying to have something tangible to rely upon in evidence.  But I will move on because it's -- so in subparagraph (f) of Staff 6, Enbridge expresses a view to the effect that an issue related to alternatives should not be decided at an early stage following the identification of the system constraint.

EGI suggests the OEB should only become involved when EGI applies for the approval of its preferred solution.  Please elaborate on the approaches that EGI considered in the course of forming that view.

MR. STIERS:  Sure.  So I can offer an initial comment here, and Dwayne and others may add to it if I have missed anything.

But in forming this view, Enbridge Gas considered, I guess, the broad nature of IRP alternatives that it has proposed, and also reflected on the expertise that it keeps internally in terms of operating and maintaining its systems and planning its systems.

And so in an effort to put forward a process that is reasonable and efficient, the company has suggested that what is appropriate is for it to focus on identifying the system constraints, as you stated, as it normally does in the normal course of business, and then subsequently to reflect on any input from external parties that it has through existing communication channels, so component one of our stakeholdering process.  And then to consider using the IRP assessment process that we have set out in Exhibit B.

Thus, various IRPAs might be reasonable or viable for serving that need.  So the company expects that all along this process, it will take into account the input of stakeholders at that first early stage.  It will be based on what we received already, but then we do expect that stakeholders will have an early and frequent opportunity to pose questions and provide comments on the decisions that the company has made.

And so, following the identification of system constraints in our asset management plan, we would make the asset management plan public as part of our annual rates proceedings, and stakeholders would have an opportunity at its annual stakeholder day shortly after to pose questions and understand the decisions that the utility has made and to provide input on those, and all of that we intend to record.

So beyond that, we also expect that we will file annual IRP reports and that we will, at the time we make an IRP application to the board, we would in each of those instances also be in a position to explain the decisions that we've made.  And so we don't think it would be efficient for us to have additional, let's say, process aside from that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So did EGI consider an approach that advanced the Board's consideration of an alternatives issue to the point in time when the need is first identified?  If so, then on what grounds was that approach rejected?

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, could you repeat that question, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Did EGI consider an approach that advanced the Board's consideration of an alternatives issue to the point that when -- when a need is first identified?  If so, when -- sorry, if so, then on what grounds was that approach rejected?

MR. STIERS:  No, I don't think we did.  I think what I just explained is we landed on the proposal we put in front of the Board for the reasons that I set out --


MR. QUINN:  I understood the answer, so I don't need you to repeat that.  But --


MR. STIERS:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  -- the identification of your systems constraint.

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  We're asking could you not bring that to the Board's attention in a way that alternatives are considered at that time before the development of your preferred alternative.

MR. STIERS:  I would say what we said is we're doing that for the most part through the asset management plan on an annual basis and a stakeholdering day to gather input and get feedback from folks shortly after we filed that asset management plan.

MR. QUINN:  Well, point of clarification.  Is your stakeholdering day your every second year stakeholdering day, or are you anticipating a different or unique one to IRP?

MR. STIERS:  Well, we have certainly spoken in evidence to some extent generally about this concept, because we do expect that, as with all stakeholdering set out there, it will probably evolve over time.  These are very early days for the development of our IRP proposal and process.  But I see it, Dwayne, more so as an annual event, perhaps in the fall, following us filing in this -- let's look at this most recent year, where in Phase 2 of our 2021 rates filing we filed the AMP that we would expect to file that each year as part of that, and very shortly after that filing in the fall we might conduct a stakeholder day if that's consistent with the IRP framework that the Board ultimately establishes through this proceeding.

And so there would be a timely opportunity to understand the identified system constraints and needs as well as not only IRPAs that have been assessed but also what we propose is to know what the baseline facilities would be required there as well as a contingency.  We would not necessarily have a single or sole preferred alternative there, but rather a facility and a non-facility, and of course we've set out the process for assessing IRPAs to help guide those decisions.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Furtherance, paragraph F to Staff 6, EGI suggests that intervenors' right of discovery in a rate case, which an AMP has filed, provides an opportunity for discovery on matters relating to needs and alternatives set out in the asset management plan.  Please clarify whether or not Enbridge is suggesting that a disputed issue related to need and alternatives be determined within the rate case when the asset management plan is filed.

MR. STIERS:  So again, I can answer that one, Dwayne.  I think that what's intended there is to acknowledge that to the extent that the AMP that was filed in Phase 1 -- sorry, Phase 2 of our annual rates proceeding, again referencing the most recent application, EGI, as part of that filing, putting the AMP on the record, we do expect that there may be questions as to the content within the AMP, and we would be prepared to answer questions there.

We would also, I want to reiterate, if the proposed approach that we put forward holds, be prepared to answer questions and have dialogued with the parties as part of this proposed stakeholder day that would probably happen before you have the opportunity to pose interrogatories, or may happen before you have that opportunity.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me interrupt.  Jay Shepherd.  You're proposing that, Adam, a change from your current practice?  Because in the current case you argued against questions on your AMP.

MR. STIERS:  I think we expect that there would be questions, Jay, related to the AMP, and we think that the ideal, opportune time for everybody to bring, you know, questions, concerns, suggestions for further IRPA considerations would ideally be the stakeholder day, but what I am trying to say is I recognize that there may be some questions that come out of the rates proceeding as well.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So that is a change to your current position?  You're now going to -- in future rate cases, you're going to say, yes, it's okay to ask questions about the AMP; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  No, I don't think so.  I think that those rate cases will remain focused on the budget years in question, but I think that what I am trying to say, Jay, is to the extent we can answer questions, and those might assist the Board through those proceedings, then we may do so through that proceeding as well.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, but not different from this year?

MR. STIERS:  I wasn't directly involved in the --


MS. McCOWAN:  If I could just clarify.  Do you mean -- when you say questions about the AMP, do you mean the specific projects that would be subsequently subject to a leave to construct, or do you mean the AMP as in the decision-making and the processes that go into creating the budget?

MR. SHEPHERD:  The latter.

MS. McCOWAN:  The latter.  And I think we have responded to quite a number of questions with respect to that through this rates case?  A leave to --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, sorry, you also argued in this rate case that the Board should restrict its scope to only the ICM projects, and --


MR. STEVENS:  I think just -- Jay, it's David Stevens speaking.  I think we may have a difference of opinion in terms of how to characterize Enbridge's responses in the current rate case.  What we are saying is that in a future rate case where am AMP is filed that includes information about future needs and IRP plans, we think that the most opportune time to answer questions about that would be in the stakeholder day, but we expect or we accept that there may be interrogatories asked within the rate case, and we will consider the appropriateness of those questions, and we may be able to respond to some of those questions.  It's not, however, a sea change in how we view the examination of ICM requests in a particular rate case.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.  Sorry, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Not at all, Jay.  These are questions that are challenging as things evolve and answers evolve, so -- so do --


MR. PARKS:  Do you mind if I jump in quickly?  This is Mike Parks from the OEB Staff.  A quick follow-up as well?  So some of the information in the asset management plan is used directly as inputs to the current rate application and some is more future-looking, so in the case where the information in the asset management plan is being directly used to support a specific rate request, whether or not that would be -- whether or not there would be a separate leave-to-construct application, would Enbridge agree that when that's the case any determinations within the AMP as to the role of IRPA in meeting that need would be within the OEB's purview to review as part of those rate-setting applications?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Michael, are you asking whether the determinations around the appropriateness of IRP would be looked at in both the rate case and the LTC or IRP plan application?

MR. PARKS:  Well, I am suggesting that -- so as part of the asset management plan where you bring forward your capital requirement, that may include projects that would not kind of reach the threshold for an LTC application where you had made determinations as to whether any form of IRP might be considered with regards to the -- with regards to the baseline facility.

So in that case, if the AMP is kind of directly behind the funding of the rate request, would Enbridge's determinations on that project and the need for IRPA be open to review by the Board, in Enbridge's opinion?

MR. STEVENS:  From my perspective, speaking as counsel appearing on the rate applications, I think the utility accepts that in a case where ICM funding is being requested, that there will be some review of the overall expenses for a year that fall below the ICM threshold.

So from that perspective, I suppose the items that you're raising could come up.  But I would have thought they'd come up more in the context of the particular expenses that are being expected for that year, rather than in terms of earlier determinations around IRP.

MR. PARKS:  I was also thinking in terms of the next rebasing for Enbridge as well, bringing forward capital requests.  But, yeah, okay, I think that's what I need on that one, thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  It's Michael Brophy.  Can I just jump in on that question from Mike at the OEB?

So my understanding, and I may have this wrong, is that, you know, the basis for bringing in ICM-type projects is because Enbridge has used up all your capital and you need incremental capital in order to fund those projects.  But everything else in the AMP, even if it's not a leave to construct, is what makes up the capital that fills up your bucket, therefore causing you to then come forward with an ICM application, right?

So in our mind, they're very linked.  I am just trying to understand if you come forward with ICM that you didn't need potentially, or there's IRP solutions for other capital in the AMP, that could be dealt with differently.  Then you may not even need an ICM application because there might be enough room in the envelope to deal with that.

Is that correct, or am I off-base?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, conceptually, I understand what you're saying, Michael.  I think there's a lot of complicated questions that hopefully will become more clear when we have a framework, and one of those questions is what IRP investments will Enbridge be including within its capital budget.  It could well be that in the short term, or in the immediate year, proceeding with IRP could actually increase a capital budget rather than decrease a capital budget.  I don't think it's sort of a binary question of facilities cost versus a zero cost for IRP.

MR. BROPHY:  So just to make it make quick and simple,  if IRP was able to reduce capital that's in your envelope, would it provide room for other capital that would have been IRM potentially?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think Enbridge will be surprised to hear other people could take that position.  Sorry, Mark.

MR. KITCHEN:  I was going to say I suppose it's Possible.  But until we actually have the AMP with the IRPs in it, I am not sure we could make that determination because, as David said, it could actually increase the capital requirement.

MR. BROPHY:  I get the point that it could go either way.  But I am saying in the case where it did decrease capital, is then that --


MR. KITCHEN:  It's possible, yeah.  I think the other thing to think about, too, is that ICM requests happen within a particular rate year.  Presumably, the IRP happens well in advance of needing a capital project.  So there's a timing difference between IRPAs and what we'd request in ICM as well.

MR. BROPHY:  Absolutely, yeah.  IRPs meant to happen way in advance.

MR. KITCHEN:  Right.

MR. BROPHY:  So that you potentially optimize solutions before you come in with those projects.

MR. KITCHEN:  I guess all I am saying is that once we get on the road of IRPAs and IRP plans when we are actually asking for the ICM request, then my assumption is that project is already sort of -- it's not eligible for an IRPA and we are spending dollars on IRPAs for other projects.

So I think we are saying the same thing.

MR. MILLAR:  Gentlemen, can we move on?  This is all coming out of Dwayne's time and I expect he is anxious to continue with his questions.

MR. BROPHY:  Sorry, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  No, I appreciate that we are all trying to figure this out.  The challenge is we are stuck in this transition, too, and we are getting constrained in different areas -- and that's a subject for another day.

But can you please explain, Enbridge, how you are prejudiced by having disputed alternative issues determined at an early stage of the process that triggers -- that is triggered by an identification of need?

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, Dwayne, have we stated somewhere that we've been prejudiced or we would be prejudiced by that?

MR. QUINN:  We were asking if the determinations could be -- could occur at the time of the identification of need and we are hearing, no, these should wait for us to develop our preferred alternative and then take it to stakeholders and at that point, have the determination sub -- in a future IRP proceeding, we are saying how would you be prejudiced if we did all of that earlier in the process once you've identified the need.

MR. STIERS:  I think we are trying to achieve the same goal.  We are just articulating that we still feel that we have the expertise in-house to determine what the identified system constraint is, and to come up with what the initial IRP alternatives or baseline facility alternative to resolve that identified need might possibly be, together with input that we are getting from outside sources, and then we've committed to taking those decisions and through a number of different channels or events, the asset management plans, the stakeholder day, our annual IRP reporting, to make those positions known.  And from that point, we expect that in each of those instances, we would receive feedback.

So yes, ultimately we would be coming to the Board as we do for LTC applications to seek approval of the final preferred alternative that reflects the input we've received from stakeholders, from parties and our own investigations internally.

But that that decision will certainly reflect all the feedback and we would expect that at the time that we actually seek approval to invest in an IRPA or alternatively a facility, that as part of its review, the Board and parties would question what the various alternatives to our preferred alternative were, and how we landed on the one that we did, just as they do for historic LTC applications.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, we are talking about the past and you are saying, well, no, this is about the future.  Why don't we deal with the here and now.

So as a follow-up and by way of illustration, please elaborate on the process that EGI currently envisages for the dealing of its 2021 reassessment of the need for Dawn-Parkway system expansion, to which it referred to in a letter of to the OEB dated October 22, 2020, when the fresh assessment of need mentioned in that letter should be accompanied by a fresh examination of alternatives.

MR. STIERS:  That proceeding, so that actual need underlying that, Dwayne, has changed, and I believe we articulated that to the Board.  The project as it was proposed no longer exists.

MR. QUINN:  We understand it no longer exists, but in Staff 8 -- you don't need to turn it up, but trust me it's just on page 7 of 8 in there -- the Dawn-Parkway installation is scheduled for 2022.  Is that still the plan?

MR. STIERS:  I am sorry, I would like to see that turned up, just so --


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, then I am going to ask a more direct question then.  You current -- you have just completed an open season that closed in mid-January for Dawn-Parkway.

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Correct?

MR. STIERS:  I don't know the details of the open season, but I am aware that one happened in January, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So what we would like to get is the results for that open season by way of undertaking.

MR. STIERS:  How are the results of the open season relevant to the establishment of an IRP framework?

MR. QUINN:  What we are trying to do is understand, you have got a reassessment that is ongoing, and that includes the capacity that you need for Enbridge CDA and EDA and Union south and north.  Those are elements, especially on the Enbridge side, that would have to have been posted by the company in terms of the determination of their -- the need of the company for Dawn-Parkway facilities.  That's information you have, because it would have been submitted as part of the open season, and we're asking for that information to understand how this process is going to work and the alternative -- how the alternatives will be examined once that need is identified.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, we are not going to provide the requested information about the results of the open season.  We don't believe it's relevant to the Board's determination and creation of a forward-looking IRP framework.

MR. QUINN:  Well, it's pretty clear, David, from the interjections and people's questions, we are all struggling with, okay, some -- in -- someday in the future we will have a chance to ask questions about projects, but if we are asking questions of today, like in the ICM proceeding, we are told, no, you can't ask questions about the future, because we don't know what that is.  What we are struggling with is how do we act today and how does the Board get information on the record in a way that establishes an opportunity and a process fairness that allows input of alternatives at an early enough stage to allow for alternatives to be actually implemented instead of a potential facility alternative.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, I don't take issue with most of what you just said.  That, to me -- I think we're -- well, we acknowledge and accept and agree that the Board is creating a forward-looking framework in terms of how to -- how the company should be dealing with constraints and needs as they're identified, but in my view it's not relevant and it's not necessary for that task for Enbridge to provide the results of a discrete open season that happened now.

MR. QUINN:  What it would demonstrate is the determination of need, which is underlying the system constraint.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  My answer stands, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So how does Enbridge propose to establish a fair process for having the OEB decide on an alternatives dispute between stakeholders that EGI clearly knows exists in relation to a particular project at a time when need is being revisited?

MR. STIERS:  Again, I can try and give you a response, Dwayne, and others may want to add to it.  I think what we've done is proposed again that the feedback of intervenors come early and frequently as we work through development and consideration of various IRP alternatives or comparable baseline facility alternatives.  And we would propose to record and keep on record and file with the OEB the suggestions and questions and responses as part of those discussions and all of those various opportunities for input.

So I think ultimately we would put it to the Board to decide when we file an application for approval of an IRP alternative whether or not the company has advanced the alternative that is in the best interest of the ratepayers.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Has Enbridge given any thought to phasing the request for project approvals between a needs and alternatives disputes stage followed by an independent implementation phase once the alternatives dispute has been resolved by the OEB in a process that is fair to all involved?

MR. STIERS:  I am not aware of any such consideration or discussions, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  So if you can turn up FRPO 10, this is fairly general, but it's available to you if you want to view it.  In 10 and 11 we asked for a basis on which IRP discontinuance decisions are made in favour of a new facility solution.  The question presumed that where costing and other criteria led to the selection of a supply-side IRPA solution, a similar costing update would be conducted to justify a discontinuance of the use of that solution.

The question about the basis on which EGI discontinues a particular IRPA that has been used for years does not appear to have been answered.  Please provide a response to that question.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Dwayne, you are asking what might lead Enbridge to discontinue the application or use of what you are referring to as an IRPA, in this case third-party services?

MR. QUINN:  What is the process that was used.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  I was just seeking clarification.  I think Jason was going to speak to this.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, Dwayne, could you be -- just to make sure I am clear, can you be more specific?  So when you say that we discontinued an IRPA and replaced it with facilities, what are you referring to?

MR. QUINN:  You had third-party services as part of your supply plan.  It was eliminated from the supply plan going forward, and that's just an example, though, because we are looking for the overall process.  How do you determine that an existing IRPA solution should be eliminated?

MR. GILLETT:  So I will maybe start the answer specifically on the situation I think you're referring to, and then I will hand it over to more of a general IRP policy.

I think the issue I have with the question is that the third-party services in the gas supply plan that I believe you are referring to, to the Enbridge CDA were not IRPAs.  Gas supply does not replace third-party services with infrastructure, we replace third-party services with firm transportation service.

MR. QUINN:  Can you just help me with why, if it is providing a supply solution to a system constraint, why is it not called an IRPA?

MR. GILLETT:  So I will maybe refer you back to Staff 2, where Enbridge -- specifically the words plus Figure 1 there.  When gas supply does its planning, gas supply is looking at the assets we have available in terms of transportation, storage, and commodity, and we're optimizing those assets to serve the annual and design day needs of our delivery areas.  So what we are not doing is we are not developing IRPAs for system constraints, so if we utilizing a third-party service, it's to deliver supply to a delivery area.

If you look at Figure 1, the gas supply plan feeds into the facilities planning processes.  That's where any system constraints would be identified and dealt with.  So when you refer to the gas supply planning third-party services, that is for supply being delivered, that is not to avoid infrastructure per se.  That needs assessment that is done during the -- and the constraints are identified during the facilities planning process.

MR. QUINN:  But to be clear, Jason, is this -- is this specific service meeting an annual gas supply need or is it meeting a design day need?

MR. GILLETT:  So which service are you referring to, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  The 40 TJs of peaking service that was eliminated from the plan.

MR. GILLETT:  That 40 TJs that you are referring to as part of the gas supply planning process was there for a peak day need.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So that's design day demand, not gas supply; correct?  You don't need it from an annual point of view of getting enough gas to the franchise.

MS. THOMPSON:  I can --


MR. GILLETT:  It's to deliver enough supply.

MR. QUINN:  Say that again?  I missed that, Jason.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, go ahead, Hilary.  Oh, sorry, is -- is --


MS. THOMPSON:  Can you hear me?

MR. GILLETT:  We can hear you, Hilary.  I was just going to say --


MS. THOMPSON:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  -- Dwayne, it's to deliver supply on the peak day.  Hilary, go ahead.

MS. THOMPSON:  Sure.  So to give some perspective from the planning function, Figure 1 in Staff 2 that Jason referred to provides that high-level overview.  If you're looking for further detail on the planning process overall, another reference is Staff 4, Attachment 1.  That's a 20-page document that's provided to illustrate the full planning process.

MR. QUINN:  I have seen that.

MS. THOMPSON:  And there is consistency.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Hilary, I have seen that, I have gone through it, and I will have a question on it later. But specific to Jason's point, gas supply on a day to meet peak day design, you are saying that's not IRPA?

MS. THOMPSON:  Any -- any activity, so what we are considering to be an alternative here that will defer or avoid the need for facilities will be considered to be an IRPA.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, that's helpful.

MS. THOMPSON:  Now, with that being said, there will be specific circumstances that will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.  So although we have a fulsome list of IRPA that will be considered, it doesn't necessarily mean that each of the IRPAs will be good and valid alternatives to address the specific constraint.

So we will need to take a look at what the constraint is, the timing of the constraint, the different alternatives that could be good, viable options, keeping in mind the value that it serves.  And then we would move forward with identifying the alternative that would continue onwards.

And those steps will be provided through the documentation that's consistent with our current planning processes, and can be discussed during the stakeholder process that Adam outlined earlier.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So if I summarize what you've said, Hilary, one of the components of value that the service provides while it is identified in the gas supply plan is the opportunity or the -- or the supply it provides to meet a peak day demand.  That is one of those components?

MS. THOMPSON:  We currently do use commercial services in order to defer the need for facilities.

MR. QUINN:  So is that an IRPA?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  That is what I was looking for.  Thank you.

If you can move to FRPO 14, it's a fairly short response.  So in response to FRPO 14, EGI notes that the system needs are typically identified over a ten-year forecast.

Please elaborate on that response to clarify whether a system constraint or need that is expected to materialize in year 10 is identified in year 1 of the ten-year plan horizon.

MS. McCOWAN:  That would be our expectation, is that the AMP would contain the system constraints that we foresee out to year 10.  And perhaps Mr. Clark has more to add on that.

MR. CLARK:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Well, for a year that is identified in year 1 as likely materializing in year 10 -- and this is my specific question -- when that is within the ten-year horizon, are the perils for addressing that in year ten identified?  Or do those alternatives get identified in year 1, or begin later on in years 2, 3, 4 or 5?

MS. McCOWAN:  So I think the process that Mr. Stiers has outlined would say that in year one, you would see the need identified in the AMP.  And in the stakeholder conference that would occur shortly after that, we would start to discuss and present alternatives that would be developed and brought forward as part of an IRP plan to address it, or there would be consideration that this particular need was not appropriate for an IRP plan and that, too, would be discussed in the stakeholdering day.

MR. QUINN:  So how is that done today?

MS. McCOWAN:  I believe the process that we have been talking about is a new process that would be introduced to strengthen the IRPA, or the identification of IRPAs.

MR. QUINN:  So would you currently have a ten-year forecast for your major systems, example panhandle or Dawn-Parkway?

MS. THOMPSON:  Our forecasting process has an outlook of ten years, and we refresh that outlook on an annual basis in order to take into account the most recent available demand and growth information.

So when we identify a constraint on the system over that ten-year horizon, we would be starting to turn our minds to how we would alleviate that constraint with the most amount of effort and detail going into the earlier years, and monitoring and continuing towards that latter portion of that horizon.  And as soon as the constraint moves forward, we would be building on it from a process perspective with a level of detail, in order to be in a position to get clearer on the preferred alternative to take action, and that would feed into the IRPA process as well.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, Hilary, you had referred to Attachment 1, which is a pretty significant review of Dawn-Parkway system.  Is there a ten-year forecast provided with that document?

MR. STEVENS:  The document appears to be self contained, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  So I am trying to understand if you are analyzing that pipeline.  The way I thought I understand Ms. Thompson's answer, I would think that a ten-year forecast was a component in the evaluation of facilities.

Maybe I can do it more directly.  Can you file the ten-year forecast currently available for Dawn-Parkway system that was done in conjunction with that evaluation?

MS. THOMPSON:  No, we are not prepared to offer that or to produce it.  We don't think it's relevant to the determination of the Board's -- of a framework for IRP.

MR. QUINN:  What we are trying to address, David, is the efficacy of a ten-year forecast, and we are trying to use that as an example because you have got a comprehensive review of one of your systems and I guess, from what I am hearing from the answer, is that ought to include what's the need.

MR. STEVENS:  But the fact that there -- I mean, the witnesses have spoken to the fact that forecasting is done on a ten-year basis.  The evidence in the current 2021 rate case indicates that due to extenuating circumstances, the asset management plan filed there is only a five-year view.

But in future, Enbridge has indicated and has committed that it will be filing ten-year asset management plans and subject to the Board's direction in this proceeding, that will include discussion of future needs over that ten-year horizon.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So if we are just dealing with a five-year forecast in this process, then what we would like to ask is the question I originally asked and Jason was trying to assist me with, is the evaluation of peaking services in assistance of meeting that need to a span of five years.  Can you file that?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, can you just explain what you mean by "that"?

MR. QUINN:  "That" being what Ms. Thompson confirmed for me is that it's an IRPA, the peaking service, and so in conjunction with the five-year review, forecast review, the evaluation of peaking services is a component of the alternatives assessment for the Dawn-Parkway system.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe the witnesses' evidence is that the peaking service continues.  I also believe that there is a full description of Enbridge's planned gas supply sources and commitments within the annual update to the gas supply plan that was filed on February 1st.

MR. GILLETT:  I want to provide some clarification --


MR. QUINN:  Please.

MR. GILLETT:  -- that that I was clearly ineffective in earlier, so I apologize.  I will take another run at it here.

The peaking services that are analyzed by gas supply as part of the gas supply process are not IRPAs.  Those are peaking services used to meet the needs of the gas supply plan.  Our analysis includes potentially replacing those with firm transportation sometime in the future, and we have talked about that as part of our gas supply proceedings.

What we're talking about is the pipeline operator, whether that's Enbridge or someone else, if they want to underpin their firm transportation contracts with a peaking service to defer an infrastructure build, that we would consider an IRPA.

So what I am trying to do, Dwayne, is I am trying to draw clarity for you between the gas supply planning process versus the facilities planning process.  So that's where I tried to -- where I tried to pull you back to Staff 2.  I wasn't trying to avoid the question.  In Staff 2, the words and Figure 1 are trying to explain that the gas supply planning process is somewhat discrete and is upstream of the IRPA piece.  So --


MR. QUINN:  Somewhat discrete, Jason, but -- sorry to interrupt you.  I realize the time here.  My specific question is, my understanding is this panel is talking about the integration of gas supply plan into the IRP process.

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.  And what I'm --


MR. QUINN:  So if this is a -- historically called a peaking service, for the purposes of meeting design day demand, in essence it is an IRPA, because it is an alternative to meeting system need alternative to facilities.  So I don't understand why you would say it's not an IRPA.

MR. GILLETT:  Gas supply is not requesting infrastructure from EGI, it is requesting firm transportation.

MR. QUINN:  That is --


MR. GILLETT:  That is what gas supply is requesting.

