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Tuesday, March 2, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:33 a.m.

MS. ANDERSON:  Good morning, everyone.  Give me a second here to get situated.  Okay.  Thank you.

Good morning.  The OEB is sitting here today to hear an application by Enbridge Gas Inc. regarding its integrated resource planning proposal.  Enbridge Gas requested that the OEB determine that its IRP proposal is reasonable and appropriate.  The case number is EB-2020-0091.

This is the second day of the oral hearing, and that is scheduled to take until Thursday of this week.

My name is Lynne Anderson.  I'm presiding today, and along with me are Susan Frank and Michael Janigan, the commissioners.

Just a reminder -- we went through some technical things -- instructions yesterday.  For today, the panel is spreading over two days, so if we do have some technical problems and you're unable to join us, we will try and fit you in either today or tomorrow, but the alternative is always there to have someone else ask questions if that's becoming an issue.

We have a very full agenda today, so I will be looking at the times very carefully, and there's a lot of people cross-examining this panel, and so certainly encourage anyone that is later in this -- with this panel, don't repeat questions, consider what has already been asked, and reduce your time accordingly.

So are there any preliminary matters before we begin?  I am seeing none.  So Mr. Stevens, will you please introduce panel number 2 to be affirmed.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  Good morning, Madam Chair, good morning, Panel members.  Panel number 2 will speak to, among other things, the company's IRP proposal, IRPAs, stakeholder engagement, and cost-effectiveness. The members of the panel are Adam Stiers, technical manager, regulatory applications; Malini Giridhar, vice-president, business development and regulatory; Sarah Van Der Paelt, director, energy conservation and marketing; Suzette Mills, specialist IRP; Richard Szymanski, senior advisor, utilities investment review; and Hilary Thompson, director, S&T business development.

Each of their CVs has been filed.  Most of them were filed before the technical conference, and Ms. Giridhar's was filed last week.

MS. ANDERSON:  Thank you.  Mr. Janigan, will you affirm the witnesses, please.

MR. JANIGAN:  Yes.  Ms. Thompson and Mr. Stiers, you have already been sworn.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. – PANEL 2
Hilary Thompson,
Adam Stiers; Previously Affirmed;

Malini Giridhar,

Sarah Van Der Paelt,
Suzette Mills,
Rich Szymanski; Affirmed.
Examination-In-Chief by Mr. Stevens:

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  I just have two brief areas of questions, and for one of them, Mr. Elson, I'm going to be projecting something, if that's okay.  I see your screen is up right now.  Thank you very much.

First, panel, I understand that there is one correction you would like to make to yesterday's testimony.  Specifically, at pages 55 and 56 of the transcript yesterday, there was an exchange with Mr. Elson where he asked whether Enbridge Gas will file an updated USP, or utility system plan, each year, or just an AMP, or asset management plan, each year, and in response the transcript indicates that Mr. -- Ms. McCowan and Mr. Stiers stated that they thought that an updated USP would be filed each year, but that was subject to check.

Mr. Stiers, I understand you've now had the opportunity to make further inquiries and would like to correct your response.

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I have, and I would.  So to clarify, Enbridge Gas filed a utility system plan in 2019 as a requirement of the MAADs decision.  It subsequently filed a USP as well in 2021, because that was the first year that we filed a combined asset management plan, and going forward our expectation is that, consistent with the natural gas filing guidelines, we would be filing a utility system plan at rebasing.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  And second, I understand that this witness panel would like to provide some brief explanation about one evolution or update to the stakeholdering proposal or stakeholdering process that Enbridge is now proposing, and this is set out in the recently filed updated Undertaking JT1.13.  It's being projected now.

Could we turn to page 3, please.  Thank you.  Ms. Van Der Paelt, I understand from this response that Enbridge Gas is updating its proposal for the stakeholder day portion of the stakeholder process.  Can you please explain or summarize the updated proposed approach and the reasons for the update?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Stevens.  So building on our key messages regarding stakeholdering, I'd like to reinforce that Enbridge supports consultation, and we are committed to an Ontario-focused engagement model.  Our proposed plans have been influenced and continue to be influenced by the ISO engagement model used in the integrated regional resource plan process.

Following the technical conference and the presentation day we reflected on the comments and focus that we heard from the stakeholders and determined that our model would benefit from a broader regional input, similar to the IESO.

The company is now proposing to have multiple regional stakeholder days following the filing of the AMP.  These regional stakeholder days will focus on constraints, projects, and possible solutions in that region with a purpose of gaining input on proposed projects and IRPAs.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you very much.  And that concludes our direct examination.  The witnesses are ready for cross-examination.

MS. ANDERSON:  Thank you.

Mr. Elson, I believe you are up first here.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And again, I represent Environmental Defence, and I would like to start, panel, by asking a couple questions further to Exhibit JT2.2.  Do you see that up on your screen there?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Great.  And this maps out your cost-effectiveness test, right?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  It identifies potential costs and benefits that would be included in that test, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Great.  And in stage 1 -- do you see stage 1 there?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  The main benefit are incremental revenues?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  It's one of the benefits.  I wouldn't label it as main.

MR. ELSON:  Well, just talk about a facilities project.  In a facilities project, that's where the bulk of the value will come from.  At least in all the ones that I've ever seen.  Is it different from your perspective?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Within stage 1; that is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And in essence, the more gas that is sold, the more that customers pay and the greater the benefit in this line?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And in a facilities project that's made possible -- the incremental distribution revenues are made possible through customer additions?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Correct, for increases in consumption by existing customers.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I would like to walk through a hypothetical example of how this line would work.  So let's say that there's a facilities project that would enable the incremental flow of 100 million cubic metres over the lifetime of the project, so in other words, the consumption goes up by 100 million cubic metres, and let's say the revenues are four cents a cubic metre, so they would come to 4 million dollars.  I would like to ignore discounting and net present value calculations for the moment.

But that would count as a 4 million dollar benefit, those incremental revenues, correct?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And now, let's say that we're comparing that facilities option with an energy efficiency alternative where there's geo-targeted energy efficiency, and that is able to keep consumption flat so there is no incremental flow, so there is not the equivalent of the 100 million cubic metres over the lifetime.  If that project is put through stage one, there would be a zero in that column for incremental revenues, right?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  For the pipeline, or the --


MR. ELSON:  No, for the energy efficiency alternative?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Not necessarily.  So if we had identified an IRPA that was able to reduce the peak demand, and it also allowed for the annual consumption to remain the same as the base infrastructure pipeline, that incremental revenue attributed to the additional customers that could be added because of the IRPA would and could be attributed to the IRPA.

