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Friday, February 12, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  This is day 3 of the technical conference in EB-2020-0091.  We are nearing the end of our journey.  I understand there are no preliminary matters, so without further ado I will hand it over to Lisa, who has about an hour for this panel, and then just for folks monitoring, we'll be -- ICF will be up immediately after this panel, probably before a morning break, and Pollution Probe is up first.

Over to you, Lisa.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PANEL 2, IRP, resumed

Sarah Van Der Paelt
Ravi Sigurdson
Suzette Mills
Stuart Murray
Hilary Thompson
Adam Stiers
Rich Szymanski
Examination by Ms. DeMarco:

MS. DeMARCO:  Thanks very much, and thanks very much, panel.  I appreciate your time.  I have three areas which I think are largely matters of clarification that I would like to canvass with you.  They are in and around the process, the public policy and corporate policy consistency, and then the gas electric optimization, just so you can organize your thinking.

Let me start first with process issues in and around both the formation of this IRP framework and proposal and then in its application, just so I have got that right.

So in discussing things with panel 1, they confirm that the general process -- you've had some non-pipeline alternatives come forward before, and that the general process was under the rates application and the leave-to-construct application process.  Do I have that right?

MR. STIERS:  I think so, Lisa.  I am not sure which ones would have fallen under the rates category specifically, I can't recall that part of the discussion, but certainly as part of LTC, if as part of rates you're referring to what we have done historically with regard to establishing interruptible rates and/or DSM, then that's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great, thanks.  And so what's new here, it's basically a change in how you're doing things, a procedural change; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  In part, yes, we see this as a procedural change consistent with the response at OSEA 1(c), where we acknowledge that some planning processes and other internal processes will need to be modified, and there will need to be some integration of this IRP proposal into those existing processes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Looking at CCC 3 and the approvals that you're looking for, it's effectively an operational change, is that right, how you go through the process and operate in relation to non-pipeline alternatives?

MR. STIERS:  I am not sure I'd necessarily characterize it as an operational change.  I think we're adding more, and the potential for more consideration of IRPAs, through this proceeding.  So a broader, broader consideration of perhaps what we would have done in the past, and some more rigour around the specific processes that will be used, the criteria that will be applied, the economic testing that should be applied going forward.

And again, most of this is being driven by the clarity and guidance that we need from the Board with regard to how to proceed with IRP which it's encouraging us to proceed with.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  And that seems like a change in how you operationally intend to consider these things; is that fair?

MR. STIERS:  I think it's a change in -- certainly a change in how we consider these things, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So there's a process, there's an operational process that you intend to follow, and it's dictated by this framework.

MR. STIERS:  It is not specifically dictated per se by this framework.  It -- I guess the only nuance I am trying to clarify, Lisa, is that there's still, as we said in OSEA 1, a lot of work to be done to identify the exact process changes and finalize the processes that will lead out of this framework.  This framework will give us the guidance we need to make those changes, if that's helpful.

MS. DeMARCO:  It is.  It sounds like there's an operational process in play to help you change how you have operated traditionally.

MR. STIERS:  Sure.  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great, thanks.  I want to talk about two things:  The process of developing this new framework and what you did in relation to that, and then how it's applied.  So let me start first with the process of developing the framework.

From your response to Anwaatin 2(d), I understand that historically in 2018 you consulted on targeted energy efficiency in the DSM proceeding; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  It actually even predates 2018.  I think that coming out of the Board's multi-year DSM framework and planning proceeding, it encouraged the utilities -- utilities, at the time EGD and Union Gas, to
pursue -- to establish a transition plan and to work jointly to commission a study on how integrated resource planning might be integrated into our processes at the legacy utilities.  And then there were subsequent expectations set out for the multi -- or the midterm review of that framework, the DSM framework, and then subsequent encouragement and direction that followed.

MS. DeMARCO:  So there were elements that you consulted on in and around the DSM policy.  I am following that.  But in terms of this specific IRP proposal, did you consult on that?

MR. STIERS:  I am sorry, so I think in our response -- I will have to have a look here -- we discuss the consultation that was done as part of ICF's work specifically.  So the underlying study that was completed May 2018 by ICF included quite a bit of consultation by ICF --


MS. DeMARCO:  And I understood that consultation to be in relation to targeted energy efficiency and in DSM.  That's what the ICF report says; is that fair?

MR. STIERS:  I believe so.  I think ICF will be able to give you a clearer definition in the next panel, but much at the time of the multi-year DSM plan proceeding, the mid-term review and so on, much of the focus of IRP in general was on energy efficiency programming and as ICF's study was completed and thinking evolved beyond the traditional thinking of IRP based on what we were seeing in other jurisdictions which were not limited to energy efficiency, it became more than targeted DSM or targeted energy efficiency.

MS. DeMARCO:  So let's focus on that specific 2018 targeted energy efficiency DSM consultation or whatever ICF did.  Do you have a list of the First Nations that you consulted with?

MR. STIERS:  I am not aware of any such list, Lisa.  Sue may have an idea of whether or not there was consultation of First Nations.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can we ask Sue to respond to that?

MS. MILLS:  Sure.  Can you hear me okay?

MS. DeMARCO:  Very, very poorly, actually.

MS. MILLS:  Okay.  Hold on.  I will try to turn up my microphone here too.  How's that?

MS. DeMARCO:  Still quiet, but --


MS. MILLS:  Okay.  Sorry.  Is that a little bit better?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MS. MILLS:  Okay.  No, there was no consultation with First Nations group during the formation of that study.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  In terms of this package that we see before us, this application itself, safe to say there was no consultation with First Nations groups in relation to that as well?

MS. MILLS:  There would have -- sorry, go ahead, Adam.

MR. STIERS:  Go ahead, Sue.

MS. MILLS:  There was no consultation, no.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Can I ask -- sure.

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, I was just going to add that really quickly, Lisa, that the focus of this proposal was to address the outstanding issues and guidance that were identified by ICF in its original study and to enable us to pursue natural gas IRP.  So we have set out a stakeholdering section and I know you're well ware of this, but I would just make sure I articulate that --


MS. DeMARCO:  I am going to stop you there for a second, because I distinguish the formation of the policy to the application of the policy.  We will come to your point in the application to the policy.

MR. STEVENS:  Lisa, if I can stop you there, I think it's an unfair characterization to call this a policy.  It's a proposal; that's why we are here.  We are making a proposal to the Board, and the Board is going to make a decision.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, the proposal.  I am happy to use the word "proposal."  So the formation of this specific proposal versus its application, how it's intended to be applied.  Can I ask you to turn to VECC Number 1.  Do you have that up?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And at the bottom of that page, you have policies that you indicate in this proposal is consistent with -- includes three policies, one of which is Enbridge's Indigenous Peoples Policy and there is a link to that. Would you mind opening up the link?

Do are you have that open?

MR. STIERS:  I do, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  There are really five key elements of that policy reflected in the bullets.  Can you tell me how, in the first bullet, the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples was reflected or addressed in the development of this IRP?  I am not going to say policy, I am going to say proposal, David.

MR. STEVENS:  Lisa, are we able to wait for a moment until we can all see the Indigenous Peoples Policy on the screen?

MS. DeMARCO:  Sure, sure.

MR. STEVENS:  Just so we can all follow along.  Thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I am going to ask the question again. Are we good now?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, Stephanie, if you can just scroll down to the first bullet.

MS. DeMARCO:  It's the first two bullets, actually.  And can you tell me how the UN Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples was reflected or addressed in the development of this specific proposal?

MR. STIERS:  No, I cannot.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  And then going on to the third bullet there, it says:
"We engage in forthright and sincere consultation with Indigenous Peoples about Enbridge's projects and operations through processes that seek to achieve early and meaningful engagement, so their input can help define our projects that may occur on lands traditionally used by Indigenous Peoples."


Can you tell me how this element of the Enbridge Indigenous Peoples Policy was reflected in the formation of this proposal?

MR. STEVENS:  I believe, Lisa, we have answered this already in Anwaatin 1(a).

MS. DeMARCO:  No, actually there's no answer to this in Anwaatin 1(a).

MR. STEVENS:  Anwaatin 1(a) starts with the statement that Enbridge does not believe that the current application triggers duty to consult the proceedings intended to establish an IRP framework.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, this is not about the duty to consult.  This is about engaging in forthright and sincere consultation with Indigenous people -- small C consultation, not capital C, David.

So I am just curious.  Was this considered and, if so, how was it reflected in the formation of this proposal.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I will ask the witnesses, then, whether anybody has, you know, subject matter knowledge that they can answer these questions.

MR. STIERS:  I do not.

MR. STEVENS:  I wonder if it might be efficient then, Lisa, for us to answer these questions by way of undertaking.

MS. DeMARCO:  Happy to have that specific question answered by undertaking, and let me put the last two on the record to have those, if you wish, answered by undertaking as well.

MR. STEVENS:  Sure, if you can just list all three for the record.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  So the next is in relation to committing to working with Indigenous people to achieve benefits for them resulting from Enbridge's projects and operations, including opportunities and training and education, employment, procurement, business development and community development.

The next undertaking is how, if at it all, was the considered in the development of the proposal.

And the last is we foster understanding of the history and culture of Indigenous Peoples among Enbridge's employees and contractors, in order to create better relationships between Enbridge and Indigenous communities.

And the question is, for the undertaking, how, if at all, was this considered or applied in the development of this proposal.

MR. STEVENS:  Can I suggest just a general question back to you, and you can tell me if it's acceptable?

We are on page 2 of the Indigenous Peoples policy; is that right?

MS. DeMARCO:  We are on the only page of the Indigenous Peoples Policy.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  I know we scrolled down.  That's why I was asking.

MS. DeMARCO:  It's a one-page policy.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Then is your question essentially how, if at all, were each of the commitments set out in the bullets in the Enbridge Indigenous Peoples Policy considered or applied in the formation of Enbridge's IRP proposal?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  I'd like them broken out, bullet by bullet.  You can combine the first two, that's fine, but then I would like them broken out bullet by bullet.  And --


MR. STEVENS:  Yeah, I understand, you're looking for an answer in relation to each of these separately.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's right.  And we can cut to the chase on this as well.  This is all in relation to the formation of the proposal, and you can anticipate that my next question will be in relation to the application, the proposed application and implementation of the proposal.

I'd like to know how all each of these bullets are reflected and/or addressed.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay, if we can start with the initial question.

MR. MILLAR:  Yeah, let's do that.  That will be JT3.1.  I think David characterized it with the understanding that the bullets will be responded to separately, although one and two could potentially be combined.  But that Lisa wants an answer to all of those bullet points individually.  So let's call that JT3.1.

And now let's move on to the next one, whether it's answers now from the witnesses or it's an undertaking.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.1:  TO EXPLAIN HOW, IF AT ALL, WERE EACH OF THE COMMITMENTS SET OUT IN THE BULLETS IN THE ENBRIDGE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES POLICY CONSIDERED OR APPLIED IN THE FORMATION OF ENBRIDGE'S IRP PROPOSAL, BROKEN DOWN BY BULLET POINT


MS. DeMARCO:  And that question is in relation to how each of these bullets is reflected or applied in the implementation or application of the proposed proposal.

MR. STEVENS:  I guess I am having difficulty maybe just with the tense of the verb that you're using there.  The policy is being put to the Board for -- or the proposal is being put to the Board for consideration, such that it might become a policy.  But it hasn't been implemented yet.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  So how are each of these bullets intended to be reflected when the -- if the program, if the IRPP is approved, in each element of the IRPP.

MR. STEVENS:  So how will Enbridge reflect --


MS. DeMARCO:  Each of these bullets of the policy --


MR. STEVENS:  -- each of these bullets in its IRP proposal is endorsed or included in the Board's IRP framework.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, or how are they reflected in the proposed framework.

MR. STEVENS:  Those are separate questions, though, Lisa.

MS. DeMARCO:  So let's put them both down, then.

MR. STEVENS:  So how are each of the bullets reflected the proposed framework, and that will be JT3.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.2:  TO EXPLAIN HOW EACH BULLET IN ENBRIDGE'S IRP PROPOSAL IS REFLECTED IN THE PROPOSED FRAMEWORK.

MS. DeMARCO:  And then how are they intended to be applied if the proposed framework is approved.

MR. MILLAR:  And that would be JT3.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.3:  TO ADVISE HOW THEY ARE INTENDED TO BE APPLIED IF THE PROPOSED FRAMEWORK IS APPROVED.

MR. STEVENS:  And we accept each of those undertakings.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  So let me just go into the current associated operation of the proposal, how it's intended to work, and so we have got a threshold screening process, and historically, in Exhibit A, tab 3, page 13, line 12, in the old process with a numerical threshold you estimated about 14 to 17 percent of projects would make it through that screening process; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  I can offer an initial response here, and others may want to jump on to ensure I have characterized it properly.

That estimate is antiquated now, and we've withdrawn the concept of establishing such a threshold.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great.  Historically, though, with that antiquated, it was about 14 to 17 percent.

I am going to ask you now to go now to Board Staff 8(g).  And there are some charts there of what is and isn't eligible as an IRPA.  And from my review it looks like only one category of all of those elements would be conducive to IRPA through your screening process; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  So I'll again offer a thought here, Lisa, but I should caveat that's with the fact that the asset management plan was the subject of panel 1, and so Catherine McCowan was our expert witness on this content, and she's not with us today.

But looking through this, I think when you get down to compressor stations, we do also say in some instances, given the status of facilities, opportunities to reduce the sizable replacement capacity through the use of IRPAs would be considered.

So certainly distribution growth projects are identified.  I believe we also identify compressor stations as having some potential.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  I will tell you where I am trying to understand in relation to this new screening process without the antiquated numerical threshold.  What percent do you estimate of facility projects will be conducive to an IRPA?  And if you can't give me an exact percent, is it higher or lower than 14 to 17 percent?

MR. STIERS:  I can't answer either of those questions for you.

MS. DeMARCO:  Who can?

MR. STIERS:  I think Catherine McCowan, who was on panel 1, is the appropriate person, if anybody.

MS. DeMARCO:  David, can I get an undertaking to get that answer, please?

MR. STEVENS:  We can provide an undertaking to advise as to whether Enbridge has an updated expectation or forecast as to what percentage of its projects would be conducive to IRP.  I can't undertake -- or I can't assure you that there is an answer, but I can undertake to ask.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, and directionally, if I can ask the undertaking be expanded to say directionally is it anticipated to be higher or lower than the antiquated threshold of 14 to 17 percent.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I'm not going to use the word "antiquated" in the undertaking, but --


MS. DeMARCO:  That was your words, not mine.  Those were Adam's words, not mine.

MR. STEVENS:  In any event, I understand the question, and we'll see what information we have.

MR. MILLAR:  It's JT3.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.4:  TO ADVISE AS TO WHETHER ENBRIDGE HAS AN UPDATED EXPECTATION OR FORECAST AS TO WHAT PERCENTAGE OF ITS PROJECTS WOULD BE CONDUCIVE TO IRP, AND WHETHER DIRECTIONALLY IT IS ANTICIPATED TO BE HIGHER OR LOWER THAN THE 14 TO 17 PERCENT THRESHOLD.


MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  In relation to that screening process, we understood -- and I went through with panel 1 the screening-out criteria, which could include the project being characterized as safety, characterized as integrity, part of contributions in aids of construction, part of community expansion, and the project occurring in less than three years.

It's the characterized as criteria that I have a question about.  Is that characterization a matter entirely at Enbridge's discretion?

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, Lisa, can I ask you to rephrase your question to me?  I kind of got lost trying to follow you there.

MS. DeMARCO:  So in the screening criteria --


MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  -- two of them include -- at least two of them include if Enbridge characterizes the project as safety, in relation to safety, or characterizes it as in relation to integrity.  And my question is, is that characterization entirely a matter of Enbridge discretion?

MR. STIERS:  So I'm a bit confused by the question.  We have a single safety criteria set out in paragraph 38 of Exhibit B.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, and if you determine it to be in relation to safety; right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, and we have discussion at length around, you know, how to define safety and what the difference is between an emergent safety issue and other safety issues over the past two days.

MS. DeMARCO:  And Sarah indicated that -- I believe it was Sarah -- indicated that sometimes a project could be characterized as a matter of integrity as well.

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the determination of whether it's an integrity project or a safety project is Enbridge's determination; right?

MR. STIERS:  We have standards for establishing the nature of projects.

MS. DeMARCO:  And it's your determination.  There's no consultation on that, there's no hard and fast criteria to determine whether this gets characterized as integrity or safety.  Could be a bit of both; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Are you asking me if the OEB has established those criteria for us?

MS. DeMARCO:  Or if there's any input on anyone -- from anyone on those, the application of those criteria.

MR. STIERS:  Certainly our asset management plan goes before the Board, and as do leave-to-construct applications.

MS. DeMARCO:  But in relation to the application of the IRP framework, it is Enbridge, without the input of the Board, without the input of stakeholders, without the input of First Nations rights holders, who determines this is a safety project that's getting screened out; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  I think it's Enbridge that will categorize the nature of the projects as the operator of its systems and with the expertise it has in-house that will categorize the nature of these initiatives and projects, but all of that will be subject to the Board's review, and we have showed over the past couple of days it will also be reviewed and shared with parties and the public frequently and input received on all of that.

MS. DeMARCO:  So let's go into that process.  So let's start with the screening process.  We have established that it's Enbridge's decision, and let's go into the determination or selection of IRPA.  You discuss very briefly, and I believe it was Ravi who touched upon this menu of potential IRPAs; is that right?  You will have a menu that you're choosing from of potential IRPAs to get through this process?

MS. SIGURDSON:  That's correct.  I think yesterday I did talk about the list that we would be maintaining, and that would be evolving over time.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the initial list, is it made by Enbridge?

MS. SIGURDSON:  What we put in our proposal are IRPs under consideration, and again, once we get guidance from the Board on the framework, we are looking to consult to further enhance that list if needed.

MS. DeMARCO:  My question is when does that consultation occur?  Does it occur when you're making that initial menu or after you propose a specific IRPA?

MR. STIERS:  Are you speaking, Lisa, specifically to First Nations consultation?

MS. DeMARCO:  All stakeholders, number one.  And number two, First Nations rights holders very specifically.

MR. STIERS:  I will separate those two concepts.  I think the duty to consult is something perhaps we can consider separately to some extent.

MS. DeMARCO:  Let me be very clear, small C consultation, not duty to consult, capital C, section 35 constitutional consultation.

MR. STIERS:  Right.  So we have set out an initial stakeholder engagement plan that describes, and it's discussed again for the last two days, the various opportunities for consultation, what we consider to be stakeholder engagement consultation of the public, the First Nations with affected communities, and that happens multiple times throughout the processes from inception of a project and, even before that, identification of constraints to inception of IRP opportunity or IRP alternative, through to OEB approval and even following initial OEB approval to any annual reporting, as well as any potential adjustments that may need to be made to the initial OEB-approved IRPA.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's -- I am trying to understand that, Adam.  I am a little confused on that because I have looked at Board Staff 9 and Pollution Probe 3, and the follow on process.  And I am trying to understand precisely when these defined moments of consultation will occur.

And I am asking very specifically about the generation of that menu of potential non-pipeline alternatives that Ravi spoke to yesterday.