MR. QUINN:  But that's not available.

MR. GILLETT:  If EGI determines that to underpin that firm transportation an IRPA can be utilized, then it would do so.  That is done in Figure 1 of Staff 2.  That is done downstream of the gas supply planning process.  These are annual processes that are integrated, in that if the gas supply plan ultimately should contain an IRPA later as determined by the IRP analysis, that would be done.

What I am trying to draw the distinction, Dwayne, is that the gas supply analysis is around firm transportation contracting, it is not about how to meet those firm transport contracts.  That's being done by the pipeline operators.  So EGI could use third-party services as an IRPA to underpin the firm transportation that gas supply is requesting.

MR. QUINN:  I am going to have to digest some of that, Jason, and I don't want to have this spin on us.

Mr. Millar, I don't have the agenda in front of me, but I thought it was around 10:30 or something we were having a break; is that correct?

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, I am just trying to find...

MR. QUINN:  Yeah, I don't have it up, sorry, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry.  Yeah, I was just trying to -- fiddling with my mute button.

Dwayne, I was going to go to about 10:45, but if this a -- you let me know.  Sometime in the next ten minutes.

MR. QUINN:  No.  What I may do, Michael, then is I will circle back, because I need to digest what Jason said in terms of -- I don't want to carry on this line of questions if it's not going to go anywhere, so I am going to move to a later question.

Staff 16, you talked about third-party services, Jason, so we will go there.  I see it's up here.

We had asked about it ourselves, and in Staff 16 Enbridge alludes to the limitation on third-party services to 2 percent.  Can somebody help me with the determination of where that constraint comes from?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I wouldn't call it a constraint, Dwayne, it's more of a guideline that we use.  So the idea is that, you know, a peaking service has cost uncertainty, it has term uncertainty, right?  They're very much market-based at that point in time.  And ultimately they are provided by a third party, so there is inherent risk.  And so just as a general guideline we limit it to 2 percent because we -- should there be a failure to deliver, we could utilize our existing transportation contracts.  There is provision for some overrun that we could backstop it with, but it's not a hard 2 percent.  It's a general guideline that we use.

MR. QUINN:  So the backstopping you referred to, you are talking about a load balancing agreement?

MR. GILLETT:  Not necessarily, no.  It could be transportation overrun.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So what is the longest period that you contracted for for a peaking service?

MR. GILLETT:  I believe specifically peaking service, I believe is an annual service.

MR. QUINN:  Have you attempted to bid out a longer-term, three- to five-year, peaking service?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't have that information in front of me.  What I would say, Dwayne, is that again because of the nature of the service it's very much dependent on the market conditions at the time.  I would -- I would struggle to see how a third party would be willing to provide multiple-year term on a peaking service, but I don't know that we have ever RFP'd specifically for that.

MR. QUINN:  Can you check by way of undertaking and provide us the answer with the longest-term peaking service that Enbridge -- Enbridge/Union Gas has tried to -- sorry, not just tried to, has actually gone out for bid for?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, can you just explain how that feeds into what the Board's going to be considering in this case?

MR. QUINN:  The Board will be considering, in our view, David, a menu of alternatives which would provide alternatives to infrastructure or other forms of IRPA.  There is value, and it's noted in the procedural orders that services that provide, or IRPAs provide bridging are and may be effective tools given circumstances.  So one year does not -- doesn't assist as greatly as five years, as an example, and --


MR. STEVENS:  Okay, I understand Dwayne.  I guess from our perspective, we will look and see if we can get the answer for you.  I just want to repeat, I think, a theme that's in some of our answers, which is we don't view the exercise in front of the Board right now as being directed at figuring out what are the IRPA alternatives on the supply side that might have existed in one form or another at a certain point in time.  We are looking rather for a framework as to how the company will consider whatever exists at the time the constraints need to be addressed in the future.  So having exhaustive detail about what's happened in the past, we don't view that as particularly relevant to the task at hand.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I am going to mark that as JT1.1, and let's move on.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO PROVIDE THE LONGEST-TERM PEAKING SERVICE THAT ENBRIDGE/UNION GAS HAS ACTUALLY BID FOR.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I just want to clarify, though, for purposes of what we're discussing, limiting alternatives from the menu because their historical approach has been to only go out one year, I understand from David's answer that may change going forward in the future; is that correct?

MR. GILLETT:  I want to clarify again, though, the questions you were referring to were from the five-year gas supply plan.  Again, those were not IRPAs to avoid an infrastructure build.  Those were to meet gas supply planning needs.  I just want to be clear on that, Dwayne.  I think it's through the IRPA analysis that Enbridge Gas would look at different third-party services.  I think you are zoning in -- or honing in, rather, on the gas supply plan, which is not what we are actually talking about here, we are talking about, how will we analyze third-party services to defer infrastructure build.

MS. THOMPSON:  And I can add in from the planning perspective, so that -- where the hand-off is, when we identify that constraint we would consider commercial alternatives.  Some may be short-term, some may be longer-term, and it would depend on the specific need and the circumstances at that time in that scenario for us to be able to evaluate is there truly value in short-term, is there something available in short-term, is there value in something long-term, is something available long-term, among the other alternatives that we would consider in order to create that list that we would then draw upon to identify the preferred alternative, or the preferred sequence of steps in order to address that constraint over time.

MR. QUINN:  So would a longer term, say three-year peaking service, be one of the commercial services that would come under consideration as an IRPA?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, I was waiting for -- yeah, I believe it would.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  I don't think we are limiting what we would analyze as a third-party service.  Right?  It would depend on the need at the time, the facilities at the time and the market conditions at the time.  I think what we are saying is IRPAs could include third-party services, however you want to slice those into different categories.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. THOMPSON:  Correct, and we would need to consider the term, the reliability, the renewal rights among the considerations in the evaluation.  So I want to make sure that we talk about commercial services overall and holistically, in order to confirm that they are part of the alternative planning process.

But I am hesitant to get into specifics because of all the different considerations that would need to come into play at the time, in order to inform and choose the best decision that is right for the ratepayer at that moment.  I hope that -- I hope that helps clarify.

MR. QUINN:  Well, Ms. Thompson, the challenge a lot of us are having is that we are talking about some future evaluation and a future process that is very nebulous right now.

But you brought up the issue of reliability, to which we had a question at FRPO 42.  You don't need to turn it up because I am just asking specifically does Enbridge, when dealing with third-party commercial services for the purposes of meeting a system constraint, do you put in financial penalties to assure delivery from that third party?

MS. THOMPSON:  I am not able to respond to that at this moment because I would have to -- I would have to, umm, consult.  And I could do that over the break.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, if you --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I would maybe offer, Dwayne -- I didn't speak up because I don't want to speak specifically to Hilary's planning process.  Generally, third-party services would include provisions for failure to deliver which could include replacement costs, penalties, whatever that would look like.

It would depend on the service, terms of that service, but, yes, typically there's conditions to cover that.

MR. QUINN:  And so you look at that as similar in reliability as another third-party service has comparable penalties associated with the failure to deliver.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, I didn't understand the question, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  I am trying to say that if -- as an example of peaking service.  If you are trying to seek reliability and you put in financial penalties, you would see that as comparable to another third-party service that you've entered into a contract for for delivery at that location, that these services are comparable in terms of reliability?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, you're asking if a third-party service and the financial penalties are comparable to -- to what?

MR. QUINN:  To other third-party services -- I will be specific in this case.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, please.

MR. QUINN:  A peaking service, specifically you would have comparable financial penalties to a parkway delivery obligation by another third party on behalf of a customer.

MR. GILLETT:  So I am not going to confirm that because it depends on the service itself, right?  So I would make the general comment that penalties are a commercial construct.  So there's a disconnect between that and the actual physical gas, right?

So if somebody defaults and you get an economic penalty out of them, that's wonderful.  But you still have to get the gas, right?  So I want to make that general statement.

In terms of comparing penalties due to failure to deliver, I mean, I'd have to look at what the two different agreements are, what the two different services are to tell you whether they're equivalent or not.  I can't say generally that they are.

I would say that agreements depend on the terms at that time --


MR. QUINN:  I respect that, Jason.  We are now past the 10:45.  Could you take that by way of undertaking, to evaluate those commercial conditions on a comparison basis?

MS. THOMPSON:  Dwayne, can I just add to this from a planning perspective?

MR. QUINN:  Certainly.

MS. THOMPSON:  I just wanted to add that I am not able to get into the specifics of some of the arrangements or contracts.  But I can share with you that in relation to the planning principles, we would need -- whatever alternative that we consider, we would have to ensure the safety and reliability of the system.

So we would have to have assurances that if we choose a course of an action as an alternative, that it's reliability, that the gas will show up when we want it to show up, or the capacity will be there when we need it to be there.  And we wouldn't make decisions that the safety and reliability are at risk.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. PARKS:  It's Mike from OEB Staff.  I am just wondering if I could jump in on a quick follow-up there.

So would Enbridge agree that in those considerations around reliability of different IRP alternatives, you would try to be placing the different alternatives on a level footing, in terms of what reliability considerations needed to be met?  So for example, a gas demand response type of initiative, you know, has its own reliability and recontracting risks, so I am assuming that Enbridge would be proposing that both demand and supply side alternatives that would be a relevant consideration that you would try to evaluate and compare the alternatives against?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.  If I can speak up here, and others may have an opinion to add, Mike.  But I think that the guiding principles that we set out that are meant to be overarching over the entire proposal include consideration of maintaining safe and reliable service.  And we have acknowledged in a number of our responses that nothing in this proposal absolves the utility from its obligation to serve the firm contractual demands of our customers on a design day.

So certainly any IRPAs that are considered would need to be assessed in terms of our ability to maintain the safe and reliable delivery volumes of gas to our customers.

I hope that helps.  I know it's again speaking in generalities, but what we are seeking is to establish these basic principles to help guide some of these decisions down the road.  And I expect that as we get into instances of specific constraints having been identified, that we would be in a position in the future to get into more detail on individual IRPAs, their respective reliability or lack thereof, and so on.

MR. PARKS:  That's very helpful, thanks, Adam.

MR. MILLAR:  Gentlemen and ladies, I think we need to take our morning break.  I actually don't know where we stand on whether any undertakings have been given to this point, so that may be --


MR. QUINN:  I thought you did, JT1.1.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, I said that, but then I don't think they actually said they would do that.

MR. STEVENS:  My notes indicate that Enbridge did agree to an undertaking -- I suppose it would be JT1.1 --related to the longest peaking service arrangement that Enbridge has contracted for.  And my notes say that's the only undertaking thus far.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, that's what I have as well.  We are going to break for 15 minutes.  Again, I need the parties to talk and tell me who is cutting their time.  Otherwise, some people are just going to fall off the list and not get to go.

So think about that, but just be aware that I am looking at the time, and we are just not going to get to everybody.  So figure it out or else -- I don't know what the "or else" is.  I have no way to weigh whose questions are more important than other people's questions, so we may be getting into unilateral cuts to some people's time, and we'll move on to the next question.

So use this time if you can to come up with some solutions, otherwise solutions will be found for you.

MR. QUINN:  How about the solution is a proposal that any questions we do not get to, that we can put in writing and the company provide as written answer by way of undertaking after this.

MR. STEVENS:  I am sorry, we can't accept that proposal, Dwayne.  There's simply not enough time between now and the hearing to proceed in that fashion.

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, I suggest we go off-line so the court reporter at least can take a break and the witnesses.

So we are now off-line and the break begins now, but we can, by all means, continue this discussion.
--- Recess taken at 10:52 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:06 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Dwayne, are you ready to proceed?

MR. QUINN:  I am, Mr. Millar, but I understood that Enbridge was going to check on FRPO 49 at the break.  I just wanted to make sure we got a chance to address that.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, I did as quickly as I could check on FRPO 49.  It's on track to be answered.  I didn't have time -- we haven't had time to review and finalize it.  We will plan to provide it over the lunch break, but the ten minutes that we had there simply wasn't enough time.

MR. QUINN:  Understood.  I would just like to get it, then, from you at the break and have an opportunity to ask questions before panel 1 steps down.

MR. STEVENS:  I am not in charge of the schedule, but that seems like a reasonable request to me.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  All right.  Let's keep going.

MR. QUINN:  Yup.  Just near the end we got into a discussion about reliabilities and financial assurances in underpinning the contracts.  I understood that Enbridge didn't want to take away a comparison of contracts between peaking service and Parkway delivery obligation, so is Enbridge willing to file those contracts so we can do our own assessment of the financial -- so the generic contracts that underpin either a peaking service or Parkway delivery obligation, we want to be able to understand the financial assurances that are in place to assure reliability.

MR. STEVENS:  We are not prepared to provide those, Dwayne.  I think that's particulars as to current arrangements that aren't necessarily relevant to the consideration of IRPAs at a future time.

MR. QUINN:  But we are talking about a comparison of reliability.  Who is the arbitrator of the level of assurance that a third-party service provides relative to another IRPA?

MR. STEVENS:  Well, whoever the arbitrator might be, Dwayne, that's a determination that's going to be made at a future time based on future alternatives.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Our request stands.  I hear it refused.  Is that correct?  Sorry, David, your mic's off.

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Okay.  I will just skip over my interruptible service.

Okay.  So moving on FRPO 52, please.  So we asked questions in IRs 52 to 54 dealing with matters of the attributes of the Dawn LTFP service available from TCPL.  In connection with these responses, please elaborate on or clarify the following:  In FRPO 52(b) Enbridge refers to the right of an LTFP shipper to reduce the term of the LTFP contract.  Please quantify the increased total amount that the LTFP shipper will have to pay in the event of such a cancellation.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, Dwayne, can you explain how the fine details of opportunities that might be available today are relevant to the determination of a forward-looking framework?

MR. QUINN:  Well, Enbridge fully knows the considerations that FRPO has advanced in terms of opportunities to move gas to assist with firm transport in and around Ontario.  We are left, under reading 52(b), that these contracts can be cancelled at any time, but there was no provision of the fulsome answer that talks about increased costs for cancellation, so we are just trying to make sure that there's a full record here, David.

MR. STEVENS:  But again, a full record to what end?  When a future constraint is identified and an IRPA analysis is undertaken, it will be based on the opportunities that are available then, not based on whatever contractual and other obligations might exist now or might have existed in the past.  So I don't understand how this helps build a relevant record for this proceeding.

MR. QUINN:  It builds the record, David, because we tried to ask about your reassessment of the Dawn-Parkway.  That has been refused.  Now we are saying, okay, here is an alternative we asked about, and the information was provided, but the information wasn't complete.  We are asking to complete the record.

MR. STEVENS:  It's a refusal, Dwayne.  We are not looking through this proceeding at a particular need for the Dawn-Parkway system or a lack of a need with the Dawn-Parkway system in the future.  We are looking at an IRP framework that will apply broadly.

MR. QUINN:  And we are trying to find a tangible example, David, so we will move on.

Okay.  At FRPO 6 -- oh, sorry.  So in FRPO 54 we asked about the question about two other -- are there other parties besides Dawn LTFP shippers -- we had asked the question -- that hold capacity to Dawn or Parkway, and we got nine pages of -- ten pages of reports from TransCanada that are available in the public record.

Is the answer to the question that no -- is to the effect that no party holds capacity from Empress to Parkway or Dawn except Dawn LTFP shippers?  Is that the answer?

MR. GILLETT:  I think, Dwayne, we offered the CDE report from TransCanada because that is a service that is not offered by Enbridge, it's offered by another pipeline, and so when you asked specific questions around who's contracting for what services, we have access to the same information you do.  So what we did was we grabbed the public CDE report, which is where we would have looked for that type of information, and we provided it.

So, umm, I mean, you'd have to look at the CDE report to see what different paths shippers have contracted on that third-party pipeline, which is what we tried to provide.

MR. QUINN:  But you received the gas at Dawn or Parkway; correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Received what gas, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  You receive gas at those locations.  You understand --


MR. GILLETT:  Do we receive gas at Dawn or Parkway?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  And so you know the source of that gas.  I am going to move on, because this is very limiting to the assistance to others and ourselves.  So if we can move to FRPO 56.

Okay, so in FRPO 56, in that response EGI confirmed that the gas that was to be delivered to Parkway from Maple was displaced, resulting in no physical flow.

To the extent that some of that gas was shipped using Dawn LTFP capacity while there is no flow, the gas transported by that service would go into the account of that shipper at Dawn; is that correct?

MS. THOMPSON:  Can I ask for a breakout room, please.

Thank you for that.  Dwayne, this is hitting a similar -- similar question in relation to the specifics of the system operation for us.  So similar to what David shared, I think the focus here for the proceeding is in relation to the framework, and we are not able to answer specific details about the system operation.

MR. QUINN:  The Board asked us to provide our concepts to Enbridge to get Enbridge's views on these concepts.  We are asking a generic question.  We used Dwayne LTFP as an example, but we are asking a generic question about gas that moves by the process of displacement between Dawn and Parkway -- sorry, between Parkway and Maple, that that gas, of the shippers does go to Dawn and into their account in spite of the fact that there is no physical flow.  That is a physical system design approach and we are trying to differentiate that from other -- other information that's on the record.

MR. STEVENS:  I am sorry, Dwayne, but I have to return to the previous answers that I have given you.  The witnesses -- Jason, for example, has confirmed and Hilary has confirmed that Enbridge will take feasible, reliable IRPAs that exist at the relevant time into account, supply side and demand side, when a constraint has been identified and is being reviewed.

We don't see it as relevant to talk about the particular circumstances of particular arrangements, or particular things that have happened in the past in order to allow the Board to consider and approve a framework.

MR. QUINN:  We are asking about the generic process of displacement, that doesn't have to -- I was using that example, mine --


MR. STEVENS:  But you are asking for specific information.  It's not a generic question, Dwayne.  I hear you asking specific information about things happening between, I believe, Parkway and Maple.  That's not a generic question.

MR. QUINN:  What it is evidencing, David, is the concept of physical displacement, which appears on the screen here.  We are asking for clarity for the Board, confirmation from the utility that in spite of the fact that there is no flow, the shipper's gas gets to its appointed destination.

MR. STEVENS:  Generic questions to ask about displacement, then perhaps the witnesses can answer that.  But those aren't the questions you are asking.

MR. QUINN:  That is the question I asked using a specific, but I will ask it generically.

If a shipper's gas was leaving Maple to make its way to Dawn because that was its appointed destination in what it nominated, in spite of the fact there is zero flow, does the gas reach Dawn and is placed in the customer's account?

MS. THOMPSON:  In terms of displacement, I think we answered that high-level question in this response.

MR. QUINN:  But I asked about has it reached the customer's account; that isn't answered in here.  A simple yes or no.

MR. GILLETT:  I think, Dwayne, if you are generically  asking can a shipper nominate a receipt and a delivery on a pipeline system, and the transaction to be scheduled without actual gas flowing, yes, that is a possibility.  Pipeline operators will set up the daily operations of their system to meet the contractual needs.

So if you're generically asking does displacement exist at a concept, yes.  I mean, I think that's pretty clear.  I think what we are struggling with is we are not here to answer specific operational questions about the Dawn-Parkway system.

But displacement exists as a concept in the pipeline industry, yes.

MR. QUINN:  And so the commercial ownership of that gas does not change.  In spite of the fact that their molecules didn't go from Maple to Dawn, the gas is accounted to their account at Dawn as arrived, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Again, Dwayne, I don't know the exact example that you're trying to use here, but --


MR. QUINN:  That's why I used a specific example and then --


MR. GILLETT:  Displacement is used by pipeline operators to operate their systems, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I am going to try at it different way.

What are the protocols or written arrangements that exist between pipeline companies related to displacements in the flow of gas between their interconnected systems?

MR. STEVENS:  It seems to me, Dwayne, that if that question is relevant anywhere, perhaps it's relevant in the gas supply proceeding.  But the specifics of how one IRPA would work are questions that will be asked when a specific constraint in the IRPAs potentially available are being examined, not when the high-level or conceptual or procedural framework is being determined.

MR. QUINN:  This is a generic question of the protocols between interconnected pipelines, David.  It is extremely relevant in moving of gas in the system, not in gas supply, but in the system.

MR. STEVENS:  I am sorry, Dwayne, I don't agree with you, and please treat that as a refusal.

MR. QUINN:  I am going to ask one more generic question in this area.  Do pipeline companies charge one another for these displacement transactions?  That's generic.

MR. GILLETT:  I don't know that we have the right people on the panel to talk about the operational and balancing agreements between different pipelines.

I think generically, Dwayne, pipeline operators will have operating agreements, they will have balancing agreements to allow for daily balancing, and pipeline operators will structure those based on their own sort of business needs and the operations of their system.

So generically, yes, these agreements exist between operators, and they will have different commercial structures behind them.  But it's dependent upon the operators themselves.

MR. QUINN:  But for physical displacement, as the example here is specifically between EGI and TransCanada, is there a payment associated with the simple netting of gas that affects the displacement?

MR. GILLETT:  I think we are back into specifics again.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I asked the question and you said generically, this is what happens.  I say okay, here is an example, does it happen here.  Can you take an undertaking then to ask those people who are associated with your systems that they can give us an answer as to whether there is a --


MR. STEVENS:  Is your question, Dwayne, as to whether there's customarily a payment associated with an exchange agreement?

MR. QUINN:  Not exchange, David.  And this is the definitive way we have used the word "displacement" specifically because it's physical displacement.  "Exchange" only muddies the waters.

So can we have an undertaking for Enbridge to check with those back in its office that would be able to answer that question in this regard?

MR. STEVENS:  But just to be clear, the answer -- just the high-level question as to whether there's customarily or typically a payment associated with the type of transaction you described?

MR. QUINN:  Not transaction, displacement.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, whether there's typically a payment associated with displacement.  Yes, we can provide an undertaking to answer that.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE IS TYPICALLY A PAYMENT ASSOCIATED WITH DISPLACEMENT


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  FRPO 72, please.  So in its response to FRPO 72, EGI provided three reasons for declining to support FRPO's concept at this time.

In subparagraph 5 of the response, EGI states that it is more appropriate that it solicit the market for feasible market-based solutions at the time a system constraint is identified, and bring forward the results of that solicitation as part of a future IRPA application for the Board's and parties' review.

Please elaborate on this response in the context of a case where it is not EGI, but one of the EGI stakeholders who seeks the OEB's selection of a market-based solution as the best option for satisfying an EGI-established need by providing responses to the following questions.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Dwayne, just before you get into that, can you explain how would it be a stakeholder who is seeking OEB approval for something that Enbridge does?

MR. QUINN:  Enbridge has communicated the evidence of a need, and potentially a preferred facility or other solution.  But if a stakeholder says there is an alternative we would seek that's market-based, that's what we are talking about.

MR. STEVENS:  So are you talking about the circumstance, then, where the Board is being asked to approve an IRP plan and a stakeholder provides a different solution?

MR. QUINN:  The need has been identified.  Enbridge may or may not at that point have analyzed its preferred and communicate its preferred alternative, but there has been a need identified in the future, and we're saying that it is stakeholder-driven in terms of the opportunity of a market-based solution.  So that's the context.

MR. STEVENS:  I think it's going to be a very difficult premise for us to accept, frankly, but I will leave that to the witnesses.

MR. QUINN:  It's real.  Will EGI make a market solicitation related to the market-based solution advocated by one of its stakeholders at the time that a need is identified and before the -- and before EGI decides on its preferred alternative for the Board to consider?

MR. STIERS:  I can take a first crack at this, Dwayne.  I think I touched on our intent in the process that we set out at a high level --


MR. QUINN:  I'm just -- if I may, suggest, we do have a limited amount of time.  I know I have got a lot of refusals, so we may or may not make up time.  I heard your answer previously, but to this question, will EGI solicit the market-based solution ahead of identifying and advancing to the Board its preferred alternative?

MR. STIERS:  I think that what we contemplated IRPAs in general will be assessed, and to the extent that the company has decided and responded to confirm to you that market-based solutions or supply-side solutions are included in a list of IRPAs, which we have also put in writing, then we -- we would expect that we would have also gone to market, potentially, where we have seen an opportunity there.

That would be included -- the consideration of that particular IRPA would be together with all other IRPAs in the process that I described and be potentially included in the AMP, and we would be prepared to discuss that and hear your feedback at the stakeholder day.

MR. QUINN:  So are you prepared to do a market-based solicitation based upon a stakeholder's idea?

MR. STIERS:  Again, I think this is very situation-dependent, Dwayne.  We are open to receiving your ideas, absolutely, and that's the purpose of the stakeholder day.  That's the purpose of the stakeholdering engagement process that we have set out in our evidence.  So to the extent that we're made aware of this, we would certainly look at it and consider it and also respond to your suggestion.

MR. QUINN:  But if the response is under-informed because you haven't done the market-based solicitation, how do you compare IRPAs?

MR. STIERS:  There may be some debate, I think, as to what the company ultimately decides and whether it thinks that one of the solicitations suggested is a viable IRPA, and I think we'll make record of that, we will record the position that we have taken, and all of the windows of opportunity to continue raising these issues, as well as ultimately the IRPA application that we would make to the Board would all be opportunities to further discuss, and ultimately the Board would decide whether or not we acted prudently and in the best interest of ratepayers.

MR. QUINN:  So if I paraphrase your answer, it is dependent on the situation, but you would do a market-based solicitation which would inform your evaluation of alternatives?

MR. STIERS:  I would say -- I would soften the word "would", because it is situation-dependent.  We may determine that your idea or others' ideas are of value and make sense for a market-based solicitation.  I can't commit, today, to doing that forevermore going forward.

MR. QUINN:  Will EGI collaborate and cooperate with a proponent of the market-based alternative to finalize the content of the time -- market solicitation at the time that need is identified and before EGI advances its preferred alternative?

MR. STIERS:  Again, I don't think I can go much further, Dwayne, than the background and the context I have given you.  We are looking to set out these windows for input to understand these opportunities that you're describing, and so --


MR. QUINN:  So paraphrasing your previous answer, you said it depended on the situation.  If you determine the situation suggests that the idea has merit, will you cooperate with the proponent to finalize the content of a market solicitation?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, by "proponent", Dwayne, are you suggesting that Enbridge would cooperate with you to determine the market-based solution?