MR. ELSON:  Like demand response, I guess.  And I'm specifically asking about an energy efficiency alternative that reduces demand so that consumption is flat.  With an energy efficiency alternative where you are not increasing your consumption, there are no incremental revenues, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  It's Malini Giridhar.  Maybe I can just quickly jump in.  I don't think that is correct either, Mr. Elson, because it would depend on the incremental volumes and detrimental volumes both belonging in the same rate class and the same rate zone.  As you'll remember, we had different revenues attached to volumes depending on where the increment is occurring and where the detriment is occurring.

MR. ELSON:  I think the question I'm asking is pretty simple, which is that in the energy efficiency alternative, we're assuming that consumption does not change because we're able to offset it with energy efficiency.  So there will either be no incremental revenues -- or I guess what you're saying, Ms. Giridhar, is that there may be some shifting between classes, which might result in some revenue change.  But that's going to be pretty minimum, I would assume.  Would that be fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't know if I would assume it would always be minimal, because I think the distribution revenues attached to different rate classes can be quite different on a volumetric basis.

MR. ELSON:  Let's assume that for the sake of this example to understand what this cost benefit analysis is doing, that we're not shifting consumption between rate classes.  In that case, there would be no incremental revenues and the benefits column for incremental revenues would be zero, right?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Maybe I can step in here if I could, Mr. Elson.  If we go back to the objective of this analysis, we're building a pipe for growth.  So if we had put in an energy conservation metric with existing customers to flatten that so we could add those new customers without building a pipe, what Mr. Szymanski is trying to suggest is that revenue from those new customers that we can now add still would be attributed to this project.

MR. ELSON:  That was different than what Mr. Szymanski said.  So you're saying if we're able to use energy efficiency so that consumption is flat, you're still going to add the 4 million dollars as a benefit here?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The whole purpose of this project was to grow the system, right?  That's what -- the driver behind the pipeline need was growth.  So just having energy conservation, you're now able to add new customers, new subdivisions without putting in new pipeline, and there will be incremental as a result of that.

So that increment -- I'm looking at Mr. Szymanski.  Maybe you can just nod, Mr. Szymanski, if I've interpreted that correctly.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  That's right, and if -- I don't believe I said anything different than that previously as well.  So an energy efficiency program that gave us the ability to add more customers, the revenue from those incremental customers would be attributed to the IRPA.

MR. ELSON:  So your IRPA will always have the same incremental revenue as your facilities example, because you're attributing the revenue gain to the non-pipe alternative?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  That would only be the case if the IRPA addressed a demand constraint to the exact same level as the pipeline.

MR. ELSON:  Which it would need to, to be an IRPA, right?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  No, not necessarily.  IRPAs can have the potential of downsizing a pipeline infrastructure which, in that case, it would only be a portion of the original pipeline facility.

MR. ELSON:  The reason I'm confused about this is it seems very artificial, because you don't actually have increased revenues.  But you are saying that you would have increased revenues.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  No, we would have increased revenues.  The energy efficiency program that existing customers
are -- sorry, which is causing existing customers to reduce their consumption now permits us to add more customers.  Those more customers are the incremental customers -- are the incremental revenue.

MR. ELSON:  But it's not actually incremental.  Let's put it this way.  Let's say your starting point before looking at this project is throughput of a billion cubic metres.  And with the facilities alternative, you go up to 1.1 billion cubic metres, and with the energy efficiency alternative, you stay at a billion cubic metres because you are saving gas from some customers, which is allowing you to have potential to have anyone else join who wants to.

In that example, you're comparing 1.1 billion cubic metres and the revenue generated from it from 1 billion cubic metres, right?  That's why it seems artificial to attribute the same revenue benefit to both categories, and I think there is something missing here.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Maybe what we're missing here is that without a pipeline build or an IRPA in lieu of, that 1.1 that you're referring to would not happen.  It could not happen, because we would be constrained.

So whatever we do to be able to achieve that is incremental to our current state.

MR. ELSON:  In the example where you're going from -- in the facilities example, you go from 1 billion to 1.1 billion, and that generates an additional 4 million dollars in revenue.

In the energy efficiency alternative, you go from 1 billion and you stay at 1 billion, and yet you would still attribute 4 million dollars of incremental revenue is what I've understood from your previous answers.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Sorry, go ahead, Ms. Van Der Paelt.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We would attribute the incremental revenue we would achieve from adding those customers.  So we have revenue that is not related to commodity in the form of a customer charge that we would attribute to that.  So there would definitely be revenue with attaching new customers.

I think what you're getting at, Mr. Elson, is the fact that you've got the same volume going through the pipe, so you're not getting any additional revenue related to commodity.  But we do have revenue streams that are not based on commodity.

MR. ELSON:  I'm not talking commodity; I'm talking about T&D.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  So there are revenues we
have -- like we have customer charge is the example I'm thinking of specifically.   That is a fixed charge whether a customer is using any natural gas commodity or not.

So if in the example we had 1 billion cubic metres, and we went to -- you know, the pipeline was going to give you 1.1 billion cubic metres and add, say, a thousand customers, we would have -- in that incremental revenue as a pipeline, we would have the revenues associated with that additional thousand customers.

But if it was 1 -- we went to one billion, we did energy efficiency, we were able to create capacity on the pipeline as a result and still add a thousand customers, we would have the fixed charge revenue associated with the thousand customers even though there is no incremental revenue as a result of no change in throughput, and that would be attributed to the IRPA.

MR. ELSON:  You would have, in the energy efficiency example, increased fixed charges, but not increased volumetric charges?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That would be correct.  Whatever revenue is directly -- that we would see as truly incremental is what would be reflected.  All I can think of right now is the fixed charges.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Perhaps if I can just add to that as well, and I think maybe what we're not appreciating here is the relationship between the peak demand and the annual consumption, so what's important here is that the intent of an IRPA or the pipeline is to address a demand constraint.  So an energy efficiency program would need to address that demand constraint, and by doing that it would allow annual volumes to increase.

MR. ELSON:  So what I'm trying to understand is how this element of incremental volumes, which is the main benefit in stage 1, impacts the comparison between facilities and non-facility alternatives, particularly energy efficiency.

And so let me go back into my example.  We have a facilities alternative where you can go from 1 billion to 1.1 billion cubic metres, and let's say there are volumetric revenues at four cents per cubic metre, which comes to 4 million dollars in incremental revenues for the facilities alternative.  That 4 million dollars of volumetric benefit -- because most of your charges are volumetric anyways -- would not accrue to the energy efficiency alternative where you are at 1 billion and then remain at 1 billion; is that correct?  I see you're nodding, Ms. Giridhar.  Your microphone is off.  There you go.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Apologies.  I was trying to follow along, Mr. Elson.  Suffice to say in this step we are reflecting incremental revenues associated with the alternative, so I think we can agree with that.  If that was the intent of your statement, we can agree with that.