MR. STIERS:  Yeah, I want to be careful --


MS. DeMARCO:  When will you consult on that menu of non-pipeline alternatives?

MR. STIERS:  So I just want to be careful to make sure that the menu is being characterized properly.  We have -- we have provided in evidence a list of the types of IRPAs that may be considered, that will be a living list, if you will.  And depending on specific constraints identified and specific conditions at a specific point in time, that may differ at any time from project to project, from location to location, and would need to be specific.

So I think the consultation that's most relevant to your question is, number one, the ongoing consultation we have in general with First Nations communities that forms component 1 of our stakeholder engagement plan.  And
then --


MS. DeMARCO:  I am going to stop you because that's not what I am asking I am asking --


MR. STIERS:  Could I just finish please?

MS. DeMARCO:  Sure.

MR. STIERS:  Thank you. And then I would say from there, we identify a system constraint, and as soon as we identify that system constraint, we enter into component two, so we are building constraint into our asset management plan and we are inviting further consultation in components 2 and 3, where all of the available IRPAs that are known to us are open for discussion, as well as we invite discussion on any new IRPAs that we maybe missed or did not consider to be relevant to the immediate community.

So I think that stakeholdering day is the opportunity that we think is most relevant, and we think because IRPAs are going to evolve as we go through time, there's no value in trying to consult or to establish a fixed list that must be adhered to.

Instead, it makes more sense for us to bring forward consideration of IRPAs that are immediately relevant at a specific point in time to a specific project to a specific community within our asset management plan and to be ready to discuss those at the stakeholdering day that follows.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, so let me go at this another way then, Adam, just to clarify.

The discussion with stakeholders, the small C consultation, occurs after you've gone through the screening process, after you have proposed specific IRPAs to address that constraint.  And when you engage in that stakeholdering day, single day, is that right?

MR. STIERS:  I would characterize it slightly differently, Lisa.  I would say it happens after we understand a constraint that needs to be addressed.  It happens when we have some knowledge of what IRPAs may be the most high potential to resolve that specific constraint.  It happens when we as an organization have a position on what we think is the most viable to ensure the safe and reliable operation of our system, and to meet our obligations to serve the firm contractual needs of our customers, and it happens as soon as we can do those things.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's well down the screening and three-phase process?  It's not initially at the front end of the process, and specifically Ravi's menu.  There is no consultation on Ravi's menu?

MS. SIGURDSON:  I am going to jump in here, Adam.  I think I see what the concern is that we're pointing out here.  But I think to clarify -- and Adam has talked about this as well -- is this is not a set menu.

So these were put forward in Exhibit B, starting at page 21, to provide examples of what we could consider as potential IRPs to help the development of this proposal.

Adam did talk about a stakeholder day, and I think we talked about it in Staff 11, where we talked about pilots for example, where we said once we have the framework and the guidance that we are looking for from the Board, one of the preliminary steps is to have that stakeholder day and one of the key pieces of conversations or topics at that that stakeholder day will be what IRPAs were considered and have a consult and a discussion about is there other IRPs that should be included.  I hope that helps.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's after the point you're coming forward with a potential set of IRPs?

MR. STIERS:  I think, Lisa, we are getting hung up on the idea that there's a set list, and that's not the case.  We are open at any point in time.  We are open today to hearing about IRPA opportunities.  There is nothing restricting that.

And when we're -- what we are saying is we will, once we identify a constraint that needs to be resolved on our system, go through this more formalized process of receiving feedback on it.  But we are not saying that we will not consider new IRPAs from this point forward, but we need some guidance from the Board.

MS. DeMARCO:  I think that's very helpful because we seem to be dancing around this point. There's nothing to stop me today saying go consider battery energy storage, nothing.

But in your proposed framework, there is no procedural element before that stakeholder day that facilitates stakeholders to come forward and voice -- there is no procedure defined in that process, is that right, before stakeholder day?

MR. STIERS:  I think we are just going to have to disagree on that point, because I think what we set out is up to ten years in advance identifying a system constraint and as quickly as possible, wrapping our heads around what that constraint is and what the appropriate means might be to resolve that constraint from both a facility and a non-facility standpoint, and as immediately as possible looking to consult on what we think makes sense with the public, with First Nations, with parties.  We see that as quite timely consultation.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, and I understand that when you're saying that you mean your stakeholder day, is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Starting with the stakeholder day, the identification in the AMP, followed by a series of other windows for input, feedback, and so on that we identified over the past two days as well.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful.  Let's get to very specifically the nature of what you put forward as what I am going to call the menu, as you've called proposed options.  This was a bring-forward from panel 1; they told me very specifically to ask you.

Very specifically, judging from Board Staff 2 in Exhibit B, paras 50 and 51 and 41 on page 23 to 25 of your evidence, we understand that power to gas energy storage would be one of the options that you would consider as a non-pipeline alternative or IRPA; is that right?

MS. SIGURDSON:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am sorry?

MS. SIGURDSON:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And what about electric battery storage?

MS. SIGURDSON:  That could be considered as well.  That wasn't explicitly put into this list, but again, as Adam's talking about, this is not a complete, you know, full, list.  It is really just provided to provide guidance to the Board in terms of what types of IRPs could be considered.

MS. DeMARCO:  And what about district energy?  I am referring to CCC 9 now.

MS. SIGURDSON:  That one is included as well.  That starts at paragraph 47.

MS. DeMARCO:  And what about hydrogen?  I am referring to GEC 10 now.

MS. SIGURDSON:  So in terms of power to gas, that starts at paragraph 50, and again, this is in Exhibit B.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry, not power to gas, hydrogen, GEC 10.

MS. SIGURDSON:  Let me just turn up to the IR you are referring to.

MS. DeMARCO:  Hydrogen itself, as opposed to power to gas using hydrogen.

MS. SIGURDSON:  I understand.  Okay...

MR. STIERS:  Yeah, we have included both hydrogen and RNG.

MS. SIGURDSON:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  And what about direct air capture?  I am referring very specifically to GEC 9(a).

MS. SIGURDSON:  Again, that wasn't explicitly included in the list, but it could be under IRPs that could be considered.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in terms of the breadth of this list, often which transcends the gas electricity silos, is there anything that you need from the Board in this proceeding to facilitate that type of intersectoral optimization, gas electricity optimization?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Lisa, that parties may assert that Enbridge needs guidance or endorsement by the Board to participate in a broad range of activities that wouldn't be seen as traditional gas utility activities.  Enbridge has put forward its view within undertaking responses as to how a broad interpretation of section 36 could incorporate these activities when they're being done in place of pipeline projects.

MS. DeMARCO:  I wonder --


MR. STEVENS:  We are fully aware of the fact that others may take a different view, and that may land the issue squarely in front of the Board.

MS. DeMARCO:  And I wonder if the panel could speak to some of the potential benefits and efficiencies of being able to pursue the gas electricity optimization through non-pipeline alternatives.

MS. SIGURDSON:  I think we did talk about this a bit earlier, but again, those specifics in terms of that type of deep analysis, we are not at that point yet, depending on which technology you are talking about, but that is something that will be brought forward at the time of an IRP application.

MR. STIERS:  I think the point, Lisa, we need the initial guidance here as to whether or not it's reasonable for us to proceed with deeper investigations into each of these potential options.  There are just so many of them spanning so many technologies with so many unique implications that we are seeking some guidance from the Board as to whether or not it's reasonable for us to pursue specific applications that will reflect the type of analysis that you're looking for in the future.  Otherwise, we just feel like we are carrying too much risk to try and advance those things without this guidance.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great.  And let's apply that very specifically, Adam, to our First Nations communities that don't have gas and are subject to potential community expansion grants.  As I understand it now, they would be immediately screened out from any gas/electricity optimization non-pipeline alternatives; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Are you speaking to communities where grants have been approved for natural gas system expansion specifically within legislation naming the community?

MS. DeMARCO:  Well, I'm actually asking a question generally about community expansion and those community expansions that would be subject to grants.

MR. STIERS:  So I think we clarified on the record, I can't recall which of the past two days it was, we have exchanged thoughts on community expansion and economic development a number of times.  But specific funding that is set out for individual communities within legislation strictly for expansion of natural gas systems, we have said that that would not be appropriate for IRPA consideration.

That does not mean that that stands for that community forevermore.  To the extent that there's further expansion that needs to happen, IRPAs may be applicable.  But what we did say in, I believe it's -- we spoke a bit about this in both Anwaatin 3 and in Staff 8(f), that if additional funding was made available to Enbridge Gas to support community expansion projects but was not allocated to specific projects, then Enbridge would include consideration of IRPAs, provided that such IRPAs as district energy systems, for example, were included in scope.

MS. DeMARCO:  So just so I'm crystal-clear on this, initial grant-funded community expansion cannot consider integrated gas-electricity non-pipeline alternatives or pipeline plus non-pipeline alternatives at this point under your criteria even if lower cost?

MR. STIERS:  Where the funding is set out in legislation for a specific community, a named community in legislation, we don't think that that is appropriate.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, thank you.  My last set of questions relate to public and corporate policy consistency.  We have already talked about your Indigenous policy.  Point of clarification.  At Exhibit C, page 5, paragraph 9, you appear to be very focused on provincial policy, and I think that you clarified in LPMA 2 -- let me get the exact wording for you.  It says:

"To the extent that the OEB is providing direction that might influence or be impacted by provincial environmental and policy goals, the OEB should clearly define the assumptions regarding provincial policy goals."

I'm assuming that extends to federal and municipal and corporate policy goals as well; is that that fair?

MR. STIERS:  Let me just -- I just want to make sure I see the section of evidence that you are speaking to, Lisa.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Lisa, paragraph 9 starts with a quote from Guidehouse.  The word "provincial" is Guidehouse's words.

MS. DeMARCO:  It's a recommendation, right.  And it's all focused on provincial.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  We are responding, though, to what Guidehouse said, and what Guidehouse said is what's found within the quotes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you say Enbridge Gas accepts that provincial environmental and policy goals.  I am assuming you also accept that federal and municipal policy goals -- and I am referring to your answer to LPMA 2 -- and also corporate policy goals; is that right?

MR. STIERS:  If you just give me a moment.  I believe it is fair to say, but I would point you, Lisa, specifically at our third guiding principle set out in Exhibit B, where we name public policy and say IRP will be considered in a manner to ensure that it is supportive and aligned with public policy where appropriate, and we do not specify, you know, one as opposed to another.  We are seeking to be aligned with public policy.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  So if I read the response to (a), it's federal and provincial and municipal, and fair to say your own corporate policies as well.  Is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  So your own corporate policies; Enbridge has recently come forward with a corporate policy of net zero in greenhouse gas emissions by 2050, and a 35 percent reduction by 2035.  The understanding is that this is intended to be consistent with that as well, is that right?

MR. STEVENS:  Do you have a reference for that, Lisa, just so that we are all on the same page about exactly what the Enbridge policy says?

MS. DeMARCO:  Sure.  Let me pull it up.  It is the Enbridge announcement dated -- it's just taking a second for it to come up.  And if I have got Jonathan on the line, if you can you pull it up quicker.  I have got it up; it's just take a second to load.

MR. STIERS:  Can you tell me if it's referenced in a specific interrogatory or evidence for me, Lisa?

MS. DeMARCO:  I don't think you did.  It was November 6th, 2020, that it came out and it's just taking a second to load on my phone.  Hold on.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I do have it here.  I am not sure if you want me to bring it up.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, please, yeah.  The date.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  It's from November 6th, but I can't share my screen while someone else is sharing their screen.

MS. DeMARCO:  Shall we send that to you, David, and you want to do that by way of undertaking?

MR. STIERS:  I am sorry, what's the question?

MR. STEVENS:  It may be most straightforward.  But as Adam says, I guess we need to know what it is that we are answering by way of undertaking.

I know that while, of course, the witnesses would be generally familiar with Enbridge's policies, this particular item hasn't been put to them before today, so it may be most fair to do this by way of undertaking.  So what's the question?

MS. DeMARCO:  I am assuming that your IRP proposal is consistent with this, is intended to be consistent with this.  Is that fair?

MR. STEVENS:  I think that would be something that we would have to take away and respond to.  What I know is that the IRP proposal was first submitted in 2019, and the document you've put to us post dates any of the evidence in this proceeding.

MS. DeMARCO:  Does it post-date your reply evidence?

MR. STEVENS:  You're correct, actually; it's a couple weeks before the reply evidence.

MS. DeMARCO:  That was my understanding.  That's fine, I'm happy to take that by way of an undertaking.  Can we get that marked, Michael?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, JT3.5.

MR. STEVENS:  So the question being:  Is Enbridge's IRP proposal intended to be consistent with Enbridge's --


MS. DeMARCO:  New ESG goals.

MR. STEVENS:  -- new ESG goals.

MS. SIGURDSON:  I can offer something up here, David, and if we get into more detail, maybe we continue with the undertaking.  But I just wanted to clarify.  The first bullet says net zero target by 2050, a 35 reduction in greenhouse gas emissions intensity by 2030. I just want to be clear that doesn't include scope 3 emissions, which are customer emissions.

But again, we can provide further clarity in the undertaking, but I just wanted to make that clarification.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Ravi.  So if we have additional things to say, we will answer them in the undertaking, which I believe would be JT3.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.5:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE IRP PROPOSAL IS INTENDED TO BE CONSISTENT WITH THE ENBRIDGE NEW ESG GOALS


MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  I just have one last series of questions in relation to your response to GEC 8 about the forward and future carbon price that you're using.

Are you assuming zero carbon price after 2022?

MR. STIERS:  No, we are currently carrying the 2022 price forward, I believe.

MS. DeMARCO:  But there's no legislation in relation to post 2022, is that right?

MR. STIERS:  No.  There is not legislation enacted.  There's an announcement by the federal government.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you're acting on an announcement of the federal government in the post 2022 --


MR. STIERS:  No, we are simply holding 2022 as it is.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am sorry --


MR. STIERS:  Carrying 2022 forward, that's --


MS. DeMARCO:  So you are assuming a flat price.  You are speculating and using a $50 price for 2022 forward?

MR. STIERS:  No, we are saying that the best available information based on enacted legislation currently should hold.

MS. DeMARCO:  But there's no legislation enacted for 2023.

MR. STIERS:  My understanding is no, there is not.  It is an announcement only at this point, and I think over the past two days, we have discussed at length that to the extent that the announced increased federal carbon price increasing to $170 per tonne CO2E by, I believe, 2030 is put into law.  Then we would reflect that fact in forecasts going forward.

MS. DeMARCO:  So in the absence of legislation, you're making an assumption of a placeholder of $50.  Is that right?

MR. STIERS:  I think -- no, I have already responded to say we are holding it at the level that we understand it to, according to law, stop at.

MS. DeMARCO:  Sorry, we don't have any data for 2023, there is no law in relation to 2023, is that right?

MR. STIERS:  Not as of now, no.

MS. DeMARCO:  And so there's no law pertaining to 2023.

MR. STIERS:  I do not know what the current Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act speaks to with regard to what happens beyond 2022.  And what it says around the government's intentions with regard to federal carbon pricing, I can't speak to that specifically.

MS. DeMARCO:  So without knowing what the price is or isn't, you're using a $50 price for 2023 forward.  Fair?

MR. STEVENS:  I think Adam has given you his answer on this, Lisa.  We seem to be circling around the same question again and again, and we are going to get the same answer again and again.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am still a little bit confused.  I wonder if the full panel agrees with what Adam is currently saying.

MR. STEVENS:  Nobody else has spoken up.  I think you have our answer on this.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, and I can confirm that everyone on the panel is not aware of what the Pollution Pricing Act says.  Is that fair?

MR. STEVENS:  It's just a matter of fact, Lisa, and whether particular witnesses here know or don't know what a particular piece of legislation means doesn't change its existence or not.  So let's move on.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am going to ask, subject to check, would you agree with me that the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act says nothing in relation to 2023?

MR. STEVENS:  If we have any different information, we will let you know.

MS. DeMARCO:  Do you want to undertake to do that?

MR. STEVENS:  As I say, if we need to correct or if we need to make a clarification, we will.

MS. DeMARCO:  So the answer then, David, to be precise, is yes, we agree that the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act says nothing in relation to 2023, subject to check.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, that's the answer.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you, those are my questions.  How did I do, Michael?  Close?

MR. MILLAR:  You did great, Lisa, gold star.  Gold star.  Thank you very much.  We are going to switch gears now to pull up the ICF panel.  I don't want to take the morning break right now, but I think we will probably have two minutes while we switch over, if people need to stretch their legs for a moment.

David, are you ICF witnesses here and are they on the call?

MS. WALTER:  Yeah, I see them here.

MR. MILLAR:  Maybe I could ask that they turn on their camera just so we can confirm that they are here.  I see Mr. Sloan.

MR. SLOAN:  Good morning.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning.  And, sorry, David, who is the other witness for ICF?

MR. STEVENS:  The other witness is John Dikeos.  I can see he's connected to this call.  Perhaps he stepped away for a moment.  I'm not sure.

MR. MILLAR:  Are you with us, Mr. Dikeos?  Yeah, perhaps he stepped away just for -- oh...

MR. SLOAN:  I gave him guidance five minutes ago to make final preparations, and I suspect that he is doing so.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's -- there we go.  Hello, Mr. Dikeos.

MR. DIKEOS:  Sorry about that.

MR. MILLAR:  No, no trouble at all.  David, are you ready for us to proceed?

MR. STEVENS:  I am.

MR. MILLAR:  And --


MR. STEVENS:  I just have one preliminary matter.

MR. MILLAR:  Yeah, let me just -- give me one second here.  Okay.  Lisa Lamberti, you're ready to go?

THE REPORTER:  I'm ready to go.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So David, let me turn it over to you.  We are on the record.
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MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  With us now are two witnesses from ICF.  They are Michael Sloan and John Dikeos.  Their CVs were provided earlier, along with the CVs for the Enbridge witnesses.

Before turning it over to Mr. Brophy for his questions, I just had one quick preliminary matter that I thought might help speed things along a little bit.

During yesterday's testimony by Enbridge panel number 2, Mr. Elson asked a question about whether ICF has information about a Central Hudson program that was referenced at Energy Probe Interrogatory Number 17, and I indicated that perhaps that would better be asked of today's panel, at which point Mr. Elson indicated that he wouldn't be here today.  So I don't know if Mr. Elson passed his question along, but just, as I say, to try to speed things along later, we can undertake to provide relevant documentation that ICF has about the Central Hudson non-pipeline alternative program as requested by Mr. Elson.  In particular, Mr. Elson asked if the information could indicate more about the size of the program, whether it earned a return, and relevant items.

So as I say, by way of undertaking, we can provide documentation that ICF has about the Central Hudson program.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Okay.  I will mark that as JT3.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.6:  TO PROVIDE ICF DOCUMENTATION ABOUT THE CENTRAL HUDSON PROGRAM.

MR. MILLAR:  And David, with that, is the panel ready for examination?

MR. STEVENS:  I believe so.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Mr. Brophy, over to you.  You have got 20 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:

MR. BROPHY:  Great, thank you.  Good morning, panel.  My name is Michael Brophy, and I am here on behalf of Pollution Probe.  We are also working with a variety of other stakeholders, including, you know, groups that -- municipalities and other groups as well that are certainly interested in this proceeding, so welcome.