MR. QUINN:  With whomever the stakeholder is.  This is a generic proceeding, David.  We don't want to be specific.

MR. STIERS:  To the extent that cooperation means we have taken your input into account and, you know, are reflecting that in our consideration of IRPAs together with other facility alternatives, yes, I think I have committed to that through the stakeholdering days and the other windows that we've discussed.  But again, everything going forward is likely situation-dependent.

So again, we do expect that this process will evolve, but I don't think, Dwayne, today that we can commit to essentially having you or others conduct the assessment of IRPAs, if that's what you're asking.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Dwayne, can I ask a follow-up?  Jay Shepherd.

MR. QUINN:  Sure, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do I understand correctly -- I think I understood this from your evidence, Adam, but just to make it clear -- that Enbridge -- Enbridge's IRP proposal is that you will be the gatekeeper, you, Enbridge, not you personally, will be the gatekeeper of what options will be considered and how much consideration will be done with them?  You will listen to what other people have to say, but in the end you will decide what options you considered and you will decide how you consider them; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  I would say -- I wouldn't use the term "gatekeeper", Jay.  I think you're right in that the utility will continue doing what it's historically done in assessing the needs of its system as it has -- as it is best placed to do so, and going forward will consider IRPAs relative to the facilities it has historically assessed and through the various stakeholder channels and windows that I described at the outset of today would be seeking input and would record all of the feedback and ultimately the Board would continue in its role to determine whether or not the selected alternative that Enbridge put forward is in the best interest of ratepayers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I ask a follow-up on that specifically?  When Jay said "options" you responded "IRPAs", so would it be fair to substitute, you will consider what IRPAs you will consider and the process for consideration of that IRPA?

MR. STIERS:  I think again we are getting -- and this is natural to try and drive to specifics.  What we have put forward is a high-level proposal that's supposed to leave the definition of "IRPAs" and "options" and "alternatives" fairly broad so that we can explore as many as possible.  So I am not sure that I am leaving the right impression necessarily.  We have already set out some examples of alternatives that might be included in IRPA assessment.

Earlier I tried to articulate that we are not saying that that list is set in stone or that it -- it reflects everything possible going forward.  I think we are trying to express that we expect we'll be flexible to receiving feedback and input from parties at each of the windows I described, and if additional IRPAs or novel concepts are introduced, we would consider them and potentially compare them to the baseline facilities associated within an underlying or identified system constraint.  Is that helpful?

MS. DeMARCO:  Just so I am clear on that point, you will determine that process to receive the feedback that you just spoke of?

MR. STIERS:  I described it earlier, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So you're determining an initial set of IRPAs that you will consider, and the process that you will use to potentially receive feedback on those IRPAs.  Fair?

MR. STIERS:  I don't think it's potentially.  I think we are saying the stakeholder day, the AMP as well as our annual IRP report which we have committed to, are all windows that we're looking for feedback through.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I didn't read into that process that there would be the ability for stakeholders to provide express feedback on alternative IRPAs that were not raised in the context of the annual report.  Is that part of the annual report process and I've just missed it?

MR. STIERS:  It may not have been articulated exactly that way.  You may not have missed something per se.  But I am letting you know our intentions going forward are to also hear at the -- for example, at the stakeholder day --from stakeholders, from people in affected geographic locations where a system constraint has been identified, and from parties, whether or not they think there are other viable IRPAs that the utility should consider.

Now, some of those we may have already assessed and considered and we may be prepared to speak to on the day or to provide follow-up on in fairly short order.  I do foresee that there might be an instance where new IRPAs that were not necessarily considered could also surface, and we would give those consideration as well.

That's the purpose of the stakeholdering.

MS. DeMARCO:  Dave, I wonder -- I didn't read that directly into the evidence and thank you for the answer; that's very helpful.

I am wondering if you can undertake to actually stipulate or direct me exactly to the evidence that stipulates exactly what Adam just said in terms of the elaborate exhaustive process in around that annual report and stakeholder day, and the opportunities for feedback of stakeholders on that IRPA.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe, Lisa, that the evidence does speak to stakeholdering in each of the three times that the evidence was filed.  There's a number of interrogatories that speak to stakeholdering, including a Board Staff interrogatory which speaks to it at some length.

MS. DeMARCO:  I have got 8 and 9, but I haven't heard in any of that --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I haven't finished.  And the purpose of today is to fill out the record where people have clarifying questions.  And I think when you review the transcript of the evidence that Adam has given today, and in particular the lengthy answers that he gave at the beginning of Dwayne's questions, it should provide you with the information that you're looking for.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks, David.  I didn't get the process that Adam just elaborated in any of that, the transcript earlier.  So I think it would be very helpful and could eliminate the need for some time -- Michael Millar, to your point -- if we had that down in writing.

MR. LUSNEY:  It's Travis from OSEA.  I would like to second what Lisa is asking for, and just a clear indication of how through the feedback or alternative views of how IRPAs could be addressed, just very clear how it's supposed to be fitting with the stakeholder feedback process and would provide some time savings.  It would reduce some of my questions later.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, is the question to articulate or set out the opportunities stakeholders will have to provide alternate views around IRPAs during the various stakeholder processes?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, the question was in relation to Adam's stipulation that the annual report and stakeholdering day would provide a process for stakeholders to raise alternate IRPAs and have them considered and addressed.

And I don't see anywhere in the evidence or the response to the IRs to date that the process --


MR. STEVENS:  As I said, Lisa, I believe that Adam did speak to that.  But we can provide an undertaking just to either point to where it is on the transcript, or if it turns out that it's not clear on the transcript, to provide further detail.

MS. DeMARCO:  That would be very helpful.  Thank you so much, David.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO PROVIDE THE EVIDENTIARY OR TRANSCRIPT REFERENCE TO A PROCESS FOR STAEKHOLDERS TO RAISE ALTERNATE IRPAS AND HAVE THEM CONSIDERED AND ADDRESSED


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  If we could turn up FRPO 15, please.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am sorry for the interruption, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Not at all, Lisa, that in itself will be helpful, thank you.

So in FRPO 15, we asked whether the current manuals or -- and I would expand that now to expected processes --contain any provisions requiring EGI to make market solicitations before identified alternatives are compared and assessed.

EGI does not appear to answer that question.  In essence, the question relates to a situation where an market-based alternative is being compared to an alternative that is not market-based.

In that scenario, do the current manuals or processes that are being advanced in this proceeding require Enbridge to conduct a market solicitation in respect of the market-based option for use in comparing the cost of that alternative to another that is not market-based?

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, for the reasons that I have given before, I don't believe that this is a relevant question and we are not going to answer it.

MR. QUINN:  I haven't referred to anything specific, David.  I am just asking that generic question about market-based alternatives.

MR. STEVENS:  No, you are asking to understand what's in current manuals and what is the current process.

MR. QUINN:  The process that's being advanced in this proceeding is what I expanded the question to.  So what does Enbridge contemplate under what it has described in this proceeding and being clarified in this technical conference in answer to that question?

MS. THOMPSON:  We don't have a manual that outlines as such.  However, the intent of providing Staff 4, Appendix 1, was intended to illustrate the process that we follow, which is consistent with our general processes and within that document it does outline step to consider commercial services.

MR. QUINN:  And that -- so the answer to that question is that you will conduct a market solicitation in respect of the market option in comparing the alternative to one that is not market-based?

MS. THOMPSON:  We will consider -- let me take a step back.  Commercial services are considered to be an IRPA, so they will be considered as long as it is suitable and relevant and holds value to alleviate whatever constraint is identified.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will leave it at that.  Thanks, Ms. Thompson.

Just further on the response and it's evidenced in a few other times in responses, Enbridge has a long history of considering such alternatives as part of its applications to the Board for leave-to-construct facilities.

Can Enbridge provide an example where it has come to the Board and advanced an IRPA instead of a facilities solution in recent history.  It says "long history", so what history are you pointing to that would help us understand that better?

MS. THOMPSON:  I can share some examples where there's been a consideration.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I guess my specific question, Ms. Thompson -- sorry, if I am respecting time here -- when Enbridge has advanced an IRPA instead of a facilities solution.

MR. STIERS:  Dwayne, I can offer a really quick comment and others may want to latch on to it.  I don't know that we have a particular example that we can draw from for you as it relates to how we defined IRP and IRPAs in this proceeding.

But in our responses to interrogatories, as well as in our evidence, we've outlined that there's a number of instances where the utility has impacted the need for facilities through other activities.  So through 25 years of demand-side management programming we have, to some extent through passive means, impacted the need for facilities across the system.  We've offered interruptible rates for --


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I had questions on interruptible rates, and I appreciate -- I am asking specifically where you had advanced an IRPA facilities solution.  If you don't have an answer for us now, can you take an undertaking to provide any example for the last ten years?

MR. STEVENS:  We can provide an undertaking, Dwayne, to provide an example of what it is that we are saying in the first sentence of the second paragraph of the FRPO 15 IR.

MR. QUINN:  And we are asking the question, David, when you have advanced to the Board an IRPA instead of a facilities alternative.

MR. STEVENS:  But the reason I framed the undertaking as I did is I am not sure that I read this sentence the same way as you do.

MR. QUINN:  And what I am asking is a different question than what you are offering to provide.  So if you can undertake to provide any examples where an IRPA has been advanced instead of facilities, that's what we are looking for.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I don't think will be an example, Dwayne, because there hasn't been an opportunity for the Board to have an application process to consider IRPAs up to this point.

MR. QUINN:  Okay --


MR. STEVENS:  An LTC by its nature will be asking for a facilities approval.

MR. QUINN:  Let me just -- you mean call it by any other name, not an IRPA, because that's a new name, any other time where a non-facilities solution has been advanced instead of a facilities solution.

MR. STEVENS:  But if you're asking has been advanced for a Board approval?

MR. QUINN:  For a Board approval for --


MR. STEVENS:  I --


MR. QUINN:  -- as necessary.

MR. STEVENS:  We can look, Dwayne.  I am not sure there will be such a thing, because there hasn't be a framework or a construct for that to happen up to now.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We will leave it at that.

Mr. Millar, I know that we have had other interjections, which hopefully have been helpful.  I would like to bank two minutes for the -- to talk about the IR when I get FRPO 49, but the other opportunity I am going to say for people's consideration is if we get to the end of this day that when we have a consideration of what to do going forward that Enbridge makes available its expert witnesses, the content experts for panel 2, in the event that something has to loop back, which just might be efficient.  I will leave it at that for people's consideration.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry, can you explain what you meant by the last comment, Dwayne?  What you're hoping Enbridge will do with panel 2?

MR. QUINN:  We are trying to wrap up panel 1 to reserve time for panel 2.  I have bumped some questions that I thought could go into either to respect the timing that we have and have not available, so if there's a question that pins upon the knowledge of the content expert, if they're just available on when panel 2 is up there, we might save ourselves some time.  That's just one thought to expedite the process.

MR. STEVENS:  I am not sure that I can promise on behalf of the witnesses that each and every one of them will be available at a moment's notice at any time tomorrow.  I can let you know that the main distinction between panel 1 and panel 2 is that Mr. Gillett is on panel 1, and Mr. Gillett is the subject-matter expert on gas supply; and he is not in panel 2, so I'd ask you to keep that in mind in the delineation of your questions between panels.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I have run out of time, and I have other questions, so that is what I am just presenting as an alternative, and I don't want to take up any more time with what's going on right now, so Mr. Millar, over to you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  First, was there an undertaking given with respect to the IRPAs or was there not?

MR. STEVENS:  I had heard our exchange to end without an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  Without an undertaking?

MR. QUINN:  Will you provide one?

MR. STEVENS:  I suggested the undertaking that we are prepared to give, which is to provide an example of what's meant by the first sentence in the second paragraph of FRPO 15.

MR. MILLAR:  Do you want that or not, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  No, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's move on.  We are --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, sorry, Mike, I'd like it.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So is that -- David, are you going to give it, or is it a refusal?

MR. STEVENS:  Well, now that Jay wants it, yes, it is an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Very well.

MR. SHEPHERD:  David, will you -- will Enbridge provide evidence supporting the statement that they have a long history of considering such alternatives?

MR. STEVENS:  What I said that we would do, Jay, is provide examples of what we meant by that sentence.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  JT1.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  TO PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF WHAT'S MEANT BY THE FIRST SENTENCE IN THE SECOND PARAGRAPH OF FRPO 15

MR. MILLAR:  Let's move on to Environment Defence.  We are going to look to break around 12:30, at which point it looks like we will be well behind the schedule that already has us well behind.  Keep that in mind, please, and let's keep moving.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Can everyone hear me okay?

MR. MILLAR:  No, we cannot.

MR. ELSON:  Can you hear me better?

MR. MILLAR:  No.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, let me adjust here.

MR. MILLAR:  I can see you, Kent.  Maybe others -- it's different for others.  I can --


MR. ELSON:  Can you hear me now?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, now we have got you.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, all right.
Examination by Mr. Elson:


Okay.  So I just have a couple questions on process.  I will try and be quick.  First of all, I understand Enbridge's proposal is that the appropriateness of IRP decisions are adjudicated by the Board in the actual leave-to-construct process, not beforehand.  Have I understood that correctly?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.  And beforehand you have feedback but no adjudication, and that's the distinction, right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, feedback that's recorded, and we intend that it would be made available in annual IRP reporting and be available for the Board's review as part of the subsequent IRPA application and/or LTC.

MR. ELSON:  And so in the annual rates cases you will file an AMP, and let's say this describes a certain project and Enbridge's decision to screen out a non-pipe solution.  Enbridge's proposal is that that decision would not be open for adjudication by the Board in that annual rates case; right?

MR. STIERS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And so the stakeholdering day, you are proposing questions, but again, if I am understanding this correctly, you are not proposing a formal interrogatory process where Enbridge must answer questions relating to the prudence of its IRP decisions outlined in the AMP; is that correct?

MR. STIERS:  That's correct.  Similar to LTC proceedings in the past, we would expect that the Board would consider all alternatives that Enbridge considered in the lead-up to its application ultimately for an IRPA.

MR. ELSON:  And you are not proposing, for example, that you would be required to answer questions about screening out of IRPAs or non-pipe solutions as set out in that AMP at the stakeholdering process?

MR. STIERS:  Actually, I think I articulated something perhaps to the opposite, Kent, that our intention would be to the extent we have screened out certain IRPAs, that as part of that stakeholdering day we would be prepared to explain to the extent we reasonably can how we drew the conclusions that we did.

MR. ELSON:  So let me just try to put a point to this.  I am trying to get an idea of whether we are talking about questions asked verbally at, you know, a one-day session or if we are talking about a formal interrogatory process.  I think you were not talking about a formal interrogatory process where you're required to answer any relevant questions; am I correct?

MR. STIERS:  We are not talking about formal interrogatory process.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And there isn't a mechanism to require Enbridge to answer questions, it is a more informal process where you will make best efforts?

MR. STIERS:  The Board's review of our ultimate proposal, whether that be a facility or a non-facility project, would be the formal time.

MR. ELSON:  Would be the which?

MR. STIERS:  The formal review.

MR. ELSON:  At the leave to construct?

MR. STIERS:  No, at either an IRP application or a leave to construct.

MR. ELSON:  Got it, okay.   And under your proposal, on the stakeholdering day, intervenors can provide input and feedback.  But if Enbridge doesn't agree with that feedback, there isn't a process to adjudicate those kinds of issues, correct, at this stakeholdering process?

MR. STIERS:  As we've written in and described to date, no.

MR. ELSON:  So if no adjudication of IRP screening decisions until you have a leave to construct or an IRPA proceeding, and that's a concern for us because by the time you have a leave-to-construct application, it's often too late to implement a non-pipe solution.

We think there needs to be adjudication first, putting aside whether there should be an adjudication process of IRP decisions before a leave to construct.  Let's just assume that the Board wants to do that.  When would be the best time for that to occur?

MR. STIERS:  We haven't -- we haven't considered that adjudication would be appropriate, Kent.  I think one piece that you're missing is the focus on the LTC outcome.  I understand that what you've described is that there might be scenarios recently where you didn't feel that the LTC gave enough time for due consideration of IRP.

But what we have proposed in the evidence and our interrogatory responses have clarified is that we would be signalling these things up to ten years in advance.  And so that should give far more time for consideration of IRP solutions and would allow the utility to advance an IRP application much farther in advance of, let's say, some of the -- of recent LTC applications, which could have been five years or less in advance of the in-service date of the facilities in question.

MR. ELSON:  If the Board agrees with us that there should be adjudication of decisions to screen out IRPAs before a leave-to-construct application, when would be the best time for that to occur?  What kind of proceeding?

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Kent, are you talking about the initial decision as to whether to pursue consideration of IRP?  Or are you talking about the later determination as to what is actually comprised within an IRP plan?

MR. ELSON:  I am talking about the decision to screen out IRPAs and to pursue a pipes-based solution.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, okay.  That being the question, I think you have heard Adam say it's not something that we have considered, but I appreciate that --


MR. ELSON:  Can you undertake to --


MR. STEVENS:  I am just going to finish and say I appreciate it's an important question to you.  So we could take it away and provide you with a written response.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT1.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO ADVISE THE BEST TIME TO SCREEN OUT IRPAS BEFORE A LEAVE-TO-CONSTRUCT APPLICATION

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I just potentially add to that because it's relevant to us as well, and it flows from Board Staff No. 2 in relation to the IRPA consideration in asset management.  And in that response, I read the Enbridge -- I read Enbridge to indicate that IRPAs are only considered an asset management in relation to constraints.

And so looking at that overarching process in relation to both asset management strictly relating to constraints, or is there a broader process that goes on?  And is that adjudicated at any point in time, i.e. if you come forward with an asset management plan that has not or has identified a constraint and has therefore the ability to consider an IRPA, is there adjudication and review, a  thorough review of that asset management plan including any potential IRPAs?

MR. STEVENS:  I think in general, Lisa, the asset management plan is produced and will become the subject of a lot of discussion in any rebasing proceeding, if that's what you're asking.  And particular specifics of the asset management plan may come into scope in an annual rate adjustment proceeding in a case where there's an ICM request.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just what I am hearing and what I would like the undertaking to extend to very specifically is if there is a constraint identified, are questions on IRPAs fair game in the context of that rebasing proceeding?

MR. STEVENS:  My understanding of a rebasing proceeding is it typically will look at the utility's plans over the relevant period of time and stretching forward.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, I don't think that's responsive, David, to the question.  Are IRPAs fair game for questions if a constraint has been identified?

MR. STEVENS:  And what I am trying to is writ large, the companies future plans over the next incentive period are in scope and are relevant within a rebasing proceeding.

MS. DeMARCO:  And I am asking are IRPAs in scope within a rebasing proceeding.


MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Well, why don't I take that away? I don't think it's really additive to the last undertaking, but I could take that away as a separate undertaking.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO ADVISE WHETHER IRPAS ARE IN SCOPE WITHIN A REBASING PROCEEDING


MR. POCH:  Guys, it's David here.  Just to interject briefly and maybe to help clarify, if we could go back to JT1.5 and the discussion, I am a little confused as to whether you're talking about information pertaining to the screening of need situations, the sort of -- I think it's paragraph 38 of Exhibit B step, or elimination of alternatives when you're into the assessment of alternatives where you have gotten past that first preliminary screening.

So I am just wondering in terms of language and jargon, if we can come up with some things that it's clear and if you could clarify what you were getting at there at JT1.5, that would be helpful.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, David.  The undertaking I intended to give, based on what I heard from Kent, was around the initial screening decision, the determination of whether IRP should be screened out as an option to address a constraint.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  So that's the preliminary screening of the -- that is this a needs situation which is amenable to IRPA consideration at all as opposed to looking at particular alternatives.

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.

MR. POCH:  Thanks.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just follow up on that?  It's Jay.  David, I understand your proposal to be that you want the IRP framework to have a set of rules about when a need is amenable to IRP treatment.

MR. STEVENS:  That's --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Is the screening criteria --


MR. STEVENS:  That's correct.  Perhaps I am reading between the lines, but I am assuming that Kent is indicating that there may be circumstances where other parties would disagree with either the application of the screening criteria, or frankly even the applicability of the screening criteria to a particular scenario.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I understand, thanks.

MR. ELSON:  So I can clarify.  The question was meant to ask where adjudication should occur for decisions to decide not to pursue the IRPA.  I call that "screening out", I think you could use other terms for that, which I don't think is limited only to your initial screen.  It also would include just decisions based on cost effectiveness or otherwise.

So it's decisions not to pursue an IRPA and whether that -- or how to adjudicate that prior to a leave to construct so that you would still have time to change course.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks for that clarification, Kent, because that's different than what I understood, because if we are talking about timing, then we are introducing a whole range of times when these issues even arise, let alone when the Board would consider them.

So are you asking us to not only talk about when the Board would adjudicate the initial screening decision, but also when the Board would adjudicate a determination of what IRPAs are considered and rejected?

MR. ELSON:  With respect to a project decisions as outlined in the AMP not to pursue an IRPA and instead to pursue a wireless-based solution.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  So really it's not to pursue an IRP plan.  It's not -- you are not asking for adjudication over which of a range of IRPAs are chosen, it's rather the binary decision of whether to proceed with IRP versus a facility solution.

MR. ELSON:  What the precise scope of that adjudication would be I think is something that I am happy to hear from you folks on.  Really the question is when can -- when should that question be adjudicated if it is to be adjudicated prior to the leave-to-construct application, would that happen in an annual rates case, would that happen in an application brought forward by intervenors challenging the AMP, would that happen only in a rebasing application, should it happen in an annual IRP proceeding where you're looking at the AMP?  There's a number of options, and I'd just like to hear what your views would be if there's going to be that prior adjudication of IRP decisions before an LTC, when would that happen.

MR. POCH:  In answering that it would be really helpful, David, if you could answer that, both with respect to questioning decisions on what I have called the preliminary screening; that is, this choice that this need qualifies for -- you know, that you are going to look at IRPAs, and for adjudication on any choices you've made as between IRPAs and pipes in what you're calling your DCF and stage 1, 2, 3.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that's very precisely what we are seeking in JT1.6.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand.  We will take that away and we will do our best to provide an answer.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I take it that's under 1.5?

MR. STEVENS:  It is.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Thank you.  So I have been focusing mostly -- go ahead.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just for the veracity of the record, Kent, you said wires alternatives.  I think you meant pipe alternatives?

MR. ELSON:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, thanks.

MR. ELSON:  I have been talking mostly about applications that would be above the leave-to-construct threshold.  For projects that would be below the leave-to-construct threshold, you're proposing that the appropriateness of IRP screening would be determined and adjudicated only in rebasing applications; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  No, not necessarily, Kent.  I think what we are doing is providing a simplified approach.  For all IRPA applications we'd be seeking OEB approval of all IRPA investments through an IRPA application.

MR. ELSON:  And how often are you doing those IRP applications?

MR. STIERS:  I have no idea yet.  It will depend entirely on what the Board establishes as a framework here.

MR. STEVENS:  Just for clarity, Kent, the IRP plan applications are specific to each plan, so they would happen as often as there's a new plan, as often as there's a new plan to address a need or constraint.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, it's like project-specific; right?  That's what I had understood.

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So let's say that there is a pipe-based project that's below the leave-to-construct threshold and intervenors want to ask interrogatories to determine whether the decision was appropriate to choose the pipe over the non-pipe option.  Under your proposal we can only do that at a rebasing application; is that correct?

MR. STIERS:  So I don't think our proposal at this time speaks to this specifically, Kent, this concept, and it certainly doesn't necessarily speak to projects that are in flight currently.  Definitely forward-looking, and I guess I can't say much more than beyond what I have just said.  Going forward we would expect that we would have an IRP application to support the decisions that we've made in terms of pursuit of individual IRPAs.  Otherwise we might have an LTC application depending if a project surpasses that threshold.  That's all we have contemplated at this time as it relates to IRPAs.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And you only have an IRPA if you -- application if you decide to pursue an IRPA, and I am talking about a situation where you were deciding against an IRPA.  And so if I understand it correctly, for those applications that are below the leave-to-construct threshold, you are not proposing any process to ever consider the appropriateness of that decision to pursue the pipe instead of the non-pipe solution?

MR. STIERS:  Not here today, no.

MR. ELSON:  Can you --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Let me jump in, Kent.  Adam, I take it you are not disagreeing that in a rebasing application we can ask questions about your AMP, including questions like why aren't you using IRPAs to defer some of these projects?  You're not disagreeing that we can do that; right?

MR. STIERS:  No.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that was JT1.6.

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, no, I am not specifically disagreeing to that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thanks.

MR. ELSON:  And so what you are saying is that the only time that you could adjudicate the decision to select a pipe-based solution versus a non-pipe-based solution when the project is below the threshold is at the rebasing application, not beforehand?

MR. STIERS:  We haven't contemplated anything beforehand.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Could you undertake to contemplate that and provide a proposal or what your thoughts are if the Board agrees with us that there should be adjudication of those kinds of IRP decisions to choose pipe over non-pipe for projects below the leave-to-construct threshold where that would be adjudicated?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we can provide that answer, Kent.  I believe that -- I expect that within our answer we will also talk about our views as to whether we think that that's reasonable in the first place, because, as the witness has said, it's not something that's contemplated one way or another in our evidence.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  I take it that is an undertaking, though, which I will mark as JT1.7.

MR. STIERS:  Okay.  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  TO PROVIDE A PROPOSAL OR WHAT YOUR THOUGHTS ARE IF THE BOARD AGREES THAT THERE SHOULD BE ADJUDICATION OF THOSE KINDS OF IRP DECISIONS TO CHOOSE PIPE OVER NON-PIPE FOR PROJECTS BELOW THE LEAVE-TO-CONSTRUCT THRESHOLD WHERE THAT WOULD BE ADJUDICATED.

MR. ELSON:  Just following up to some earlier questions with FRPO, I understand that you are refusing to provide your ten-year demand forecast on the record in this proceeding; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Is the forecast underlying the latest AMP the same as the one underlying the latest gas supply plan?

MR. STIERS:  I would have to defer to one of my colleagues, Kent --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, sorry, I was slow on the mute button there, Adam.  I apologize.  Yeah, we use similar demand forecast.  The five-year gas supply plan would obviously use the first five years of the ten-year forecast.  So there --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can I just follow up on that?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  There's actually two forecasts referred to.  There's a ten-year forecast, and I take it Enbridge is saying that that's not public and you're not planning to share it with the Board at any time; is that right?  I am going to ask about the 20-year one in a second, but let's deal with the ten-year one first.