MR. ELSON:  And so if we look at an alternative where you used heat pumps in new construction, for example, and by using heat pumps in new construction you're able to avoid either an increase in customers or an increase in consumption, and in that case there would be no incremental revenue, because there are no incremental volumetric charges and there's no incremental fixed charges; is that right?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Again, going back to the same point we were making before, that is not necessarily true.  So in the case where incremental --


MR. ELSON:  You're going to talk about the peak and the difference between your peak and your annual, and we understand that, and I'm just --


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  -- trying to give you a simplistic example here where your actual consumption is remaining flat.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Well, I think that's a false assumption.  So any reduction to our peak demand will allow us to increase our annual consumption, so to say that it wouldn't, I believe is a false assumption.

MR. ELSON:  Your program could result in greater reductions in annual consumption versus peak, or the other way around.  It really depends on the measure, right?  If the measure is primarily addressing off-peak versus on-peak because of the nature of the energy efficiency program which happens to be effective, then it will address more off-peak than on-peak and vice versa, right?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Correct.  But I guess any reductions created by an energy efficiency program or any type of IRPA will allowing us to add more customers in the future that will take that created capacity.

MR. ELSON:  Assuming they want to join, of course.  Let me turn to JT1.9, and other folks can follow up with that, perhaps.  This is a response that's mapping out the volumes by new addition -- new additional customers over 2021 to 2030.  Do you see that there?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I do.

MR. ELSON:  So if I understand that correctly, if we add up all these numbers, they're incremental, so the 167 million cubic metres is the consumption for customers added in 2021, right?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I believe so.

MR. ELSON:  And so I've added up all these numbers, and it comes to 1.5 billion cubic metres.  So I take it by that that between now and 2030 Enbridge expects that its new customers will add 1.5 billion cubic metres to its annual demand?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That would be my understanding.  I did not create this table, Mr. Elson, so I would assume that would be the assumption when we say volumes by additional customers.  So I don't --


MR. ELSON:  Take that subject to check.  Okay.  And your annual demand or annual volumes right now are about 26 billion cubic metres, so adding 1.5 to 26 is what this would be talking about roughly?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That would be correct, and that would also assume this is general service, right, based on the way this is laid out, so I would say this for the general service market, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So I'm going to move on, and actually, all the rest of my questions are going to relate to price and demand forecasting risks and how to account for them.  And for this I'm going to be referring to our compendium, and perhaps that could be marked as an exhibit?

MS. ANDERSON:  Mr. Elson, while we're doing that, I would be greatly assisted if it was just a little bit larger on the screen.  Is that possible?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, it is.

MS. ANDERSON:  Thank you.  Mr. Millar, you have an exhibit?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, I apologize, Madam Chair.  I'm having real trouble pulling up the screen.  It's K2.1.
EXHIBIT NO. K2.1:  ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENCE COMPENDIUM.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, and I would like to start on page 63 of the compendium, and this is a portion of your reply evidence.  You see it's Exhibit C.  And in this portion of your reply evidence you're responding to Mr. Neme's suggestion that in the cost-benefit comparison between facilities and non-pipe solutions you do a scenario analysis, looking at the impacts of climate policy and climate-related market forces.  And this is -- this is what you said in response.  You said:
"All indications in the future or the foreseeable future are that Enbridge Gas's natural gas infrastructure in Ontario will remain used and useful and the price of natural gas commodity in Ontario will remain low.  This is especially true considering that development of RNG and hydrogen in Ontario and in many other jurisdictions is linked to maintaining high utilization of natural gas systems.  Over time, natural gas can be blended with renewable fuels like RNG and hydrogen and paired with carbon capture and utilization technologies until such time when all or a portion of the market may be ready for 100 percent hydrogen."

Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.  And this was back in December.  I take it this is still Enbridge's position?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, and I would actually offer a little bit more explanation with respect to the words there about the price of natural gas commodity in Ontario would remain low.  That reference is in comparison to the electricity system.  The Enbridge system delivers natural gas at something like 3, 3-and-a-half cents per kilowatt hour converted into electricity terms, and the electrical system delivers it at something like 12 cents per kilowatt hour, so that was the reference there, that natural gas is expected to remain competitive with electricity, even with the addition of RNG and hydrogen over time.

MR. ELSON:  That's helpful, thank you.  And so let's just confirm some basic concepts that I think are underlying this.  If the price of gas goes up, the benefits of energy efficiency go up, because avoided costs go up, all things being equal, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And if you're comparing energy efficiency to an infrastructure solution, a higher gas price increases the benefits of energy efficiency versus the infrastructure solution, right?  All things equal?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Perhaps I'll defer that to Ms. Van Der Paelt.  I'm not as familiar as she is with that concept.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  All things being equal, that would be correct, Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  And the same would be true for the cost of carbon?  The higher it is, the more benefits are accrued to an energy efficiency program versus a infrastructure solution?

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  If the price of gas or price of carbon increase, then there will be a corresponding decrease in the demand for gas, all things being equal?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, that would be standard economics.  As demand tends to be elastic, but notionally, yes.

MR. ELSON:  If the price of gas gets high enough, there could be a tipping point where gas is not the favoured fuel for space and water heating.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again, yes.  Economics would tell us that if the price of gas crossed a particular threshold, it may not be.

MR. ELSON:  And when you cross that threshold, the impact might be that when a furnace is up for replacement at the end of its life, an increasing number of customers would choose another alternative once you've reach that tipping point?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again, economics would tell you that could be the case.  However, we need to look at the economics of our current energy delivery systems.  I have just mentioned one part of it, which is the price of natural gas relative to electricity.  The other part of it is the capacity of the natural gas system versus the electricity system.

So if you were to consider natural gas's share of primary energy use in Ontario, I think the latest number is 30 percent -- it used to be as high as 40 percent at one time -- electricity hovers around 18 percent.

So the expansion of the electricity system in order to meet the annual volumes delivered by the natural gas system would be significant.

In addition, natural gas obviously serves winter peak demand and converted into electrical terms, the capacity of the natural gas system is 85,000 megawatts.  The electrical system is sized to meet anywhere from 26 to 28,000 megawatts, so this is three times the capacity of the electric system.

While I can certainly agree with the statement that there is a point at which natural gas might cease to be used, we have to take into consideration the physical capacity of the two systems and incremental cost of switching from natural gas to electricity, which is of course the alternative that I presume in the discussion.

MR. ELSON:  You're getting far ahead of me, but I'm happy to go there if that's where you want to go.

You noted that the energetic value of natural gas, when you convert into electricity, is a fairly high number. But I think you would agree the efficient use of electricity to heat space and water is through heat pumps, and you get more heat value out than you put in, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  You might say it's 85 --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Thousand megawatts.

MR. ELSON:  -- thousand megawatts.  But you don't need 85,000 megawatts to create 85,000 megawatts of heat, because a heat pump is two and a half to 2.75 -- efficient is one word to describe it, the coefficient of performance.  So you put in one unit of electricity and you get out 2.5 units of heat, or 2.75 units of heat.  Is that fair to say, Ms. Giridhar?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is actually not my understanding at all temperatures.  It is my understanding that most electric air source heat pumps would have a coefficient performance closer to 1 on our peak design day, which would be approximately minus 20 degrees Centigrade or so.