My first question is in relation to Pollution Probe Number 4, and I believe Enbridge has been pulling up those documents on the screen and assume that they will do that for you as well.

So that question 4(b) was, please explain how ICF believes that the IRP framework and planning assumptions should be aligned with community or municipal energy and emissions plans.

And when you look at the answer, it looks like Enbridge answered that -- that question by mistake.  I just wanted to confirm that it was Enbridge and not ICF that answered that question.  Can you confirm that?

MR. SLOAN:  I can confirm that.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Yeah, it had a lot of detail in there, and it's words that I know Enbridge has indicated in other answers.

So given that the question was to ICF, maybe I can ask it to you and you can provide the ICF answer which was requested.

So can you please explain how ICF believes that the IRP framework and planning assumptions should be aligned with community or municipal energy and emissions plans?  And just for your background, Ontario municipalities have these plans.  It includes all energy.  I am sure you are probably familiar with that.

MR. SLOAN:  Well, let me start by saying that all utilities work within a broader community and they respond to the needs of the community.  They're regulated by an organization that takes its authority from the broader community.  And so it takes guidance both from the community that it operates in and from the regulatory agencies that convert the community needs and the business needs into an appropriate regulatory construct.  And Enbridge and any utility will be responsive both to the community interests as expressed through the regulatory agency, as well as the broader community interests of their customers and the community that they operate in.

So in the sense that they're operating with communities that have energy plans and emissions plans, my expectation is that they would be aware of those energy plans and those emissions plans and consider those along with the regulatory structure that they're operating in and the broader community guidance that they receive.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  So I just wanted to play back what I think I heard and make sure I have it correct.

So my understanding is, you know, IRP's done, it affects the broader communities, municipalities, you know, in the case of Ontario it's, you know, a lot of those stakeholders, including the community and municipalities, and then the regulator, in this case Ontario Energy Board, would then be responsive to those interests and consider, you know, them appropriately as it sets out guidelines or directions to then indicate, you know, how the utility should operate; is that about right?

MR. SLOAN:  I think that utility needs to consider all of those things when it determines how to operate; that's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then you had mentioned the regulators having to consider those, and I agree it's a public agency.  You know, part of the mandate is to do that.  So then from your follow-up answer, obviously the utility should be considering that, but then the regulator considers that as well as they develop things like the IRP framework in this case.  Does that sound correct?

MR. SLOAN:  I think the regulators have an obligation to consider the broad range of public interests when they're setting the regulation.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. SLOAN:  So, yes, I would agree with you.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you very much.  I am going to move on to my next question, which is related to Pollution Probe Number 4, part (c).  And I am not going to go whole hog through the whole thing, because it's very long, the response, but I think you will get the gist of it.

So in there it asks for the proposals from ICF for the various studies that have been done for Enbridge.  There were a few, you know, provided.  I think they provided the scope of work and the contract, things like that, in the response so I am not going to drag you through all those details, but I had a few questions I thought you could answer.  If we need to get into the details, we can if we need to.

So the first question is, you know, based on the material that was filed it looks like ICF submitted a proposal to Enbridge rather than through an RFP process, is that correct, for these studies?

MR. SLOAN:  You'd have to check with the Enbridge project managers about how they viewed that and who else that they talked to, but we did not go for this project through what I would call a formal closed RFP process with notices and schedules.

I think this project, the original project in particular, there was an extensive scoping exercise where we went back and forth for a considerable amount of time to define the scope of the approach before the contract was fully specified and laid out.

John, do you have any further recollections about that?

MR. DIKEOS:  I do recall that the proposal that we put together for the initial IRP study, this was in the summer of 2016, so going pretty far back, like Mike said was definitely a very detailed proposal.

I don't recall specifically the other sort of guidelines around that, whether -- how formal the RFP process was.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and that's very helpful, because that's my understanding when I read the material that was filed, because your proposals were very detailed and, I thought, good.

And I was wondering where you got the information to be able to put into that.  But I think, as you've explained, it was through discussions or maybe, you know, emails or calls or whatever, whatever discussions it was with Enbridge in order to land on that scope. So thank you for that.

So within the scope, and I guess it was through your discussions with Enbridge as you determined the scope, but ultimately ended up in the document, in your proposal appended to the legal agreement, were there boundaries in this scope?  Were you free to look at anything related to IRP or was it, you know, bound by some sort of direction or scoping there?

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Mike, are you speaking about the scope for the initial study, or the updated materials filed in this case?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  So the initial study was really just DSM-focussed, right?  So the scope was DSM and not the broader IRPs.  Is that correct?

MR. STEVENS:  The study speaks for itself.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, if I can get the witnesses to answer that question, then I can move on.  So the first study was --


MR. SLOAN:  I think we always have -- okay, I am talking about the 2018 study, which we initiated in the fall of 2016.

But before I do that, we need to be pretty careful about how we're defining terms, because there are a lot of different terms for IRP, not just as an example.  But in terms of the specific study, you know, the title of the report is -- and we could pull it up if it's informative --is the ability for DSM to impact a facilities planning.

And as a consultant, you know, I certainly -- I am not sure I'd like to have projects where there were no boundaries on the scope, because that would put me at a lot of risk.  There are always boundaries on the scope of any project that we do.  And in the discussions with Enbridge at that time, I think that they were coming out of a hearing where the question was raised about the opportunity for variations of DSM to offset the utility's investments, and so that was their focus.

The study boundaries -- you know, they didn't say look at DSM, but don't look at these other things.  It was we need to understand the potential for targeted DSM to potentially minimize facilities investment.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you for that.  Next question is why was the New York jurisdiction assessed in your most recent work if there was clarity already on the record that OEB Staff had already retained Guidehouse to assess that jurisdiction?  I am trying to understand why then ICF would have --


MR. STEVENS:  I think to be fair, Mike, that's a question that should have been asked of the Enbridge witnesses.  ICF would have proceeded to do what it was asked to; it wouldn't have been the party deciding what the scope of the task might be.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so the answer then, David, that you just said it's because Enbridge asked them to do it.

MR. STEVENS:  I heard Michael to have told us just a moment ago that it's important for him to have some scope to what he is doing, so that he has got some direction.  And so he, no doubt --


MR. SLOAN:  I will confirm that I was -- that ICF was asked to do that study.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  So, you know, I can appreciate, you know, having scope for the very reason you said, that you don't have a blank cheque and you can't do everything.  So I am just wondering.  As that was scoped down to be more limited in your discussions with Enbridge for the project, jurisdictions like British Columbia, did you delve into a lot of detail on jurisdictions like that?

You know, it's closer to home obviously within Canada.  Can you talk a bit about that?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, John can talk about it more directly, as he had some of the calls with Fortis.  But we did talk with a number of utilities that both we identified as potentially doing or interested in, and I will refer to them as non-pipeline solutions, and that were willing to talk to us about what they were doing on non-pipeline solutions.

And Fortis was one of the companies that we thought was worth talking to and was willing to talk to us.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. DIKEOS:  I can add a little bit of additional detail there with regards to Fortis.  So they were actually part of our study advisory group for the May 2018 study, so they participated extensively throughout that study and we have had quite a bit of back and forth with the Fortis BC team to understand where they're at in terms of their research and analysis of IRPA solutions.

There's a good amount of detail in that jurisdictional review report on all of our research and all the consultations with Fortis BC.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And I am assuming you're aware they're actively consulting on their next IRP plan as we speak, right?

MR. DIKEOS:  Yes can, yes --


MR. SLOAN:  I am aware that they have an ongoing IRP plan.  I am not aware of where they are precisely in the process.

MR. BROPHY:  Are you aware that they've set up a consultation group similar to the Vermont example that was identified by Mr. Neme?  Are you aware of that?

MR. SLOAN:  I am not aware of any of the details of that.  John, do you know more about that?

MR. DIKEOS:  No I don't.  I don't remember that being mentioned in the consultations.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  I am going to move on to the next question.  I might as well skip that just for time.

I don't know if you were listening to the earlier parts of the technical conference, but this won't be a surprise because it was already in the interrogatory responses.  But Enbridge has indicated that they had not done any stakeholder consultation in preparation of the IRP proposal.  But they did indicate that there was some consultation done, you know, limited to your scope, to the report you did, and there was some consultation done.

Can you describe the scope of consultation that was -- public consultation, stakeholder consultation that was done for the ICF work?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, are you speaking about the first, the first of the two to ICF studies, Michael?

MR. BROPHY:  Let's talk about the second.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't recall there being any testimony that there was consultation around that.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So then the response to Pollution Probe 3, where Enbridge indicated that ICF did some consultation, it's zero consultation in the second report, and then some consultation in the first report.  Is that what I understand?

MR. STEVENS:  I think Pollution Probe Number 3 speaks for itself.  I mean, it talks about external stakeholder feedback that informed the May 2018 IRP study, and it also points to filed evidence which summarizes the external stakeholder feedback received for the May 2018 IRP study.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Can ICF confirm if any Ontario municipalities were consulted with?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't believe ICF was at the centre of that consultation, Michael.

MR. BROPHY:  Well, the answer says that Enbridge didn't do any consultation and that any consultation that was done was done by ICF.  Do I have that --


MR. STEVENS:  I don't read that at all in the answer.  I mean, ICF can confirm whether they led any consultation, but that's certainly not how I read Pollution Probe No. 3.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  If we are to interpret then that this answer means that no consultation was done by Enbridge and no consultation was done by ICF, can ICF confirm that no consultation was done by ICF?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, if I can stop you there, Michael.  That's not what Pollution Probe Number 3 says.  Pollution Probe Number 3 speaks to the stakeholder feedback that was solicited and used to inform the May 2018 ICF study -- IRP study.

MR. BROPHY:  That's not the question.  The question asked for external stakeholder feedback received by Enbridge on its IRP proposal.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  And that's answered in the first -- that's answered in the first paragraph of Pollution Probe 3.  You're not speaking now, to my ear, about consultation on Enbridge's proposal, you are speaking about consultation on ICF's reports.

MR. BROPHY:  I had interpreted from the last two days that Enbridge was suggesting that there was some consultation done by ICF, but I could be mistaken there, so --


MR. STEVENS:  That's fine, sorry, Michael or John can answer that question.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  If you can just confirm if any consultation was done by ICF?

MR. SLOAN:  Can you tell me what kind of consultation you're asking about?

MR. BROPHY:  I am talking about specific outreach to stakeholders potentially impacted by IRP in Ontario.

MR. SLOAN:  As part of the original study, we did have a study advisory group that we met with and asked questions of.  That advisory group included a number of different people from different roles, and I believe that there were representatives from other utilities with specific knowledge, university professors.  I know that there were representatives from other utilities and university professors and other experts.

There may or may not have been a representative that had a more community perspective.  I don't recall.  You would have to check with Sue.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you are talking about the [audio dropout] focused study now, right, the first one?

MR. SLOAN:  I am sorry, can you repeat the question?

MR. BROPHY:  You are talking about the DSM focused study, the first one?  That is what you were talking about?  Or the second one?

MR. SLOAN:  That is correct --


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And how about --


MR. SLOAN:  -- the first one.

MR. BROPHY:  How about the IRP-related one, not the specific DSM one, but the second one?  Was there any consultation conducted by ICF?

MR. SLOAN:  There was no formal consultation that I'm aware of on that.  We did reach out and talk with a number of other utilities about what they were doing as part of the study.  So in the sense that that's consultation, I would say that we did that, but I think that's probably not exactly what you're asking.

MR. BROPHY:  That's correct, yeah --


MS. DeMARCO:  Michael, can I jump in with a quick follow-up question on that?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

MS. DeMARCO:  It will save me many questions.  Michael Sloan or John, in terms of your study advisory group, that consisted of a number of different people, including other utilities, university professors, et cetera, but was there any First Nations on that -- First Nations representatives on that study advisory group?

MR. SLOAN:  I don't recall.  You would need to check with the utility on that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I get an undertaking, please, to provide that information?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we will advise.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  So --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, can we give that a number, please.

MR. BROPHY:  Oh, sorry, yeah, go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe it will be JT3.7.

MR. BROPHY:  Michael went to fill his coffee cup.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe it's to advise if there were any First Nations representatives who participated in the advisory group related to ICF's 2018 IRP study; is that correct, Lisa?

MS. DeMARCO:  Perfect.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.7:  TO ADVISE IF THERE WERE ANY FIRST NATIONS REPRESENTATIVES WHO PARTICIPATED IN THE ADVISORY GROUP RELATED TO ICF'S 2018 IRP STUDY.

MR. BROPHY:  Great, thank you.  So in relation to the second study, I think you've indicated that there was no formal consultation done, so I had a question.  Is it fair to say that no municipalities were consulted?  But I think it's already wrapped up in that answer, so unless you have anything to add, I will mauve on to my next question.

MR. SLOAN:  I don't have anything to add at this point.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great, thank you.  So the next question is in relation to Pollution Probe 13, and we provided a couple of examples.  One was the IESO engagement principles, and your response indicates ICF does not believe that the IESO engagements principles used to coordinate planning would necessarily be applicable to natural gas, nor should they be considered to be best practices for natural gas network planning.

So a bit of context there.  You may or may not have been listening the last two days or looked at all the IRs, but generally speaking, Enbridge has agreed that those are principles that are best practice, and there was an addition, I think, that they had suggested maybe to tweak or add, and, you know, I think -- well, Guidehouse, we will hear from them later.  I think they confirmed that as well, and same with Mr. Neme.

So I am just curious on why ICF doesn't think that those principles are applicable, because they're fairly generic and broad.  They don't speak to energy type.

MR. SLOAN:  They are, and the words are good principles generally.  But those principles were developed to guide the interaction between the IESO and its stakeholders.  And the stakeholders are primarily -- not exclusively, but primarily the electric utilities that the IESO serves, and the customers, the electric utilities that are served by the IESO, are directly engaged in a planning process that has to mesh perfectly with the planning process put forward by the IESO, and so it's a different type of process and consultation than what you would have for a gas IRP or IRPA review, where you are consulting with stakeholders that are coming at the issue from a different direction and a different perspective.

So I didn't want to take the words and say that the same implementation of those words would be appropriate in the two different industries.  So I could very easily see Enbridge and other stakeholders coming up with a set of principles that looked very, very similar to the principles that were laid out by the IESO.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.

MR. MILLAR:  Mike, I just want to remind you you are close to the end of your time.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, yeah, no, this is the last set of questioning here.  So I don't know if you looked at the other material we filed on behalf from IESO, but, you know, they've matured their IRP processes quite a lot over the last decade, and those principles are used for their consultation broadly to stakeholders, including municipalities, you know, interest groups, et cetera, you know, not just electric utilities.

So do you have -- do you have context on that, or have you not been involved in some of the regional planning exercises and consultations that they've done in the last year or two?

MR. SLOAN:  I have not been directly involved in those consultations.  You know, I have a broad sense of what's happening in the energy industry in Ontario.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, okay.  Thank you.  In the interests of time I am going to end there.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you very much, Mr. Brophy.

It's eleven o'clock.  Let's take our morning break, 15 minutes, and we have GEC up next.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 11:02 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:16 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  David, just a very quick preliminary matter.  In my haste to keep the schedule moving, I neglected to thank the second panel for what I know was a very long day and a bit.  So if you could please pass that on with my apologies.  I do thank them for what I know was a long stretch for them.

MR. STEVENS:  I will do that, thank you, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  With that, if there's nothing else, I will pass it over to David, with a reminder that Dwayne is up next.  David, you've got twenty minutes.
Examination by Mr. Poch:

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  I have a lot of questions about your administration of the grants in England -- well, no, let's leave that. If you could --


MR. SLOAN:  I would be happy to talk about that.

MR. POCH:  No, that's all right.  In GEC 13, we were asking about the lines on the page in the -- this is in I guess what we will call your first study, at ES30 for example where you show cost for DSM versus facilities choices.  And you've indicated there in your answer -- I assume it's your answer -- that DSM program costing system -- sorry, the cost-effectiveness test was not used in the comparison.

But I look at the graph and it says DSM cost-effective, DSM not cost-effective.  Is that just a somewhat confusing a choice of words?  Should it have said DSM implementation costs lower than infrastructure costs or higher?  Would that be a fairer label on that graph, given your response?

MR. SLOAN:  John, do you want to take that?  John, you're on mute.

MR. DIKEOS:  Sorry about that, double muted.  So the wording that's on that chart is to try and clarify the different regions, and based on the comparison that we were undertaking as part of that analysis, I think they were accurate.  They just could use some additional context.

MR. SLOAN:  And I would actually say, David, that the terminology that you used was quite good.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  So a more accurate depiction would be to refer to those as implementations costs because you are not actually looking at the total cost-effectiveness of the DSM, in that you've indicated that's not what you were using here.  Is that fair?

MR. SLOAN:  I would not say that of the two sets of terminologies there, one is better than the other.  I think that yours was quite good.

MR. POCH:  Let me see if I can clarify, then.  You've indicated that other benefits and costs were not considered as part of this comparison, so clearly it's to the extent what you are calling cost-effectiveness and I am calling -- and your right, maybe it's a better labelled program, DSM implementation costs -- it's not an all inclusive cost benefit that you're looking at here.

MR. SLOAN:  There are a lot of cost benefit tests that include a lot of elements that are not included here.

MR. POCH:  All right.  If you were using the UCT test, or the program administration cost test instead of what you used, what would be added or subtracted from the cost and benefits that you used in that graphic?

MR. SLOAN:  John, do you want to take that?

MR. DIKEOS:  Yeah, sure.  So there would be some additional components if we were to look at the utility cost test.  So I think there's been some discussion in some subsequent IRs that looked at the avoided commodity cost for example, so that would be a benefit that would be considered.

Then we would basically look at, as well, whether it would be appropriate to have any societal-type costs that generally wouldn't be added at the UCT level, in terms of any carbon costs or anything like that.  But we would be looking for a clear direction on what should be added there.

And then the program costs should already been fully included there in terms of non-incentive program costs.

MR. POCH:  And if you were using the total resource cost test, I take it you would -- there would be further changes, because the customer contributions wouldn't cost for example --


MR. DIKEOS:  Sorry, could you repeat the question?

MR. POCH:  If you were using TRC as the test for cost-effectiveness for comparison in making those graphics, there would be further changes because, for example, you would include the participants' contribution to measure costs.

MR. DIKEOS:  That is correct, yes, it would include the total measure cost.

MR. POCH:  All right.  In your 2018 report at -- the page reference I have is ES24, you estimate maximum peak demand hourly impacts for union of 1.2 percent for [inaudible] and for Enbridge of 1.05 percent.  So that's the estimate of what DSM could conceivably shave.

Am I correct that those estimates are based on the 2016 NPS study and then you have converted annual cubic metre savings to peak hour savings in the way -- through some magic.  Is that fair -- ignoring the word "magic"?

MR. DIKEOS:  I wouldn't characterize it as magic.  There's definitely some robust analysis that --


MR. POCH:  But I've got the source right?

MR. DIKEOS:  So you mentioned the 2016 NPS.  Did you mean the CPS?

MR. POCH:  M like Mary, PS.  The MPS study, I think is what was put into the potential work.