MR. STEVENS:  I think what we said, Jay, is we don't see that as relevant to this proceeding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's not the question I asked -- sorry, that's not the question I asked.  The question I asked is it's not public, right?  When are you planning to share it with the Board?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, "it" being a ten-year demand forecast?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  It would be shared with the Board, I suppose, in a proceeding where it was relevant.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And when is that?

MR. STEVENS:  It -- it could be --


MS. THOMPSON:  If I could just take it --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, go ahead, Hilary.

MS. THOMPSON:  If I could just take a step back for a moment.

So when we develop our long-term forecast -- so we have been referencing the ten-year forecast -- that's taken into consideration to identify where the constraint [voice cuts out] which then amount in specific needs would show up in the asset --


THE REPORTER:  Sorry, this is the reporter --


MS. THOMPSON:  -- so that is where we communicate...

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, Hilary, I think you are breaking up --


MS. THOMPSON:  I'm sorry?

MR. MILLAR:  -- and the court reporter lost you there for a moment, Hilary.  I think you need to repeat that you have been breaking up a little, so we have been losing you.

MS. THOMPSON:  Okay.  Sorry about that.  What I was sharing was that in relation to the demand forecast, the demand underpins the needs that are identified which land in the asset plan as proposals over the ten-year horizon.  The most recent asset plan was five years, but the one that will be -- the one that will be developed next will be ten years which is, is --


MS. THOMPSON:  I just muted.  I will have to call back in after lunch over the phone.

MS. McCOWAN:  I think one other thing I would like to just add with respect to the underpinning forecast is one of timing.  We would need to just confirm that as the asset plan has been developed, what forecast was available at the time that the investments were developed may not be as current as what might have been more recently provided.

So I would just want to just provide that to you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You still haven't answered my question.  My question is a fairly simple one.

You have a ten-year demand forecast that grounds your needs identification in the AMP.  You have not provided to the Board, and you don't provide it to the Board in this case.  When will you provide it to the Board, if ever?  There's an AMP filed.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Jay, what I said was that Enbridge will provide that where it's relevant to a particular proceeding.  So if there's a proceeding that is dependent upon or where the future demand is important to determinations, then I would expect that the forecast would be relevant and would be provided if requested.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you file the AMP in your 2021 proceeding, and the AMP is available in this proceeding, too, right?

So I guess my question is:  If the AMP's relevant and it's based on the demand forecast, where is the demand forecast?

MR. STEVENS:  I think the AMP is relevant in principle in this case.  But the details of the AMP, to my mind, aren't particularly relevant to the determination of a framework.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you're refusing to provide the demand forecast because it's not relevant.  And you're refusing to tell us when the Board will ever see it. I want to then ask the question in Staff 4 in the appendix -- the attachment, rather, on page 7 you refer to a 20-year forecast.  Can you tell us what that is and can you tell us when the Board is ever seeing that?  Page 7 of that document -- page 7 of 20 actually.

So has that ever been provided to the Board?  Will it ever be provided to the Board, and under what circumstances?

MS. THOMPSON:  I would have to follow up on that one specifically.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So can you undertake to provide that or to provide --


MR. STEVENS:  I can undertake to provide an answer to your questions of whether the 20-year plan has ever been provided and if it will be -- what future proceeding it might be provided in.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Awesome, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE 20-YEAR PLAN HAS BEEN PROVIDED, AND IN WHAT FUTURE PROCEEDING IT MIGHT BE PROVIDED


MR. SHEPHERD:  And that's the end of my interjection.  And that answers several of my questions.

MR. ELSON:  A couple of questions on the AMP.  One is that you had forecast customer growth around 40,000 customers annually from 2020 to 2030.  Are you able to undertake to let us know what the annual consumption will be for customers to be added over that period?

And I am asking in relation to some of the discussion in this proceeding relating to the risk of underutilized assets, so on and so forth.  So we are looking at the forecast annual consumption from your new customers.

MR. STEVENS:  So solely from the additional customers?

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. STEVENS:  Over what time period, Kent?

MR. ELSON:  2020 to 2030, or whatever ten-year period is easiest.

MS. DeMARCO:  Actually, I would love to see 2020 to 2030.

MR. STEVENS:  We can see what information exists and provide it to you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO PROVIDE A FORECAST FOR ANNUAL CONSUMPTION BY NEW ADDITIONAL CUSTOMERS 2020-2030.


MR. ELSON:  Thanks and if -- I have a question about page 34 of the AMP which -- if you could pull it up, Stephanie, that'd be great.  But I will describe it as it's coming up, which is a table of capital projects and these are capital projects which stretch out into 2025.

Could you provide a copy of those tables which adds columns indicating whether an IRP analysis has been undertaken, whether IRP alternatives have been screened out, and whether the project is driven all or in part by demand growth?

MS. McCOWAN:  I believe we responded to part of that in one of our interrogatories, where we identified which ones would be considered for IRPA given the proposal that we put forward.

MR. ELSON:  And that's, I guess, a small part.  If you could undertake to provide that additional information, that would be helpful for us to know, for example, whether this framework needs to deal with existing projects that are in the pipeline a bit differently from future ones.  Can you undertake that?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, so the undertaking would be to indicate?

MR. ELSON:  Whether an IRP analysis has been undertaken, whether IRP alternatives have been screened out, and whether the project is driven all or in part by forecast demand growth.

MS. McCOWAN:  Again, I believe that was the -- we can take the undertaking, I believe.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.

MS. McCOWAN:  I believe that the answer is in one of the interrogatories, but I would need to find it.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO ADVISE WHETHER AN IRP ANALYSIS HAS BEEN UNDERTAKEN, WHETHER IRP ALTERNATIVES HAVE BEEN SCREENED OUT, AND WHETHER THE PROJECT IS DRIVEN ALL OR IN PART BY FORECAST DEMAND GROWTH

MR. ELSON:  That's it for me, thank you, folks.

MR. MILLAR:  Great thank you very much, Kent.  Who have we got next?  GEC, are you ready to go?

You know what?  It's 12:25.  Maybe it would make sense for us to take our lunch break now rather than spend five minutes.  Unless GEC only has five minutes, which I think is probably a pipe dream.

And not hearing that they do, let's break until 1:25.  Again we are -- we have used more time than we had intended this morning and we had -- that was already we didn't have enough time for everyone's questions.  So we are at real risk of people not being able to ask their questions, like at all.

So I want you to think about that over lunch and if people have some great ideas, I'd love to hear them.  But the time pressure is worse now than when I raised this initially this morning.

So let's go off the air.  I am around if people want to chat, but otherwise we will be back at 1:25, thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:25 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:25 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Having heard that there are no preliminary matters, I am going to pass things over to Mr. Poch, who can begin his questioning.
Examination by Mr. Poch:


MR. POCH:  Thanks, on behalf of GEC.  Earlier you mentioned that the process you are proposing, the earlier process, will give a signalling ten years in advance via the AMP and stakeholdering, but I -- am I correct that you have not made any commitment to advancing the timing of either an IRPA application, if one results, or a leave to construct if that's the option, or any promise of a process for projects that are less than -- I guess 2 million for leave to construct now will be 10 million if the current government proposal goes through, other than at rebasing; is that correct?  So we don't have any -- your proposal -- your IFP plan doesn't make any commitment one way or another about what the timing of these various things will be vis-à-vis how long it takes to get up alternatives.

MR. STIERS:  Thanks, David.  I can offer an initial response to that.  We don't outline specific dates.  In general the proposal speaks in broad terms, and we do expect that it is becoming a common theme today that each situation is going to be unique, but I can certainly say that the spirit of what we intended to put forward here with the IRP proposal is to not only identify needs and system constraints in advance -- up to ten years in advance of realizing them, but also to advance IRPA applications as quickly as we can in that time line.  Again, it will be situation-specific, but we certainly have set out that -- some time considerations in the evidence, for example stating that leave-to-construct applications, we need at least three to five years minimum there.  So our intent is to file IRPAs as far in advance as we reasonably can.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And I was really asking about a commitment more on the, if you screen out in your initial binary process or for that matter if you pick an IRPA, which is not viewed as the preferable one, but certainly when you decide to go for the pipeline option, as it were, are you proposing to advance your leave-to-construct applications and are you proposing to put in place a process where you're exempt from leave to construct that will be timely and enable substitution of IRPA if the Board finds that's a better option?

MR. STIERS:  No, we have not proposed either of those two things in particular.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  This is about GEC 20 -- I think you will find I have just a few questions, and we may not need to turn up the interrogatories in every case, because things have been moving a little faster that way, but in GEC 20 you talk about -- you go on about adding -- how the gas supply line relates to all of this, and the situation you talk about is where you add supply to meet local increasing demand and how the IRPA will -- will -- is distinct from your gas supply plan process.

I guess what I -- my question is sort of the opposite, which is how -- how a gas supply plan would be altered and would it be altered in any way as part of your proposal to recognize the IRPA potential to reduce the need, and I am thinking in fact of the cumulative impact of maybe several IRPAs, and in other words, how do we ensure that the gas supply-related costs are avoidable?  And I guess the question is about timing.

MR. GILLETT:  Maybe I will start trying to answer that one.

So just for clarity, an IRPA is to defer pipeline infrastructure build.  Right?  So an IRPA is not to defer a gas supply need per se, and I think we answered that in one of our IRs.  It's pointed towards deferring infrastructure, deferring pipe going into the ground.

So if your question is how does the gas supply planning process and the IRP process interplay, I would point you to Staff 2, Figure 1.  I think I brought this up earlier with Mr. Quinn as well.

The idea is that when the gas supply planning process is completed and we've figured out where we are going to be delivering supply into the delivery areas, which is at a very aggregate level, it's through the facilities planning process that any local constraints are identified.

And as you can see in the flowchart, IRPs will be identified, they will be analyzed, screened, and then a decision will be made and it will flow into the AMP.

What's not really reflected here and hopefully will answer your question is this is an annual-type process.  Right?  The gas supply planning process.  So if an IRPA is identified and accepted and that IRPA includes making alterations to the gas supply plan, that will feedback into the gas supply plan.

So that's where it would be recognized and it would become an input or more precisely constraint to the gas supply plan.  So although Figure 1 there shows sort of a linear process and it doesn't look like there's a feedback loop, because these are annual processes, there is one, and that's how the gas supply plan would reflect any chosen IRPAs.

I am not sure if that answers your question precisely.

MR. POCH:  It's helpful, thank you --


MR. PARKS:  Could I jump in with just a quick follow-up there?  Mike from OEB Staff.

So that applies to the case where you've selected an IRPA and so then you can look at what are the impacts on the gas supply needs.  I wonder how it works in terms of options analysis when you are comparing IRPAs and facility projects that may have differing impacts to the gas supply plan.

Is there any way in that comparative process for those differing impacts to be accounted for and considered when you're making the call as to whether to pick an IRPA or a facility project?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Michael, that perhaps that's a question that the second panel will be better able to answer when they are talking about the IRP proposal and, in part, about the evaluation approach that Enbridge proposes.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I just pursue that?  Because I understand we won't have Mr. Gillett with us in relation to gas supply planning; is that right, David?

MR. STEVENS:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  So very specifically in relation to gas supply planning, as I understand it, any consideration of IRPs in relation to gas supply planning is ex post determination of the IRPA, not ex ante or proactive in the formation of the gas supply plan; is that right?

MR. GILLETT:  So the gas supply plan does not recognize if there's going to be a facilities constraint when doing the planning.  Right?  So the gas supply plan is very much done at a high, high level, right?  An aggregate level.  It's about delivering supply to these broader delivery areas.  So the northern delivery areas, the south, the legacy EGD delivery areas.  These are very broad delivery areas.

So the gas supply plan is simply landing enough supply into those delivery areas to meet annual and peak day needs.  It does not look at specific local facilities and whether we can distribute the gas around the delivery areas.  That analysis comes in the facilities planning process in Figure 1.

And so it's not until we get into facilities planning -- because again, gas supply planning is not all-encompassing, all-planning for all the utility.  Right?  It's one piece.  It feeds into the facilities planning where those local constraints are identified.

If an IRPA is chosen that is a new requirement of the gas supply plan process, right, because we do a five-year planning horizon, then that will feed back into the next iteration of the gas supply plan, so the intention is that if an IRPA requires us to make changes in the gas supply plan, it will be done and it will be recognized in the next planning process.

MS. DeMARCO:  So just so that I am crystal clear on this, if you were to draw on the feedback loop on that Figure 1 in Board Staff 2, it would be after the AMP?  There would be consideration of the proposed IRPA or approved, which is the IRPA in the GSP?


MR. GILLETT:  That's right.  If an IRPA is chosen as the IRPA that we want to move forward with and it's something that needs to be implemented in the gas supply plan, it would then feed into the gas supply plan.

MS. DeMARCO:  But not before that?

MR. GILLETT:  Right.  I think that's right because the gas supply plan is an annual process, so it would -- the idea is that we're being proactive enough we feed it into the next annual plan and it will be reflected there.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry, David, thanks.  That's helpful.

MR. POCH:  All right, thank you.  In Staff 6, actually in the beginning of Staff 6, you refer to the asset management plan, and I just went in there and pulled up page 457 -- I don't know if it's available to you on the screen -- as just a sample of the kind of things we see --actually, there's a couple of pages that show up, the one that was just on the screen and this one.

These are the kinds of -- am I correct that this is the kind of information you filing currently under the -- without IRP as the asset management plan, and I am wondering if you could provide us with a mock-up of what we will see in your annual filings for, I guess, the two areas where you have selected an IRPA, or are proposing one, or where you've gone and decided to go with the facilities option, so we can see what the Board will see and what the intervenors will see at the AMP, which I take it is the first opportunity we are going to have to have notice of an IRPA.

MR. STEVENS:  David, it's David Stevens speaking.  I don't know if we can provide a mock-up, but we can provide an indication of what additional information would be in this type of document once -- assuming that Enbridge's IRP proposal was implemented.

MR. POCH:  Right, and I'd like to see -- yeah, well, I guess we are talking about an undertaking here.  I'd like to see if you could provide what additional information would be provided in the AMP specifically if an IRPA is chosen, and what specific information will now been shown in future AMPs where you've not selected an IRP and you have gone for a facilities.  I think we need it in both scenarios.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, I understand that.  That's reasonable.  We can agree to that.  Just to be clear, what we're talking about is what is currently included in an asset management plan as an investment summary report or --


MR. POCH:  Yes, I haven't actually flipped through the whole asset management plan to see if other tables list your projects -- I probably saw one just before that does; I guess there are different stages of development -- wherever you are describing projects.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, and that's what's on the screen right now.  You may not be able to see it if you are on the phone, I suppose.

MR. POCH:  I can see it.  I thought there was an earlier, another part of the document that was on the screen before that lists projects as well.

MR. STEVENS:  It lists projects, whereas what's on the screen right now is the specific project description, as I understand it.

MR. POCH:  Right, okay.

MR. STEVENS:  So I would think it would be the latter that would be more relevant to what you're asking.

MR. POCH:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, let's call that JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO PROVIDE WHAT ADDITIONAL INFORMATION WOULD BE PROVIDED IN THE AMP SPECIFICALLY IF AN IRPA IS CHOSEN, AND WHAT SPECIFIC INFORMATION WILL NOW BE SHOWN IN FUTURE AMPS WHERE YOU'VE NOT SELECTED IN IRP AND YOU HAVE GONE FOR A FACILITIES


MR. POCH:  And am I correct that you would not propose to put anything in this document about the alternatives, any IRPA alternatives you've rejected?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we, we can let you know what we would include after we talk about that.  I am not sure that we have those details to share with you at this moment.

MR. POCH:  All right.  I take it if part of that interrogatory answer you could also respond.  Would it or would it not include anything about the analysis of needs for which IRPAs have been rejected.  So that is the -- this may be obvious to you, but where you've said we are not going to do an IRPA for whatever one of the eight or six screening reasons you've got, will the analysis of that somehow be displayed here and what information about that will be displayed?  That may not add anything --


MR. STEVENS:  I believe the undertaking that we have given is to provide a summary of the additional information that would be found on one of these investment summary reports for the circumstance where IRP is identified as a viable alternative and for the circumstance where IRP is, for lack of a better term, screened out.

MR. POCH:  All right, we will wait and see what that looks like.

If we can turn to IR GEC 30, I want to make sure we understood this.  You say there that Enbridge does not intend to report on any IRPAs that have been screened out as part of Enbridge's proposed IRPA screening process as to do so would require excessive administration and management, and considerable incremental costs and so on. And you say such indefinite and infinite reassessment of IRPAs would not be efficient and so on.

There, are you referring to screening out of needs situations, that is sort of your initial screen, your binary screen as in Exhibit B, paragraph 38 items?  Or are you talking about the elimination of alternatives that don't get past the IRP assessment step, which you've referred to as a DCF step and other steps.

MR. STIERS:  I take this to refer to the binary screening that we set out in our additional evidence.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And so I guess the first time we would learn of various facilities projects where you've decided you don't have to look at IRPAs would be, if it gets to an LTC, leave to construct, or rebasing if you elect -- if it doesn't meet the threshold for long term LTCs, correct?

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, no.  Out of the process you should be able to identify those decisions as well and there would be discussion at the stakeholder day.

MR. POCH:  Okay, good.  What did you mean -- could you just clarify what you meant by there would be indefinite and infinite reassessment of IRPAs if you were obliged to indicate -- to provide the information that reporting on screening out?

MR. STIERS:  Sure, so I can speak to the language that was used in particular in the response at GEC 30, that is meant to describe an effort by the utility to avoid a situation where we establish a framework that sets out some parameters for screening, such as the binary screening tools that utilities advance for the Board's consideration, and for those to be constantly challenged in their utilization and application.

We are trying to avoid a situation where no project, either facility or non-facility, can advance because it's objected to constantly by various stakeholders representing various positions.  Is that helpful, David?

MR. POCH:  I guess so.  Yeah, I guess what I am concerned about is this.  Safety is one of your binary considerations and I assume, like, an under pressure or over pressure, whatever situation might be one where, you know, it's possible you could do demand-side options that would address that over some period of time.

MR. STIERS:  Sure so --


MR. POCH:  But we may never -- go ahead.

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, so in the case of safety, I think it is a good example to bring up, and some of what we have responded to on that subject we have delineated between emergent safety issues and others, and certainly for the purposes of binary screening we would expect that it's also a term used commonly in other jurisdictions.  Where there's an emergent safety risk, the utility will have little choice but to proceed with a facility option.

Now, I recognize that not every safety risk would necessarily be emergent in nature, but there's probably a broad expanse of -- or two broad bookends between something that's emergent and something that's not.

So we have set out the binary screening tools to help us to allow us to focus on the IRPAs that are most viable and have the highest likelihood to be successful, and we think we have come up with something that reflects what's done in other jurisdictions, and it's helpful to move forward and helpful to our pursuit of IRP investments going forward.

MR. POCH:  I have some questions on that distinction between emergent or non-, but I have got them for the next panel, and I know there's an IR about that, so let's leave that for the moment.

MR. STIERS:  Okay.

MR. POCH:  If you can turn up GEC 8.  I just wondered if I could get this a little more crisply.  We asked you if you're saying that forecasting the effects of future climate policy is difficult and -- and that you forecast gas infrastructure based on current policies, and that you are saying -- you are assuming that it will not change.  Is that correct?  And you given an answer that those -- is the answer basically, yes, you are only going to forecast based on current policies?

MR. STIERS:  So we forecast based on known and quantifiable policies.  And to the extent that that policy sets, for example, carbon pricing into the future, that carbon pricing that has been established and enacted into law would be built into our forecast.

MR. POCH:  All right.  So let's take that example, the federal announcement that we are going to go up $15 a tonne each year to $173 by '23.  If you were doing a forecast today and the forecast today, are you going to capture that or not?

MR. STIERS:  The forecast today would not, because, as I understand it, that is still not fully enacted.  But we are aware of it, and when it is enacted we would build it into our forecast.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And so obviously your cost-effectiveness tests and so on will also not take account of those things; is that correct?

MR. STIERS:  In the future --


MR. POCH:  It will only take account of the ones that are, you know, in law and mandatory.

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Do your load forecasts include currently and will they include adjustments to gas peak day demand for the impact of future federal carbon taxes, for example, if not yet enacted in law?

MR. STIERS:  To my knowledge, no, the methodology we use is consistent.  Others may be able to add confirmation or to correct me.

MS. THOMPSON:  I can confirm consistency.

MR. POCH:  Sorry, I couldn't hear.

MS. THOMPSON:  I said --


MR. POCH:  Did somebody confirm, or --


MS. THOMPSON:  I can confirm that.

MR. POCH:  Okay, thank you.

Just a couple more questions.  We asked you in GEC 10, part C, you mentioned that -- you were talking about hydrogen and RNG, and we'd asked you, well, just to give some sense of how significant this will be, what are the limits of safe injection, and you explained that it depends on the end use.

I am wondering if you can give us any kind of ranges, maximum for the different sectors, for residential versus, you know, general service.  Obviously industrial is what you are talking about more, where the end use is specific and you can inject at point of end use, but where you're talking about injecting into the general distribution system, do you have any sense of what ranges you're talking about?

MR. STIERS:  So I can offer up an initial comment here, David.  I don't think anybody on this panel in particular is going to be able to respond to this question.  But folks, please, correct me if I am wrong.

MR. CLARK:  No, I don't have those ranges and that information at hand right now.

MR. POCH:  Can we just get an undertaking to see whatever information you have you could provide in that regard?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we will, David.

MR. CLARK:  Yeah.

MR. MILLAR:  We will call that -- I made an error earlier.  I marked JT1.10 twice, so the second one, which was a GEC undertaking, will become JT1.11, and this new one will now be JT1.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO PROVIDE WHATEVER INFORMATION OF ANY KIND OF RANGES, MAXIMUM FOR THE DIFFERENT SECTORS, FOR RESIDENTIAL VERSUS GENERAL SERVICE.

MR. POCH:  All right, thank you.  And if you can look at OSEA's number 10.  You have got a Table 1 there on the second page.  Are these -- are those one-year ahead forecasts?  So for this forecast value for 2015, was that made in 2014 or was some other amount of lead time?  You know what?  I think this is another one where maybe we should get an undertaking, because I have a follow-up question, and I am sure it's not going to be readily answerable.  It sounds like nobody on the panel knows the answer to this one.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, is the first of your questions, David, how far in advance the indicated forecasts in Table 1 are prepared?

MR. POCH:  Yes, for each forecast in Table 1, how far in advance was that forecast made.  Correct.  And then if they aren't already, what we would like is that table with forecast values based on estimates from five years before, so for example the 2010 consumption forecasts for 20 -- forecasts made in 2005 and so on, and also for -- with a ten-year lead time.  Basically, you know, the issue before the Board is how well the timing of the process here responds to need and responds to risk, and so in that context we want to have a sense of the variability that occurs between longer-out forecasts and reality as you've experienced it.

MR. STEVENS:  I guess I am just struggling a little bit to understand how that fits into this framework proceeding.  We know that various forecasting methodologies are going to be, you know, at issue and talked about in the rebasing case.  But I am trying to fit it into this case.

MR. POCH:  One of the positions that GEC is advocating is that there be some kind of risk analysis or some kind of sensitivity runs, and one of the risks, obviously, is the demand forecast and for the Board to decide to what extent it needs to call for those things and how -- how extensive that kind of analysis needs to be and how far advance it needs to be and how far out it has to look.  I would think they'd want to have some understanding of what, you know, historically that variability has been to see if it's significant enough to worry about or not, and how to worry about it, so that's -- I am not, you know, I'm not going to be advocating for some different forecast model in this proceeding, but just an understanding about what the nature of that risk is.

MR. LUSNEY:  David, it's Travis from OSEA.  Do you mind if I just add on to your question line and then it will save some time for my questions later?

MR. POCH:  Go right ahead.

MR. LUSNEY:  So -- and I realize in the question -- the answer to the question was probably not as clear or the IR was not as clear.  What we were looking for was going back over the past decade the ten-year forecasts at the time that they were made, so the ten-year forecast in 2020, which would look essentially 2011 to 2021, 2011 from 2012 to 2022, to understand where I believe David is going, and we feel the same way:  What is the kind of typical forecast errors as you get out further and which Enbridge Gas has correctly pointed out, there is greater uncertainty the further out into a forecast period and if you are going to be making decisions to address needs identified by that forecast in time, understanding that uncertainty and sensitivities especially when you are talking about a pipeline asset that has an operating life of 40 to 50 years versus an IRPA which might be five to ten years.  You know, there is value for ratepayers one way or another in terms of managing to that uncertainty, not necessarily stacking it up on the planning horizon.

So I would like to add on to that undertaking to really understand on a ten-year rolling basis, how much error occurs in the later years not just the following years, which you would expect to have greater certainty because you kind of already are seeing what happens, whether it's subdivision developments, commercial, stuff like that.

MR. POCH:  Yes, that's the same as me, that's what we are interested in, how big the area is at the farther limit of the forecast.

MR. STEVENS:  So the question, if I understand it, is to look at what the forecast would have been, say, five years out for each of these years and --


MR. POCH:  And ten years out.

MR. STEVENS:  -- from that, one can determine what the variance is.

MR. LUSNEY:  I would prefer to get the ten-year forecast for each of those years to see the variability.

MR. POCH:  Yeah, I think ten years is appropriate.  You are talking about doing an AMP that's ten years out and that's when these matters are going to be first brought forward to stakeholders and so on.

MR. LUSNEY:  Yeah.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, without knowing what data exists, I can't promise you the responses.  But I understand the question and we'll provide -- if it's available ten years out and we can provide that.  If it's less, then we will provide what we have.

MR. MILLAR:  It's JT1.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO CONFIRM THE AGE OF THE FORECASTS IN TABLE 1

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO PROVIDE AMP DATA 10 YEARS OUT, IF AVAILABLE, OR SHORTER PERIODS, AS AVAILABLE


MR. STEVENS:  I think there were actually two in there, perhaps, Michael.  I had this as JT1.14 and the question of how old are the forecasts in Table 1 as 1.13.