MR. ELSON:  What you need to look at in terms of your consumption is your annual coefficient of performance, right, as opposed to your peak, or your -- you know, at the coldest day or at the warmest day.  The annual coefficient of performance is two and a half to 2.75, is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would disagree with that statement because all energy systems are designed to meet peak demand, and the 85,000 megawatts was certainly a peak day demand in the wintertime.  You would need to make sure that if everybody came on the system, all their demands would be reliably met.  Therefore, annual energy consumption is a useful indicator of utilization and revenues, but not of the design of systems.

MR. ELSON:  You have to admit you're setting up a bit of a straw person argument, because I can't imagine we would be jumping from zero customers converting to heat pumps to everybody doing it in a day.  This would have to happen over some period of time.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  In terms the consumption of electricity versus gas, the annual coefficient of performance of cold climate air source heat pumps is roughly 2.5 to 2.75, correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I can see that's the number on this exhibit here.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So you don't have to replace, in a sense, every cubic metre with the equivalent kilowatt hour, because a kilowatt hour goes 2.75 times farther when you're talking about an air source electric heat pump?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again from an infrastructure perspective, I don't believe that would be correct.  Certainly from a molecule to electron perspective, that would be true.  So perhaps from a generation perspective versus a procurement of the molecule perspective, that equation would hold.  But that would certainly not hold in terms of how the systems are designed to meet peak capacity.

MR. ELSON:  If I can summarize your view on this, it's that electrification can't really happen because you have to build too much transmission and distribution and generation infrastructure on the electricity side?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think it would be accurate to say that electrification of heating loads in Ontario poses enormous technical and economic challenges.  And at this point in time, we believe the cost structure of new generation transmission distribution of electricity vis-à-vis natural gas makes that scenario very difficult to comprehend.

We believe that there'd be innovation on several fronts and to assume that they could be a hundred percent electrified is not reasonable -- and that's not just Enbridge saying that.  The federal government issued a hydrogen strategy paper in December 2020, and this is a first for Canada and some parts of Canada have more hydro power than Ontario has.  And they said that electrification could go from 20 percent to 40 percent of the energy mix, and the remaining 60 percent would still be fuel based, albeit a lower carbon fuel base.

Likewise, the IESO in its annual planning outlook is not assuming the electrification of home heating over the next twenty years.  In fact, they're assuming that electric use by these sectors will grow by .7 of a percent.  It certainly doesn't indicate electrification of loads.

So I think it's not just Enbridge saying this.  There are very significant challenges in assuming a 100 percent renewable electrification scenario -- not to speak to energy storage and those other issues.

MR. ELSON:  So the issue that you're getting at is the challenge of building more electricity transmission and distribution infrastructure.

But my question to you is that what really matters from an electricity price or electricity build perspective is the unit cost of electricity, and that means new generation could increase or decrease the unit cost of electricity, depending on whether it's more expensive or cheaper than existing sources.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  It wouldn't just be the cost of generation.  Given that heating loads are peak in the winter, and we already established that those annual coefficients of performance don't pertain on the coldest day of the year, it's actually looking at generation, Transmission, distribution, and perhaps storage because you would need to solve the electric storage issue.  If you're not going to build too much generation, alternately you might be looking at more gas-fired generation, which we know much lower coefficient -- much lower efficiency factor, and therefore emissions are significant compared to the direct use of natural gas, so all of those are factors.  Unfortunately, energy planning is a fairly complex area.

MR. ELSON:  And let's just stick to generation.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  What we're talking about and the most important item is the unit price, so the fact that you have to build more generation doesn't necessarily mean that your bills are going up if your unit price goes down, and new generation could increase or decrease the unit price of electricity depending on whether it's more expensive or cheaper than existing sources.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is possible, and I would just add that currently the electrical system transfers approximately 5 billion dollars' worth of generation cost on to the taxpayer, so I think that equation would hold, but I would presume you would first have to be sufficiently lower that you could actually first address that 5-billion-dollar transfer from the electrical ratepayer to the taxpayer.

MR. ELSON:  And so to me there is a bit of a bogeyman here saying we night need to, you know, triple the size of our electricity system.  Whether that's true or not is a separate question, but increasing the size of your electricity system doesn't necessarily mean that you're increasing the unit cost, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think it's very likely that we would be increasing the size of the unit cost.  I think the size of the unit cost would certainly go down if you had increased utilization of the existing system, and we call that concept beneficial electrification.  We agree with it, which is why we are big proponents of hydro heating systems, but the idea of actually increasing generation capacity, it is likely to increase the unit cost.

MR. ELSON:  You don't have anything to prove that, do you?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I did not say that for a fact.  I just said it was likely.

MR. ELSON:  To me, when you're talking about the unit price of electricity being 12 cents a kilowatt hour and whether we can obtain electricity on the margin for cheaper than that -- well, let me leave that for now, because I think the theory is there.

Now, you mentioned T&D, transmission and distribution.  Ontario is mainly a summer peaking electricity jurisdiction, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  So adding demand to the winter, at least initially, could help defray electricity distribution and transmission costs over a larger amount of throughput and actually lower those costs on a per megawatt basis.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think it's fair to say that for the shorter months, because we do have some heating loads in the shorter months as well.  You know, if the intent is to talk about emissions profile associated with the shift here, we know that there is a significant amount of gas-fired generation that's needed even at the current winter peaks, which obviously are lower than the summer peaks.  So, you know, I would certainly question whether that, you know, from a marginal emissions perspective, transferring load from natural gas to electricity in the space-heating market would necessarily reduce emissions by as much as you might think.

MR. ELSON:  So let me put it this way.  You can't say for sure that increased reliance on electricity would increase or decrease the cost of electricity per kilowatt hour over the long run?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would suggest that we would have to be very careful in terms of what we electrify and what we don't.  So we certainly see that there are several loads that are capable of electrification.  You know, we agree that transportation is a great area for electrification.  We think electrification of heat in the shorter months could make sense, because we have excess capacity in those months.

It is not as simple as generating electricity, and if you were to tell me that some electricity could be generated for three or four cents per kilowatt hour, that's going to reduce the unit cost, that's not necessarily true, because we still have the load following issues.

I can tell you by comparison if you look at the storage situation, it is far cheaper to use natural gas storage assets versus electricity, so it's a complicated question.  There's certainly room for electrification.  We would not deny that.  In fact, we are proponents of that and we are looking at areas where we can electrify, but the assumption that we could simply switch our heating loads to electrification cost-effectively at some point in time, you know, we don't see that happening without major technological breakthroughs.