MR. DIKEOS:  So the -- there was a 2016 conservation potential study that was completed on behalf of the OEB.  That was a precursor to the work that we completed as part of the IRP.

MR. POCH:  And that was the input you used, and then you converted it to peak impact.

MR. DIKEOS:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  In using that information -- you may have to give me an undertaking if it's not at the top of your head, but that's fine -- which MPS scenario was it based on?  The achievable potential with constrained budgets, or the maximum achievable with unconstrained budget?

MR. DIKEOS:  It was based on the maximum unconstrained.

MR. POCH:  Maximum unconstrained, okay.

MR. DIKEOS:  And we actually looked at it in terms of discrete steps.  So you'll know that the conservation potential studies look at kind of a bounded achievable potential, and then unconstrained.  So each measure was considered in those discrete steps.

MR. POCH:  Okay, and did you use the cost-effective achievable, that is where the -- were they the portion of economic potential that was -- economic potential that was achievable, or were they achievable potential without regard to the cost-effectiveness test used in the MPS?

MR. DIKEOS:  It was the economic achievable potential, yes.

MR. POCH:  Do you recall what carbon cost was used in that, then?

MR. DIKEOS:  I don't off the top of my head.  I would have to look into that.

MR. POCH:  Can we just get an undertaking for that?

MR. STEVENS:  We can, David.  Can you just describe precisely what it is for the record, please.

MR. POCH:  In ICF's application of the 2016 conservation potential to its study, what carbon cost was included?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can answer that.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT3.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.8:  TO ADVISE THE CARBON COST INCLUDED IN ICF'S APPLICATION OF THE 2016 CONSERVATION POTENTIAL TO ITS STUDY


MR. POCH:  And --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I should stop there.  I gave an unqualified yes, but I should have checked with the witnesses whether this is something that you will be able to find.

MR. DIKEOS:  Yeah, I don't see any issues with taking that up.  I believe we used the 15 percent adder that's consistent with the TRC plus test, but I will have to go back and confirm.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  We will provide the undertaking.


MR. POCH:  Thank you.  Would you be able to tell us how much more cost-effective achievable DSM there would be and what its impact on peak would be, if you used the federal announcement of ramping up of carbon charges to $170 by 2030?

MR. SLOAN:  That's something that is certainly calculatable.  It would take a significant amount of effort in order to recast everything that we did in the 2018 study to reflect that.

MR. POCH:  Fair enough.  I won't ask you to do that then.  I will just ask you this.  Would you agree that there would be a significant change?

MR. SLOAN:  If you're including the value of carbon, particularly at $170, that does change the economics of the projects that are considering the benefits of reducing natural gas, yes --


MR. POCH:  And you'd agree it would be a significant change?

MR. SLOAN:  When that's part of the calculation it would be a significant change.

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  All right.  I think I have that.  That's my questions then.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you very much, David.  Dwayne, are you here and ready to go?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, Michael.  Sorry, I am just going to full-screen here.

MR. MILLAR:  Just while you are pulling that up, David, your witnesses will be up.  We have them for right after the lunch break, and that may well still be the case, but some -- we are actually slightly ahead of schedule.  I think we will end up stopping for lunch anyways, but if you can just make sure that they know that they will be up before too long.  And Dwayne, I will --


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Mike, I am not getting my picture up, but I will try to do that in a moment.  I don't want to hold up any time --


MR. MILLAR:  Why don't you go ahead, Dwayne.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Yes, please.  Maybe we can just turn up while I am doing this is the ICF evidence from July, but specific -- it's page 16 of the original 2018 report.

MS. ALLMAN:  Dwayne, this is Stephanie.  Sorry, can you repeat the page number?

MR. QUINN:  It's page 16 of that report.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, did you mention the 2018 report?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  It is found on page 82, Stephanie, and it's under paragraph 3.1.

MS. ALLMAN:  Sorry, is it this report?

MR. QUINN:  It was the July -- it was filed EGI ICF IRP study in July of this year, and it's page 82 of that PDF, I think is probably the best...

MS. ALLMAN:  Am I in the right spot?

MR. QUINN:  If we can go down to 3.1.  Yes, there we are.  Thank you.

Okay.  In paragraph 2 of that section, it talks about:

"The most common planning concerns between gas supply and facilities planning found in the integrated resource plans were unknown regulatory risks, delivery risks, and price risks."

Now, the rest of the paragraph goes on to describe regulatory risks and price risks but is without definition for the delivery risks.

Can I ask the witnesses to help me with the -- with what their definition would be for delivery risks?

MR. SLOAN:  Delivery risks cover a fairly broad range of topics.  If you look at where we know and what we don't know with respect to non-pipeline alternatives or DSM as a pipeline replacement option, there are risks both in terms of the ability to implement the specific programs, as well as whether the programs will deliver the savings that they're estimated to provide.

And so if we look at some of the recent experience with, for example, ConEd, they've had programs where they've had contractors fail to deliver on the measures that they were trying to implement in a pilot program, so, you know, then if you have that kind of risk obviously the programs are going to fail --


MR. QUINN:  I understand that, Mr. Sloan, just, if I may, because we have limited time and I am trying to --


MR. SLOAN:  -- in terms of the -- in terms of the --


MR. QUINN:  -- respect the time --


MR. SLOAN:  -- and a great deal of risk --


MR. QUINN:  -- frames.  I am not -- I want to be specific in, these are gas supply and facilities planning process.  Our interest is in pipeline, specifically delivery risk associated with pipeline, and I think your answer to this point is sufficient.  That's all we were looking for, because I wanted to ask specifically, utilities traditionally ensure that delivery contracts, pipeline delivery contracts, include financial assurances to act as an incentive to compliance; correct?

MR. SLOAN:  When you say "pipeline delivery contracts" are you talking about a pipeline capacity contract?  Or are you talking about a delivered services contract?  Both --


MR. QUINN:  A delivered services contract.

MR. SLOAN:  Both -- both -- okay.  Delivered services contract is a commercial arrangement between two parties that typically would have a negotiated failure to perform penalty associated with it.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. SLOAN:  The magnitude and the strictness would really depend on the negotiations between the parties.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So in -- with that answer,
you're -- that was for a delivered service.  You said there was a second category you wanted to explain?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, pipeline capacity -- you asked about capacity contracts.  Pipeline capacity, where they are actually building the physical infrastructure to serve the demand, again, it's a commercial arrangement, so there are force majeure provisions and other provisions.

Typically there the uncertainty is addressed through regulatory outs or failure to deliver types of -- failure to construct types of clauses or timeline clauses.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So let's talk about existing pipelines, though.  You're talking about -- your answer that you just gave was on the basis of a new pipeline; correct?

MR. SLOAN:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So I am talking about existing pipelines.  So the delivered service you said is a commercial negotiation.  The delivery of gas for the purposes of acquiring natural gas from the existing pipeline, is there any difference between that and a delivered service contract from a third party?

MR. SLOAN:  I don't quite understand the question.  Can you try and rephrase it?

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  If a utility is seeking gas supply, and it contracts for the delivery of gas to a certain delivery point, that's what I am talking about in terms of pipeline contracting, as opposed to a new pipeline being built for that purpose.

MR. SLOAN:  Are you talking about holding the pipeline capacity --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. SLOAN:  -- between points or -- so Enbridge holds TransCanada pipeline capacity to its city gate.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And so --


MR. SLOAN:  TC energy pipeline capacity.

MR. QUINN:  If a marketer or third party is providing service to the utility to a designated point like Parkway, that -- for the purposes of getting gas supply, that's what I am talking about.

MR. SLOAN:  Okay.  So a delivered services or third-party services agreement.  Okay.  And what's the question on that?

MR. QUINN:  So it's for the purposes of gas supply, a third-party marketer is providing service to a delivery point.  I am comparing that to a delivered service contract for the purposes of peaking demand.  Are there any --


MR. SLOAN:  Okay.  So a 365-day contract versus a ten-day contract?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  So is there any material difference in those contracts, besides the number of days?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, they serve different purposes in the utility's supply plan.  A delivered services -- a 10-day delivered service is going to be very, very focussed on the design day services.  So it's not going to get used very much, but it always has to be available and so the structure of the -- let me see if I can pick it up.

So the structure of a peaking service contract that is intended to meet design day demand conditions [audio dropout]

MR. SLOAN:  If I have to, I would go off my headphones but that will take me a couple of minutes to do it right.

So the third party services agreement that's providing gas supply, or delivering gas supply to the city gate over the long term is more structured in terms of the commodity and commodity flows, as opposed to meeting the specific peak day requirements.

And so the two different types of contracts serve different purpose, and they would be structured differently.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  Now maybe I should -- and I want to save some time because we lost some there.  Is one contract any less firm than the other, from your perspective?

MR. SLOAN:  It depends on the nature of the contract and the answer would be that it certainly can be less firm, depending on how the contract is structured.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, why don't we try it this way, then.  If in comparison of the supply contract for the purposes of utility supply comparing -- first off, I am going to maybe step back before we step forward, then.

In terms of securing the contract and ensuring the firmness of the ability of the counter-party to deliver, receiving utilities can ensure that the party providing the firm delivery has firm upstream assets, correct?

MR. SLOAN:  They certainly can.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. SLOAN:  They don't always need to.

MR. QUINN:  Right, but they can do that to establish their comfort that the quality of delivery is firm, correct?

MR. SLOAN:  It's a commercial -- it's a commercial negotiation, they can ask for whatever assurances they feel that they need.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, great.  So that ability to see that they have firm upstream assets, in addition to financial assurances, can better qualify the contract for firmness of delivery.

MR. SLOAN:  I think that contracts can be qualified for firmness of delivery.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  So with these financial assurances for either contract, both contracts have financial assurances comparable and confirmation of upstream assets to deliver, is there any less reliability on contracted deliveries than those that the utilities will contract to meet gas supply needs?

MR. SLOAN:  If you're telling me that the two contracts are equivalent, and they're equivalent in terms of the firmness of the service, then I would agree with your supposition that the two contracts are equivalent with them.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you very much, Mr. Sloan, those are my questions.  Thank you, Michael.

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, briefly, Michael Millar, there was one question where Michael was cut-off sort of mid answer, and I just wanted to sort of make sure that Michael Sloan had the opportunity to say whatever it was that he was meaning to say.

MR. QUINN:  Are you talking about, Mr. Stevens, the failure to deliver that have been experienced in other jurisdictions?

MR. STEVENS:  It may have been, Dwayne.  I wasn't quick enough with my notes to say exactly where it was.  It was simply the fact that you interrupted Mr. Sloan when he was in mid-answer, and I just wanted to make sure that he had the opportunity to say what he intended to say on the topic he was speaking to.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Sloan, do you have anything to add?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, the only thing that I would add is that, you know, that there are significant risks on the ability for different types of non-pipe solutions to provide the services and to offset pipeline capacity.  And those risks need to be evaluated for the different types of options.

MR. QUINN:  But in that answer, Mr. Sloan, you are including non-pipe solutions that are non-supply side pipeline delivered contract solutions, correct?

MR. SLOAN:  It applies to all different non-pipeline solutions.  You have to evaluate the risk.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So you are talking generically, not specific to the answer that you gave me about the relative firmness of the two contracts at the end of the answer before Mr. Stevens asked for the redirect.

MR. STEVENS:  To be fair, it wasn't --


MR. SLOAN:  Well --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.

MR. SLOAN:  It was the previous answer.  But if you tell me, if you presuppose that the contracts have equivalent reliability, I will agree with you, the contracts have equivalent reliability.

Without looking at the contracts, I don't have any further insight into it than that.

MR. QUINN:  The two criteria I provided to you, Mr. Sloan, were they have equivalent financial assurances and both have been confirmed by the utility to be supported by firm upstream assets to deliver.  Are those comparable in terms of reliability?

MR. SLOAN:  Again, show me the two contracts and I will go through them line by line, and I will provide you a detailed answer to that.

They certainly can be.  You can structure contracts that will provide the same reliability.  Whether two contracts are or are not is a contract-specific question.

MR. QUINN:  So it's within the capability of the utility to define parameters in its contract for delivered services which make it comparable to contracts it would hold for its gas supply to a delivered point, correct?

MR. SLOAN:  I think that's a slightly different question than what you asked me.

MR. QUINN:  I asked you if it was within --


MR. SLOAN:  I think that -- you asked me about third-party delivery agreements, and the difference between a peaking service and a long-term supply agreement.  And from that perspective in working with third parties, the utility would have the ability to negotiate the same level of reliability, or to confirm the same level of reliability for the different parties.

That's different than the utility controlling capacity and buying the gas upstream, and being responsible for the gas that's delivered to their service territory.

MR. QUINN:  That wasn't the difference that I was making.  I was talking about the marketer or third party providing that service to the same delivered point.  So you have changed the parameters of what I was saying, so I am going to have to do this one more time and I apologize --


MR. SLOAN:  No, I have answered the question the way you phrased it.  You phrased it differently on two different occasions.

There is a fundamental difference and if you change the structure of the question, my answer will change.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, then I am going to try it this way.  If a utility has deliveries to a delivered point for the purpose of gas supply, is it within the capability of the utility to design a third party commercial service to that same delivery point of equivalent reliability by steps in its design of its financial assurances and its ability to check upstream firm assets supporting that contract?

MR. SLOAN:  I believe that -- I believe you stopped your question halfway through.  I believe that the second part of the question was is it equivalent to a peaking service contract, a short-term peaking --


MR. QUINN:  No, my question, Mr. Sloan --


MR. SLOAN:  -- and I will agree -- and I will say yes to that question.

MR. QUINN:  My question is can the utility design that same level of firmness in a third-party contract, yes or no?

MR. SLOAN:  Between the two types of third-party contracts that we are talking about the answer is yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's what we are talking about.  Thank you very much.  Sorry, Mr. Millar.  I might have gone over time.  I lost my clock.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dwayne.

Tom, are you up next?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I have got you for five minutes, so off you go.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  Well, Dwayne was eating into my time, so we'll see how it goes.

Good morning, panel.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am consultant representing Energy Probe.  And I am going to actually turn off my camera, because I had issues with bandwidth on Wednesday.

So can you turn to your response to Energy Probe Number 17.  Yes, thank you.  So in that question I asked if any utility in Canada or the U.S. had implemented a gas low (sic) electricity conversion as an IRPA, and that was my question (a), and you answered that the only utility that an existing gas electricity conversion program is Central Hudson Gas and Electric Company in New York, and you said that it is called transportation mode alternative.

So I looked it up on the website of the Public Service Commission of New York State, and I found out, for example, that ICF was a consultant for this program.  So were any of you two involved in this?

MR. SLOAN:  I was not.

MR. DIKEOS:  I was not either.

MR. LADANYI:  But you know about it?  You know enough about it to discuss it with me?

MR. SLOAN:  I did not know anything about ICF's involvement until I read the same report on the website.  But I certainly know enough about what they were doing, and we did talk with Central Hudson in the preparation of our evidence, so we can talk about this, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So from what I could find, it seems to me that Central Hudson's program is similar to what Enbridge is proposing, and that Central Hudson is about two years ahead of Enbridge.  Would you agree with that, roughly?

MR. SLOAN:  I think it's hard to say if they're ahead or behind.  I think it's probably a combination of the two.  They have done a couple of different types of programs, and we know now based on that document that one -- not pipeline program reduced --


MR. LADANYI:  I will get to that in a minute, so -- okay.

MR. SLOAN:  But -- but in general, they're ahead in some areas and probably not quite as far ahead in other areas.

MR. LADANYI:  So Central Hudson Gas and Electric is a utility in the Hudson Valley, serving communities north of New York and south of Albany; is that right?

MR. SLOAN:  Generally, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  And it provides gas service in some communities and electricity service in some communities and both gas and electricity service in some.  So it's kind of like a patchwork of services, from what I could find.  This is again from the Internet and from their own website.  Is that what you understand --


MR. SLOAN:  I believe that's true, yes --


MR. LADANYI:  Okay --


MR. SLOAN:  -- that's my understanding.

MR. LADANYI:  It just so happens that my brother, who lives in one of those communities and gets electricity service from Central Hudson, but not gas service.  A different company provides gas service.

MR. SLOAN:  That doesn't surprise me.

MR. LADANYI:  I should mention that I was a witness for TransCanada Pipelines, the New York State Public Service Commission hearing about 35 years ago, where gas supply to Central Hudson was discussed, among other matters, but I am not going to testify here.

Anyway, coming back to what I can -- from what I could find from my Internet search, Central Hudson has two programs to get its customers to convert from gas and electricity service to electricity-only service.  Under one program, that is available to all customers of Central Hudson, it offers very generous rebates for conversion, and I would call that a decarbonization program.

Now, the other program, the one that you mentioned in your response to my question (a), is an IRP program targeted to few specific areas where Central Hudson pays 100 percent of the cost for conversions from gas heating to heat pumps so that Central Hudson can avoid replacing leaking pipe, and Central Hudson in its filings with the, call it the service commission, refers to it as leaking pipe program.

Do you know anything about that?  This is what you're talking about, isn't it, in your answer?

MR. SLOAN:  Yes, it is.

MR. LADANYI:  Would you know how many customers are involved?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, it's specified in the document, but it's a very small number of customers.  The only application that that's [audio dropout] so far has converted one or two customers, a very, very small number of customers.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, exactly.  That's what I found out from my research as well, that they consist of several small projects, and the largest project has only 18 customers, and at the end of this, my examination here, I will ask you for an undertaking, but let's just continue to the end.

So you generally would not disagree that these are very small programs.

MR. SLOAN:  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So when the regulator, which is the Public Service Commission in New York State, approved the program, it required that Central Hudson report annually on the success of the program.  Are you aware of that?

MR. SLOAN:  I -- that's what I understand from reading the introduction to the document, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  From what I could find out, the program has not been a success.  Some customers, in fact I would say many customers, refused to convert from gas heat -- gas to heat pump even though Central Hudson offered to pay all of the costs of the conversion, and they actually gave them the pump -- offered to give them the heat pump itself for free, so there would be absolutely no cost to the customer, and yet they refused to convert, they wanted to stay on gas.  Can you confirm that for me?

MR. SLOAN:  I -- you're stating the facts.

MR. LADANYI:  Yeah.

MR. SLOAN:  And they've had very limited success.  I would not say no success, but I would say very limited success.

MR. LADANYI:  Exactly.  That's what I have found out as well.  And so do you know typically how much a conversion would cost, or you don't?

MR. SLOAN:  It depends on the household.  John, why don't -- I know you have got some pretty standard ranges.

MR. DIKEOS:  Yeah, it really depends on the type of customer that we are talking about.  There isn't enough detail in this report to really characterize that, but obviously if you're talking about different sizes of homes or commercial customers, the cost would range quite a bit.

So on the residential side you might be looking at, you know, 15- to $20,000 depending on whether you're going with an air-source or ground-source heat pump, the costs would range quite a bit, and then obviously with commercial customers the costs would be significantly higher.

MR. LADANYI:  Some of these costs are also discussed in an interrogatory response in this proceeding.  It's LPMA 10.  But don't look it up.  It's basically your numbers agree with what's in that response by Enbridge.