MR. POCH:  Sure, yeah, let's clarify that Table 1 as the existing Table 1 is, that would be 1.13, and then the additional one is let's get the analysis we have spoken of five and ten years out, to the extent available.

MR. STEVENS:  Just one clarification that I'd like to put on the record.  Enbridge is committed to getting answers to these undertakings.  We can't say right now how long some of them will take and if it turns out that any of them are taking a long time, then we will provide appropriate updates along the way.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Consider those marked and let's move on.

MR. POCH:  Okay, those are my questions for this panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, thank you very much, Mr. Poch.  I think -- who is next?  Energy Probe.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, Michael, it's Tom Ladanyi here.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, go ahead, Tom.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:


MR. LADANYI:  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Tom Ladanyi, and I am a consultant to Energy Probe and I will be asking questions of this panel.

Later on in the process, Roger Higgin in a few days will ask questions of some other panels.

I hope to be brief actually, and I have some clarification questions regarding some interrogatory responses.  I am hoping that no one will interject, so we can move quickly.  A few of my questions, I've eliminated some to make it go faster.  I know everyone wants to speed up the process.

Can we turn to Energy Probe Number 1, which is Exhibit I-EP-1.  And there in the preamble, I quote from your evidence.  And I particularly want to draw to your attention the second part, or II.

We were discussing the acknowledgement that you're seeking from the OEB regarding advanced metering infrastructure.  So if we can turn to the responses which are on the following page, first about the advanced metering infrastructure.  If you look at the response (b), can you clarify for me that are -- or at least confirm you actually already have this on some of your stations.  Is that right?

MR. CLARK:  Yeah, I can comment on that.  So, yes, we have hourly data available on our gate stations and our large contract customer stations.

MR. LADANYI:  Do you have it like on the distribution system, for example on large stations like Bayview or station A or station B at all?

MR. CLARK:  No, I don't believe so, just at our -- oh, well, it's mainly at our gate stations and our large contract stations, which are --


MR. LADANYI:  Now, if I understand Enbridge, the new Enbridge Gas company Inc., it has three-and-a-half-million customers, roughly.  Is that right?

MR. CLARK:  That's about right.

MR. LADANYI:  So are you -- you want the Board to acknowledge that you need to install new meters for three and a half million customers or no?  Or just some locations on the system?

MR. STIERS:  I can offer an initial response there.  I don't think we're asking for the Board to commit today to AMI rollouts or deployment across the entire franchise.  We are asking the Board to acknowledge -- and this is set out in the response at Energy Probe 1 -- that AMI is an important enabler of IRP and without AMI, the company will need to rely on system modelling around less certain or well-tested solutions to meet demand versus actuals.  And we go on in the second part of that response to say that reliance on system modelling as opposed to actual measured peak hourly rate data would increase the risk to ratepayers associated with IRP investments may drive the need to overbuild IRPAs, and may require Enbridge Gas to conduct additional EMV or measurement and verification work, which would all potentially increase the cost to ratepayers of the IRPAs that we seek to invest in.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I understand that.  So if I can summarize it, AMI is not a prerequisite for IRP; it is nice to have?

MR. STIERS:  It is not a prerequisite for IRP, but there are consequences to proceed with IRP investment in its absence.

MR. LADANYI:  Can we move to Energy Probe Number 2, then.  And there in the question (a), there were a couple parts to question (a) and perhaps I didn't -- okay, let me try again.  (Audio dropout)

MR. LUSNEY:  I would suggest it helps if you turn off your camera to save bandwidth.  Then it would just be audio that comes through.

MR. LADANYI:  It is pausing?  Is it better?

In part (a) I specifically asked about whether peak hourly demand is for distribution and peak daily demand is for the assessment of transmission IRP alternatives.  And I also had a kind of second part of the sentence dealing with DSM.

And you essentially you didn't quite (audio dropout)

MR. MILLAR:  Tom, we have lost you again.

MR. LADANYI:  Can you hear me now?

MR. MILLAR:  We can, Tom.  You keep cutting out, so let's try this again.  What I might suggest is if this continues to happen, we may have to -- we may have to put someone else in your place for now and you can come back in later.  It's just every five seconds you seem to be cutting out.

MR. LADANYI:  I was using a microphone.  Let me take the microphone off and see -- can you hear me better without the microphone?

MR. MILLAR:  It wasn't that we couldn't -- you just completely cut out.  It wasn't that it was an audio problem.  We weren't getting you at all.  But by all means, let's give it one more try.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, let me try again.

So can you confirm that you need peak hourly demand for distribution IRP projects and you need peak daily demand for transmission IRP projects?

MR. CLARK:  That is correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Correct.  So you actually have everything in place to do IRP for transmission projects; isn't that right?

MS. THOMPSON:  We would have to assess the meters that we have in place to confirm their accuracy.  I am not able to confirm that at this time.  And the reason why I say that is because some are measurement accuracy and some are more -- survey the purposes of check measurement, and they have two different accuracy ranges.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Thank you.  So can we turn to Energy Probe Number 5.  And in question (c) I asked, considering that electrical and geothermal space and water heating is currently supplied by the competitive market, is Enbridge proposing to enter this as an OEB-regulated utility?  And if the answer is yes, how does Enbridge (audio dropout).

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, Tom, we have lost you again.  And I am not sure if you can hear us.  I think what we may have to do is bump Tom a position.  Jay, are you there?


MR. SHEPHERD:  I am here.  I'm ready.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Tom, I don't know if you can hear us, but we are going to move to Jay just because it's not working with your connection at the moment.  Maybe what you can try and do is just log off --


MR. LADANYI:  Propose to deal with issue [audio dropout]


MR. MILLAR:  Yeah, Tom, again, I don't know if you can hear me, but we've got nothing from you, so we are going to move to Jay for the time being and we will come back to you hopefully when we get connection fixed.

MR. LADANYI:  I can hear you fine now, it just cut out.  My Rogers cut out.  I blame Rogers.

MR. MILLAR:  I understand, Tom, so I think -- but I think maybe it just needs a little time, and maybe you need to log off and log back on.

MR. LADANYI:  I just did.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Do you want to give this one more try?  But I don't want to lose too much time with technical difficulties.

Are you there, Tom?

MR. LADANYI:  So can you tell me how you propose to [audio cut out.]


MR. MILLAR:  Tom, we are not getting you.  You will probably have to call in from a land line.

MS. DeMARCO:  Or Michael, can I suggest that he tethers to his cell phone?

MR. MILLAR:  You can -- I just don't know --


MR. LADANYI:  I am [audio cuts out]


MR. MILLAR:  Okay, Tom.  We are going to bump you for the moment, just so we can sort this out.  Maybe we can sort it out offline.  Jay, let's move to you and we will see if we can find a way to fix Tom's situation.  He may have to call in with a land line.
Examination by Mr. Shepherd:


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Hi.  I am not going to turn on my video, because I don't want to cut out.

I want to start with something you were talking to David about, and that is -- and you were talking with him about GEC 8, and if I understand correctly, in order to forecast future policy associated with climate -- the effects of climate change policy, you have to have certainty.  Right?  You have to know what it is.  It has to be enacted; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  When you're forecasting gas prices or, you know, things like customer growth trends and costs of equipment and inflation, all those things, you don't have certainty; right?

MR. STIERS:  I think forecast can carry uncertainty, if you're asking me if it's an absolute.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no, what I am trying to understand is why is the parameter for climate-change policy different from the parameters for all the other things you forecast?  Because we don't know the future.  Right?  Well, but you have to guess on what the future is going to be in order to have good forecasts.

MR. STIERS:  So I think our forecasts pricing are the best available information at the time.  We recognize that they are forecasts.  I don't think, Jay, that we are saying that those forecasts carry no uncertainty, but our methodology for establishing forecasts relies on what is quantifiable and known.

And so the methodologies that we use and that we apply generally would not take into account, for example, the forecasted cost of carbon that has been announced by the federal government but not yet enacted.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, no, I understand that.  I understand what your policy is.  I am asking why.  I am trying to understand why you use the best available information for every other aspect of your forecast, but the best available information on the future carbon price you refuse to use because it hasn't been enacted yet, and I don't understand why it has a different rule.

MR. STIERS:  But that could be enacted tomorrow, and we'd utilize it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I understand, but it isn't, but you still -- it is still the best available information.  That's what I am trying to understand.

MR. STIERS:  Given the uncertainty that -- that has -- that we've seen in terms of political change and policy change, we responded in an interrogatory to this effect, explaining that there's been pretty significant change in the last five years on these grounds.  We are always seeking to avoid unnecessary rate volatility, and we always seek to put forward forecasts that are consistent and that are based on known and quantifiable data.

And so I don't think I can tell you any more than the standard that we have established and have relied upon historically is to not build into forecasts things such as the federal carbon price beyond 2022 based solely on an announcement by the government.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  All right.  Let me move on then --


MS. DeMARCO:  Jay, can I cut in with a quick one there?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MS. DeMARCO:  So for example, the draft regulation on the clean fuel standard is not incorporated, but the moment it's passed it will be incorporated?

MR. STIERS:  So I don't have the background on that -- is it Lisa speaking right now?  Yes.  I don't know that that has been incorporated or not.  My suspicion is that, based on the past two or three statements that I have made, that if it has not passed, it has not been enacted into law, it has not been fully incorporated into forecasts, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can we get some definitive answers on that by way of undertaking:  Has this clean fuel regulation been incorporated or not been incorporated?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I am not sure that we're focused on the minutiae of the demand forecasts at this point, so we are not prepared to provide that.

MS. DeMARCO:  I don't know that that's minutiae, Dave.  I think that's macro Gestalt going to the overarching gas supply plan and costs associated with the asset management plan as well.

MR. STEVENS:  I heard a fairly clear back and forth that things get reflected once they're enacted, once they are the law.  If there's something that's out there as a draft, then it's not enacted, it's not the law.

MS. DeMARCO:  So is the answer then that the clean fuel regulations are not in the proposal?

MR. STEVENS:  I -- I -- the proposal certainly doesn't get to the level of granularity of having any particular regulations in or out.  The proposal is as to how Enbridge will adopt and implement IRP in its processes.

MS. DeMARCO:  With a very significant section indicating that it reflects current policy and regulatory requirements.  I believe in response to CCC 3, there are indications around existing policy drivers.  In addition, Anwaatin 3; the IRP analysis is driven by policy.  So my question is very specifically is this policy that now takes the form of a draft regulation in or out.

MR. STEVENS:  Based on everything I have heard, Lisa, it's out.  If we need to correct the transcript, we will.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  But Adam's testimony has been clear.  When something is not enacted, it's not -- it forms a charge for carbon or something similar, then it's not reflected.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I want to turn to -- your proposal is that you identify a system constraint; that's step 1, right?

MR. STIERS:  That's correct, yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you do that through your demand forecast, which is what we were just talking about, and a comparison of your demand forecast to what facilities you have available, right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, others can correct me, but I think that's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Then if I understand it, at that point, you have a facilities option and you may have also an IRPA option; that is every system constraint generally speaking will have a facilities option and some of them will have an IRPA option.  Is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  That sounds like your starting point is we have to build stuff, and is there some way to avoid building this stuff through some other option.  Is that -- am I describing that correctly?  I mean, aside from the vernacular.

MR. STIERS:  No, I don't think so.  I think it's too heavy that it's (inaudible) implying that the decision is already made.  I think what we are saying is that as soon as a need is identified, we would look to means to resolve that constraint.

One means may be an IRPA solution.  And so we need to start down the road of investigating that or multiple IRPA solutions to resolve the identified constraint, or else in order to ensure that we can fulfil our obligation to meet the firm contractual demands of our customers, we also need to consider what facility alternative could potentially resolve that same constraint.  But we are doing these things in parallel.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, okay, but sometimes you're not -- you're not considering IRPAs, right?  You are always considering a facilities option, but sometimes you're also considering an IRPA option, right?

MR. STIERS:  That could be -- that could be true, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Have you looked -- you were asked earlier, I think by -- I don't remember by who, but whether you looked at different approaches to this in formulating your IRP proposal.

For example, did you look at putting the IRP process first, that is starting with how can we reduce demand or reduce system peak generally over the next 5, 10, 20 years and then redo our demand forecast and look at what facilities we still need, if any?  Have you looked at that way of doing it instead?

MR. STIERS:  I think that again you're confusing the intent here.  We are intentionally planning to look for those IRPA opportunities at the outset, immediately following an identified system constraint.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's not the question I am asking you.

MR. STIERS:  Sorry.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Maybe I misstated my question, so let me try it again.

MR. STIERS:  Sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Rather than waiting for a system constraint to be identified, have you looked at the alternative approach, which is to say before we decide on system constraints, let's look at how we can reduce load and peak load so that we have less system constraints when we go to look at them.

MR. STEVENS:  Jay, if I can interject for a moment -- it's David Stevens.  I am sure Adam will have some answer to you, but I just want to point out that panel 2 is the panel that has witnesses who are most able to speak to what Enbridge would refer to as DSM solution, or DSM programs, or DSM approaches.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's not what I am asking.  This is the panel that deals with the integration of IRP planning into other types of planning; isn't that right?

MR. STEVENS:  Right, but my understanding is you are asking whether Enbridge considered an approach where first of all, it aims to reduce system-wide demand.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Or system-wide peak demand.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, and I think Enbridge's answers are clear in trying to delineate between what it sees as the role of say DSM versus the role of IRP, that IRP being aimed at specific identified constraints or needs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So there's no -- so Enbridge does not consider -- and I am assuming, David, that when you're talking, you are actually giving evidence for EGI.  There's no sense in which there's broad-based IRP that applies to the system or big chunks of the system all at once.

MR. STEVENS:  Of course the witnesses will answer the question, Jay, I was trying to make sure things were directed to the proper folks.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So --


MS. THOMPSON:  I can add something here.  In relation to the DSM programs that we currently have in place and the ones that are approved under the various DSM frameworks, we do take into consideration the impacts to demand within the forecasts that are updated on an annual basis.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't take into consideration peak demand, do you?

MS. THOMPSON:  So we take into account how the broad-based DSM programs would have an impact on peak demand.

MR. SHEPHERD:  In designing your programs?  No, you don't.

MR. STIERS:  I don't think she was referring to --


MS. THOMPSON:  I am not speaking to the DSM program.  I am speaking to how the results of the broad-based DSM framework play a role in the planning processes.  If the question is in relation to the design of the DSM programs themselves, that is more suited to panel 2.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I am going to flag here my next question on this area was going to be specifically related to DSM, and so I will flag it for you now.  You may not be able to answer it, but I thought it was a planning question -- but maybe it's not.

Could EGI develop a suite of DSM programs that are specifically designed to reduce capital spending needs over time -- not specific system constraints, but generally reducing peak demand where needs are going to arise at some point in the future?

MR. STIERS:  That's definitely more appropriate for panel 2, Jay.  We will be speaking specifically to IRPAs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Awesome.  I trust they will read the transcript and be ready with an exciting answer.

In Staff 7, if I understand your answer correctly, what you say is that you're not -- you're proposing that there will not be IRPAs considered for system renewal projects.  Is that right, except -- yeah, no.  Is that right?

MS. McCOWAN:  I can take a crack at that, and maybe others would want to jump in.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MS. McCOWAN:  Generally, and I'm just refreshing my mind -- yes, most of the projects that we would see coming in for IRP alternatives would be in the system service category.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no, I'm looking specifically at sub (e) of Staff 7.  It's on page 3, and what it says is:
"For investments that are driven by the condition of existing assets, there is often too short a lead time to identify and verify the effectiveness of IRPAs."


Those are system renewal projects, right?

MS. McCOWAN:  That's right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are just not going to consider IRPAs in those situations, are you?

MS. McCOWAN:  Right.  So what we've talked about earlier, I believe, today is that for those needs that are what we call emergent, so leaking pipes, things that need to be responded to immediately, a third-party damage, those would not be things that we could -- we would have time to implement an IRPA.

Where there is a longer-term need that's being identified, potentially, we are saying that that's a possibility, but again, it needs to be considered against the various criteria.

So from a safety perspective, from a timing perspective, and also to make sure that we aren't artificially constraining our system over a short piece of pipe just to try and reduce the size, say, and recognizing that the customers along that pipe are using natural gas at this time, and so eliminating it altogether would likely not be a possibility.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So I am not sure I understand the notion of longer-term IRPAs in system renewal projects.  Where would the constraint be?

MS. McCOWAN:  The constraint I was referring to was on --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, no, no, sorry, let me finish the question.  I didn't say that right.

Where -- you start your process with a system constraint.  Where is the system constraint in a renewal project?

MS. McCOWAN:  Right.  So the typical process we've spoken to is a system constraint in the sense of a need or reinforcement, but in an effort to broaden the potential application of IRPAs and to recognize that there could be some replacement type projects where it might be appropriate, that's where we've identified that potentially condition-driven projects could be suitable for IRPA.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.

I am going to Staff 8, and I am looking at page 4.  And you talk there in (d) about -- about your long-range planning processes.  So I guess my first part of this is, when you talk about your long-range planning forecasts -- processes, are you talking about your ten-year AMP process?  Is that what you mean?  Or is it something different?

MS. McCOWAN:  That's right.  And the processes that underpin it, so the network analysis type work that would identify those needs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Now, the AMP itself is public.  Are the -- are those underlying processes, the analysis you go through, that sort of thing, is that also filed on the public record at some point?

MS. McCOWAN:  I don't believe so.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No?  Good, thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Jay, before you move on to another interrogatory, I have a question on it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry.  So Board Staff 8(a) on page 4 indicates that an IRPA will only be considered in areas of projected load growth.  And you're measuring that not by any specific number; do I have that right?  No specific amount of growth?

MS. THOMPSON:  It would be relative to the system capacity and the capacity required going forward in that scenario.

MS. DeMARCO:  So no specific threshold of growth, just year-over-year growth; do I have that right?

MS. THOMPSON:  It would be engaged on the --


MR. CLARK:  Sorry, I was just going to say a growth that would cause a constraint.

MS. DeMARCO:  What is that?  What is a growth that would cause a constraint?

MR. CLARK:  A growth projection that exceeds the capacity of the current system and results in the identification of a need.

MS. DeMARCO:  So the threshold cut-off is load growth, year-over-year growth, and no excess pipe capacity?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, to be clear, Lisa -- this is David Stevens speaking -- you are say the threshold for what?

MS. DeMARCO:  For consideration of an IRPA.  In Board Staff 8(a) on page 4, very specifically -- and it speaks to --


MR. STEVENS:  The answer to Board Staff 8(a) isn't on page 4?

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry, it's page 4 of Board Staff 8.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, but page 4 answers parts (d) through (g).

MS. DeMARCO:  Then I might be off in my response, but it's definitely page 4.  I understand the threshold being only -- IRPAs will only be considered in areas of projected load growth.  And you're moving away from the 1.4 percent figure to a simple determination of year-over-year growth.  Do I have that right?

MR. STEVENS:  I think perhaps you are talking about the discussion at the bottom of page 3.  I am just trying to make sure we are all grounded in the same premise.

MS. DeMARCO:  It starts there.  It goes on to page 4.

MR. CLARK:  Are you specifically referencing the 1.4 percent in the second-to-last paragraph on page 3?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, what I am trying to understand -- and I thought it was a fairly simple question -- was what are the threshold criteria for considering an IRPA?  And from this response I understood -- let's do them one at a time -- there has to be projected load growth; is that fair?

MR. CLARK:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  It has to be year-over-year growth; is that fair?

MR. CLARK:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  It has to be in an area where there is no excess pipeline capacity; is that fair?

MR. CLARK:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  It can't be a safety project; is that fair?

MR. CLARK:  Generally speaking, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And it can't be an integrity project; is that fair?

MR. CLARK:  Also generally speaking, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So what's left?  What circumstances are left?

MR. CLARK:  Well, I think as Catherine was mentioning, it could be considered in scenarios where you had, even if it wasn't growth-related, but the forecast of it was sufficient, we had sufficient time to consider it, but it would really depend on the purpose, need, and timing of such a project, so if it was safety-related, for example, is it the entire pipeline from a transmission or distribution perspective, is it a portion, what are the timelines surrounding that, does it align with the three to five years that we set out in the evidence?

MS. DeMARCO:  So can you provide me with a type of general project that would fall and meet all those criteria, fall within and meet all those criteria?

MS. McCOWAN:  The easiest type to identify that meets all of those criteria would be the longer-range reinforcement projects that we have identified in the asset management plan.  Is that what you are asking?

MS. DeMARCO:  So a longer-range reinforcement project wouldn't be a safety project?

MR. CLARK:  No --


MS. McCOWAN:  Sorry, it would be a growth -- perhaps I am misunderstanding your question.

MS. DeMARCO:  I'm just -- we are trying to understand the categorizations of what could possibly meet that threshold, and I would have thought that a reinforcement project would have been a safety or an integrity project.  Am I wrong in that record?

MS. McCOWAN:  No, we would regard a reinforcement project as a growth project, growth-driven.

MS. DeMARCO:  And it would have no impact on safety or integrity.

MS. McCOWAN:  Often there are intersecting reasons for doing a pipeline reinforcement, but typically we would be talking about growth.  As Brad said, this is year-over-year demand on the system where there isn't excess capacity to meet it.

MS. DeMARCO:  I think you see what we are struggling with in terms of the multiple competing potential purposes and how you could classify it for the potential excluding an IRPA.  And Jay, I am sorry, I didn't mean to take that long.  I thought it was a straightforward question.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's okay.  It's your time, not mine.

Okay.  I wonder if I could turn to Staff 17, and I am looking at page 2 of 2, section (b).

Am I right that what Enbridge is saying is that at the beginning of your IRP proposal, your expectation is that you'll directly invest in IRPAs.  But that in the future, as you say, as the market for IRPAs matures, you could then go to competitive procurement.  But you are not proposing you would do that at the outset; you want to walk before you run.  Is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Not quite, Jay.  I will restate it slightly differently, but I do latch on to the concept of walk before you run here.  That's certainly an overarching mantra of the proposal.

I think what we are trying to say in (b), though, is more along the lines of delineating between where a competitive market exists and where it doesn't.  And where a competitive market exists for a particular IRPA, assuming the Board establishes a framework that supports pursuit or consideration of that IRPA, then we would ask that the Board consider allowing us to work with third parties.  And I don't think we have given a time frame as to when we would go forward with that or not.

But we also go on in (b) to explain that we think we can also play a part in situations where there isn't a pre-existing competitive market in place for certain technologies to help support that, and at such time that the market for that technology matures and does become competitive, then perhaps we exit the rolling partnership and/or rather take on more of the working with third parties and partnership in that market to support its development and respecting, you know, its competitive nature.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then you have also said, Adam, that even where you are procuring in the marketplace, you are getting competitive companies to provide IRPA solutions, you still need control and monitoring over those because you're still responsible to meet system needs.  Is that right?

MR. STIERS:  In some form or fashion, yes.  I do expect at least our going in understanding with this proposal is that none of this obviates our obligation to serve the firm contractual needs of our customers and safety and reliability will remain paramount in terms of importance to the company.

MS. GIRVAN:  Jay, can I interject with a question?  Sorry.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.  Go ahead.

MS. GIRVAN:  On the screen there it says in instances -- it's Julie Girvan, sorry -- similarly instances where a competitive market for IRPAs is already established, the Board should consider allowing Enbridge to include in rate-based investments.

Can you give me some examples of instance where is competitive market for IRPA is already established?

MR. STIERS:  I don't have any particular in mind right now, Julie.  But I think when we come forward with an application to invest in IRPAs, if the IRPA is allowed in the Board's framework and we assess it and determine that there is a competitive market in place for it, then we would propose to the Board that we work with the third party in that particular instance.

MS. GIRVAN:  So you don't have any examples right now?

MR. STIERS:  I would have to go back and look at -- and I am not sure there's a point until we have a framework established and we have a particular need identified and we can start down the road of actually pursuing what we are proposing here.  But at that time, we would look and assess whether or not there is a reasonably a competitive market in place.

And certainly our proposal to the Board would reflect our position on that.  We would expect that the Board and parties may have opinions on the nature of that market, but --


MS. GIRVAN:  I guess all I am really saying is that in the absence of sort of a real-life example, isn't it hard to ask the Board to consider this specific proposal regarding including in rate base those instances where there is a competitive market?  I am just --


MR. STEVENS:  I understand your point, Julie.  Sorry, I didn't want to interrupt as we were in the middle of a back and forth.

We are hoping that the questions around the specifics of Enbridge's proposal and the mechanics of Enbridge's proposal can be put to the second panel tomorrow.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  Adam is gamely taking on all the questions that are being asked, but I think there will be perhaps more subject matter expertise along with Adam on the panel tomorrow.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, so let's just make a note of that.  That's something I am interested in.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The proposal from EGI is that things like geothermal and district energy and stuff like that, those assets would be allowed in Enbridge's rate base.  Is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And those are not monopoly businesses.  They are simply ways that you would get compensated for implementing those solutions.  Am I right there?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Those are kind of two mixed concepts, aren't they, Jay?  It's not sort of binary whether they are monopoly solutions and ways to be compensated?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no, what I am trying to understand -- I thought what Enbridge was saying was these are not monopoly activities, clearly geothermal and district energy are not monopoly activities; otherwise they'd been in the appropriate legislation.  But they are solutions and you are proposing to put them in rate base because they replace facilities, right?

MR. STEVENS:  That is what Enbridge's evidence is.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.

MR. STEVENS:  I suppose one could have a debate as to whether a district energy system forms a natural monopoly, but I don't think we need to get to that level of detail.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So let's go to Staff 25, because this actually follows on that.  And there you basically said that if you want to have a level -- and I am rewording it, and you can tell me if I am --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just before we get into that again, Jay, I think in terms of the mechanics of Enbridge's proposal, the second panel will be better positioned to answer the questions -- or even what's not in the proposal.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not going to ask about mechanics, David.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So this talks about the preamble which is sort of quoting you according to EGI, is that your -- that the way to have a level playing field is let you put in rate base the stuff that replaces the facilities, and this is what we just talked about.