MR. ELSON:  Now, just for the record, I'm not making that assumption, you're making the assumption or Enbridge is making the assumption that that's not going to happen.  So let me rephrase the question and add to it.  You can't say for sure that increased reliance on electricity would increase or decrease the cost of electricity per kilowatt hour, nor can you estimate how much that would be.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would just point to the fact that, you know, Enercan in its hydrogen study has said, yes, there will be increased electrification, but not enough to displace significant portions of energy use to date.  So I think that -- to me, that means that there is some level of increased electrification that is possible at a reasonable cost, but there is a constraint there.  I think we could probably agree on that, Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think you answered my question, but I think it speaks for itself, so I'll move on.

This is an article by Ralph Tory in Corporate Knights recently, and he talks about a large increase in energy efficiency and heat pumps both to replace natural gas and to replace baseboard heaters, and the conclusion of his analysis is highlighted here.  And he says:  
"Once renovations are undertaken, Canada's consumption of electricity by the residential sector would decline, even though electricity's share of space heating would be close to triple today's.  In houses that are heated with electric resistance heating, the conversion to heat pumps results in a sharp drop in electricity demand, and this, combined with the building shell and lighting upgrades, would allow the existing electricity supply to more than cover the demand from all the houses converted from fossil-fuel furnaces."

I take it that you can't say for sure whether Ralph Tory is right or wrong.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We do not agree with that conclusion.  CG --


MR. ELSON:  What analysis do you have to say that that's for sure wrong?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  The Canadian Gas Association did a study.  I believe ICF was the consultant that did that study for the Canadian Gas Association that covered an all-Canada look, so I guess it would be comparable to this, and I don't recall the exact specifics of the study, but my understanding is that the cost of electrification of heating loads was -- it was concluded that it would be in excess of 500 billion dollars, perhaps as much as a trillion dollars.

MR. ELSON:  Now, the Canadian Gas Association study I am familiar with, and are you able to confirm that it isn't doing the same bogeyman argument I was talking before, talking about the total cost as opposed to the unit costs?  Because that's what it seems to be doing to me.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't know what you mean by bogeyman, Mr. Elson, so I cannot agree to a statement that includes that characterization.

MR. ELSON:  That's fair.  It is raising an inaccurate yardstick by focusing on the total cost as opposed to the unit cost of electricity.  Is that fair to say?  If you're not sure --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would not agree that it's an inaccurate --


THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, there was overtalking.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I could not agree with you, Mr. Elson.  I do not believe it is inaccurate to reflect on the total cost of electrification of residential heating loads.

MR. ELSON:  Well, let's take the value judgment out of my question and say that study and the number that you referred to is the total cost, not the unit cost of electricity, fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  It's the incremental cost of electricity that must be borne by ratepayers.

MR. ELSON:  Not the unit cost?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, subject to check, we would have to know what the actual units of electricity are associated with that number, but to the extent that it's an incremental cost to the entire system, that would mean that a bigger proportion of household bills would have to go towards paying that cost.

MR. ELSON:  But the cost --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  It's a cost --


MR. ELSON:  -- of kilowatt hours not necessarily going up, right?

THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, I didn't hear -- I didn't hear either --


MR. ELSON:  Sorry, go ahead.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would suggest that the very fact that there's an incremental cost of that amount that has to be paid by households that they don't pay today for the same energy that they consume, that this would be an increase in unit cost.

It's certainly more dollars out of the household income that have to go towards energy than currently.  So it is appropriate to look at that as an increase in costs borne by customers.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I'm talking about an increase in the cost per kilowatt hours.  And just because you're increasing T&D and your generation doesn't necessarily mean you're increasing your unit cost.

The fact you're increasing your investments in electricity can be matched, or even surpassed by the fact that you have far greater consumption.  And you're able to defray those costs over more kilowatt hours, because you're getting heating from electricity as opposed to natural gas.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Elson, I have difficulty with this question and here's why.  If I'm paying three cents per kilowatt hour to heat my house today, and I know the current cost of electricity is 12 cents per kilowatt hour, if I then say it's going to cost an additional 500 billion dollars to create the electricity to go from natural gas to electricity, I have difficulty understanding how that does not increase the cost to the ratepayer.

There would actually have to be incremental electricity at a detrimental cost to bring that anywhere closer to the cost of natural gas today.  So any incremental cost is going to have to mean higher energy bills, because we already know that today electricity is three times more than the cost of natural gas.

MR. ELSON:  I'm happy to have that discussion about the cost-effectiveness of heat pumps now, and that's a different question than saying if we were to convert to electricity, it's going to have astronomical costs that are going to raise the cost of electricity on a unit basis. Those are separate issues, but this is a long rabbit hole that I'm down right now,  so I'm going to move on because I think we've made the point about unit costs already.

I will say one thing.  If you talk about gas being three cents per kilowatt hour and electricity being 12 cent per kilowatt hour, but in the electric heat pump context, a kilowatt hour results in 2.75 kilowatt hours of heat, whereas in natural gas, a kilowatt hour results in a little bit less than a kilowatt hour of heat, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  So the 12 cents per kilowatt hour compared to three cents isn't really a fair comparison when you're talking about heat pumps and electric heat pumps, because your 12 cents per kilowatt hour gives you just under three times as much heat.

So if you take 12 divided by 3, that's a much closer comparison in terms of energetic value, fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, with two caveats.  I hate to go back to the point I made before, but this is assuming you can get that incremental unit of energy at the same cost, which we just established you can't.  And the second point I would like to make is there are natural gas heat pumps that can deliver something like 20 to 40 percent overall more efficient heating than the furnace.  So there are natural gas technologies that can also keep pace with that kind of coefficient performance in the future.

MR. ELSON:  And according to Enbridge's evidence, they are not market-ready in Canada, or in Ontario?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  For the residential sector, yes, we believe it would be another couple years before they would be.

MR. ELSON:  And the coefficient of performance is significantly less than electric heat pumps?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  My understanding is yes.  You're looking at 140 percent.  I also -- I believe the numbers you're looking at there are cold climate heat pumps not the air source heat pumps.  The reality is that would have to be compared between a number of technologies.  We still believe, for example, pairing an air source heat pump with a furnace would provide increased performance.

So just to say I think there are a range of technologies that are all poised to become more competitive and have lower emissions associated with them beyond the furnace.

MR. ELSON:  I'm going to go back to the beginning of my plan A, and take you to some of the figures in our compendium.  Can you see that on the screen?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I can, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  So here we have the Ontario GHG emissions from fossil gas as compared to total Ontario emissions.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I do.

MR. ELSON:  Those are from a different proceeding, but Those are accurate numbers, to the best of your understanding?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  They are, yes.

MR. ELSON:  I turn now to page 5 of the compendium -- and I should note for the record that all references to page numbers will be to the PDF page numbers in this compendium.

So on page 5 of the compendium at the top here, this is illustrating a linear GHG emission decline to net zero Ontario total and fossil gas.  So the numbers we have here, we start at 165 megatons in 2018 and that's the total Ontario GHG emissions.