So I would like you to give me an undertaking, and it's a bit similar to what Environmental Defence asked earlier, and this is to provide a report on the success of the -- this IRP gas-to-electricity conversion program of Central Hudson Gas and Electric using publicly available information from the New York State Public Service Commission website, and I don't think it should take you more than an hour.  It's all there.  And the reason I am asking you for it is because what I say is really not evidence.  I am asking you questions.  I need evidence on the record so I can argue or make a submission based on your evidence and not what I am saying.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Tom, we've undertaken to provide the information that ICF has about the Central Hudson program.  We are not prepared to go the next step and ask ICF to prepare a quote-unquote report about it.  I would hope that the publicly available information that ICF adds to the record, which will I'm sure include the report that both you and the witnesses are talking about, should be sufficient for your purposes.

MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, I didn't really -- report was probably an inappropriate word.  I really mean just a response that would include the information about the program, how many customers are involved, how successful has it been, and perhaps reference or take some information from relatively short reports about the Central Hudson files with the public service commission, it should not take a long time.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, I understand your question.  It sounds to me, again, that both you and the witnesses are discussing a report that already exists about this program, so hopefully it will be sufficient to put that report on to the record.

MR. LADANYI:  Mr. Stevens, actually it's not a single report.  They are annual reports, so I am looking for some kind of summary of the reports in the context of what we are talking about.  The reports themselves must just seem like a bunch of numbers, and it may not be that.

MR. STEVENS:  We will take that under advisement, Tom.  We will certainly provide what we undertook to provide in terms of ICF's information about this program, and if we deem that additional commentary is appropriate, then we will add that.

MR. LADANYI:  So which undertaking is this?  Are we going to have a combined undertaking that was given earlier?  What is the number?  I am going to write it down.

MR. STEVENS:  It's undertaking JT3.6.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, panel, these are all my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  Lisa, you are the last questioner for this panel.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  I hope to be really quick.  My questions are surrounding scope and the utility corporate structure elements of the report largely.  Just so I am clear -- and they are largely by way of clarification.

Just so I am clear in terms of scope, the first study you were examining targeted energy efficiency as an alternative to pipeline infrastructure development, is that right?

MR. SLOAN:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Similarly, the second study was constrained to predominantly energy efficiency options.  And very specifically on page 66 of the report, there were a number of other options that were looked at, is that right?  Or was it just strictly energy efficiency, or targeted energy efficiency again in the second report?

MR. SLOAN:  No.  The more recent report was broader than just targeted DSM.

MS. DeMARCO:  So what I have got on page 66 of your report was LNG, CNG, RNG, energy efficiency, gas demand response, and electrification.  Is that right?  Is that the full scope?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Lisa, just so that everybody's at the same place, would we be able to pull up that particular page so everybody can see what we are talking about?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes, it's difficult to see the numbering because there's three different numberings.  I have written down page 66 of the report, which I think is the actual report numbering.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that the page that at the top it says 4.6 current status and results from NPS projects in New York?

MS. DeMARCO:  It's a block with studies.  Hold on, let me pull it up on my -- no, go down.  Page 66 of the ICF report, so I think it's ICF's page 66.

MR. STEVENS:  Of the October 2020 report?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, the Appendix A.  I will just pull it up on my screen just to tell you exactly the full references.  Hold on.

Yes, it's not page 66 in the, in the study itself or in the PDF version.  I believe it's page 66 -- it's a diagram of what's in, what's out.  While I am doing that, maybe we should go through this sequentially just because the time is ticking.  Is that all right?

MR. SLOAN:  Yes, that would be fine.

MS. DeMARCO:  So you considered LNG as one of the non-pipe alternatives?

MR. SLOAN:  It can be a non-pipe alternative, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  I am looking at page 66 of the PDF, which in the exhibit number is page 19 of 92.  Do you have that?

MR. SLOAN:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So just -- this is the complete picture of what's in the second study, is that right?

MR. SLOAN:  These are the areas that we focussed on.  You know, we probably mentioned other options in various parts, but this is what we focussed on in the report.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's really -- when we are talking about non-pipeline alternatives in that second report, that's what you focussed on?

MR. SLOAN:  This is what we focussed on.

MS. DeMARCO:  And so it didn't include, for example, hydrogen.

MR. SLOAN:  We didn't focus on hydrogen.

MS. DeMARCO:  And it didn't include power to gas or energy storage?

MR. SLOAN:  We didn't foe focus on that.  I mean, generally we were looking at the activity in the market to date.  It wasn't an attempt to fully define what future alternatives might be.  That would be a little bit of a broader study, but the answer --


MS. DeMARCO:  You're aware that Enbridge has the power to gas project in the market already?

MR. SLOAN:  I would characterize that as a pilot project and at the time that we were doing it, they didn't characterize it to me as a non-pipe solution.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.

MR. SLOAN:  It may have been characterized internally that way, but it was not characterized that way to me.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  So that's exactly my point.  There are a lot of things that could be non-pipeline solutions or non-pipeline alternatives that weren't part of this study.  Is that fair?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, I think non-pipeline solutions is a really broad term, and it encompass as lot of different technologies and it's different in different locations.  If you took the broadest definition of a non-gas -- or non-pipeline solution, then absolutely I would consider other options, the power to gas and hydrogen.  Hydrogen I would consider a subset of power to gas, but you definitely could consider those types of options as non-pipeline solutions.

But the options do tend to get proscribed by the regulatory agencies in the different areas.  When I am talking about a non-pipeline solution, I include interruptible transportation, which is the most fundamental of non-pipeline solutions.

Maybe it's not a surprise, but regulatory agencies in talking about this don't really want to take all the things that are traditional gas supply planning and put them in non-pipe solutions, so those get excluded.  And when you're talking about the things that are available today, you might be excluding things that are available in the future.

MS. DeMARCO:  So fair to say, then, the focus being these six elements of non-pipeline solutions is a subset of the many that are currently available in the market today?

MR. SLOAN:  This is a subset of the non-pipeline solutions that are either currently or potentially in the future available.

MR. DIKEOS:  I want to add a little bit of additional clarity around --


MS. DeMARCO:  Just before you do, I want to nail down that last answer.

Fair to say then this is a subset of what is available today?

MR. SLOAN:  I think we could have a long discussion about what's available today, and I wouldn't want you to take my answer to imply that there are technologies that will be available in the future that should be considered in a plan for implementation today.  So I won't agree with you specifically, but I will agree that this is a subset of the potential non-pipe solutions that would be available now and in the future.  And I would like Mr. Dikeos to contribute his response to the question.  This is not just my report, it's also his report.

MS. DeMARCO:  I'm happy to go there.  I just wanted to make sure we were perfectly clear that this is not an exhaustive list.  Correct?

MR. SLOAN:  It is not an exhaustive list of the technologies that will potentially now and in the future be considered for non-pipe solutions.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  And my apologies, Mr. Dikeos, for interrupting you.

MR. DIKEOS:  No problem.  So the additional clarity that I wanted to add was that there are several mentions of hydrogen and power to gas in the study, particularly in a jurisdictional review section.  We had consultations with utilities in a variety of jurisdictions and we profiled and provide some details on their efforts in those areas.

It's probably important also to point out that power to gas and hydrogen injection is not a mature technology, it's something that's very much at the pilot stage, as Mike mentioned earlier.

MS. DeMARCO:  And you two are aware of Enbridge's successful power to gas project?

MR. SLOAN:  I understand that they have a pilot hydrogen project.  I am not aware of the details.

MR. DIKEOS:  Same here.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  Going to the role of decarbonization, very specific to ConEdison's non-pipeline alternatives, page 10 of your report -- and I am going to try and give you the full page references here, David, which is page 14 of 92 and page 16 of the PDF.  There is a section on -- if you can go down a little bit.  I believe it's -- yeah, last line:

"Even with respect -- even with recent progress and policy direction, Ontario is still lagging in comparison with that of New York State with respect to DERs, energy efficiency, and decarbonization."

Is that your view?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, I think just to say they are in different stages in different areas within that statement.  So I wouldn't say that Ontario is behind entirely, but there are areas where Ontario is probably behind where New York is right now.  You know, certainly public policy is changing in both New York and Ontario.  It's hard to say which of those jurisdictions would be lagging or not lagging.

In terms of energy efficiency, on the gas side, Ontario may be a bit ahead of New York, although the recent changes are really accelerating, so I am not sure where they balance out.  I think on the electricity side New York is clearly ahead in it, but John, do you want to elaborate on that?

MR. DIKEOS:  Sure.  That last sentence read just on its own is -- may provide a bit of confusion, so it's important to include the additional context of that entire paragraph.  So that particular sentence is referring to DER, where there has been quite a bit more progress in New York State.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that statement doesn't appear to be qualified by you.  This is your report; yes?

MR. DIKEOS:  Yes, it is.

MS. DeMARCO:  And there doesn't appear to be a qualification on that statement.  It's with respect to DERs, energy efficiency, and decarbonization.  That was your statement; correct?

MR. DIKEOS:  Yeah, but the statement is -- what I am saying is that it's definitely important to read the entire paragraph.  It is focusing particularly on non-wire solutions and DER.

MS. DeMARCO:  So -- so --


MR. DIKEOS:  And then with regards to carbon policy in general, it's definitely talking about the broader context in New York State, where there have been -- there has been some significant ramping up of efforts and targets in the last couple years.

MS. DeMARCO:  And you specifically mention the cancellation of Ontario's Cap and Trade Act as well; is that correct?  In that paragraph?

MR. DIKEOS:  We do.

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  So that's carbon, isn't it?

MR. DIKEOS:  Yes, definitely.

MS. DeMARCO:  And you also mention energy efficiency in that paragraph; don't you?

MR. DIKEOS:  Um-hmm.

MS. DeMARCO:  And you also mention DERs in that paragraph; don't you?

MR. SLOAN:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So perhaps -- your colleague mentioned that in some areas they are doing better than others.  Do you want to itemize all the areas where Ontario is lagging to provide some further detail on that unqualified sentence?

MR. SLOAN:  I think that sentence of the report stands on its own.  We have qualified it.  It's not a simple black and white.  There's a significant activity in those areas in both jurisdictions.  If you asked me specific questions about, do I think that Ontario is leading in this aspect, New York is leading in that aspect, I'd be happy to answer those in an undertaking after doing some additional thinking about it.

I think generally the statement is accurate, that there has been more activity in New York across the board than in Ontario.  You can certainly pick out examples, you can, and I could, where Ontario is probably ahead of New York, but as a general statement, I think New York has been leading Ontario on these issues.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  What I would like you to do is itemize the areas where Ontario is lagging in DERs, energy efficiency, and decarbonization.  Would you undertake to do that?

MR. SLOAN:  Again, defining leading and lagging is a bit subjective.  You know, we are happy to offer our opinions, because -- as long as David agrees that it's appropriate for us to do so.  They have to, of course, allocate time for us to address [audio dropout] like this, but, you know, I am happy to -- on my --


MS. DeMARCO:  Just to be clear, I am using your term, not my term --


MR. STEVENS:  Just -- just --


MS. DeMARCO:  -- lagging.

MR. STEVENS:  -- just to follow up on Michael's point, Lisa, can you just take -- I recognize that you are looking at the words in the report, but can you articulate for us how this additional information will be helpful to the Board's task?

MS. DeMARCO:  I think it's very important in establishing the framework where we are seen as a laggard in Ontario.  I think it would be very important for the regulator to address those areas in establishing a framework, don't you, David?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't have a view.  I was asking for your view, Lisa.

So to repeat, your question is to --


MS. DeMARCO:  It was an undertaking request.

MR. STEVENS:  -- itemize the areas where Ontario might be seen as lagging in comparison with New York State with respect to DERs, energy efficiency, and decarbonization.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's right.

MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  I think we are at JT3.9.  Is that what you have as well, David?

MR. STEVENS:  It is.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, great.  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.9:  TO ITEMIZE THE AREAS WHERE ONTARIO MIGHT BE SEEN AS LAGGING IN COMPARISON WITH NEW YORK STATE WITH RESPECT TO DERS, ENERGY EFFICIENCY, AND DECARBONIZATION.

MS. DeMARCO:  My last questions is in and around utility corporate structure, and I think this is page 11 of 92 of the ICF report.  I've got page 61 as the alternate, but of course I am having troubles with the page references given the number of potential --


But you indicate that the in New York, the joint gas electric utility business model makes it more comfortable with gas to electric conversion incentives, or gas to electric conversions.  Is that fair?

MR. SLOAN:  That is.

MS. DeMARCO:  And when we say electric conversions, I think Tom has read in taking out your gas heating and substituting it with electric heating.  Do you mean something broader than that?

Could it include, for example, transportation, electric transportation alternatives, or heat pumps, or electric-related heat pumps, or anything of the broad suite of electric-run HVAC equipment?

MR. SLOAN:  I think when you are talking about combined utilities, any time that you are switching from a gas application to electric, there are fundamental -- it's just a lot easier if you're a combined utility because you don't have to address the -- or rather you do have to address the risks.  But the downside of losing the gas load is offset by the upside of increasing electric load.

So the benefits and the risks balance out much more for the utilities than they do for a gas utility.

If we are talking about specific technologies, you know, electrification can mean a lot of different things and, you know, transportation, electrification in the gas context, I think you are talking about gas compressors on pipelines and within the operations of the utility, and so it's changing the cost a little bit.

It doesn't -- in terms of customer conversions, it can be broader than gas -- or than electric heat pumps.  It can be hybrid system that combines gas furnace with electric heat pump, which has some significant value for both the electric and the gas side.  Converting from gas water heating to electric water heating has a different set of load impacts relative to putting in an electric heat pump, but it's another way that you can reduce a gas load through electrification.

So there are different technologies that would not just be limited to a gas -- a gas furnace to electric heat pump conversion.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great, great.  So fair to say that if EGD was -- if Enbridge was given some guidance from the regulator to be able to freely and fairly undertake some electric non-pipe alternatives, it would be useful in facilitating efficiency at large?

MR. SLOAN:  I think there's a role for electrification.  You'd need to be pretty careful about how it's being applied.  I know there was discussion yesterday about the gas utility providing an incentive to go electric in a subdivision that otherwise might go gas.  And to me, that kind of incentive on the gas side never made any sense at all, because you're charging other gas customers for a benefit on the electric side and it would be much easier just to refuse to extend the distribution main to that new community.  So, you know, why are you buying or providing those incentives as opposed to just saying you should be served by the electric.

But, I do think there is a role for electric technologies.  It's really important when you're doing that, though, that you address the risks as well as the benefits and the costs, both on a societal basis and to the utility.

And so, you know, if you get into a cost benefit analysis, you need to be looking at costs on the electric grid side, the carbon emissions on the electric side, as well as on the gas side.

MS. DeMARCO:  Excellent.  So let's go to that cost point, and very specific to ConEd.  In your opinion or knowledge, do the customers care whether it was the electric side or the gas side of ConEd that was doing the efficiency or DER or non-pipe alternative measures?

MR. SLOAN:  Yeah, they do --


MS. DeMARCO:  Were they indifferent?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, the commission in New York is pretty clear that they care and they're representing the consumers.  But, you know, it becomes a rates question.  If you are cross-subsidizing the electric grid by payment from the gas side or vice versa, then that's in my view a significant concern in terms of equity and you need to be really careful about those kinds of cross subsidization issues between the different sides of the utility, making sure the costs and the benefits are tied together.

MS. DeMARCO:  So whoever can do it most efficiently in the context of an overarching cost benefit analysis, it doesn't have to be --


MR. SLOAN:  Well, I think there's a difference between -- I think there's a difference between who can do it most efficiently and who should pay for it and, you know, you might be in a situation where the gas utility can do it more efficiently than the electric utility can, but the benefits are going primarily to the electric utility and the gas penalty is -- actually the gas utility is actually being hurt by the decline in volumes.

So, you know, I could see a construct where the most efficient way to do it is to have the gas utility do it, but have the costs go where the benefits are more on the electric side.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay, I think that's helpful.  The main point is there's no hard and fast rule that the electric utility has to do that, particularly if the benefits are flowing to gas customers?

MR. SLOAN:  There are often regulatory rules that I think the utilities would say are hard and fast, but they're not rules that a regulatory agency couldn't change to address these issues.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful.  Thank you, those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, thank you very much, Lisa.  We are at 12:25, so that concludes the questions for this panel and you're excused with all of our thanks.

We are going to take our lunch break now and we will be back.

David, your witness, I think you're in charge of the witnesses this afternoon.  Are they here and ready to go, or they will be ready to go in an hour?

MR. STEVENS:  I am here and Chris is here.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  So we will come back at 12:25 and first up with the questioning will be Mr. Brophy.

MR. BROPHY:  You meant 1:25.

MR. MILLAR:  I did mean 1:25, I apologize.  Okay, see you in an hour.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:25 p.m.

--- On resuming at 1:27 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  David or David or anyone else, are there any preliminary matters we need to address?

MR. POCH:  Nothing from me.

MR. STEVENS:  Nothing from me, thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  David Poch, I will turn it over to you to introduce your witness, and then we have Mr. Brophy up first.

MR. POCH:  I am going to put Chris Neme on the stand, as it were.  He is from Energy Futures Group, a principal of Energy Futures Group and the author of the report which we have filed in this proceeding.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Over to you, Mike.  I think you are down for 25 minutes.
GREEN ENERGY COALITION – PANEL 1

Chris Neme
Examination by Mr. Brophy:

MR. BROPHY:  Great, thank you.  I might as well jump right into it, and the Internet seems to be working well today, but if I have troubles I will turn the video off, but hopefully everything else works well.

So the first question I have is in relation to Energy Futures Group response to Staff 2, and I think that it's at IR 5 Staff 2.  I think Enbridge has been pulling that up, so that's -- no, thank you very much, Stephanie.

So -- and I will go down to the diagram, maybe.  It's in the response, if that's okay, just down -- down a little bit there.  There.  Perfect.  Thank you very much.

So Energy Futures Group indicated that it's looked at some of the local Ontario IESO materials, and more specifically the straw man diagram.  Actually, I see IESO just released the final now, I think it was last week,
so -- I haven't had a chance to go through it all, but we will stick to this one since it's the one on the record.

And you flag that one of the things of interest, you know, is this diagram, potential value streams, which outlines a bunch of things that can add value when you do IRP kinds of things.

So my first question is, how does the IESO's potential value streams as represented in this diagram compare or relate to best practices in the National Standard Practice manual?  I see kind of a lot of terms similar or maybe even the same, and I was drawing that comparison.  I just wanted to get your opinion on that.

MR. NEME:  Sure.  Well, the National Standard Practice manual, which I believe is the best reference for how assessment of the cost-effectiveness of distributed resources ought to be assessed, at a high level says two things.  One is that all utility system impacts need to be included in your cost-effectiveness test.

So in the -- in this particular graphic that would be the sum of what they called system value and what they call local value.  System value on the gas side would be avoided energy costs or the value of avoided energy costs.  To the extent that you have an IRPA that's avoiding gas commodity purchases and local value -- and to the extent that there's any kind of further capacity benefits or storage benefits that, you know, that there could be system-wide.  And local value would be, for example, the reduction in costs associated with an IRP investment that would defer or eliminate the need for a distribution system investment.  It would be in a particular geographic area.

So those always need to be included.  You know, they are obviously slightly different on the gas side than they are on the electric side, but, you know, broadly speaking, that category holds for both gas and electric utility systems.