And so I want to ask the question, would you be equally incented if you're not allowed to build a facility unless you convince the Board that there are no other alternatives and there weren't when you started planning for it.  So in other words, instead of a carrot, you could also have the stick.  No approval unless you've done your homework first.  That's true, right?

MR. STIERS:  I am not sure I can accept that now, Jay.  We have not looked at it from that perspective and that's not reflective of reality.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, that's very good.  So you haven't looked at whether simply implementing the Board's nominally current rules, which is your solution must be in the best interest of the customers or you don't get approval, that you haven't looked at whether giving that teeth would solve the same problem, force you to do IRPAs because you have no choice?

MR. STIERS:  No, I think we are going to continue seeking to propose to the Board projects that are in the best interest of our ratepayers, and our ratepayers continue to increasingly seek larger volumes of natural gas from us which is causing the growth that we have got forecasted for our system.  So I am not sure that I can accept the premise of this, because our obligation is to serve the firm contractual needs of our customers on our system, utilizing our system and to ensure that we don't put those customers at risk on a design day.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You haven't done IRPAs before, right?

MR. STIERS:  We have done all kinds of activities, such as DSM, for 25 years, we have offered interruptible rates, which is similar to demand response programming, we have looked at different market-based solutions over the years, we also run one of North America's largest underground storage facilities, which --


MR. SMITH:  Sorry, sorry, my question was poorly worded, Adam.  I apologize.  You haven't looked at facilities investments and said, can we do something -- can we implement a non-pipe solution instead?  You haven't done that yet; right?

MR. STIERS:  I am sorry, so as part of our leave-to-construct applications we have frequently over the years considered market-based alternatives and run different DCF analyses to support that the project is in the best interest of ratepayers, and we have also considered different options, such as LNG and CNG facilities as well, which would fall under the umbrella of IRPAs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are saying you already do IRP in facilities planning?

MR. STIERS:  I am saying we consider these things as part of facilities planning and we have done so for years.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So all you're doing in your IRP proposal is suggesting changes to how you do your existing IRP?

MR. STIERS:  No, I don't think that's necessarily correctly characterizing the proposal either.  We are asking the Board to give us guidance on pursuit of a broad, broader even than we have historically, range of investments and to help us by giving us guidance on a number of the issues that were summarized, for example, in the May 2018 report by ICF.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I want to move to APPrO 2.  And my first question is on page 3, in your answer to (b).  And although this refers to the ICF findings, that's not really what I am asking about.

You are concerned -- EGI is concerned that IRPAs have risks that are not there when you build facilities; right?

MR. STIERS:  No, the -- the utility is still obligated to serve the firm contractual design day demands of its customers, and if it addresses growth on its system, so identified system constraints going forward, using investments in IRPAs as opposed to facilities, we are asking the Board to acknowledge that the known ability of facility solutions to resolve those constraints is far more accepted and understood than many of these novel IRPA solutions.

And so I don't think that -- that we are -- I will leave it there, Jay.  I don't know if I have answered your question, but maybe --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, you haven't.  It was a very straightforward question.  IRPAs have risks that are not -- that are risks you don't have when you build more pipe; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  IRPAs -- each and every IRPA investment would carry unique risks with it that are unique from the facility alternatives that we would be comparing them to.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So those risks are things that you have to take into account, the risk that you -- they are sort of -- they are downside risks.  Right?  But I guess I looked through your AMP and I did not find any consideration of the stranded asset risk associated with pipe.  You don't look at that risk, do you?

MR. STIERS:  I am sorry, so I can't speak to what's in the AMP.  I might ask one of my colleagues to answer directly related to what's in or not in the AMP.  But I would say that, again, we've made the statement a number of times already that we continue to see strong demand for natural gas service and for our systems going forward.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Can anybody on the witness panel answer the question, do you consider a stranded asset risk associated with building pipe for load that doesn't materialize?

MS. McCOWAN:  No, so in the asset management plan there is no consideration of stranded asset risk, and I believe in doing the analysis for pipe that Board-approved depreciation rates are used for assets and they're anticipated to be used and useful for the foreseeable future.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You'll agree that there's at least some risk that -- that demand will not continue to grow; is that -- am I off base there?  That's a possibility; right?

MS. McCOWAN:  Well, it's a speculation.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well --


MS. McCOWAN:  I think, as Adam said earlier, we try to deal with what's known and what's approved when we look at the analysis that we do to support our investment plans.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't know what your demand is going to be ten years from now.  It could be higher -- that's what you think, it's going to be higher.  It could be lower too; right?

MS. McCOWAN:  That's why we use what's been approved by the Board for the legacy companies.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So that brings me back to something we talked about earlier.  You were talking about having to know what the carbon policies are.  If the Board stipulated a methodology for forecasting the impact of carbon, you'd follow it; right?  Regardless of whether there's changes in the law or not, if the Board simply says, make these assumptions, you'd do it; right?

MR. STIERS:  We would comply with the Board's direction, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Awesome.  Now, I have another question on this on page 4, and I am almost finished.  I only have a couple more questions.

In (c)(iii), you talk about the $1.2 billion cost of deploying AMI.  Have you actually done a cost/benefit analysis on AMI?

MR. STIERS:  No, we've not completed one.  We are still working on that, Jay, and we do expect that it will be ready in time for rebasing.

MR. STEVENS:  If there's more specific questions on AMI, Jay, the subject matter expert's on panel number 2.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That's good, that's good.  Let me just make a note.

And then I have a question on CCC 1, and this is a question that's sort of a standard question.  What did you tell your board of directors about all this?  And you said you haven't provided any material to your board of directors related to this application.  And I was -- frankly, I was shocked to see that, because I don't -- this proceeding has the potential to change how you do capital planning, and I don't understand why that wouldn't be something you'd let your board know about.

Is there somebody who can tell me why that is, why you haven't told your board about this?

MR. STIERS:  No, they're, I am sure, aware of this proceeding, Jay.  But as to your question, no, I can't give you anything better than our response here.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, if they're aware of it, I mean, they are not aware of it because they read it in the newspaper.  There must be some report or presentation or something; right?  How else would they become aware of it?  Sorry?

MR. STIERS:  I presume they're aware of it.  I am not aware of any materials having been provided, any presentation, as you say, and I don't believe that this is an incorrect response.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, okay.  If you think the board is aware of it, they must have become aware in some way, so I am going to ask you to undertake to provide whatever document it is that caused them to be aware of this IRP process.

MR. STEVENS:  Jay, we will provide an undertaking, but I do want to stipulate that Adam's evidence is he thinks they would have been aware.  I don't think he definitively said they would be aware, but we will provide an answer either confirming this undertaking response or the interrogatory response or alternately indicating what, if anything, would have been provided to the board of directors to make them aware of this application.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Awesome.

MR. MILLAR:  So that's JT1.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO PROVIDE WHATEVER DOCUMENT WOULD HAVE BEEN PROVIDED TO THE BOARD OF DIRECTORS TO MAKE THEM AWARE OF THIS APPLICATION.

MR. MILLAR:  Jay, is that it for you?

MR. SHEPHERD:  One more.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I lied about that being the last one.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, this is other people's time, so hurry up.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, actually, I am still on my own time.

MR. MILLAR:  I don't think you are, but go ahead.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Anyway, this will be a quickie. CCC 4 talks about your avoided distribution cost study, and so the last one was in 2013; right?

MR. STIERS:  I believe so, but the person that's probably best able to speak to this study is on panel 2, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, thank you.  See, I told you it would be quick, and I am done, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Jay.  Let's -- I'm going to -- we will start the break now and be back at 3:10.  At least some of you can stay on the line to discuss scheduling, but we are now off the record for 15.
--- Recess taken at 2:57 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:11 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Tom, over to you.
Continued Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:


MR. LADANYI:  I am back, panel.  Thank you very much, Michael, for waiting for me.  Jay asked some of the questions I would have asked, so I only have one area I want to cover; it might even be just one question.

Can you turn to Energy Probe Number 6, and go to the questions -- scroll down.  I am asking there is Enbridge proposing that ratepayers bear 100 percent of the risk of IRPAs.  If the answer is yes, please explain what incentive would Enbridge have to ensure that IRPAs are built on schedule and/or budget and that they provide the necessary service to customers.

And I read your response and actually don't quite understand it. So if you could explain to me what exactly is your answer to this.

MR. STIERS:  The answer to that direct question is yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So ratepayers would be bearing all of the risk.  And the concern that I have, and I think a lot of other ratepayers have is that we are dealing with new technology here and it's possible -- I will give you an example.  We don't have to go into the details of it, that you install in a new subdivision a whole bunch of air source heat pumps, and it turns out that they don't work.  And then you want to replace them with ground source heat pumps.

So would the ratepayers then have to pay for that, all of the ratepayers of Enbridge.  Is that the idea?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So what incentive would have, then, to ensure that what you're doing is prudent?

MR. STIERS:  Well, bringing our IRPAs proposals to the Board for its consideration that will reflect the feedback we have received from parties, and also request that the Board make a decision about whether or not it's appropriate and in the interest of ratepayers for Enbridge Gas to proceed with investment in IRPAs.

And as you will see in the response within EP 6, it outlines and articulates Enbridge Gas's position that it is being strongly encouraged through this proceeding to pursue investment into these alternatives in lieu of facility alternatives that have more history, and that we're more confident in being able to serve system constraints and needs.

So I we think it's fair, given we are being encouraged to pursue investments in IRPAs, that we not bear increased risk as a result of our compliance with that encouragement.

MR. LADANYI:  I looked down at your answer of APPrO 6, and maybe perhaps we can have APPrO 6 on the screen, page 2.  Scroll down, please.

And there is a discussion about prudence, the third line from the bottom.  So there there's a contemplation of some kind of a prudence review.  How does that agree with what you just told me?

MR. STIERS:  Well, it depends on the nature of what the Board sets out in its framework for IRPAs or IRP through this proceeding, Tom.  If by establishing the framework, the Board clarifies that it wishes for IRPA alternatives to be put to the Board in the form of an IRPA proposal or application, and that that application should be able to cost recovery, then -- and as well, I guess, an alternative would be if we seek cost recovery at a later point in time, what we are trying to say in this response is that when we seek to recover the costs associated with our investments in IRPAs that we would expect that the Board, similar to what it does when we seek recovery of costs associated with facility alternatives, that the Board would consider whether or not we acted in accordance with the previous approval of the Board to invest in IRPAs, or facilities for that matter.

MR. LADANYI:  So that means that essentially if you went over budget, an entire IRPA cost, like say 50 percent more than was originally approved by the Board, there would be a prudence review, right?

MR. STIERS:  I expect there would be at such time that we tried to recover those costs, yes.  We have set out in some of the responses thresholds related to costs on IRPA spending that if we were to exceed those by the margin that you just described, it could trigger a subsequent application to the Board to potentially adjust our IRPA investment.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, that's all my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, thank you very much, Tom. I think you're next, Travis, and you have less than ten minutes.  So go.
Examination by Mr. Lusney:


MR. LUSNEY:  Great.  Thank you and I will get right into it.  I am just going to -- so my understanding is you have your ten-year demand forecast and from that you identify using the existing system constraints that have to be addressed.  Yes?

MR. CLARK:  That's correct.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay, and then you talked about IRPAs not being considered to address that constraint at times.  Is this because they've been screened out, for example using the binary screening?  They are not viable solutions, therefore you are only proceeding with the facility?

MR. CLARK:  I was trying to get off mute there.  Yeah, it would depend on purpose, need and timing.  But yes, if they were not, they could potentially be screened out.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  But in other words, you have looked at them, you just -- at the first pass and said this just isn't going to work.  We are only left with pipe-based solutions given the type of constraint that we are dealing with.

MR. CLARK:  Correct.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  Jumping a little bit ahead and I believe we talked earlier -- you have confirmed that third-party services would be considered.  These aren't only developed by Enbridge Gas, that this would actually have other companies potentially bringing forward IRPA solutions?

MR. STIERS:  We are asking the Board to consider that scenario, yes.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  You talked about capitalization that would be like for like.  In other words, you -- your baseline facility would be capitalized traditionally if you went with an IRPA, that you'd like it to be capitalized.  And is the simplistic reason being the solution might look like a non-capitalized solution, but it's really addressing a capitalized.

So in other words, if you're signing a contract that was paid annually and would look like an OM&A but was actually addressing a capitalize, that you would like to capitalize that.

MR. STIERS:  That's correct.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay, and I think that's reasonable. The last one along these lines is -- and I know Jay talked about the stick approach and you should choose the lowest.  But am I right in the discussion on talking about incentive for Enbridge is that if you were to pursue it -- I am going to use very simplistic solutions, that if you were to pursue baseline facility solution that was $10 million and let's say you add a regulated rate of return at 10 percent, that is a million dollar rate of return.

If you had an IRPA solution that was viable and addressed it and was 5 million, your rate of return would give you an absolute value of 500,000 of which there is a core conflict for Enbridge the regulated utility with prudence planning versus Enbridge to your shareholders of returning money.  And therefore, there is a difficulty, especially for something that has a higher risk as Tom's questions went to, that you wouldn't be naturally incented to choose the IRPA because it would leave money on the table.

And therefore, because it's higher risk and because it's not a traditional low-risk baseline solution, that there is a reason to have an incentive -- and I will put it this way, to share the spoils of picking a lower cost Solution.  That if it's a 10 million to 5 million -- I am using very large numbers, but simplistically that it's fair to give extra money to Enbridge because you are pursuing a higher risk solution that might actually cause cost savings per customers, that you can earn a higher rate of return to reflect that higher risk, but you can pass savings on to customers and potentially if there is a third party providing that service you can be paying them a reasonable return for that investment to provide that IRPA Solution.

Again, sorry for speaking so fast, but I am trying to catch up on time.

MR. STIERS:  Yeah, no problem, Travis.  I think I understand the illustrative example that you ran us through there.  But I wonder if I can -- if I can paraphrase back to you and perhaps get to the core question.

Are you asking if we're supportive of receiving an incentive over and above rate base treatment?

MR. LUSNEY:  Yes.

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I think in Exhibit B we signalled that initially, and I think we also in our reply evidence, Exhibit C, signalled that as well.  To the extent that the Board wished to further incent the utility or consider incentives that could influence the utility's decision-making in that regard, we would be happy to take part in a discussion on those.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  No, that --


MR. STIERS:  I can give you the exact reference if it's helpful.

MR. LUSNEY:  Yeah, that would be.

I am going to shift gears here, and this is kind of my last rounds of questions.  You talk about identifying a constraint and assessing baseline on your ten-year demand forecast.  However, you also, in response to OSEA 10, that you would like to compare based on traditional amortization or depreciation, so this is 40 years, so therefore I would assume that you are using some forecast of demand beyond the ten years to make it -- to be comparable.

Beyond the ten years, what is your view of where demand is?  Is it flat at the ten-year mark or does it grow further?  I guess the question that I'm trying to understand in terms of the risk of stranded assets is, a pipe solution is a commitment by ratepayers for infrastructure assets for 40 or 50 years, traditional length of time, of which we've discussed that your forecast, the longer you go out, has higher uncertainty, that your expectation and demand, it doesn't need to be decreasing, just the amount of growth that occurs in year 30 and year 40, or year 10, 20, 30, 40, may not be as high as you expect, and therefore the new pipe that you put in the ground may not be used.

So how do you expect to kind of -- to -- to be certain that the pipeline is going to be fully utilized, when an IRPA, while it might not address your 40-year forecast head-to-head, does allow you to avoid that uncertainty for a period of time as the future becomes more certain as it gets closer to, call it real-time?


MR. STIERS:  I understand the concepts that you're putting forward.  I will offer an initial response, and others may have a position as well for you, Travis.  I guess I'm curious as to the immediate relevance today.  So certainly people have different opinions about the life of our assets going forward.  And at such time that we come forward with an IRPA proposal or instead a facility proposal, let's say, the demand underpinning either of those things would be at issue at the time we raise it for the Board's approval and consideration.

I am not sure that -- I am not sure that we are in a position today to establish anything further than the fact that we foresee that our assets will continue to be used and useful, and today we have continued demand growth on our system.  Our customers continue to seek more volume and more services from us.  So I am struggling to go beyond that for you today.

MR. LUSNEY:  No, that's helpful.  I think the point is if you're justifying expansion, so this is new facilities, based on a forecast of which there is time required to build the facilities, a ten-year demand forecast would simplistically potentially only have half of that forecast of useable within what's being built, so let's say the constraints identified in today's forecast is for year 2025 that you have to be constructed, you're only really using that new asset for five years, but there is a potential that you -- that the scaleability of the pipeline isn't going to be right-sized to the end of your ten-year forecast, it's likely going to be sized to a longer-term demand forecast, of which there is a risk if that's not -- that that will be over-built.

And so the concern, to kind of bring full circle -- and this is kind of my last question, and I can move on -- is if you screen out an IRPA because it doesn't address that beyond ten years on a head-to-head stack with a traditional pipeline solution, you are -- you are forcing the lack of scaleability of IRPAs into the lack of scaleability of pipelines.

And I think the simplistic way of saying is at the end of the day ratepayers are going to pay an amortized cost and year-to-year cost.  If you can get an IRPA for less than that amortized year-to-year cost, there is no real downside for ratepayers to support that, even if it only lasts for two or three years.  It's pushing off that decision until you get more certainty further down the line.

MR. STIERS:  Okay.  So that just cued something for me, so perhaps I can add, and this might resolve this to some extent.

When you're comparing a 40-year pipeline asset to, let's say an IRPA measure that has an estimated useful life of, I don't know, for simplicity again we will say 20 years, then when we are doing our assessment we would essentially assume that we're investing in that IRPA twice to get it to the 40-year mark, so we are comparing apples to apples.  Does that help clarify?

MR. LUSNEY:  It does.  I guess my concern is it's getting to the 40-year price because demand is flat beyond a certain point, or that you still have a growth trajectory to get to 40 years, and the sizing of that pipe --


MR. STIERS:  Yeah, sorry, it's because as of today, based on the best available information today and what our customers are saying today, our assets continue to be used and useful and in demand going forward.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.  You answered the question, and I won't debate, and I concede the floor, and thank you very much for dealing with rapid fire there along with my daughter making noise in the background.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much, Travis.

We are going to move on to Pollution Probe and you, Mr. Brophy.  I am hoping you can cut a little bit, but you have at least, you know, an hour maybe a little bit more than that, so just keep an eye on the clock, but you don't have to -- you don't have to cut by half or anything like that.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you, Michael.  It's Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  Good afternoon.  I am hoping -- I have been making notes to kind of trim as other things came up, so I am hoping to trim down, and I know FRPO had some residual ones they didn't get to, so to the extent that I can, there might be some time maybe at the end to deal with the FRPO stuff.  So I will give it my best.

The first question probably -- I was having a bit of issues, so I may have to turn the video off if it happens, or maybe I should just do that proactively so I don't waste time.

My first question actually relates to all our interrogatories, and I will state it, and it will feed into some of the other things we talked about.  But, you know, Pollution Probe, when we filed the interrogatories there was a statement at the beginning that applied to all of them that was requesting that Enbridge identify the name of each witness in relation to that.  And, you know, we noticed that you didn't complete that, which is, you know, fine.  We were not, you know, going to bring forward a motion or anything.  We don't see that as needed.

But the purpose for that is we were really struggling kind of through the iterations of evidence, and I know it's evolved.  Some of the older stuff is probably not relevant any more, you know, where it's coming from, you know.  I know a lot of different departments are involved and people on these panels, right, so we are just trying to understand that a bit more, and that was what -- that was the background for that.

So I did see that Enbridge did provide CVs for the members of the panels for the technical conference, which is great.  Thank you for that.  Do you know, were those CVs filed on the public record or just sent around to folks for the technical conference?

MR. STIERS:  My understanding is they were filed, Michael.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  And if you find out that they weren't, then you'd be willing to --


MR. STIERS:  Absolutely, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  And then I guess along the same kind of line, there was a question in Pollution Probe 11 that indicated other than ICF experts identified in the Form As, does Enbridge have other internal or external experts it's putting forward to defend any evidence, blah, blah, blah.

Enbridge's response was, no, Enbridge is not putting forward other independent experts in this proceeding.  So I get that you're not, like, hiring another ICF, but the question actually included internal as well.

So when this question was put forward, we didn't have the CVs, we didn't know the panel, so we are just trying to figure out the people being brought forward.

So are you putting these people on panel 1 and panel 2 forward as experts related to IRP?  Is that the intent?

MR. STEVENS:  There's nobody from the company, Michael, who is being put forward as what one might think of in the legal sense as an expert, that is somebody who is providing opinion evidence to the Board that's independent of the interests of the applicant.

There are, of course, specific expertise, areas of expertise held by each of Enbridge's witnesses and hopefully that comes across from their CVs and from their job titles.  As you well know, the witnesses have years and decades of experience in their various areas of endeavour and have built up a great deal of knowledge and expertise over that time.

MR. BROPHY:  And that's very helpful.  That's kind of what I understood and certainly there's some folks with very deep expertise on certain pieces on the panel and it's reflected in their CVs.

So I guess to the extent that there they're -- I guess this will be in the oral proceeding predominantly.  I don't think it really matters in the technical conference if they are put forward as experts specific to even just a piece.  I know they are not IRP experts then, you know, I -- just a heads-up that will probably be asked for, because we would want to know exactly if somebody is being put forward as an expert on a piece or the whole thing, or something like that.

So that's great.  I will move to the next, the next question, and it relates to Staff Number 2.  I don't -- yeah, you may want to pull it up because there's a figure in there that I will refer to and, you know, it says please see Figure 1 below for a visual representation of the integration of IRP with system planning and gas supply planning processes, right, so there's that figure.  Great.

So I see, you know, IRP is in advance of AMP, so it's great to say that IRP always has to happen in advance of asset management planning, is that correct?

MS. McCOWAN:  I think the process that we've described is an iterative one where a need might be initially identified in the AMP with or without IRPAs, and that as the analysis of suitable IRPAs is done and stakeholder analysis takes place that an IRPA -- or IRP plans for a facility alternative are brought forward, that the evolution of that would also be reflected in the AMP.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and that's helpful.  So, you know, there's some iteration that happens.  I think Enbridge did indicate that in the AMP, it would actually document all the IRP analysis and things as well.  So even if it's iterative, you know, the final document as a management plan would document it also.  I guess it would all have to be done before you finalize that document; is that correct?

MS. McCOWAN:  Actually, I don't believe we committed to what exactly would be included in those investments that are currently just shown as the reinforcements in the back of the AMP.  I think we took that as an undertaking to see what might be useful to provide.

Can you ask the rest of your question again, please?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, yes.  So the question was by the time the asset management plan is completed, all that iteration is done because it's a final document.  So then the final version of the asset management plan would in fact have to include all that iteration and a description of it and, you know, all those relevant IRP elements; is that correct?

MS. McCOWAN:  Yeah, I think the, the process and you know of course the process still need to be largely determined.  But the way I am anticipating it would work is that a need could be identified, say with a ten-year horizon, and at that point there might not be a full understanding of the appropriate IRPAs.  But then through stakeholdering and analysis, those would be evolved and in a subsequent version of the AMP which is, you know, updated annually, there might be further information on a particular need.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I think I understand what you're saying in that there might be some projects or needs that aren't fully fleshed out where you would put them in an asset management plan and say, you know, here's what we have done so far, but not everything's finalized and lay out what you have done with them and then in a future asset management plan, it would kind of have the information that's more final.  I think that's what you're saying.  Is that correct?

MS. McCOWAN:  That's correct, as needs -- I would expect that for every need that's identified, it would itself progress through an understanding of IRPAs and documentation thereof and maybe approval thereof.

But whatever's the current understanding for a particular need would be reflected in the AMP.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then Figure 1 there shows that IRPA analysis and IRP decisions are largely prior to the AMP, as we've talked about.

Have you filed a copy of any processes or templates that you'd use in relation to IRPA analysis or IRPA decision making?  Can you point me to any of that, or is there something you filed to show how that would work?

MR. STIERS:  I can take a quick stab at this one, Michael.  I don't think we've flushed all of that out yet.  We find ourselves in a situation where we are seeking guidance from the Board on a lot of this first to help frame what the nature of those exact things would be.  And in the response at OSEA 1(c), I believe we identified that we're initiating an exercise right now to look to integrate our IRP proposal into system planning and other planning processes within the organization.

I don't think we've put anything as such on the record.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  So is it fair to say that you currently don't have processes or templates available?  You're waiting for the IRP framework to advance and then you'd develop those; is that correct?

MR. STIERS:  Yeah, I am not committing to, you know, exactly when we'll get, you know, a template started in some form per se.  But there's nothing on the record today that I'm aware of that fits the description that you just gave us as it relates to Enbridge Gas's IRP proposal.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  My next question is along the same line.  So using that process that we have up on the screen, if an IRP assessment is done and it concludes that there's a better option than more capital pipeline infrastructure -- and I know you were talking about some of those options previously with stakeholders -- would those solutions end up in the asset management plan if they're not pipeline solutions?

MS. McCOWAN:  Yes, we've indicated that the solutions would be reflected in the asset management plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So even if they're not pipelines, you'd talk about and identify alternate solutions.  Okay.  Thank you, that's helpful.

So the other thing we are trying to do is compare the Figure 1 that you have up there with Figure 2.1 in Exhibit B.  And it's also reproduced in Pollution Probe Number 5, you know, if it's easier to find it there and put up the Figure 2.1, whatever's easier.

They seem very similar but different, you'll see that in a minute, the same kind of general steps we couldn't map it exactly one to another, but the flow seemed kind of similar.  Am I correct?

MR. STIERS:  Yeah --


MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, I just -- sorry Adam.  Yeah, the intention of introducing Figure 1 in Staff 2 wasn't to revise the Figure 2.1 that's on the screen.  What we were actually trying to do in Staff 2 was add on the front end gas supply planning piece, because that seemed to be where some of the confusion was arising.

So, you know, in hindsight, different format, slightly different wording.  I apologize if it caused some confusion.  But generally, it's the same process, but one tries to show some of the front-end demand and gas supply pieces that were missing from Figure 2.1.  I am not sure if that helps.

MR. BROPHY:  No, I think that is very helpful, because it -- I was going to say which one kind of is the one we should lead or use, and I think what I am hearing is Figure 2.1 is the one to use; however, the Figure 1 in the IR response just provides some more, you know, additional details in relation to timing, gas supply planning, but really Figure 2.1 is kind of the reference one that we should refer to, is that correct, for IRP?