And then here we have roughly 50 megatons, and this is for fossil gas combustion emissions.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I do.

MR. ELSON:  I expect you're going to look at this chart and say, well, we have no idea whether the decline to net zero is going to be linear, fair?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, you anticipated my response there, Mr. Elson.  The -- go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  I think you're also going to say we can't say the proportion of the total decline will be more or less equivalent between the total and the fossil gas.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is fair, and I would also note that while the title says net zero, the Y axis is measuring gross emissions.  So there is an assumption that there is no offsets or carbon capture, or any of those technologies in this linear graph.

MR. ELSON:  Let's just say that it would be net zero.  Zero means net zero because I think for the sake of this discussion, that's sufficient.

So this is illustrating a scenario, but there could be many other scenarios, shapes of these curves to get to net zero is I think what you would say to this.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.  I would suggest a linear depiction is probably unrealistic, in terms of how the energy transmission will actually occur.

MR. ELSON:  This is not a forecast.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Let's turn to the bottom here, and this has a number of call outs.  And again, we can't say whether it's going to be linear.  But I personally find it helpful to see a graph like this that just gives you the idea of what it means to get from today to net zero in 2050.

And so at 2018, 50 megatons; at 2030, 32 megatons, and 2040, 16 megatons.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I do see that there, yes.

MR. ELSON:  In the title, this is fossil gas because it would be different if we were talking about renewable natural gas or hydrogen, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  I'm now on page 6 and I've mapped on this chart Enbridge's figures in terms of a million cubic metres volume of fossil gas.  And this is mapping the linear decline, which is the same as the chart we just looked at, but instead of megatonnes, it's cubic metres.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I do see the numbers.  I would just like to reiterate, Mr. Elson, that I'm not exactly sure what the linear depiction really represents, because we don't believe that's indicative of how the energy transition would occur.

MR. ELSON:  It could be convex, it could be concave, for example?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  That's fair.  At the bottom of the screen here on page 6 we have the Enbridge 2021 annual gas supply plan.  And this is a figure from that gas supply plan.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I do, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And this is roughly your latest forecast of gas demand, or would you say this is your best estimate of the gas demand?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm not familiar with this particular chart, but, yes, I mean, based on the heading "Enbridge 2021", I assume this is our latest.

MR. ELSON:  And this shows, obviously, gas demand steadily increasing from today at roughly 2.5 petajoules per day all the way up to above 3.5 petajoules.  That's a big increase.  Fair to say that?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would say that the residential commercial/industrial lines appear to show much lower rates of change.  The increase seems to be largely the power sector.  And I believe that assumption is that an increase in renewable generation will be paired with more gas-fired generation to balance out the system.

MR. ELSON:  And so if this is where gas demand is going, and this shows where it needs to go at the figure at the top of page 6, we would need to make up for fossil gas with renewable, natural gas, green hydrogen, renewable electricity, or some combination of that.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  So again, I think this is assuming that carbon-capture technologies remain as they are today.  We believe fossil, natural gas can continue to be significant in the mix if carbon-capture technologies also take off, so there is the potential for breakthrough in that sphere, as you know.  But it is fair to say that the federal government is expecting an increase in renewable electricity and an increase in low-carbon fuels as the primary means of meeting our 2050 targets.

MR. ELSON:  There is no technology that's going to capture the carbon that is created when I burn natural gas in my furnace, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't believe that's true.  There are -- there's work going on in that sphere as well.  So I would certainly agree that breakthroughs in capturing distributed emissions would need to occur, and they haven't occurred today.  They are working on them.  Just as breakthroughs in electricity storage need to occur at transformative scale compared to what's happening today.  So those are both big technological challenges that need to be met in any scenario --


MR. ELSON:  Is that --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  The positioning of this is going to zero, is positioning a renewable electrification going to 100 percent if this is to come to zero, and there's challenges in both.

MR. ELSON:  No, my question was that if you need to get to net zero, you're looking at renewable natural gas, you're looking at hydrogen, and you're looking at electrification, and I'm going to get into those and how those might impact the cost of natural gas.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  And the -- sorry, please finish.

MR. ELSON:  And you added to that carbon capture.  Is Enbridge honestly banking on carbon capture as maintaining significant amounts of fossil-gas use in homes in Ontario?  Like, I will be capturing the carbon in my basement where it's burned and putting it somewhere?  I've just never heard of that before.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We are not banking on anything.  I think we're closely following technological breakthroughs or innovation in several areas.  Enbridge, in fact, and other gas utilities are supporting a small innovation company -- I believe the name is Clean 02, subject to confirmation -- that does capture carbon at the point of combustion, or exhaust, I believe, and conversion into calcium carbonate or so.  So it's an early-stage technology, but I believe that there is something being created out of that process and being sold in very small numbers, so it is obviously early stage, and there's -- you know, it's a big road to deployment.

The point is that there are -- there's all kinds of innovation occurring in all of these areas, battery storage, electrical generation, as well as carbon capture, and certainly in Alberta Enbridge is very interested in sequestration of carbon in depleted oil reservoirs.  There's technology, direct capture of carbon from air.  Carbon Engineering, I believe is the company that's doing that.  There's technology that is looking at taking natural gas and converting it to hydrogen at the point of use through pyrolysis.  That was just announced -- I think the Bill Gates Foundation announced support of that technology.

So the point is there's all kinds of innovation, and we know that the path to 2050 is not linear --


MR. ELSON:  You're saying that the path is not going to significantly increase the relative price of natural gas, and you're saying that it's going to keep your pipes in the ground.  That is what you're saying, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I am saying that natural gas infrastructure -- or our view is that natural gas infrastructure will be used and useful well into the future in conjunction with increasing amounts of lower carbon fuels.

MR. ELSON:  And you're suggesting that carbon capture is a viable solution to continue to have fossil gas flowing into pipes to deal with, for example, these residential and commercial customers?  This is thousands and thousands of customers.  Is that actually a viable technology or something that you are confident enough that you don't need to look at the alternative that that's just not going to work?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Elson, I would put it another way.  I would say that the challenges of capturing carbon, whether distributed or centrally, are approximately the same as a full renewable electrification of all energy used today.  So we actually believe the likely scenarios will be something in between, because both of those -- we need technological breakthroughs in both of those areas.

In the meantime we actually believe that the existing natural gas infrastructure in Canada is extremely valuable.  That's not my words.  Enercan has said that in the hydrogen report.  And it can be repurposed as the energy transition occurs to continue to meet the energy needs of our customers and of Canadians.