Then the second kind of core principle of the NSPM and cost-effectiveness assessment is that your primary cost-effectiveness test should also include value for any other non-utility system impacts that are tied to local policy concerns, and we can get into discussion about what "local" means if you like, but in particular provincial policy concerns.

So if the province has a -- an energy policy that's designed to reduce -- or, you know, focuses on the importance of reducing energy burdens for low-income customers or economic development and job creation through energy policy or environmental emission reductions or care for the customer impacts as a whole, then any one of those categories or sub-categories of impacts should also be included in the test, and that's where the customer value and societal value show up.

And again, there can be customer value for gas IRPAs, not just the ones listed, you know, there can be resiliency value for sure, to the extent that you insulate a house, you -- you make yourself less vulnerable to any, you know, potential inability to, you know, to run your furnace, for example.

But there is also other customer values, like improved comfort and other things, and then there's the whole -- I can't see the bottom -- all of the bullets under "societal" on the screen, but there's a rage of potential societal impacts that could be included as well.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, that's very helpful.  I know one of the areas that we have looked at is things like community energy and emissions plans, which many of the municipalities in Ontario have undertaken and are now executing on, and we gave two examples that we filed, the Toronto one and the Ottawa one, but there's many, many other ones as well that are driven.  So you mentioned provincial policy.  There's also municipal policy, so various levels.  When I hear the word "policy" I think it means all levels.

So I see -- I know in the National Standard Practice manual, I think part of it is explicitly so that you can include policy drivers in decision-making and not ignore them.  I didn't see it specifically outlined in the IESO one, but it could be kind of buried in some of these categories.

So I just wanted to confirm with you that maybe that policy should be added to the IESO model, but even if it's not added to the IESO one, it is in the National Standard Practice manual and should be applied.

MR. NEME:  Yeah, again, one of the core principles of the National Standard Practice manual, and it is -- we articulate eight core principles, and this is one of them -- is that the categories of impacts both on the benefits side and on the cost side for each category of impacts that you would include in your cost-effectiveness test are impacts associated with any policy goal, and, you know, to kind of given an illustrative example for why that's important, if your jurisdiction, for example, has adopted a, you know, a binding carbon emission reduction goal -- or not goal, a binding emission reduction requirement, and you do an analysis of cost-effectiveness that assumes that that requirement doesn't exist, you are designing a system from a perspective of economics -- economic optimality that's inconsistent with where the jurisdiction is committed to go from a policy perspective, and you will just end up costing yourself more money down the road as a result of doing so.

MR. BROPHY:  So actually, on that point, I know you use the word "binding", and I don't know if you followed the last few days, but Enbridge has been fairly clear that it doesn't include policy considerations unless they really are binding.

So say there's something that's emerging and could even come into place next week or, you know, or, you know, a month out, they wouldn't consider it because it's not currently binding on them, is the best practice -- and I guess National Standard Practice manual might be one example -- if there are policies in place but they're not mandatory on the utility, should they also be included in consideration?

MR. NEME:  Well, first, let me say I did listen to the discussion over the last couple of days, and I believe this morning Ms. DeMarco actually in her questioning of the Enbridge panel demonstrated that they aren't just basing their assumptions on the policies that are on the books, they are assuming a $50 a tonne carbon value post-2022 even though that's not "on the books".  It is certainly a lot easier to assess cost-effectiveness from the perspective of what's definitively already kind of mandated on the books.  However, the fact that it's simpler doesn't mean that limiting yourself to that is the best way to go.

And this really comes down to a topic I addressed in my report around risk.  If you think that there is at least a decent probability that additional requirements are coming down the road, then it's important to do at least a sensitivity analysis about how the cost-effectiveness of different options for investment would change, if that kind of alternative reality -- alternative future became reality.

And you can go so far -- and some jurisdictions do -- to actually assign probabilities to some of those things.  But at a minimum, you ought to look at it and see how the cost-effectiveness changes under a different -- under a different future; for example, in Ontario, the potential for $170 a tonne carbon tax by 2030.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you for that.  My next question relates to Staff 1; it's IR 9-Staff-1.  I am not sure you are going to need to read it, but the reference notes that you talked about specific details -- it's about capitalization rate basing of IRPA options, and in the answer it refers to the best solution for customers.

So I think I know the answer, but I just wanted to confirm that effective IRP is always consumer-oriented First.  It's done on behalf of consumers rather than, say, utility-centric?

MR. NEME:  Yes, all decisions around utility system investments should start from the perspective of what's best for customers in aggregate.  Then it's also important to consider the -- or ensure that there is a business model where the utility that's being expected to pursue those investments has, you know, a viable path to profitability.

MR. BROPHY:  So I am just going to draw a slight clarification, because you used the word "customer" and I used the word "consumer", because there may be consumers that are not yet customers, especially on things like expansion projects.

So I believe consumer is probably a better one because customer could be constrained to only people that are connected to their line now, not future analysis.

MR. NEME:  That's fair.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  I will move on to the next point, Enbridge 2.1.  And the reference was the Board should require Enbridge to deploy two such pilot projects in 2021, with the actual deployment of IRPA resources beginning no later than January 2022.

So my first question related to that is -- I guess it relates to the IRP committee first, to set the context. So you gave an example of Vermont system planning committee, which I can kind of roughly equate to what an OEB IRP committee would be.

What role would the OEB IRP committee, if the OEB were to set something like that up, play in such pilots?  Or in development --


MR. NEME:  Well, it depends on the sequencing of things.  Those committees can take a little while to kind of get up and set up and put the rules in place and charters in place, and make sure all the right people are appointed to them and so on, and up and running.

It may be important to, you know, not lose time to get pilot projects up and going sooner than maybe the committee is kind of fully ready to engage in its work.

That said, even if it -- if things did proceed that way, then I think it would be important for the committee to kind of have regular insight into how the pilot projects are proceeding, so that it can inform the work that they are doing in assessing the potential application of IRPs -- IRPAs, I should say, for different constrained areas.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So when would planning for the pilots need to start if they needed to be ready for launch in January 2022?  What do you think?

MR. NEME:  When would they need to start to be ready to launch in 2022?

MR. BROPHY:  No, when would they -- when would Enbridge need to start working on those details and sharing them with, say, the OEB or stakeholders or the IRP committee if it's in place?  In order to hit that date, when would Enbridge have to roll up its sleeves and start working on those?

MR. NEME:  I would say, from my experience with working on these kinds of pilot projects in the context of  non-wires alternatives on the electric side, that -- six months of planning at least before they actually put something on the street would be important to have for planning purposes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so that's mid-2021, I guess, and then six months gets you to January 2022.

MR. NEME:  Yeah, and you know there's -- you know, I will say that there is not like -- that's not an answer with statistical precision to two decimal points or anything; it's a ballpark.

MR. BROPHY:  Fair enough.  So in your opinion, if the IRP committee was to have some input or provide some review of that, when would the OEB need to convene developing that committee?  When would they have to start that process?

MR. NEME:  If the committee was to have input into the design of the pilots?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, or certainly before they launched to be able to review them.

MR. NEME:  You'd probably have to have the kind of committee set up three months before that so that they, you know, they have their own operating rules established and are kind of prepared to actually engaged to prepare in those kinds of conversations, to the extent that the design of the pilots ought to be something that's subject to the committee, quote-unquote.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if the IRP committee provided input to, you know, prior to pilot project development, you know, that would be three months before that would be spring 2021 if it's input into or review of that before they get to launch, then you back off January 2022 by three Months, you would be in the fall 2021 somewhere.  Does that sound about right?

MR. NEME:  I'm sorry, I am not sure I followed that.  Say that again.

MR. BROPHY:  I am just trying to figure out timeline wise when things would have to happen.  So if the IRP committee were to review the pilot prior to launch and they launched January 2022, and you back that up three months, you'd be in the fall of 2021 that the committee would have to be set up and operational.

MR. NEME:  Again, it depends on what role that you are anticipating the committee is having with respect to the pilots.  If their role is simply to review a draft and provide input on a draft plan that the company comes up with first, after a bunch of analysis and consideration of its system and so on, then that might be right.

But there are aspects of planning.  For example, I have been involved in pilot projects with both -- non-wires alternatives pilot projects with both DTE, formerly Detroit Edison, and Consumers Energy in the state of Michigan, and my involvement with them has been kind of from the earliest stages on.  So identifying potential substations that might be good candidates for a non-wires pilot involvement in the kind of refining of assessments and the approach to assessments, in terms of what the efficiency and demand response might be, that kind of involvement needs to happen up front.

I am not saying that that's what a committee along the lines of what you've suggested ought to be doing.  I am just making the point that when the committee needed to be ready to go, if you wanted it to have a role in the pilots would depend on exactly what role you wanted them to have with the pilots.

MR. BROPHY:  And the context for those questions is and -- I mean, you probably heard it earlier in the technical conference, Enbridge is struggling with certain components, you know, in advance of the OEB setting certain guidance through things like the IRP framework.  And so there's, you know, some elements out there that, you know, people seem to generally agree on, like doing some pilots, et cetera, and there'd have to be some guidance or -- you know, I don't necessarily want to use the word "decision", but probably a decision from the OEB, does that make sense; and then, you know, what the timing is, you know, funding capacity if that's needed, and then how to engage stakeholders so, you know, Enbridge doesn't kind of go away, develop things, and then it doesn't meet what, you know, what's kind of agreed on or what stakeholders view is aligned with the right outcome.

So that was the context of working backwards and trying to figure out, because I think the Board is going to probably need some guidance around -- around, you know, what should happen when and some of the things that would have to happen in advance in order to get to the right, you know, finish lines.

MR. NEME:  Yeah, and again, there's a lot of moving parts here, and the answer on the timeline will vary depending on how you answer several questions related to what role should the committee have with pilots, how specific is the Board going to get in its ruling about what the pilots should be designed to do.

I think, you know, the vision I have articulated, especially in interrogatory responses around what pilots ought to ideally look like, it's different than what I have heard the company articulating around what a pilot might look like, as well as different from what its pilots have been in the past.

So the more those kinds of decisions that can be made upfront, you know, the earlier things can get going with potential input from different parties.  But the more some of those decisions are kind of punted to engagement processes down the road, the longer it will take to kind of get up and running.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  I am going to end there and give back my last five minutes.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you so much, Mike.  I think next we have Energy Probe.  I am not sure if that's Tom or if it's Roger.

DR. HIGGIN:  It's Roger you have got today.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Over to you, Roger.  I think you are down for 20 minutes.
Examination by Dr. Higgin:

DR. HIGGIN:  Good afternoon, Chris.  Good to see you again.

MR. NEME:  Nice to see you too, Roger.

DR. HIGGIN:  So my questions are on cost-benefit analysis.  As you know, that's been a topic I have been focussing on.  So I wonder if we could start by pulling up your evidence, the Energy Futures report, and go to page 8 of that report as a way into this topic.  And I am looking at the paragraph 1.5.2 in the report.  That's the one.  And if you just pull it down a little bit more, because I am going to talk about a couple of the bullets that were under that section.

Now, first I would like to just mention the bullet number 3.  You were talking about a process to develop policy goals relevant to cost-effectiveness analysis, et cetera.  So that's the context I think that we will proceed with.

And then the next bullet you go ahead and say, ah, but in the interim the TRC test can or should be used.  Which of those two is it that you are proposing?

MR. NEME:  Both.  I don't think they are inconsistent with each other.  I suggested that the TRC plus test be the interim test that's used, and while it's being used out of the gate the Board should consider creating a workshop process where it could go through the process that's kind of spelled out in the NSPM to identify policy goals, energy policy goals, in the province that are relevant to the question of cost-effectiveness and, through review of those policy objectives and discussion of them with stakeholders, consider what cost-effectiveness test would make the most sense.  Once that work is done, whatever test the Board would come up with out of that process, should it be different than the TRC plus, could then replace the TRC plus.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So -- but to get things underway you're suggesting, to be clear, that the Board allow or have the applicant use the TRC plus test.  That's your initial --


MR. NEME:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Correct?

MR. NEME:  That's correct, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Let's just go and talk about the manual.  You reference that a number of places in your evidence.  I am talking about the National Standard Practice manual, the benefit-cost analysis of distributed energy resources as you've just mentioned, NSPM, okay?

MR. NEME:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  So I am going to talk a bit more about that, so could you turn to the response to Energy Probe number 2, which is EP/GEC/ED-2, and that references again the gist of your evidence.

So looking at that, my question says -- I asked you then a follow-up, which is what is the stakeholder workshop intended to achieve?  Now, for example, as the question says, whether this is a task force to review and amend or change EBO 134, EBO 188 guidelines, which, as you know, is the base that the Enbridge is using in what they call now is DRC plus, right?  That's what they are saying, right?

MR. NEME:  Enbridge has proposed that EBO 134 and EBO 188 as kind of the foundation the for their discounted cash flow plus test be used, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  So that would then seem to be in conflict with what you then say, if we go down just to there, as it says at the bottom of the page:

"As explained in my response to Enbridge 6.5, that is fundamentally flawed."

So that's your opinion right now --


MR. NEME:  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  -- of the DS -- the Enbridge proposal, so just explain more why it's fundamentally flawed.

MR. NEME:  Well, there are several reasons.  For one thing, the test does not -- even if you were to look at its three stages in combination -- does not give you a look at the total cost-effectiveness of any investment.  That is, it doesn't tell you which is the least-cost solution.

And part of the reason that that's the case is that it conflates the concepts of the benefit-cost analysis with rate impact analysis.  The stage 1 of Enbridge's three-stage test is really more akin to a rate impact analysis than it is a cost-effectiveness analysis.  And rate impact analysis is more about equity than it is about what's the lowest-cost solution.

And for that reason, I think the -- there was some discussion, I believe it was yesterday, to suggest that -- and I believe that Enbridge has also suggested that if you look at its test in aggregate, you know, across all three stages they get to a place that's similar to where the societal cost test for ConEd in New York has gotten to.  I fundamentally disagree with that.

If you -- if you were to add the results of the three stages of Enbridge's test, you would not get the societal benefit-cost test for a mixture of reasons, but, you know, one of the most notable ones being that they treat in stage 1 the increase or, for that matter, the decrease in revenues as a benefit.  That's -- from an economics perspective, that's not a benefit.

So that's one or a kind of mixture of reasons.  I think another one that I mentioned in my -- in my report is that it's a different test than they are currently using to assess the cost-effectiveness of DSM.  And it's economically irrational to use different tests to assess some of the very same resources in terms of the benefits and cost that they impose on the system.

DR. HIGGIN:  But DSM is a possible IRPA, right.

MR. NEME:  Yes, that's my point.  If you use the TRC plus test to say that insulating a homeowner's attic is worth $3,000 when we do it, when we treat that insulation job or assess the cost-effectiveness of that insulation job in the context of DSM.  But when we do it over here, it's worth only $2,000 or $5,000, some different value that is for the exact same measure, that's problematic -- and I will say with one caveat.

There's one reason there could be a difference, which has to do with the fact that the value -- the localized geo-targeted value of insulating an attic will be different when it's being deployed as an IRPA than when it's being deployed on system-wide basis.

But all the other values ought to be the same.  The value of avoided energy cost ought to be the same, the value of avoided carbon taxes ought to be the same, and the framework in which you analyze all of those things, the discount rate you use ought to be the same.

DR. HIGGIN:  So basically you are then -- just to summarize this, you don't believe that the EGI DCF plus will find the optimum cost-effective solution.  Is that your opinion?

MR. NEME:  I don't believe that the discounted cash flow plus three-stage proposal put forward by Enbridge can identify -- can quantify the least-cost solution.  It might luck into identifying it, but it would only luck into it perchance because of the way the numbers play out.

DR. HIGGIN:  So your report does not actually propose an approach to perform economic analysis.  You mention TRC plus and you do mention that you support the national standard practice manual as a basis to do that for distributed energy resources.  But that's if you have no -- not at the moment proposed a specific test or series of tests that would evaluate IRPAs.  Is that correct?

MR. NEME:  No, it's not correct.  I recommend that the Board adopt the TRC plus test, a very specific test, until such time as it determines that the policy objectives in the province dictate that the test ought to be modified.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So did you examine the ConEd benefit cost handbook, and what's your view of that particular approach that's in there compared to the national standard practice manual?  What's your view?

MR. NEME:  Well, I haven't done my own kind of comprehensive review of all of the relevant energy policies in New York State to reach a conclusion about whether the societal cost test, which ConEd has adopted as its primary cost-effectiveness test, is in fact kind of in perfect alignment with the state's policy objectives.

But if it was, then it would be absolutely the right test and they would be abiding by the other -- some other recommendations in the NSPM to identify your primary cost-effectiveness test and then potentially consider secondary tests, because they have some secondary tests you can look at.

And they would also be abiding by the principle in the standard practice manual that benefit-cost analysis and rate impact analysis are two fundamentally different things.

So I believe they potentially use the rate impact measure test or RIM test as a secondary test.  You know, that's a test for looking at rate impact.  I personally don't think it's the best test for looking at rate impacts, but it is a test for looking at rate impacts, and they importantly keep that separate from their primary cost-effectiveness test and keep it as a secondary test.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So let's just try to focus in on what you would propose the IRPA analysis framework should look like.

As you heard yesterday, I posed a hypothetical assessment that for two solutions to meet the 100 units of incremental peak hourly demand.  One was a traditional pipe units and the other was pipe plus the demand response of 20 units.

So could you go through, either by undertaking and go through the steps that you would do to do an analysis approach to that particular IRPA option?  Can you go through that for us, please?

MR. NEME:  Let me make sure I am understanding your question first, Roger.  So your hypothesis is that there is a pipe -- one option is that there is a pipe solution that would expand the capacity of the system by 100 units.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. NEME:  And the other option is that there is a combination of a pipe solution that would expand capacity by 80 units and demand response that would expand it by 20 units?  What's your second option?

DR. HIGGIN:  That would reduce, or delay, or offset the requirement for pipe.  That's 20 units of demand response; it could be any type of demand response, you can -- any one.

So what I want to understand is how you would approach this in terms of coming up step-wise, how you would analyze this either using TRC, if that's the tool that you want to use.  But I'd like to have your description of the approach that you would use.

MR. NEME:  Yeah, your hypothetical is kind of general and vague, so it's difficult to get too precise about an answer.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, if you want to take an undertaking, I am interested -- Enbridge is going to give us their approach.  They are going to set it out for us step-wise.

So I am asking you to use your approach as you would see was -- if it's TRC plus, or whatever tool you want to use, I'd like to see that on the record.

MR. POCH:  Roger, could I just ask for clarity? Mr. Neme has already said he would propose a TRC plus test as it is currently being used.  So obviously he could -- you could put the inputs into it, and you can run it twice, once for each alternative that you've laid out.

Other than that, I am not sure what you're asking for.

DR. HIGGIN:  That's all I am asking for is --


MR. POCH:  Well, isn't that the answer?

DR. HIGGIN:  I set out there would be all of the costs and all of the benefits have to be specified, if not in numbers, but specified, the discount rates that would be used to determine those and all those things that would go into a kind of step-wise description of how Mr. Neme would do this.