MR. STIERS:  I think that's fair, Michael.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That's perfect, thank you.  I just have chicken scratch all over, as I was crossing out things that were addressed earlier.

Okay.  The next question was in relation to Staff 6, and so I don't know if you need to pull it up.  You can if you want, but it says --


MR. POCH:  Michael, I am wondering if I can interrupt for a second.  It's David Poch.

On that last chart it gave time lines that don't seem to conform to the other ones we have heard about, the AMP, and I am just wondering if we could get that with, you know, with where does the AMP fit into that, because it seems there that we are not going to see IRPAs in an AMP until they are three years out.

MR. STIERS:  So it might be helpful, Stephanie, if you went back to, I believe, is it Pollution Probe 5 with the diagram?  Figure 1?

MR. BROPHY:  Figure 1 was Staff 2.

MR. STIERS:  Is this on the screen what you're referring to, David?

MR. POCH:  Yeah, I am just wondering, when I look at this it seems to suggest that the IRP evaluation won't occur until sometime, looking like -- it looks like around the three-year mark out from need, and whereas the implication I took from other things was that you were going to have an AMP with a ten-year forecast and IRPs will be visible in there if they're showing up.

So do I take it from this that you could add a little -- a circle in there between IRP evaluation and project development, which is that it gets injected into the AMP at that point?  That's what I was asking, really.

MS. McCOWAN:  I think that would be true that this doesn't -- this diagram is more process-related and doesn't reflect the documents, but I think we have indicated previously that once a need is identified, and as I was just saying to Mr. Brophy that, you know, as that IRP analysis gets developed we would always try to reflect the most recent information in the AMP.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  But presumably it won't -- the IRPA can't show or won't show up into the AMP unless it's been evaluated and shown to be the way you're going.

MR. BROPHY:  Well, that's not -- what I heard is they never said they would put best available information, even if it wasn't a final IRP decision, in the AMP, and then if there were projects where, you know, it hadn't gotten to the finish line, that would be finalized in the next AMP, which is a little different, I think, than what you are saying, David.

MS. McCOWAN:  That's correct.  I couldn't get off mute quickly.  But it is the intention that we would identify the need even if there had been no analysis yet done to determine if it was appropriate for IRPAs.

MR. POCH:  Okay, thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I think we were on Staff 6, and so the reference was once the OEB has established an IRP framework for Enbridge Gas, the company would begin to reflect IRP details in the AMP.

So my first question is what's stopping Enbridge from including IRP details in the AMP today?

MS. McCOWAN:  In the asset management plan that we most recently filed we indicated that the IRP details and the IRP processes would be incorporated more fully once we had a framework for making those decisions.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you're not opposed to including it even if it takes a while for a Board decision to come out.  Would you be willing to commit that, you know, IRP considerations would be in the next asset management plan or future asset management plans regardless of whether we have a decision or not?

MS. McCOWAN:  I think, without understanding the framework that we've got and the, you know, how the company would ramp up to incorporate the framework and the planning processes, that I would be ahead of myself to commit to that.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, and I get that, you know, you can't predict the future as far as what the framework will totally be, but, like, you know what Enbridge is doing today, and you're learning kind of on a daily, weekly, monthly basis in relation to IRP.

So to the extent that, you know, you even have part of that process and understanding, why couldn't you include that in the -- in the next asset management plan?

MS. McCOWAN:  I don't think I can go further than to say that as soon as a framework is available and we have developed processes and started to establish which investments they would be appropriate to apply the processes to that we would ramp up and incorporate it as best we can into subsequent asset plans.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thanks for that.  The -- so it was interesting that, you know, the kind of quote I read almost sounded like you were predicting what the Board might come out with, because it said once the OEB had established the framework the company will begin to do certain things.  And as you just mentioned, we, you know, we don't know what all those will be yet, because we don't have a Board framework or decision.

So is it safe to say that Enbridge would follow the OEB's requirements for IRP in the IRP framework regardless of what they are?

MR. STIERS:  I expect, Michael, that to the extent the Board directs Enbridge Gas to do something within the IRP framework that it establishes, that the company would comply with that direction.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, okay.  So if it's -- if it's what you had kind of in the reference I gave or something different, you'd basically do whatever -- whatever the Board directs?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  You're nodding your head.  I will take that as a --


MR. STIERS:  Yes, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So the next question is -- it's actually linked between two IRs on similar subjects.  One was Staff 22, but why don't we start with GEC 6, which links in.

So it indicates there:

"Enbridge Gas does not track costs in a way that would make it possible to determine an annual cost to develop its asset management plan.  Costs are incurred in various departments."

Do you recall -- do you recall that response at all?

MS. McCOWAN:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I just had a couple of questions related to that.  So, you know, for the current asset management plan, like the one you most recently filed or even the last one, where are the costs for developing the asset management plan charged to?

MS. McCOWAN:  They're charged within the departments that the people reside in.  So there is not a, like, a specific project to create an asset management plan.  There is -- there are people, as this response indicates, that are, you know, between planning groups and the regions and centrally, there are people in our integrity management team, there are people in Mr. Clark's team who are identifying needs for reinforcement.  The people are very broadly spread across the storage, transmission operations groups, and the business development groups.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, yeah, and so, you know, as people work on it, if they are in a department that's, you know, capital, then that portion would be capital, if they are O&M, it would be -- so I guess that ends up giving you your [audio dropout] of what becomes capital and O&M costs and developing the asset management plan.  Does that sound right?

MS. McCOWAN:  No, it's not sort of identified portion of anybody's role to develop the asset management plan.  People have jobs that contribute to the asset plan, so whether their job is to perform network analysis, or their job is to perform integrity inspections, or their job is to develop projects and cost estimates, all of those people have what I will call day jobs and an output or part of their process is the asset plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So say somebody from DSM group worked on the asset management plan or a piece, they're O&M, DSM is O&M, so that would be an O&M cost so let's say somebody from planning is probably capital I am assuming so, if they worked on it then their costs could be capital costs; does that sound right?

MS. McCOWAN:  That's true, but there would not be any identification of any part of their costs have having been related to development of the asset management plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, yeah, fair enough. What about the five-year gas supply plan?  Is that the same or different?

MR. STEVENS:  The same or different in what respect, Michael?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, that was going to be my question.

MR. BROPHY:  So for the, you know, costs incurred in, you know, the, the last, you know, five-year gas supply plan or the one before it, were those costs charged to a project or just across people that ended up working on it and it goes back to their departments?

MR. GILLETT:  No.  Like the development of the gas supply plan, similar to the AMP, is not a discrete capital project.  So the development of the gas supply plan does not include tracking people's time and charging it towards some budget that's allocated to the development of the plan.  Similar to what Catherine described on the AMP, it's a number of discrete departments and processes that all feed into the gas supply planning process.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so in that regard, it sounds like it's somewhat similar process.  It's people that work on it and their costs are charged to wherever their salary comes from, I guess.

So the next question along that line -- so for a certain amount of work that's been done in relation to the proceeding that we are in for IRP, and obviously it's crossing a lot of the areas.  We had the chart up earlier, the Figure 2.1 and the Figure 1 that showed kind of all the departments that it moves across.

For the costs incurred related to integrated resource planning in, say, 2019 and 2020, given that those years are complete now, do you know where those costs were charged to?  Were they just, again, people pulled from those departments and therefore just went back to their departments?  Or was it set up as a separate project for this proceeding and for IRP?

MR. STIERS:  Subject to check, I don't believe it was set up as a separate project, Michael.  It would have been similar.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Yeah, what I am really getting at is, you know, I am trying to -- IRP is clearly something that crosses a lot of departments.  It's integral with the asset management plan, you know, the gas storage plan, all of those kind of things.  So I'm thinking IRP would be treated in a very similar nature to, you know, the type of work you do in developing the asset management plan.  It's a bunch of groups that end up working across departments; does that sound right?

MR. STIERS:  Potentially.  But again, that's part of this exercise that we are going through to understand how this is all going to work, how it fits in with existing processes and resources.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And, you know, I guess what I am also trying to understand is -- I think you had proposed potentially capitalize everything related to IRP as well, but I guess the challenge we are having trying to understand is if it's not possible to track the actual costs for the asset management plan process, and, you know, other things to say this is what it really costs to do it, how would you end up being able to say this is what it really costs us to do IRP and then say, okay, here's an amount that it costs us and here's what we would like to then capitalize.  Can you help me understand that?

MR. STIERS:  Sure.  So, to put it simply, what we are proposing is that all of the costs associated with the pursuit of an IRPA or IRP-related costs should go into an IRP deferral account, because we consider all of these costs to be incremental.

And so we would, whether there'd be capital costs associated with the project or they are administrative and so O&M in nature, or ongoing operating and maintenance costs, record those costs into deferral accounts and then seek to clear that deferral account in the same manner that we clear all other deferral and variance accounts on an annual basis with the Board.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So would that -- that would include work you did in, say, 2019 and 2020 related to IRP?

MR. STIERS:  No, no.  That would not include that work.  I am speaking on a go-forward basis once the Board gives us a framework and we can begin pursuit of IRPA investments, understanding what the nature of the allowed IRPAs are and whether or not the Board has accepted our proposal or has modified it.

MR. GILLETT:  Michael, maybe I can help a little bit here.  I think that some of the confusion might be some of the processes you used earlier are planning processes where those are not capitalized projects, those are not discrete project teams per se.  So they were bad examples maybe in terms of how we track costs.

When we actually go into a project development mode, there is an actual project in place, people's time is tracked, costs can be tracked, costs can be capitalized.  So I don't think we want to leave the impression that all work is done willy-nilly and at no point do we track costs.

I think what we were trying to say earlier is that a planning process, whether it be AMP or gas supply or whatever, that's more of a business as usual planning process.

When a capital project or a project is spun up, there's more discipline behind it and I think what Adam's describing is that assignment of resources, the scheduling of time, that tracking of time, and the direction of funding, that is where that type of tracking would come into play.  So I think maybe there was just -- it was just a bad example maybe to use the planning process versus IRP analysis would be part of a discrete project development.

I don't know, Adam, if I kind of got that right, but I wanted to just try and draw that distinction.

MR. STIERS:  Yeah, that helped, Jason, thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  That's helpful, thank you.  I would like to move on to -- I guess it's Anwaatin 3, where Enbridge stated, and I think you touched on a little bit of this earlier, but if a project has been driven by a policy and related funding to explicitly deliver natural gas into a community to help bring heating to them, then it's not reasonable to conduct an IRP analysis.

And isn't -- the first question is: Isn't every distribution or transmission project that adds customers expanding the natural gas system?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I guess the delineation here is where the government has dedicated funds and has a policy in place to support expansion of natural gas into new communities and those funds are specifically allocated, then we don't think that is an appropriate example.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I am aware of the grant program that's provided and I don't believe that they – you know, proactively identify the projects, they say here's an amount of money and a process to submit, and applicants like Enbridge and others would submit projects into that.

Is that the process, or are you given a list by the government saying, no, here's your list, and you don't get to come up with it yourself?

MR. STIERS:  I believe that the -- and I could be wrong here, but I think that in this scenario what's contemplated is a situation where the government has dedicated funds.  We may have applied to serve certain communities using those funds, and the government has then subsequently approved those applications.

But I would add, Michael, that in the response at, I think it's Exhibit I-Staff 8(f), and perhaps you can go in Anwaatin 3, that states that if additional funding is made available to Enbridge Gas to support community expansion projects, but if it's not allocated to specific projects, then Enbridge Gas would include consideration of IRPAs, provided that IRPAs, and give the example of district energy systems were included in scope of the framework that the Board establishes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, that's very --


MR. KITCHEN:  Mike, it's Mark Kitchen here.  I just thought I'd clarify something.  The projects that are community expansion and funded by the -- essentially by the surcharge that we charge customers a dollar a month for, they are set out in regulation along with the amounts that we're able to put towards the projects.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, so I understand, yeah, the collection of money is set, you know, the pot of money that's accessible to then help projects is set, but, you know, it's up to the applicants to that fund to decide what projects they want --


MR. KITCHEN:  No, it's not, actually.  Those projects have been set out in regulation.

MR. BROPHY:  So every project that gets expansion funding from the government is listed in regulation.

MR. KITCHEN:  Yes.  The projects were set out.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Okay, no, that's helpful.  Yeah, because my understanding was that if every project expands natural gas and those are being cut out, then it's going to cut everything out, and then if you have to then look at a portfolio of expansion project options, and you want to maximize consumer benefits so that the cost that's going in either from rate base and government funding versus the societal benefit, those should jump out as requiring IRP even more, like, you'd think that you would want to do IRP the most on those because it makes sure that you're doing, you know, the best set of projects with that additional funding.

Does that make sense, or am I missing something?

MR. STIERS:  Umm, Michael, can you try and refine that down to a tighter question for me?  You had a lot of background there, and I guess I am not sure I can elaborate more than what I have read out at Staff 8(f) and Anwaatin 3 that we would consider IRPAs in situations where funding was made available to Enbridge Gas to support community expansion but was not allocated to specific projects, a scenario that Mark just clarified for us.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That reference is helpful, so I will move on to my next question.  I don't want to drag this on, given the time constraints.

Okay.  So the next one related to Pollution Probe 1.  And the question was, has Enbridge ever done a capacity assessment of its assets across its system.  The response is, yes, Enbridge utilizes modelling results, resulting proposed projects to serve growth are compiled in the asset management plan, which is filed, and then you gave a reference for where the asset management plan is.

So I guess the question is in relation to the asset management plan.  Can you tell me exactly where or even show me if you are able to pull it up, where in the asset management plan the capacity assessment for all your assets is?

MR. CLARK:  I can start with this.

MS. McCOWAN:  Oh, go ahead.

MR. CLARK:  Sorry, so the capacity assessment is, as we mentioned, done with our hydraulic modelling system, so what you're seeing in the AMP is actually the identification of a need.  Strictly speaking, in terms of capacity, we can't tell you that there is capacity X and demand Y within the system.  It's a very complicated, interconnected model that we use to predict flows and pressures within our network.  And through doing that we can identify where we have constraints, and that is the initiation into the AMP.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So it's -- it's in your modelling, and then you put the outcomes in the AMP.  As far as transparency, that would be in the model, presumably, we show that in the AMP, just what I --


MS. McCOWAN:  It's described in the AMP.  If you'd like to go -- I don't know, Stephanie, do you have the AMP there?

So if we could go to section 5.1.6.  It describes -- I will just give you a minute.  So within the growth section of the AMP we have both the distribution system growth and the transmission system growth.  And so at a high level it would describe some of the factors that Brad is referring to and that would be used also on the transmission system planning to identify those projects.

So more at the level of what are the objectives, what are the inputs, and then there is also a description of some of the larger investments that fall out of that process.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then is that assessment in the outcomes in the AMP, is that related to all pipelines or just a subset like your core backbone system?

MS. McCOWAN:  No, the distribution system -- the network analysis that would be done to generate the investments that are in the AMP would be for all of the distribution system.  And we did bring up earlier some of the reinforcements, so some of the larger reinforcement projects are described in the appendix of the asset management plan, but they all inform the dollars of the bottom line of the reinforcement, block line item of the asset management plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And that's my understanding from my read of the asset management plan, is that a lot of that analysis is -- leads to particularly areas where there's capacity constraints or developing or current, that kind of thing.  I didn't see anything that would relate to underutilized pipeline, so when you do your analysis there'll be ones that are, you know, coming to capacity and almost gone, and there'll be ones probably that are being utilized less than you'd like or expect.

Do you include underutilized pipelines in that analysis and in the AMP as well?

MS. McCOWAN:  They are definitely not in the asset management plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And the reason I bring it up is, you know, a portion of IRP is various options, and even outside of DSM and some of these other things that people have talked about earlier today, system options, especially if there's excess capacity in some of the system, if something's over capacity I am assuming that you'd look at areas of where there's excess, you know, underutilization, and if that can be used as a solution rather than building another pipeline that would be a potential IRP solution.  Does that sound right?

MS. McCOWAN:  Are you talking about line pack (ph) on a distribution system?

MR. BROPHY:  No, just general under-capacity.  I am sure there's, you know, lots of pipelines you own that aren't anywhere near a hundred percent capacity.

MS. McCOWAN:  So I would welcome Brad's input on this.

MR. CLARK:  So I guess one thing to understand is on the distribution level, our networks are expansive in nature and kind of grow organically as the demand appears within our network.  So generally where you have system constraints, generally speaking, you've got no other options, all the customers are being currently served off of that pipe.

Now, we do take into consideration, you know, is there a cross connection, a looping, a harmonization of systems that to your point could balance capacity.  Yes.  But if you think of it as, you know, branches of a tree just because your left branch is breaking, it doesn't mean the right branch can support it -- if that makes sense.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, that's helpful.  So, yeah --


MR. CLARK:  Like I said, we do look for opportunities to internally reinforce, if that makes sense, to balance the loads; that is an option that is considered.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great, that's kind of what I was getting at, so thank you for that.

I will move on to the next question, which was related to Pollution Probe Number 2.  And the IR asked for a copy of the materials used in the IRP-related screenings.  The response seemed a bit odd and indicated the May 2018 ICF IRP study and the 2019 IESO/OEB achievable potential study have been the basis for IRP/IRPA related assessments of identified system constraints underlying applications to the Board for leave-to-construct facilities.

So I guess I wanted to just come back to the actual materials.  I know that there are some materials that you've used in reference in facility -- I think you actually mentioned it earlier even that some of the examples and things like leave to construct and others.

So are you able to provide an example of a completed IRP screening for a project and, you know, what I'd -- there's a lot that were referred and things like leave to construct, so maybe you could use the Cherry to Bathurst one, or other ones where you mention you've done other IRP screenings, or can you pick one that looks the best.

Are you able to pick one that you think is the best or representative, and provide a copy?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, to be clear, Michael, you are looking for an example of screening that Enbridge has done in the past?

MR. BROPHY:  I am looking for an example of the screening tool.  But to make it easier, you can just pick one from one you've done from a project because you've mentioned you've done them, or you can even provide the template.  But I just thought it would be easier just to take a copy of one you have done before and file that.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, but I think maybe there's a disconnect here.  I am not sure where the evidence refers to Enbridge having used an IRP screening tool.

MR. BROPHY:  So in -- I will use, you know, EB-2020-0136, there was reference to using IRP screening tool, a screening and so --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, is that the Cherry to Bathurst case?

MR. BROPHY:  That's correct.

MR. STEVENS:  The record in that case will speak to the -- I know it does speak to the IRP analysis that was done.  I have no recollection of any "tool" having been used, though.

MR. BROPHY:  Well, all it calls it is an IRP screening. I'm assuming maybe it's spreadsheet a checklist. I don't know what it looks like.  You would know what it looks like.  But if it is, you know, a spreadsheet, a checklist, some sort of document, is that something that you'd be able to provide?

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I don't know what exists or doesn't exist, Michael.  But we can take it under advisement and go back and look and see if anything exists that would provide more information versus what's already on the record for one of the recent leave-to-construct applications.

MR. MILLAR:  I will mark that as JT1.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE IRP SCREENING DOCUMENTATION


MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Michael Millar, I took that under advisement because I just don't know what exists.

MR. MILLAR:  No, understood.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Next question, and I will just do a quick warning I am going to use the term DSM which I know is probably the focus of panel 2, but I don't think it's really a DSM question and I don't want to kind of miss this panel which I think it is really related to.

But I will ask the question and you can tell me if it should be -- should be tomorrow's.

So the reference was Pollution Probe Number 6.  And it asked to explain why, you know, DSM would only possibly mitigate infrastructure needs over time rather than being used as a targeted tool.  And I think you got into some discussions this morning -- maybe with Jay or somebody in relation to geo-targeting of that kind of thing.

And in that response Enbridge referred us to Board Staff 11, where it indicates that DSM is currently broad focussed and not geo-targeted, which is kind of what I understand Enbridge's position is.

But again, I will use the example -- there was an example of, you know, what do you think is the best project that IRP has been applied to.  Enbridge agreed the London lines replacement, which is EB-2020-0129, was probably the best one.  And in that project, Enbridge did geo-targeted DSM program analysis and all the, you know, cost benefit, you know that goes with it and that kind of thing.  And even though, you know, it didn't align with the OEB's DSM guidelines it was -- you know, we commended Enbridge for taking that step and at least giving it a try.

So it looks like that kind of analysis has been done for projects, at least the London line, but maybe other ones.  So the question is why can't be done for other projects?  I thought I heard this morning you said it can't be done.

MR. STIERS:  Michael, I'd have to look back at the transcript to be a hundred percent certain what the context is here.  I don't know that it would be correct as you set out and presumably some assessment has been done in LTCs such as the ones that you've referenced where we have addressed consideration of IRP alternatives to some degree.  So I guess I am not sure what more we can offer than to say we will go back, which we have just committed to in JT1.16, to look at what assessment, if any, what assessment standard exists and whether we have something to share.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, so JT1.16 was in relation to IRP screening documents, or that kind of material in relation to projects and providing an example.  What we are talking about now is -- and I went even refer to the transcript previously because I don't think that's even needed.  But I think you're confirming that you can do geo-targeting DSM and include it as an option when you look at projects like you did in the London line replacement, is that correct?

MR. STIERS:  I don't want us to get too far ahead of ourselves.  We are looking to establish guidance through this proceeding to truly consider IRP alternatives going forward.  The Board has encouraged us to consider whether geo-targeted DSM in some IRPAs might serve a purpose in the regard that you're describing.  And I think we have done that and to the extent the Board's approved those leave-to-construct applications.  The conclusions drawn speak for themselves to some extent.

MR. STEVENS:  In terms of specific IRPAs, Mike Brophy, the panel -- Enbridge's panel 2 is the panel designated to speak to those questions.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if I just wanted a confirmation, then, that geo-targeted DSM was considered in the London line's replacement project, that would be panel 2?

MR. STEVENS:  Well, that's a different question.  That's speaking prospectively in terms of what Enbridge is proposing would be within an IRP framework and would be considered as IRPAs.  In terms of what was considered in the London lines project, I am sure the record speaks for itself, and as you know, the project's been approved.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I will keep the generic DSM questions until tomorrow, but for this panel can you just confirm that geo-targeted DSM was considered in the London lines project?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, why do we need to know that information in order to set a forward-looking framework for Enbridge?

MR. BROPHY:  I am just looking for a simple yes or no.

MR. STEVENS:  Does anybody on the panel know the answer to that?

MS. MILLS:  I can confirm that.

MR. BROPHY:  I am sorry, I didn't hear that.

MS. MILLS:  Sorry, we can confirm that there was a rudimentary analysis done on the London lines application.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you, fair enough.

Okay.  Well, in the interests of time and the hopes that I -- FRPO may get their other questions in, I am just going to end there and hand it back.  Thank you very much, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Right.  Thank you, Mike.

Next up we have OEB Staff, so Mike Parks.
Examination by Mr. Parks:


MR. PARKS:  Thanks, Mike.  I probably have only about ten minutes of follow-ups at most.  Most of my questions have been covered already.  I had a few follow-ups on Enbridge's proposed criteria for binary screening, so criteria used at an initial stage to determine which types of system needs wouldn't require any further consideration of IRPAs.

So Enbridge has proposed, I think, five specific binary criteria, and then in addition to that as part of its goal for IRP, Enbridge has proposed that IRP should/would be used to defer or avoid future facility expansion and reinforcement projects.

So just as a starting question there, I am wondering, would it make sense to include that scoping to facility expansion/reinforcement projects as one of the explicit screening criteria, or is it fully encompassed in Enbridge's view by the other criteria that Enbridge has laid out?

MR. STIERS:  I think the screening criteria speaks sufficiently to that, Mike.  At least at this time, I don't see any need necessary to fill any additional criteria into this.

MR. PARKS:  Okay.  Yeah, I was just wondering from sort of a transparency perspective in that Enbridge may rule out an IRP-type solution based on, you know, determining that the system need was driven by system renewal or some other criterion, some other measure, and was not related to expansion/reinforcement, so I am just throwing it out for consideration that that might be worth putting on as an explicit criteria.

MR. STIERS:  Thank you for that, yeah, we will take that under advisement, thank you.

MR. PARKS:  Okay.  I just wanted to ask if in Enbridge's view is there a clear line between what you're calling integrity projects and expansion or reinforcement?  So I assume in some cases you may be having to do integrity-related work, but at the same time you may be looking at whether there's a need to increase capacity on the system.  So I am wondering if projects of that type would be subject to IRP consideration, kind of anything that went beyond, I guess, a like-for-like replacement?

MS. McCOWAN:  I can take a first stab at that.  I think I mentioned earlier that there can be sometimes an intersection between condition-driven projects and growth-driven projects, and that depending on the degree to which the condition needs to be addressed quickly, then IRPAs may not be possible, but if they are something that can be a little bit further off into the future or other interim measures can be introduced to manage risk, then -- and the reinforcement needs are, you know, prevalent there, then we would, I think, be able to bring in the IRPA analysis there.

MR. PARKS:  Okay.  And so that restriction where you might not consider IRP if there was a need to go in there very urgently, would that also apply if Enbridge was planning -- if Enbridge's determination was to sort of upsize or increase the capacity of whatever you were going in to fix?

MS. McCOWAN:  I think those would need to be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, because I would expect that if there had already been a constraint identified in the system that would cause us to increase the size or want to increase the size at some point in the future, then that would be something that we would already be seeing in the asset management plan.

MR. PARKS:  Okay, thanks.  Another question on the binary screening criteria.  My understanding from the IRRs was that the magnitude of the system need or the estimated project costs was not an explicit screening criteria, so Enbridge would do at least this very quick initial binary screen for all relevant transmission and distribution system projects; is that correct?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I believe that's our intent, Mike.  We are trying not to be overly restrictive at the outset here and instead to establish through the screening criteria what we think are reasonable guides to ensure that we are giving due consideration to all relevant identified constraints with the potential to be served through an IRPA investment.

MR. PARKS:  Yeah, okay.  So depending on the size of the project, that may influence whether you need to go to the Board for formal approval of the facility project or IRPA, but the initial binary screening would be done kind of regardless of size or project costs?