MR. ELSON:  I move to page 97 here.  This is a utility drive article about a Bloomberg report which suggests that solar plus storage could soon be more financially attractive than natural gas generation.  You can't predict that that's not going to happen, can you?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I will just restate Enbridge's view.  We believe in the energy transition, and we know that status quo will probably not pertain in the future.  There is energy transition underway.  I think what we're trying do in this proceeding, Mr. Elson, is to recognize that energy transition, and also recognize the Board's statutory objective of the rational expansion of the transmission and distribution systems and come up with a framework where we can address that through alternative facilities.

So we're not actually banking on any one technology taking off to the exception of others.  We understand that any and all of these scenarios are possible.  But what we do know is that we are in an energy transition, and we are coming up with a framework that we believe addresses that and the concern of the Board and our stakeholders that we should adequately take this into consideration.

MR. ELSON:  Now, in your cost-benefit analysis between a facilities option and a non-pipe solution, you are saying there is zero percent change of stranded assets due to electrification, and you're saying there's a zero percent chance that we're going to reach that tipping point where we have declining gas use.  Then to me you are picking a winner, aren't you?  You're saying that it's not going to be electrification, it's going to be anything but?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't believe we are picking a winner.  What we are saying is that there's tremendous capacity, peak capacity, unparalleled peak capacity, in our natural gas pipes today relative to any other alternative, and we will move towards a net zero future in concert with technological advances in renewable generation, electrical storage, carbon capture, and low carbon fuels, and that point of view is also accepted by the federal government.

I expect that we will need to future-proof our systems.  I expect that there will be changes along the way and yes, I do believe our pipeline infrastructure will be used and useful, because if 60 percent of Canada's energy is going to come from low carbon fuels, while pipelines are the most efficient way of transporting fuels, just as wires are the most efficient way of transporting electricity.

So that is the basis of our view.  We are not exactly able to identify which pipes might be changed out, or which pipes will be transformed, and I expect --


MR. ELSON:  I'm not asking --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  -- based on our depreciation study that we will bring forward with a rebasing application but there will be changes to how we may view depreciation relative to 2010 when we last did that analysis, but our fundamentals analysis is telling us that pipe infrastructure will be used and useful long into the future.

MR. ELSON:  On page 7 of our compendium here, we chart the impact of 170 dollars per tonne carbon price on the current gas supply price.  I understand, from correspondence with your counsel, that this -- you don't take issue with the accuracy of this figure.  Is that correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  This is correct, yes.

MR. ELSON:  I understand, based on your proposal, if you were to bring forward a facilities project now, you would do the cost effectiveness calculation ignoring the possibility of 170 dollars per tonne carbon price?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I believe what was expressed was that as soon as the 170 dollars price  --


MR. ELSON:  I'm sorry.  I'm interrupting you because I did ask you a simple question.  I think you know what the answer is, and I think you're adding gloss to it from the evidence that we all already know.  And I'm trying to confirm.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I can confirm that until the 170 dollars is legislated, we will continue to use the 50 dollars per tonne.

MR. ELSON:  So that would be assuming that the carbon price is going to be 50 dollars per tonne until the end of the economic analysis, which for a 40-year asset would be roughly 2060, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  So you are making -- you're saying we're going to calculate the cost and the benefits based on 50 dollars a tonne over the next 40 years or so?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is our current planning assumption, yes, which will be revised as legislation occurs.

MR. ELSON:  And this figure here describes the upstream emissions from fossil gas per Enbridge evidence.  And in that evidence, it said that upstream natural gas represents approximately an additional 29.2 percent of emissions incremental to those from combustion.

I want to make a distinction here.  The carbon price that's applied in Ontario is applied to combustion, not to upstream emissions from extraction, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And at the bottom, we have a chart from the gas supply plan showing that there are increasing amounts of shale gas in the mix of gas production, and that would be the same for Enbridge, I would assume.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And there is somewhat higher emissions from extraction from shale gas versus conversional extraction?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  At this point in time, I understand that is correct.  Though there is methane reduction legislation that is forthcoming.

MR. ELSON:  And so we don't know whether that will be taxed in the future.  But if it were to be taxed in the future, that would have this additional impact in terms of the gas supply price.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Actually, I can't agree with that, Mr. Elson, because I believe manufacturing would come under the output-based pricing mechanism, or whatever the Alberta equivalent is, and it is not on the basis of the 170 dollars per tonne.

MR. ELSON:  Exactly.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  It's a different mechanism.

MR. ELSON:  And that's precisely my point is that right now, it's not part of the carbon pricing scheme and that includes -- because we consume a lot of gas that comes out of the ground in the United States.

But you can't predict whether or not in the future that will be priced?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.  We can't predict that that will be priced and if it were priced, whether it will be passed on in its full amount to the customer is also something that we can not predict.

MR. ELSON:  But when you file a facilities project now, the assumption is that upstream GHG emissions are not being priced up until 2060?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Now, here I have charted the current gas supply rate versus the cost of renewable natural gas in Enbridge's RNG program.  Do you see that?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I do.

MR. ELSON:  This is accurate, I take it?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I believe it is, yes.

MR. ELSON:  So this is a more than sevenfold increase in the commodity cost going from the current gas supply rate.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.  I will just note that if you were to convert this into cents per kilowatt hour, it's about 8 cents per kilowatt hour.  So it's actually still cheaper than the rate of average cost of electricity in Ontario.

MR. ELSON:  Can you undertake to provide those calculations?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, we can.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is undertaking J2.1.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.1:  TO PROVIDE THE CALCULATION UNDERPINNING THE 8 CENTS PER KILOWATT HOUR


MR. ELSON:  Now I've turned to page 31, and this is an Enbridge interrogatory response.  And this is talking about the RNG in your existing program is point 78 cents per cubic metre, right?  Can you see the --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I can.

MR. ELSON:  That's in your current program, which is very, very small volumes right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.  I think it says 78 cents.  You might have said point 78 cents.

MR. ELSON:  I think you're right, thank you.  At the bottom of the page, there is an excerpt from an OEB commission report looking at the cost of RNG.  And you'll see that the largest potential is with animal manure, and the cost per cubic metre is 87 to $1.66 per cubic metre, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes I see that.

MR. ELSON:  And for residential waste streams, it's actually $2.90 per cubic metre, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I see that, yes.

MR. ELSON:  If we were to capture all of Ontario's RNG potential, it would be costing a lot more than 78 cents per cubic metre.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Well, that is assuming a couple things, that there is no innovation that occurs in the processes to capture RNG.  It is also assuming that there is no RNG trade between the provinces, and that's possible.  And it's also assuming that the pool of RNG feed stock is as represented here, and we know there are technologies looking at biomass.  There's technology looking at synthetic methanation.  So there's a lot of technology changes possible in this sphere, as well.

MR. ELSON:  I take it Enbridge does not have a forecast which says that it can capture the RNG 
potential -- all of Ontario's RNG potential for less than 78 cents per cubic metre.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct, yes.