MR. POCH:  So if I understand it, you're asking for a list of the -- a description of the items that would be put into the TRC test in each instance?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, not only a description, but also the step-wise approach to the two options that I've outlined, that is traditional pipe and pipe with a DR with 20 units.

MR. NEME:  Roger, just to get more clarity, on the second option, pipe plus 20 units of DR, what does the 20 units of DR do to the need for the pipe?

DR. HIGGIN:  It reduces the pipe to 80, as you say.

MR. NEME:  So it either allows -- because it could either allow for a smaller pipe.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. NEME:  Or if we are talking about DR, more likely you're still going to put in the same size pipe.  You are just going to delay the need for it by a year, or two or three, or however much.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yeah, that would be a possibility, yes.  You could use that assumption, if you wish.

MR. NEME:  Okay.

MR. POCH:  Roger, we will take it away and see if we can be helpful to you.  But, you know, without inventing a whole bunch of inputs, I am not sure you are going to get anything out of this other than, you know, here is how we would -- here is what we would do.  We would run the TRC test twice and, as Mr. Neme has just said, say he's assuming it defers it three years, it would just show when the capital costs come into the stream and get discounted back.  So I am not sure what more you want when you say steps.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, there are certain assumptions, the input parameters, okay, there is the all of the costs and benefits, there is the discount rates to be applied, et cetera.  All of those things are going into the analysis framework.  It's a framework for doing whatever Mr. Neme thinks is appropriate economic benefit analysis.  And I am not saying it has to be TRC plus.  He can use anything he wants.

MR. POCH:  I will just ask Mr. Neme if he is comfortable enough and if that is something he can do easily.

MR. NEME:  Yeah, we will do -- we will pull something together.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So --


MR. MILLAR:  It's JT3.10.  I am going to suggest we use the initial description Mr. Poch gave to it.  There has been additional wording around it since then, so I think people can refer to the transcript if they have some questions as to exactly what's in or what's out, but I don't propose trying to restate the interrogatory at the stage unless people think that's useful, so it will be JT3.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.10 (A):  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF THE INPUTS FOR THE TRC-PLUS TEST

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So you will be glad to hear that that's really all my questions for the day, and have a good day, Chris, and thank you again.

MR. NEME:  Okay.  Thanks, Roger.  You too.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you very much, Roger.  I have heard from Jay, and he does not have questions for this panel now, or for this witness, so we are over to you, Lisa.
Examination by Mr. McGillivray:

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Hi, Michael.  It's actually Jonathan McGillivray for Anwaatin on this panel --


MR. MILLAR:  Oh, great.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  -- and for the next one as well, and I think my area of questioning is quite limited, so I don't expect to be the full 15 minutes that we had proposed.

If we could go to page 6 of the report, that would be great, specifically section 1.3.4.  And this is on stakeholder engagement.  Sorry, it's page 7 of the PDF.  So there you say that:

"IRP analyses are much more robust if they involve stakeholders and the key steps associated with the making of decisions rather than just as potential sources of information or in perfunctory discussions after decisions have largely been made."

Do you see that?

MR. NEME:  I do.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  And then I think later in the report, it's page 23 of the PDF, numbered as page 22, you have some discussion around Enbridge's proposal for stakeholdering and the three proponents.  Do you recall that?

MR. NEME:  I do.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  My question is a relatively simple one, and it's at what stage, in your view, should stakeholder engagement be conducted in order to follow best practices as you've set them out here?  Is it sufficient to gather stakeholder engagements starting with component 1, or should stakeholders also be engaged in the context of creating an IRP framework?

MR. NEME:  Well, I think we are in the process right now of stakeholders being engaged to create the IRP framework.  As it relates to when they should be engaged once the framework is in place and the utility -- or actually, let me restate that.  If it relates to what the framework should say about when they should be engaged when the utility is considering pipe versus non-pipe alternatives, it strikes me that at a high level there are at least kind of several key analytical/decision points where there would be value to engagement.

The first is when system needs are identified, the utility does its load forecasting, and then it does kind of more granular forecasting at the kind of local level, and identifies when there may be constraints that need to be addressed.

Once that set of identified needs has been created, it seems like there would be value in having input from stakeholders and the Board, for that matter, around the kind of reasonableness of the approach that was used to identify the need and perhaps refinements to that.

Then once you're past that stage and you're on to the stage of determining whether to -- this is -- different terms have been used for this.  I think of it as pre-screening, or I think earlier in the week folks referred to it as binary screening, so it's really kind of qualitative criteria that cause -- or primarily qualitative criteria that cause decisions to be made to rule out consideration of IRPAs.  Those kind of decisions are going to have to be made about every constraint, and it seems like that would be another really important juncture at which input from stakeholders, and the Board too, for that matter, would be appropriate.

And once you've passed -- for cases in which you've passed that stage and there's at least a potential viability of an IRPA and now more additional analysis needs to be done to determine what the kind of ideal IRPA might look like and whether that ideal one could potentially meet the need and meet it cost-effectively, i.e., at lower cost than the infrastructure investment, then that would be an appropriate check-in point as well once the utility has kind of done that work.

And then -- and then finally, once it's done that work and it's ready to put a plan in place to kind of go out and deploy programs, marketing efforts, whatever other aspects of the initiatives might look like to actually acquire those resources to defer the infrastructure investment, once the plan has been put together for that, that would be another important juncture where there would be value in having stakeholder input and, for that matter, Board input too.  Does that answer your question?

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  That's very helpful.  I just -- I think it does, and I think my only follow-up question is, to the extent that they have a public policy for a direct interest in an IRPA or a not-IRPA, are Indigenous communities one of the stakeholders that should be consulted or engaged with during each of those points that you set out?

MR. NEME:  Yes, any party that has a vested interest in the outcome should be invited to be a part of that process.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you very much, Jonathan.

I think last but not least we have OEB Staff.  So Mr. Parkes, are you there?

MR. PARKES:  I am here, yeah.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Over to you.

MR. PARKES:  Thanks, Mike.
Examination by Mr. Parkes:

MR. PARKES:  So I will be really quick.  I really only have one follow-up question.  So on -- it's in relation to 6-Staff-1.  This was around cost-effectiveness and distributional impacts.  So Chris, you recommended at least in the interim that the Board use the TRC plus test.  There was the foundation for comparing cost-effectiveness of pipe and non-pipe solutions.

So would you agree in general that the TRC plus test doesn't guarantee that everyone ends up better off and that your universe of customers as a whole is better off but there are distributional impacts as to who benefits and who does not if you adopt TRC plus measures that pass the TRC plus test?

MR. NEME:  Yes, I would say that that's -- whoops, we have feedback.  Okay.  Sounds better.  Yes, I would say that the TRC test measures total impact, and -- from -- through the lens that it represents, in terms of the categories of impacts that are included in it, and doesn't address equity differences between kind of the mix of customers versus -- you know, or for that matter citizens, because some of the impacts under the TRC plus are broader than just gas ratepayers.

But I would also say that that's true of every other test.  I don't know of a test that guarantees and, frankly, I don't think it's possible to guarantee that all customers would be equally well off under any kind of utility system investment, and there's no test that could ensure or assess whether that is happening or not.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  All right.  So following up on that, so kind of to deal with those equity issues in terms of at least traditional DSM programming, I guess there's two main ways we've tried to handle this, at least in Ontario.  One is by setting a cap on the overall budget for DSM, so minimizing the transfers between program participants and non-participants that way, and then the other way, I guess, is trying to make sure as many customers as possible can participate in the DSM program, right, so having more of them benefit that way.

So my thinking was that within an IRPA context, you are kind of limited in regards to that second option, that you are going to be limited likely to a geographic subset of customers that might be able to participate directly in a lot of these solutions.

So am I understanding your view that you don't see that as a major concern because you should be looking at things over the long haul, and that if that may be true for one particular project, but if you implement IRP and have that going forward for years and decades, you will be doing many projects of this nature and on the whole you'll be able to get a sort of significant group of customers that way.  Is that sort of a correct understanding of your position on that?

MR. NEME:  Partially.  That part is correct, but I -- but I would go on to say that it's not just that there will be multiple -- potentially multiple IRPA projects, you know, over time.  I think you need to look at this more broadly than just IRPAs.

There's also system-wide efficiency programs.  You could have customers participating in a system-wide efficiency program over the next ten years that never participate in IRPA, but they participated and got benefit from one aspect of utility system investments.

I think it's challenging to look at this, you know -- look at the issue of equity very narrowly through, you know, one aspect of utility system investment.  I think you need to look at it to the extent you can and it's not easy, but at least conceptually think about it much more broadly.

And then I think the last thing I would say is that it's also really important to remember that the need for either an infrastructure investment or an IRPA, the need to address a capacity constraint has inherent inequities in it in the first place.

It's never that every customer's peak demand is going up by a certain amount and so they are all contributing equally to the need.  Typically, the need is driven by either new customers, or some growth in peak demand from existing customers, or some combination of the two, and yet all customers pay for it.  So where is the equity in that.

MR. PARKES:  Yeah, I mean I do think if you want to try to address that, too, in terms of appropriate connection costs, if it's new customers causing that.

MR. NEME:  You can do that with new customers, but I don't know how you do it with existing customers, especially whose customers whose peak demand are flat or going down.

MR. PARKES:  Yeah.

MR. NEME:  I think the broader point I am trying to make is that equity is a complicated thing in a gas or electricity system, and you have to try to think about it holistically and put in place systems that are designed to minimize it to the extent you can.  But also be careful not to get to hung up on the, you know, one -- the area under the light post so to speak, because it's the area you are looking at now and can see and missing what is going on on the rest of the street.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, that's very helpful.  That's all my questions, Mike.  Thanks very much, Chris.

MR. NEME:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much, Mike.  And thank you, Chris.  I think that concludes our questions for this panel and this witness.

We are pretty much right on time, so let's take our afternoon break and then we will be back with Guidehouse.  It looks like most of the Guidehouse folks are here on the line, but we will get them on camera in fifteen minutes, so we will be back at around 2:36.

I should say that I think for questioning, it's David Poch up first.
--- Recess taken at 2:22 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:36 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Good afternoon, everyone.  We are nearing the end here of a busy three days.  We have our Guidehouse panel that I will introduce, but their CVs have been circulated, so other than saying their names I don't plan to do much more than that, and then I will hand it over to you, David.

So we have today Paul Moran, Judy Simon, Jim Young, Jeremy Newberger, and Dixon Grant.  And David, the floor is yours.  David Poch, I mean.  And you're on mute.
OEB STAFF – GUIDEHOUSE PANEL

Paul Moran
Judy Simon
Jim Young
Jeremy Newberger
Dixon Grant
Examination by Mr. Poch:

MR. POCH:  Sorry, my mic was off.  Hi, let's start with your answer to BOMA 15, which is on page 21 of your answers, if that's helpful in finding it.  And on the following page, that answer, you set out that there's a -- you walk through differences between New York and Ontario that might inform IRP in Ontario, and I am just wondering which of these, if any, would affect the choice of the test that makes sense for the jurisdiction, as opposed to the inputs that would go into a test?

MR. YOUNG:  This is Jim Young.  Can you hear me okay?

MR. POCH:  Yeah.

MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So, I mean, it's a good question.  Well, certainly, looking at this list, some of the first ones are more background, and certainly when it gets round to number (f), so the cost recovery and BCA approaches, that would definitely have that ability.

MR. POCH:  Sorry, that would have what?

MR. YOUNG:  That would be applicable for -- in determining what the test might be and given for the jurisdiction what tests are used for other parts of IRP-related activities.

MR. POCH:  So I am having a little difficulty understanding you.  What differences -- why would differences between the situation in the two jurisdictions inform what test to use, as opposed to inputs?  That's my question, if that's any help.

MR. YOUNG:  Sure.  So it's really more a question of almost on the converse, is would it be appropriate for New York State to be using EBO 134 or 188 if that's not commonly used for other types of comparison points.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  I think you'd agree the choice of test is really a policy decision then for the jurisdictions?

MR. YOUNG:  I won't say whether it's a policy decision or not, but it's a decision that needs to be made for each jurisdiction.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Would any of these issues you've listed there or considerations you've listed there affect the number of years out that forecasts of needs should cover?

MR. YOUNG:  Sorry, are you asking whether the -- whether it should determine how many years or whether that it should be forecasted outward?

MR. POCH:  I am asking if any of these differences between the jurisdictions would support a conclusion that the utility should -- and that planning should be done on a shorter or longer horizon as between the two utilities.

MR. YOUNG:  Part of our recommendation and analysis was not to determine the specific length of time that the forecasting should be done.  So I won't be able to answer that question specifically.

MR. POCH:  I am not asking you for an answer as to what the length of forecast should be.  It's just, I just looked at this list of considerations between the two jurisdictions, and it seemed to me that none of them spoke to me as saying this tells you you should have a longer or a shorter forecasted demand, for example.  None of these, it seems to me, would inform that decision.  None of these differences would affect that decision.

MR. YOUNG:  Well, I think -- I think I would agree with that statement that none of these explicitly make that determination.  What I would say is that the differences and the kind of how the jurisdictions have operated in terms of gas planning, DSM, and other types of timelines can inform the length of time that would be required in looking at a gas IRP framework.

MR. POCH:  All right.  I think what I am hearing you say is practices have developed in the different jurisdictions, and that may give a regulator, in this case the Ontario Energy Board, some comfort or discomfort about what approach to take going forward, and that may differ between the two jurisdictions?

MR. YOUNG:  Correct.  And as we have pointed out throughout is that the frameworks are still being developed in New York State and across North America, and that there's no whole-scale approach that can be necessarily applied across jurisdictions without significant review and consideration of local practices and procedures.

MR. POCH:  All right.  So that's what this hearing is about.

MR. YOUNG:  Um-hmm.

MR. POCH:  I think you'd agree.  But in fact, your brief, I take it, didn't go so far as to actually do that analysis.

MR. YOUNG:  Correct.  That was not within the scope of our analysis with the OEB Staff.

MR. POCH:  Would any of these differences between the -- or areas where there may be differences between the jurisdictions in your view inform how the utilities should engage in -- in stakeholdering and consultation with non-utility parties?  In the decision of what to do about that in the framework, do you think any of these differences matter?

MR. YOUNG:  Out of this explicit list --


MR. POCH:  Yes.

MR. YOUNG:  -- I am not sure I would say any, I mean, if there are any that kind of explicitly call for the stakeholder discussion process.  In both New York State and in Ontario, having a robust stakeholder process is key for kind of evaluating and developing the necessary frameworks.  But any kind of the -- we did not find anything that was kind of explicitly unique for New York State about the degree with which the stakeholder process took place.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And similarly, while there may be different factors at play that create risk or manage risk in the different jurisdictions -- the extent of risk, that is -- I didn't see anything in this list that would inform a decision in the framework about how you incorporate risk, if you incorporate risk in the framework, risk assessment; is that fair?

MR. YOUNG:  Correct.

MR. POCH:  Okay.

MR. YOUNG:  Our -- yeah, our findings are that the evaluation of risk and how it's applied is still under development in New York State, and that it's -- there's lessons that can be learned, but it's still an evolving framework and is not yet finalized.  So it's difficult at this current time to then go make a wholesale recommendation about how Ontario should consider the risks.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And if we turn to Environmental Defence 2 -- that's page 22 of your answers -- you -- again, you note that the New York -- the IRP process is in its early stages and you decline to make specific recommendations, concluding on the cost-effectiveness frame.  That's what I wanted to ask you about.

It seems to me that the BCA procedure that they've adopted there is an economic lens.  Would you agree that the choice of an economic lens is -- it's a policy choice, and if you agree with that, why does the fact that IRP in New York or here is in early stage, why is that relevant to a policy choice of which economic lens is appropriate in Ontario or any other jurisdiction, or is it?

MR. YOUNG:  Sure.  So I will just point out a clarification recording the ConEdison benefit-cost analysis handbook.  It's developed specifically around looking at non-pipeline solutions and is not necessarily intended as a very comprehensive look that is -- might be state-wide and looking at kind of the large scale future of gas network.  As you point out, there is very urgent kind of constraints that were applied to New York State and the BCA handbook was developed in order to evaluate IRPA solutions to address urgent constraints.

How it's applied to others is still -- as part of the framework, it was pointed out in several instances, New York State is working through and developing a larger scale framework.

MR. POCH:  All right.  I won't push that further, but I will ask you this:  You're familiar with the national standard practice manuals for energy efficiency and for DERs?

MR. YOUNG:  Yes, I am aware that they exist.

MR. POCH:  They have set out some principles, including what they call fundamental principles -- I think they call them that -- and I am thinking in particular of the first one, which is that you should always include all utility impacts in your benefit-cost analysis, and two, that you include other impacts connected to the jurisdiction's policy goals.  And I guess the eighth one is particularly relevant that cost-effectiveness and rate impacts are two different things and need to be analyzed separately.  Would you agree that all those principles are good principles that should be honoured in Ontario?

MR. YOUNG:  Within our -- within our scope at the OEB, we were not asked to do a comparison with a national standard framework, the national standard practice handbook.  So unfortunately, I wouldn't be able to answer that definitively.

MR. POCH:  I guess I am not asking you to evaluate what we've done, or suggesting to you here within that context.  I am just asking you is it -- you're an expert in this area, whether you think those three principles that I have highlighted are important principles to respect in whatever choices we make here in the framework.

MR. YOUNG:  I think that without additional kind of understanding of the full list of the guiding principles, we can't say that those are the most important or least important, or kind of make further comment whether they should be informing the decision -- the discussion here.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Let's try ED 7 and that one appears on page -- I think page 26 of your answers.  And you were asked -- at the very top of that page, you can see you were asked to please comment on the proposed goals of IRP as set out in Mr. Neme's evidence and the answer starts:  "Yes, these goals may be reasonable under the correct circumstances."


So I just wanted to ask, and I will give you a reminder this these goals were -- that Mr. Neme said they were reliability, cost minimization, risk minimization alignment with other government policy objectives, as well as consideration of all available resource options and alignment with IRP goals.

I am not asking about weighting of those goals or whatever additional goals may be included.  I am just asking under what circumstances would any of these goals that he recommends not be reasonable to pursue at some level?

MR. YOUNG:  We would -- the Guidehouse team would appreciate a moment to confer.

MR. POCH:  Do they have a breakout capability there?

MR. YOUNG:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  Okay, away you go.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. YOUNG:  Okay, we are back.  Sorry for the delay.

MR. POCH:  No, that's fine.

MR. YOUNG:  So, yes, this is another one of those topics where it was not kind of within our scope of working with OEB to review these in the context of natural gas IRP.  I mean, in general, the guiding principles may be reasonable, but we can't comment further about whether they are reasonable for this specific purpose or not.

MR. POCH:  Okay.

MR. BROPHY:  David, it's Mike Brophy.  Can I just ask a very quick question?  Is that okay?

MR. POCH:  Go for it.

MR. BROPHY:  Just to the Guidehouse team, we ended up saying we were going to pass on our questions.  But this was one of them, and it appears that -- I understand you had limited scope with OEB Staff for the work you did.

But you are appearing in this hearing as experts, and were retained on the scope because you are experts.

So is there anything that limits you from answering questions where you know the answer, or have worked on it and it would be helpful to the Board to have that advice?  Is there something that's limiting you from providing that -- you are getting paid to be here either way, so I am assuming you could provide those answers.