MR. STIERS:  Initially, yes, I believe that's our intent.

MR. PARKS:  Okay, all right.  And that initial screening, the intention is that would end up in the asset management plan, so for all cases where that screening was done, not just -- not just the cases where the initial screening identified that IRPA might be a possible solution, but even if it's just a line or so, you would include in your AMP the results of that binary screening for all the system needs where you had conducted that screen; is that -- is my understanding correct there?

MS. McCOWAN:  I believe that's what we said earlier today as well, yeah.

MR. PARKS:  Okay.  Just confirming.  Thank you.  Okay.  That's all I have on that topic.  I wanted to move on to one more topic.  So I am trying to get a bit of a sense of how efforts to reduce system needs that are driven by new connections and prospective new Enbridge customers, how those fit into the IRP framework.  So not the specific case Mike Brophy was talking about earlier where we are looking at community expansion projects that have government funding behind them, but just general projects to serve new customers.

It might help if we can bring up the response to I Staff 7, part A.  I will just wait until that comes up.  Yeah, right there.

Okay.  So in there -- so that has Enbridge's definition of facility expansion reinforcement projects, so indicating that those projects could result from the addition of new customers to the system or increasing load from existing customers.

The next sentence there goes on to say that this doesn't include projects that are required to connect a specific customer to the system.

So I am just trying to confirm my understanding, so a project, for example, we are looking at a new subdivision that needed to be connected, and Enbridge was assessing whether to meet that through connecting them to the gas system or connecting them through, say, a heat-pump-based solution, in the event that there were no upstream reinforcement costs, am I correctly understanding that a project of that nature would not fall into the IRP framework?

MR. STIERS:  I can give you an initial comment here and it might be helpful to look at Anwaatin 3, where we talk about the binary screening criteria that we have established for community expansion and economic development.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.

MR. STIERS:  So staying away from the issue that Mr. Brophy raised earlier which we clarified a little bit, we also had a screening criteria that says if the project has been driven by policy and related funding to explicitly deliver natural gas in the communities, and it goes on to describe community expansion, but Anwaatin 3 clarifies that in the case of economic development, so projects are usually driven by customer requests and often funded by contributions in aid of construction.  And ensuring that the infrastructure is financially feasible such that those specific customers or groups of customers bear the costs on new or reinforced infrastructure without causing undue burden on other existing customers.

So in certain instances, let's say where we have got a large industrial customer who wishes to connect to the system and who has already considered various options and alternatives to connecting to natural gas and is still willing to pay an aid to construct, we think that those are not good candidates for IRPA screening or for IRPA consideration.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, that's perfect for bringing that up, that's kind of where I was going next.  Is so we have the guidelines --


MR. CLARK:  Sorry, I just wanted to add to that as well that the timelines associated with those projects aren't really all that conducive to IRPA screenings either.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.

MR. CLARK:  Typically, customers, to Adam's point, have made up their minds and done their own evaluations and they are looking for connection, you know, within a year.

MR. PARKES:  Right, okay.  So you talked a bit there about the contribution in aid -- or contributions in aid of construction policies.  So that kind of falls out, I guess, of the economic tests for the natural gas system expansion and kind of your assessment of what the upstream system reinforcement costs associated with a particular expansion might be.

So just wondering, those costs inputs that are put into those tests, is that kind of linked back to the asset management planning process and your needs assessment at a geographically specific level?  So I mean in theory, if we know that a part of the system is close to requiring a major infrastructure expansion if demand continues to grow, then that would be reflected in the reinforcement costs you would see in these tests.  So there would be a higher customer contribution required, so that would sort of act as a balancing factor to pull download growth or at least ensure that it was paying for itself.  So just wondering if that level of sort of specificity on geographic needs and likely system reinforcement costs is or can be incorporated into those economic expansion calculations.

MR. CLARK:  So if I can just start to talk about the connection of new customers in that scenario, that if there was a reinforcement identified that was required in order to connect, say, that subdivision of customers, that what goes into that CIAC calculation is the capacity that they require, not an overall system benefit capacity, right?

So what is going into that cost assessment is specifically what do we need to service those homes that are coming on.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, but there is a mention in that test -- I can't remember the exact wording, but it says something about system reinforcement costs or upstream system costs.

MR. CLARK:  Right.  So the costs will be both, you know, the piping -- again using that subdivision example, would both be the costs of constructing the piping in that new subdivision and connecting those customers, as well as potential upstream reinforcement that could be required and that could be directly connected, that subdivision could be kilometres away.

But again the scoping and costing of that upstream reinforcement is associated purely with the load addition of that subdivision.

MR. PARKES:  Yeah.

MR. CLARK:  Right.  Just to be clear, if they need an extra 100 cubic metres, we are sizing it up and costing it out for an extra 100 cubic metres.

MR. PARKES:  Yeah, and I get it's, you know, these needs are often driven by lots of little incremental pieces and not one specific customer connection.  But I am just wondering if that's an area that might be explored as well.  Yeah, I think I will leave it there for now, that's all my questions for today.

MR. CLARK:  Just one final comment again linking on my earlier one, again the timing associated with that type of work can be a challenge as well because again by the
time -- especially in that subdivision example, by the time they approach us, they are looking for installations within, you know, a year to 18 months.  So it would make it challenging to source out IRPAs.

MR. PARKES:  Yeah, I get that an IRPA from Enbridge's perspective might not work there, but it was more if the correct cost inputs were in place, then customers would, would see the accurate connection costs that are required to upgrade the system and that may influence their choice in whether to connect, I guess, theoretically.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you very much, Mike.  Lisa, let's turn it over to you.
Examination by Ms. DeMarco:


MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks very much, Michael and Michael. I am going to follow up on one of Michael's questions just to make sure we are doing an apples and apples comparison here, and it's really around the distinction between non-pipeline alternatives, which is the (inaudible) that's used in the ConEd experience versus an IRPA.  I have just heard in addition to the screening criteria that I went through with Mr. Gillett, we have now got a temporal aspect screening criteria as well.  Is that right, Mr. Clark?

MR. CLARK:  Yes, and I believe that's in the evidence, that we are looking at projects in the three to five or beyond time period for screening.  Anything sooner than that, we wouldn't have the time to respond and those are being considered as emergent.

MS. DeMARCO:  So those are the threshold screening criteria, not the two-staged evaluation criteria, fair?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I think that's fair, Lisa.  We have got the list of five binaries, yes, and timing is one of them.  So we are looking to identify these things as early as we can, once a need is identified ten years out, and to start pursuing IRPA investment wherever we can as quickly as possible, so that we can give IRPAs time to be rolled out, implemented and so on, and understand whether or not they have sufficiently resolved the underlying constraint identified and give ourselves enough time to ensure that we have time to pivot or adjust.  I think that's important to note, which may also include adjusting to the baseline facility alternative if absolutely necessary to ensure that we continue to meet the firm obligation to our customers.

MS. DeMARCO:  So, in fact, as I understand what you're calling that category of IRPAs and how it's different than what ConEd is calling an NPA, a non-pipeline alternative, in my discussions with Mr. Gillett and Ms. McCowan, pipeline reinforcements would fall within an IRPA.  Is that right?

MS. McCOWAN:  Subject to the timing I think that we talked about.

MR. CLARK:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Pipeline reinforcements could fall within an IRPA, is that right?

MS. McCOWAN:  That's right.

MS. DeMARCO:  And what about energy storage, power to gas project?  Could that be an IRPA?

MR. STIERS:  We'd have to take that back and look at it.  We tried to give a good list of illustrative examples to give you a sense of which ones we have in mind, Lisa, to start, but we were --


MS. DeMARCO:  But theoretically --


MR. STIERS:  I am not saying no.  Yes, I am not saying no to that either.  I just -- I specifically don't have confirmation that that is, you know, contested and people think that it's a highly viable alternative or option.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Not in terms of a specific, this is viable, but theoretically, energy storage power to gas, could that be an IRPA?  Could that fall within your definition of IRPA?

MR. STIERS:  I think questions relating to what is an IRPA and what isn't, especially as it relates to low-carbon technologies, are better for panel 2, tomorrow.  We will have an expert on that panel to speak to those.

MS. DeMARCO:  Happy to bring that forward to panel number 2.  Let's focus on the pipeline reinforcement IRPAs that you have spoken of already.  This is not new.  You have done pipeline reinforcements before; that's fair?

MR. CLARK:  Yes, that's fair.

MS. DeMARCO:  And currently they're dealt with -- pipeline reinforcements specifically are approved as part of a regular rate application or a leave-to-construct application; is that fair?

MR. CLARK:  One of the two, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And so there's a known procedure where there's stakeholder input and ability to test evidence and look at that around any one of those section 36 or section 90, 91 procedures; is that fair?  The leave to construct or regular rate application?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, that's fair, and that's why we have asked and proposed to largely mimic that structure for IRP.

MS. DeMARCO:  And so what I understand here is that this proposed framework is effectively a process that restricts how and when IRPAs that may take the form of pipeline reinforcement can be considered and adjudicated; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  No, I don't.  I don't think that this is meant to be restrictive at all.  I think we are intending instead to do the opposite to set out a framework that allows us to broadly consider any number of IRPA solutions going forward and to do so sufficiently in advance of realizing an identified system constraint.

So perhaps I am not directly answering your question, but I am not sure I can agree to the fact that -- or the idea that the proposal is meant to restrict in any way consideration of alternatives.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's helpful, because I have confusion on this point.  If it's an IRPA, even if it's a pipeline reinforcement, will we look at it?  Will we have full stakeholder consultation and full ability to review it in the context of a regular rate case?  Because I understood some of your IR responses to say no.

MR. STIERS:  Well, that depends, I suppose, on what the context is that you're speaking of.  Is it relevant to the specific rates case?

MS. DeMARCO:  If it's an IRPA and it's a pipeline reinforcement, are you looking at it in the rate case or are you waiting until a specific -- I guess is it a leave to construct or is it a leave not to construct --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry to interject, Lisa.  I think maybe there is a bit of confusion in terms here.  I don't believe Enbridge would refer to a pipeline reinforcement as an IRPA.  Pipeline reinforcement I think Enbridge would look at as a facilities solution.  An IRPA or collection of IRPAs would be non-pipeline alternatives that would be aimed at meeting the same need or solving the same constraint.

MS. DeMARCO:  Well, that's really interesting, because when I asked Mr. Gillett and Ms. McCowan very specifically what would fall in that category of an IRPA, they both told me a pipeline reinforcement would fall in that definition within IRPA, so what is it?  Is it your definition, David, or is it Ms. McCowan's?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think it's anything worth getting heated about, Lisa.  I think there's been crossed wires here.  I will leave it to the witnesses.

MS. McCOWAN:  I apologize.  I think what I meant when I said that, I understood your question to be what would be an example of a project where IRPAs would be appropriate, and so Mr. Stevens has clarified the language, and he is correct that an IRPA is an alternative to the pipeline solution that would also meet the need, so a pipeline reinforcement would be an example of a pipeline solution to meet a need.  The IRPAs would be alternatives to that.

MS. DeMARCO:  So when you answered my first --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  Sorry, Lisa, I was just going to say you have mentioned me a couple times.  I don't know that I have defined an IRPA in any other way than what Catherine just described.  An IRPA is to defer or delay or eliminate the need for a pipeline.  So I am not sure that I would have defined it the way that you had described.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I genuinely ask -- and if I come off as heated, David, I don't mean to, it's just the Italian coming out.  I am genuinely confused as to whether a non-pipeline alternative is exactly the same as an IRPA?  There will never be an IRPA that includes a pipeline or reinforcement solution.

MR. STIERS:  If I could just offer, Lisa, what we are ascribing to the definitions have been established by the Board in Procedural Order No. 2.  So they have defined what an IRPA is and an IRPA framework is, and an IRPA plan is for the purposes of this proceeding, and I think we all agree with those definitions.  Just in case that's helpful.

So would you like me to describe what the IRPA is from PO2?

MS. DeMARCO:  I am still quite confused as to what you as Enbridge view as falling within that IRPA, and I heard earlier that pipeline reinforcements would meet the screening criterion and would fall within it, and now I'm hearing that looking at alternatives to pipeline reinforcements would fall within the definition of the --


MR. STIERS:  I may be able to offer clarification here briefly, and Ms. McCowan can correct me if I am wrong.

I think that what Ms. McCowan -- and again, I'd have to check the transcript to see exactly what was said, but I think that your impression of the definition of pipeline reinforcement as being an IRPA is really confused by just the nature of Ms. McCowan's response.  She was referring, I believe, to the types of existing projects or historical projects that the company has done, and that would be identified within the asset management plan, the nature of those projects that could potentially be viable or be high potential in nature for future IRPA consideration.

Catherine, please correct me if I am wrong.

MS. McCOWAN:  No, you are right on the money.

MS. DeMARCO:  So -- so looking at the potential for an IRPA, we are talking about -- and I am going to ask the question very pointedly -- a non-pipeline alternative in every circumstance.

MR. STIERS:  Yes.  Because --


MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful.

MR. STIERS:  And I will just add that because, Lisa, what we have proposed is that we still have a role to understand what the baseline facility would be required in comparison to that NPA or the terminology in this proceeding being used is IRPA.  So we will look at those IRPAs and seek to pursue those and to invest in those, but in parallel we would also look to understand what the baseline facility project that would be directly comparable to that would need to be as well so that we have a contingency.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just for ease of reference -- I think a lot of -- several of us were dealing with that confusion -- I am going to use the term non-pipeline alternatives, and what I understand procedurally is that you're going to seek approval of that non-pipeline alternative through a pipeline leave-to-construct process traditionally under section 90 or 91, so it's effectively you are seeking approval of a leave not to construct a pipeline; do I have that right?

MR. STIERS:  So I think -- so you're not entirely wrong, absolutely not.  The nature of what we expect those approvals would look like would be similar -- we expect they would be similar in nature to what we do for LTC applications.  I think we've responded in Exhibit I-Staff 11, to provide some clarification on this.

MS. DeMARCO:  I was looking at Board Staff 10(b).

MR. STIERS:  So I guess maybe we need to parse this into two then, because this is a different scenario described in (b).

If you want to discuss the original or the underlying IRPA application that we would make to the Board, then that's discussed in 11.  And if you would like to discuss any subsequent application that might need to be made if we find that the investment in the IRPA, that the underlying IRPA or portfolio or gather grouping of IRPAs that are approved by the Board are found to be under performing, that's what part (b) in Staff 10 is discussing.

MS. DeMARCO:  I do find the two connected but a little bit confusing.  So if you could undertake to provide a discrete exact nature of the leave not to construct approval that you will look for when you come forward with a non-pipeline alternative, and what authority you propose to go under that would be very helpful.

MR. STIERS:  Okay, just before we agree to that, Stephanie, could you bring up Staff 11, please?  Keep going.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe it's maybe Staff 10.

MR. STIERS:  Maybe it is Staff 10.  I apologize, Lisa.

MS. DeMARCO:  I think it's 10(a) was where the sections are laid out, and then 10(b) was the financial threshold.

MR. STIERS:  Yes, so the financial threshold only relates to instances where the IRPA is under performing. Stephanie, if you scroll up to part (a) -- you are absolutely right, Lisa, that we've included quotes from our additional evidence I believe there as well.

So we said we are seeking to establish similar assurances under similar thresholds and parameters for investments in natural gas IRPAs, as the OEB Act sets out in section 90 and 91, and that affords us -- which is obviously for leave-to-construct facilities.

And so we expect that applications for IRPA would be similar within the quote below it states, would be similar to those applications for LTC facilities would include an explanation of the system constraints and so on.

I guess if that doesn't help resolve your question, then perhaps we would have to take a look --

MS. DeMARCO:  I would like the undertaking because this is what led to the confusion, if you could, Mr. Stiers.  It's really the exact authority and exactly what approval you would seek for that leave not to construct the pipeline for a non-pipeline alternative, and this seems to be more akin to a pipeline leave-to-construct approval, so this is where I was and --

MR. STEVENS:  Lisa, we will review what's in Staff 10(a) and determine what additional information we can provide that's responsive to your two related questions.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you so much.  Can I get an undertaking number for that, please?

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking number is JT1.17.  We have been having a bit of difficulties in tying down what the undertakings are, so can I get in 16 words or less what the undertaking is for?

MS. DeMARCO:  The exact nature of the leave not to construct, the non-pipeline alternative that they will be seeking and the legislative authority.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO DESCRIBE THE EXACT NATURE OF THE LEAVE TO NOT CONSTRUCT, THE NON-PIPELINE ALTERNATIVE TO BE SOUGHT AND THE LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY


MR. MILLAR:  Great, thanks.  Lisa, we are right up against the edge of our time here and I know Dwayne still has some brief follow-ups.  How are you doing?

MS. DeMARCO:  I am very nearly done, I have one quick one. In relation to the evidence, I understand that you have the ability to unilaterally cease an IRP.  Do I have that right?

MR. STIERS:  No, not quite, Lisa.  So what we've proposed, and this is discussed in part (b), is that in instances where -- Stephanie, if you could scroll down to part (b) of this response.  Thank you.

In instances where through our -- well, our proposed monitoring and reporting framework in annual IRP report, we identify through the EM&V process that we have described that if an IRPA is under performing relative to what we forecasted, then we would -- we would seek the guidance from the Board in instances where we need to make adjustments that it exceed a certain threshold.

But we do intend that on an annual basis, we would be reporting to the Board and parties on the relative success or lack thereof of individual IRPAs.  And that's set out within our additional evidence.

So even in instances where we wouldn't, you know, surpass this 25 percent threshold discussed in part (b), the parties would still understand if there was under performance and what actions, if any, the utility was taking to adjust the IRPA in question.

Now, the decision to -- sorry, let me restart that. There could be instances where the utility decides that we need to spend more, we need to seek approval, let's say for additional IRPAs targeting the same area to resolve the same constraint, and in those scenarios, if it surpassed the 25 percent threshold discussed in part (b), we expect we would go the Board and seek the Board's approval to do so.  Does that help answer the question?

MS. DeMARCO:  That last line, "and may consider ceasing investment in existing IRPAs", you are going to seek Board approval to do that?

MR. STIERS:  I don't think we have been that explicit, but I certainly believe that to the extent that it triggers the first line, Enbridge Gas proposes that the Board establish a threshold for adjustment to IRPA investment of 25 percent or greater, total OEB approved costs of each IRPA investment in order to ensure that we're not overly burdened by the need to prepare and consider countless applications and so on, I would suppose that a complete cessation of the investment would have to be made known to the Board.

We have not contemplated seeking an approval to cease that investment, but we certainly would need or may need to apply to the Board shortly afterwards for approval of either an alternative IRPA or the baseline facility alternative that has been prepared all the way along.

MS. DeMARCO:  So if I’ve got that correctly, you can unilaterally cease an IRPA with notice to the Board and a subsequent application for an alternative?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I don't think we've committed at any time to come to the Board to ask permission to cease an investment.

Rather, what we've said is we would be reporting to the Board and parties on an annual basis as to the effectiveness of each of these IRPAs and any resolution or action that we were taking.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great.  Last question, Michael, if I might.  You've indicated in Anwaatin 2 (a) that greenhouse gas impacts are not the drivers of your non-RPs or non-pipeline alternatives, I am going to say, just lower cost.  And I am wondering how you reconcile that with Enbridge Inc’s November 6th, 2020, commitment to achieve net zero greenhouse gas emissions by 2050 and a 35 percent decrease by 2030?

MR. STIERS:  And so, sorry, Lisa, what is not consistent with that commitment that we made?

MS. DeMARCO:  You've indicated that greenhouse gas impacts are not the drivers of your IRPs.  That's at Anwaatin 2(a).  And I am asking just how you reconcile that, and it might be you have a logical way of reconciling that with Enbridge's net carbon zero commitment by 2050 and 35 percent reduction by 2030.

MR. STIERS:  Right.  I am just trying to find the statement that we don't -- you said we don't consider that to be a driver, and I don't see that here.

MS. DeMARCO:  I believe it's Anwaatin 2(a).  I can try and pull it up if you want.

MR. STIERS:  It's up on the screen.

MS. DeMARCO:  If you go down -- sorry, (c), sorry:

"However, to be clear, although IRP alternatives should not create a higher greenhouse gas profile, reduction of such is not the primary goal of the IRP.  For this reason not all blended or non-gas solutions may be considered during IRP planning."

MR. STIERS:  Right, so again, your question, if you could pose it again now.

MS. DeMARCO:  My understanding is that greenhouse gas impacts are not the driver of your IRP, and I am wondering how you reconcile that with Enbridge Inc.'s November 6th, 2020 announcement, committing to achieve net zero by 2050 and a decrease in greenhouse gas of 35 percent by 2030.

MR. STIERS:  So I think if we just go back to the original definition of IRP set out in our additional evidence it might help clarify, so:

"IRP is a planning strategy underpinned by Enbridge Gas's guiding principles to consider facility and non-facility alternatives in tandem which are meant to address long-term system constraints and needs such that an optimized and economic solution is proposed."

That is how we are defining IRP.  And I can't -- I am not sure if I have answered your question, but I think the purpose of IRP is very clearly to allow for the consideration of IRP alternatives relative to facility -- traditional facility alternatives to resolve future forecasted system constraints.

MS. DeMARCO:  This is very related to Jay's question of stranded assets.  I am trying to understand how you're using your definition of IRPAs and the IRP process that you have defined and how you're reconciling that with the clear commitment by your own company, not by external forces, to net zero.

MR. STEVENS:  And I think Adam has given you his answer and the information that we have.

MS. DeMARCO:  Noted with thanks.  Then I will
remain -- leave the remainder of my questions for tomorrow's panel, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Lisa.  Dwayne, did you have a couple of quick follow-ups on the undertaking response you received?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, I do, Michael, thank you.  I just -- the FRPO -- if we can put up FRPO 27.  This should be quick, and I will only have FRPO 28 to go through.

So at page 3 of FRPO 27, Enbridge acknowledges that to the extent that PDO is available it is used to offset additional Dawn-Parkway system infrastructure.  Please confirm that the OEB can require Enbridge to make additional PDO available.

MS. THOMPSON:  So PDO is -- it's going to be a little bit of a longer answer.  Power delivery option as part of the [voice cuts out] move away from PDO to be --


THE REPORTER:  Sorry, this is the reporter --


MS. THOMPSON:  -- and --


THE REPORTER:  The audio is quite garbled.  I'm not quite --


MR. QUINN:  This might help, Ms. Thompson.  I am going to get to the negotiated settlement.  I am saying does the Board have the authority to ask Enbridge to increase PDO?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we'd be able to provide an answer to that, Dwayne, in the context of that being a live issue in front of the Board, and I don't think it is right now.  I had understood that we were simply going to be addressing any follow-up questions on the interrogatory response we filed at lunchtime.

MR. QUINN:  I am going to e-mail that to you, David, because we don't have time, and there's a deficiency in the response, so I am going to do that by e-mail.  So you're saying the Board could if it was in the context of a proceeding, David.

MR. STEVENS:  I am saying the Board would consider whatever is relevant and make whatever decision is relevant and appropriate and available in the context of a decision, but right now we're speaking about a world of hypotheticals, so I am not giving you a definitive yes or no answer.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We will get that later.  Then move to FRPO 28, and this is my last area of questions.  In FRPO 28 EGI states that it has recently agreed to file evidence detailing infrastructure and market-based alternatives in order to inform the Board whether it is cost-effective to reduce or eliminate PDO or PDCI for 2022 for future years.

Will the initiative ask whether it will be cost-effective for the OEB to require Enbridge to increase PDO for those willing to undertake the obligation?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, you're asking about what's going to happen in a future proceeding?

MR. QUINN:  At the end on page 4 you've evidenced that Enbridge will file evidence detailing these alternatives and whether it's cost-effective to eliminate or reduce.  We're asking -- or increase -- will your evidence speak to if it's cost-effective to increase?

MR. STEVENS:  I am sure the evidence will speak for itself once it's filed, and parties will ask questions if they have further -- if there's further things they want to explore.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  As PDO has decreased over time, has Enbridge performed any form of reverse open season or similar test to test if any Dawn-obligated direct purchase customers would deliver at Parkway for the benefit of receiving PDCI?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, how does this fit into the framework the Board is going to be approving -- preparing and approving?

MR. QUINN:  PDO is a supply-side non-pipe solution that is currently available.  We are trying to seek information on that alternative and awareness by the Board as to the cost-effectiveness of it.  Enbridge is evidencing that it's going to decrease it.  We are saying are you going to also evidence whether it is economic to increase?

MR. STEVENS:  And it sounds like, and my recollection is that there will be questions taken up about PDO in a subsequent proceeding.  And I don't think you've heard any objection from Enbridge that a wide breadth of possible supply-side options would be properly considered as IRPAs at the appropriate time, but we're not currently engaged in coming up with a specific list of what those might be and what the exact parameters of those IRPs will be.  That will be looked at in the context of future demands and the market and system possibilities that exist at the time those demands are recognized and need to be met.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So is the answer to the question, then, has Enbridge performed a reverse open season.  Are you providing an answer to that question?

MR. STEVENS:  No, I'm saying, Dwayne, I am refusing it.  I am saying it's not relevant to what we're talking about in this proceeding.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Last question, and we're -- well, it's a two-part question.  Would you agree -- and I am asking the witnesses this question, but you can interject if you want, Mr. Stevens.  Would you agree with me that the basis differential between Dawn and Parkway has decreased since 2014 when the PDO settlement agreement was negotiated?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, Dwayne, it's the same answer.  Sorry, Mark, go ahead.

MR. KITCHEN:  It's not relevant.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So to the extent that it's not relevant, I am still going to ask the question.  Can you provide comparison of that basis differential over that time period?

MR. STEVENS:  No, we are not prepared to do that, on the basis of relevance.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Sorry to take up extra time, Mr. Millar.  I thought this would be helpful for the Board to understand, but we will have to seek information elsewhere.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks very much, Dwayne, and thank you, everyone.  That concludes today's session.  We will be back tomorrow on the air at 9:30, but I ask people to show up before then.  So if I could ask folks to stick around just for a couple of minutes.  We are going to go officially off the air now, and I am just going to talk about the schedule again.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 5:12 p.m.
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