MR. MILLAR:  It's Michael Millar here.  Maybe I can  help with that.  There are no limiting factors, other than the fact that our instructions to Guidehouse is we are not looking to take on new work for them, for example, or to do research on behalf of other parties.

By all means, where there are questions kind of within their knowledge or within their expertise that they can answer without going away and doing a bunch of other work, by all means they are free to answer that and of course we want them to answer those, so I hope that's helpful.

We have told them we are not authorizing -- or paying for maybe is a better way to put it -- a bunch of additional work and that this was their scope.

But again, we are not trying to be difficult here and to the extent they can provide answers that can assist the parties, we are happy to have them do that -- and of course that's what they have to do under the scope of this proceeding.

MR. BROPHY:  That's very helpful.  Thank you for that clarification.  Hopefully it gives Guidehouse some comfort to be able to some of these questions, even though they are not specifically in the scope, if they have the knowledge.

MR. MILLAR:  All right.  Well, let's try and move forward in that spirit.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.

MR. POCH:  Thanks. Let's turn to GEC 2, part (b).  This is about -- I think it was 5.2, and we are talking there about risk.  And you comment on a number of risk increasing possibilities of alternatives you identified, You don't really get into a discussion of the risk of reducing possibilities, so I just wanted to run a few by you and see if they may occur.

Conceptually, would Guidehouse agree that peak demand forecasts that are precipitating infrastructure investments are inevitably uncertain to some extent, and that uncertainty could go both ways; it could either be overstated or understated?

MR. YOUNG:  Generally speaking, I think that is a correct statement on the nature of forecasts.

MR. POCH:  Now, would you agree that to the extent forecasts are overstated there's some risk in infrastructure investments that are made are not actually needed or at least not needed as soon as expected?

MR. YOUNG:  Sorry, could you restate the question?  I had an audio issue.

MR. POCH:  That associated with the risk of over-forecasting is the risk that you might build a pipe that's -- or put in a facility that's either not needed or not needed as soon as predicted.

MR. YOUNG:  Correct.  I think that's an inherent issue with forecasting.

MR. POCH:  Would you agree that to the extent you're in that situation or considering that category of situation that could arise where you're over-forecasting need, IRPAs could buy time that would allow you to get closer to the future, calibrate your forecasting, and in that sense there may be a role for IRPAs to reduce risks that would fall in that category?  Obviously the degree would very much --


MR. YOUNG:  Yeah, and that's where I am having -- because, I mean, part of our -- and what we have -- and (b) is kind of explicitly pointing out -- is that, why is this such a tricky subject, is -- and thing to deal with around forecasting how things will be done, because there is risk on both sides of the equation.

And as we point out there from a quote in our report is that, yeah, it's something that still hasn't been fully answered even in jurisdictions that have experience for several years trying to solve these issues.

MR. POCH:  Can you agree, though, just on some -- conceptually, in a situation where you can -- there may be situations where investing in IRPA could buy time and which would allow you to improve your forecast and reduce risks with respect to the eventual infrastructure investment?  Just conceptually, that's possible.

MR. YOUNG:  Yes, that is one of the possibilities.

MR. POCH:  And is it -- you may not have the details, but would you agree that indeed that situation has been fairly common experience for non-wires solutions for ConEd and other electric utilities?

MR. YOUNG:  I can't comment -- I don't believe we can comment specifically around the experiences of over- or under-forecasting related to the non-wires alternatives.

MR. POCH:  If you are not familiar with it, you're not.  Okay.

MR. YOUNG:  Well, we aren't able to kind of specifically speak to that, no.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Now, if you can turn up to GEC 5.6, and again, this is on page 42 and 43 of your responses.  Your response starts that you've classified the BCA framework that as a best practice from your view of New York State considered a best practice, and I understand they use the SCT in effect there; correct?

MR. YOUNG:  Yes, for the non-pipe solutions.

MR. POCH:  All right.  You say, though, it's -- it's difficult to draw firm conclusions for Ontario from the initial pilots and proposed frameworks in New York State.  I am wondering why -- what would pilots reveal that would change your view on the choice of test for Ontario?

MR. YOUNG:  So you're asking what is -- what would be revealed through a pilot that would call into question what type of cost-effectiveness test should be used?

MR. POCH:  Yeah.

MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  It's a good finding, and when one of the pieces is that pilots do allow to identify unintended consequences, and so that's one of the pieces that if you go and review what the findings are from the pilot reports is that, yeah, there's -- people went in with kind of an idea of what the pilot was going to achieve, and the results are -- end up different, both positively and negatively.

MR. POCH:  All right.  That said, you have identified their approach as best practice, and we are in a situation in Ontario where at least many of us feel we need to get rolling, and we so we may not be able to, you know, wait until all the learnings happen from abroad.

Would you agree that there's not much -- given the paucity of information you've identified where it occurs, best practice, is there any reason you wouldn't recommend that we start, then, with the same approach?

MR. YOUNG:  Assuming -- that was one of our key findings and recommendations, is that we do recommend that Ontario develop a similar style of BCA handbook or a guidance document of how the other cost-effectiveness test may achieve a similar goal, and that kind of go through any consultation process about how to kind of define the various parameters of how this is to be done.  And so that is -- we found that establishment of BC -- their transparent BCA handbook or similar-type of guidance document would be beneficial.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And I was really asking about the choice of the test that you've identified as best practice in their situation, and you've clearly stated you'd like to see more learnings, you'd like to see more results of pilots, it's going to be learn as we go in New York State, it's going to be learn as we go here, but if we are going to start now, that's the best -- the best we've got.  Is there any reason that you can identify not to go with an, either an SCT or a TRC plus test here as a starting point?  Is there anything that jumps out at you to suggest that that would be the wrong way to go?

MR. YOUNG:  So within our scope with OEB we were not asked to make a recommendation around which test to do, and within our report, and then I think it's 1-BOMA-13, have laid out the comparisons between the various tests and approaches within New York State and the proposed approaches within Ontario, and in looking at those, it's whichever test or whichever approach is taken, yeah, there are still questions around the right approach.

So that's kind of where we come out, is that -- the recommendation around having a BCA handbook and going forward with a consultation process too, to figure out
is -- which tests that are already established in Ontario are sufficient and what needs to be added to those because, like we said, it's wholesale things from another jurisdiction may not be -- may not be applicable for another jurisdiction.

MR. POCH:  All right.  Now, Mr. Neme's evidence, which you might have just heard, is a shade different than yours.  He's suggesting we start with the TRC plus because we have experience with it in Ontario, it's what we are already using for DSM, and then similar to your advice go through a consultation stakeholdering or workshop, whatever form it takes, to land on an ultimate test if -- it may be the same or it might evolve, it might be different, but -- so that we can get rolling, let's use the test we are already using on the DSM side.

Does that -- would that concern you, let's put it that way?

MR. YOUNG:  Could you restate the question?  What would be the concern?

MR. POCH:  Well, I am asking if you would have any great concern.  If the Board concludes that they want to get rolling on IRP and they don't want to go through a committee process to develop a -- to further refine a framework, which is, I think, what you're suggesting here, that there be consultation, and we work to develop a benefit-cost analysis framework, in effect a BCA handbook for Ontario, they say if we want to get rolling now, we agree with you we should do that too, Mr. Neme is saying that's his advice, start with a TRC plus, because we are already using a DSM in Ontario, we are familiar with it, and then use that process, a process like you're suggesting, to decide if we want to refine that or change it in any way going forward.

Would that approach -- does it set off any alarms for you?

MR. YOUNG:  At this point, I mean, it was outside of our scope to really recommend which cost-effectiveness test might be appropriate, and so that's not something we are at a position to speak on.

MR. POCH:  Despite you being an expert, I sense I am never going to get you to give me an answer to that, so I will move on.

MR. YOUNG:  Unfortunately, it is out of scope, and we are just not prepared to speak to the particulars.  And --


MR. POCH:  Okay.  Just one last -- Mr. Newberger, I don't see you on the screen, but I think you're there.  Jeremy Newberger's part of your team, I think?

MR. NEWBERGER:  Yeah, I am here.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Good.  Hi.

MR. NEWBERGER:  Can you see me?  I think my camera is on --


MR. POCH:  I can now.  Thank you.  I just, I was told that you worked for many years for National Grid until 2018; is that right?

MR. NEWBERGER:  That's true.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  And I think -- were you involved in any non-wires alternative analysis or projects in Massachusetts or Rhode Island?

MR. NEWBERGER:  I was.

MR. POCH:  Could you then tell us what cost-effective test did National Grid use to assess those situations?  Do you recall?

MR. NEWBERGER:  Give me a second.  I will use the example of the Rhode Island case, which is a project that was in Tiverton and Little Compton, on the southern part of Rhode Island.  It was actually -- I don't know how to term it.  It was more like a binary examination of cost-effectiveness.

The energy efficiency components of what was done there were evaluated using the societal cost test that was being used in Rhode Island at the time.  The novel parts of it, which were called system reliability procurement, were evaluated using a benefit cost test that was pretty much invented for the case, because they were struggling with the way to compare -- to include some of the perceived benefits of infrastructure deferral.

And so that was what was used when that started, and it was carried on through the entire life of each -- for the entire life of the project, because incremental funding had to be asked from the Rhode Island public utilities commission every year for the six or seven years of the project.

MR. POCH:  I take it from what you just said they used an SEP energy efficiency analysis.

MR. NEWBERGER:  That's true.

MR. POCH:  Is that the test used in Maine as well?

MR. NEWBERGER:  I didn’t hear your question, I’m sorry.

MR. POCH:  Was that the test used in Maine as well for evaluating energy efficiency alternatives?

MR. NEWBERGER:  In Maine?  I am not familiar with the test used.

MR. POCH:  I am sorry, Massachusetts.

MR. NEWBERGER:  Yes, Massachusetts using a form of the societal cost test as well.

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  Those are all my questions, panel.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, thank you very much, David.  I think next is Energy Probe.  Is that you again, Roger?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, that's me again.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, over to you.

DR. HIGGIN:  Good afternoon, panel.  It’s nice to see you all, and especially some people I haven't seen in a long time.  Hi, Judy.

So I am going to pick up my start with where you referred us to in our Energy Probe 1 part (b).  So you referred us to BOMA 13, so if we can pull up BOMA 13 that would be useful.  And perhaps the table actually is split on two pages which causes a little bit of trouble, but anyway the question that BOMA asked, similar to what we were looking for, was to provide a table that shows the various benefit cost categories in the current requirements for Enbridge.

So it's focussed on Enbridge, and the table there shows, as we've discussed earlier, the total resource cost for DSM programs, and then EBO 134 and 188 for transmission and distribution system expansion.  So that's the table you've produced.

So the context that I am trying to get at this is why did you limit that table only to that?  Why didn't you reach out and talk about other things, other than what is now required for Enbridge Gas, just give us some context?

MR. YOUNG:  So you're asking why we selected these three?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  As you state in the answer where applying to Enbridge Gas.

MR. YOUNG:  I am not sure that I follow, but these were the tests that we found were very -- were relevant for the topics.

DR. HIGGIN:  But your first line says, read it, “for Enbridge Gas.”

MR. MILLAR:  Roger, I can't see the top.  Maybe if we can scroll up -- yeah, maybe that's helpful.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, there.  So I am trying to understand why you put this and then you framed it as being applicable to Enbridge Gas, that was -- that was it, right?

MR. YOUNG:  I think that -- I think the way we phrased it was in response to the question.  So within the question (a) is categories -- current requirements of Enbridge.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So then broadening this out, do you still feel that these are relevant benefit costs that should be considered in this IRPA case?

MR. YOUNG:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Then could we move down in the response to the table, the comparison table that you provided to the response -- keep going down.  It's comparison, and unfortunately again flows over on to several pages.  But just perhaps to give us a summary of what this table shows in terms of benefit cost analysis.

MR. YOUNG:  So you're asking me to provide a summary?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, just a summary, please.

MR. YOUNG:  Okay, yeah.

DR. HIGGIN:  And then I am going to ask you where things are different between the Con Edison, which you spent a lot of time on, and the OEB there.  Where are the main differences?  I will come to that in a minute as it follows.

MR. YOUNG:  Sure.  So as we have written there, the table below provides a side-by-side comparison of the benefits and costs within the revised Con Edison BCA handbook for non-pipeline solutions, and then the three OEB guidance documents for natural gas DSM programs, TRC plus, the transmission expansion projects, EBO 134, and then the distribution expansion projects in EBO 188.

The first column is focussed on the Con Edison BCA handbook and then the subsequent next two columns provide comparison for EBO 1346, stage 1 and 188, and then the framework for TRC plus test.

Within those two tables, one of benefit categories, one of the cost categories, and then going across the rows that then provides the comparison between the Con Edison and the various Ontario tests, and whether or not that benefit or cost is included in the current framework or the guidance and where there's questions.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So that's what I am coming to.  Can you just highlight what you think are the main principal differences between the three columns, particularly there's a number of people that are leaning to support the BCA approach, and other people are suggesting the TRC approach, as you've just heard.

So I am trying to understand where you see are the main principal differences.

MR. YOUNG:  We would like a moment to confer.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, that would be very fine, thank you.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. YOUNG:  Okay.  So Roger, we will answer your question, and then my colleague would like to correct the record for a comment that was made for the -- under the GEC questions.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  That's okay.

MR. YOUNG:  So --


DR. HIGGIN:  You can also use an undertaking to do it if you wish, if that would help you.  I am just worried about time.

MR. YOUNG:  Yup.  That's a good idea if you need some more.  So the -- I guess the major question is, so what are the differences across?  The fundamental major difference is, the New York State, the BCA put forward for the non-pipe solution is using kind of a unified SCT cost-effectiveness test where, for the parameters that would be at the IRPA solutions, that would be kind of under the current Ontario frameworks, some of them would be subject to the TRC plus test, the DSM side, and then others would be subject to another -- to the -- to the EBO 134 and 188 tests, so kind of having a multi-test system does create a -- does create challenges.

I am happy to also go through the table and just point out where there's specific differences, like for example the reliability and resiliency is one within the benefits side.

DR. HIGGIN:  To save time, could we just -- could you just take an undertaking to do those?  One thing I was particularly interested in is the use of the discount rate, what discount rates would be used with each of them.  That's, I think, a very critical issue, as you will know, that Enbridge has proposed different discount rate for stage 1 and for stage 2, okay?  They have used the cost of capital, weighted average cost of capital for them in stage 1, and then focusing currently in stage 2, so that would be helpful if you could just do an undertaking to give us a the main differences, including the discount rates.

MR. MILLAR:  So Roger, just so I am clear, because I am taking the notes here, sorry, is it to describe the differences that are -- I guess I am not clear what you want in addition to what's already on the table.

DR. HIGGIN:  Well, yes, I would like them to highlight the differences as they're in the table, but also, I have asked for supplementary information, particularly on the discount rates that would be used for each of the three approaches.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I think, in the interests of time, we will take that undertaking.  I am still a little unclear about what highlighting the differences means, but we will do that on a best-efforts basis, and of course I am looking to the witnesses here to make sure that what I am undertaking for them to do is actually feasible, but with respect to the discount rates I think everyone understands that as well.

MR. YOUNG:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So we will take that as JT3.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.10 (B):  TO HIGHLIGHT THE DIFFERENCES AS THEY ARE IN THE TABLE AND PROVIDE SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION, PARTICULARLY ON THE DISCOUNT RATES THAT WOULD BE USED FOR EACH OF THE THREE APPROACHES.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.  So now I'm just looking at --


MR. MILLAR:  Oh, sorry, Roger.  I think there was a correction that Jim was speaking to about GEC --


DR. HIGGIN:  Oh, yes, sorry.

MR. MILLAR:  -- I am not sure what it is, but maybe we will just get that out of the way.

MR. NEWBERGER:  Yes, this is Jeremy.  I just wanted to clarify something I said in response to Mr. Poch's question about the test used in Rhode Island and Massachusetts, because there is some distinction.  They both -- in both states they do include some value of carbon, and that really, even though they started with at the time in the mid-2010s, they started using -- they were using what was considered to be a total resource cost, the incorporation of carbon value does, you know, blur the distinction between whether you call it a TRC test or a societal cost test, so much so that in Rhode Island since 2018, I believe, they've used a jurisdiction-specific test, and they call it the Rhode Island test.  I just wanted to clarify that for the record.  Thank you.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Thanks for that clarification.  Noted.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So can we go just past the table to the text below.  And what I'm -- before we get to 14, I just wanted to understand a little better whether this critique, I will call it a critique of the EBO 188 test, is a critique, why do you think that a DCF plus approach such as EGI is now coming to is not appropriate?

MR. YOUNG:  I think the critique within the table gets to our larger one, is that the tests were not fundamentally designed to address GAAS IRP, and there may need to be additions or subtractions or changes in order to how they might be applied in this context.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So the direct question, though, is Enbridge has thought about this, and they have come up with a DCF plus.  You have heard the evidence.  And I am just asking for your -- do you have an opinion on that, or is that all you wish to say on it?

MR. YOUNG:  Correct.  I mean, that's a -- we didn't investigate and we are not making a recommendation regarding the appropriate cost-effectiveness test.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  And that's why I am not asking you my hypothetical case, because you heard all the evidence I was asking about a hypothetical case.  However, you have said clearly that you're not here to give an opinion on how it should be done, so with that I will thank you for your response, and have a good day, and thanks for that.

MR. YOUNG:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks very much, Roger.

I think we are on now to -- Schools will not be here, so it's over to you, Jonathan, if you're there.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I am here, Michael, and based on the foregoing questions I don't think Anwaatin has any further questions for the panel at this time, so thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  No, thank you.  By my list that is everyone.  Okay.  The Guidehouse panel is excused.  Thank you very much.  And I believe that concludes all of the questioning for the tech conference.  Why don't we just deal with a couple of administrative matters.

David Stevens, are you able to give any update on undertakings?

MR. STEVENS:  The only update I can give is that we've wrapped our arms around what the undertakings are from the last couple of days, and are reaching out to the subject matter experts for answers.

Our hope is to be able to provide responses -- our plan is to provide responses to as many as we can before the presentation day next week, with the comment, I suppose, that it's likely some will still be outstanding at that time.  But certainly will be working to ensure answers well in advance of the hearing.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  David, are there any other things we need to discuss from Enbridge's perspective?

MR. STEVENS:  None that I am aware of.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Well, I want to say how proud I am of everybody for getting us through this.  I really do thank the witnesses, the intervenors, Enbridge, and of course the court reporter for putting in three very long days.  But I think we got through everything we had to do and we have a pretty good record going forward.

Mike, did you have something you wanted to say?

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, I just wanted to echo that and particularly the people that don't always get the credit, like Stephanie and the folks because, you know, they were right on top of moving things along right on the screen.  I think that's in part why we are at this spot, so thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Yeah, I have to say this worked great.  There are real challenges to doing electronic hearings and this went much more smoothly than I thought it would, and I think that speaks to everyone's efforts in that regard.

With that, I think we are up next week, if you can believe it, with the presentation day.  So we won't have to go too long without seeing each other.

But unless there are any final matters, with that we are adjourned and I wish you a good weekend and we will see you next week.
--- Whereupon matter concluded at 3:28 p.m.
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