MR. ELSON:  I'll turn now to page 11 of our compendium, and this is comparing the current gas supply rate versus the cost of hydrogen per Enbridge evidence, and this is the cost per equivalent of a cubic metre of natural gas, and the first bar you see is the current cost of natural gas.  The second is the cost of green hydrogen per an Enbridge interrogatory response.  And the third bar is a cost of grey hydrogen, i.e. delivered, that's delivered, and that came from Enbridge calling a number of hydrogen suppliers.  I see you're nodding.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm nodding because I'm reading along as you mentioned that.  So, yes, that is an accurate description of what I can see here.

MR. ELSON:  And these are accurate numbers as reflected in the evidence that you had filed?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.  I should note, however, that the hydrogen industry is in its infancy, so this is reflecting, I believe, what we understand to be the case now, and certainly the study that I just referenced a few minutes ago by the federal government is anticipating hydrogen to cost to 30 percent of the total energy use of Canada by 2050, so I have to assume these economics will change significantly in the future.

MR. ELSON:  You don't have a study to suggest that you can obtain hydrogen for any cheaper than this, do you?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We have not conducted -- Enbridge has not conducted a study at this point, but there's certainly a lot of momentum on hydrogen and a large number of studies that suggest that when fully deployed we could get hydrogen for anywhere from 1 to 3 dollars per kilogram, which would be substantially less than these numbers here.

MR. ELSON:  These numbers are the best estimate that Enbridge had at the time, and --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Pardon me?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.  This is the best estimate based on the project that we were considering, which is our two-and-a-half megawatt electrolyzer project.  We expect a lot of advancement in green hydrogen based on the amount of interest both in Europe and in North America going forward.

MR. ELSON:  Can you undertake to forecast the -- provide your best forecast of the price of green hydrogen and provide that as a cost per cubic metre of equivalent natural gas?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We could undertake to provide, not an Enbridge forecast, because we have not been doing this forecasting, but we've certainly been monitoring studies in this area, so we could potentially respond to this undertaking with what the studies are telling us and convert that into a cents per cubic metre, comparable to natural gas, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's J2.2, and it's -- the undertaking is as Ms. Giridhar just described it. 
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.2:  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF WHAT STUDIES ARE SAYING REGARDING THE PRICE OF GREEN HYDROGEN AS A COST PER CUBIC METRE OF EQUIVALENT NATURAL GAS.  TO INCLUDE THE CALCULATIONS USED TO GET FROM THE COST PER KILOGRAM TO THE COST PER EQUIVALENT NATURAL GAS CUBIC METRE IN THE UNDERLYING STUDIES.

MR. ELSON:  And if you could also include in there the calculations that you used to get from the cost per kilogram to the cost per equivalent natural gas cubic metre in the underlying studies, that would help us understand the response better.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MS. ANDERSON:  Mr. Elson, you're at about the 76-minute mark.  Are you just wrapping up in this line, or is there a logical place to take a break?

MR. ELSON:  I'm in your hands.  It could be now.

MS. ANDERSON:  Okay.  So let's take a break and come back at quarter after, slightly less than 20 minutes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 10:58 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:19 a.m.


MS. ANDERSON:  I'm just checking that the panel has arrived.  I think we're ready, Mr. Elson.  Your time is broken into two pockets, one 60 and one 75.  Just to let you know, the 75 one is done, so hoping you wrap up in 60 minutes.

And just a notice for Mr. Poch:  It was our hope to take a slightly later lunch break today than what was in the schedule, so we were hoping to get you started before the lunch break if possible and to -- given this schedule is going to go to 5:40 to only take 45-minutes lunch break today.  So that's our intention.

MR. POCH:  I can certainly do that, Madam Chair.

MS. ANDERSON:  So we'll see how we go with time, and turn it back over to Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  We've been talking about the potential for price risk and demand forecasting risk, and whether scenarios should be mapped and considered as part of a comparison between pipe and non-pipe solutions, and whether it's safe to bet that there will continue to be the same kind of utilization of natural gas assets as there is today.

And we've gone through some price impacts and I'm going to move quickly to potential, before getting into heat pumps because that's obviously another area.

So I'll turn now to page 12 of the Environmental Defence compendium, and you will see here it is mapping the volumes from Enbridge's RNG program onto Ontario's overall volumes in 2018.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And this figure is accurate, that the RNG program by 2030 is forecast to create 0.005 percent of Ontario's gas volumes, subject to check?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, that would be subject to check, Mr. Elson.  It might be based obviously on the fact that we are just currently launching a voluntary RNG program at this point, and this might have been based on those assumptions.

MR. ELSON:  This is the RNG that will be put into the system forecast by Enbridge in its existing RNG program which is voluntary, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.  The voluntary program doesn't allow for long-term contracts for procurement which, as you can appreciate, is a constraint of the development of the RNG market.

MR. ELSON:  And the third bar in this graph is showing the RNG potential according to the Ontario Energy Board-commissioned study that looked at that, and it comes to roughly 2.4 percent of the gas volumes in 2018.  Is that correct, to the best of your knowledge?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Subject to check, my understanding is that that study is somewhat dated at this point.  But I can accept that, subject to check.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, and the date of that study is 2017.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I see.  My understanding is that obviously would exclude RNG from crops or woody biomass for external -- or imports into Ontario, some of the features that I've talked about before.

MR. ELSON:  And so the OEB study estimated 627 million cubic metres, and there's a lot of different numbers floating around, so we asked Enbridge to undertake to provide its best estimates of the potential, and that number that was provided in 2020 was 402 million cubic metres.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I do.

MR. ELSON:  So Enbridge's best estimate of the potential was actually somewhat less, correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Based on this exhibit and subject to check, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Let's turn to the potential for hydrogen to de-carbonize our heat -- space heating and water heating.  And here we have mapped total throughput as a percentage of a hundred percent.

We haven't done it in cubic metres because a cubic metre of fossil gas is not equivalent to a cubic metre of hydrogen, in terms of their energy content.  But in terms of energy content, the amount hydrogen being blended in that small area in Enbridge's pilot project would result in 0.6 percent of the fossil gas being replaced with the hydrogen by heating content.  Is that your understanding?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is my understanding, based on the 2 percent blending level.

MR. ELSON:  There's no studies that Enbridge was aware of at the time that would be looking at blending beyond 20 percent by volume with the existing pipes and infrastructure, and that results in a hydrogen content of 6 percent by heating value.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I can accept that.

MR. ELSON:  Part of the issue is that hydrogen a smaller molecule that burns differently.  So at higher concentration, it can cause leaks and cause fires and explosions in equipment that isn't made for burning 100 percent hydrogen?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  As I understand it, Mr. Elson, the engineering assessments for hydrogen at this point in time, yes, they do refer to limitations of end-user equipment.  And my understanding is medium-density polyethylene is pretty good for hydrogen, which is a significant portion of our network, and it may reduce the life of steel pipelines as a dual concern about this -- I'm not an engineer, but this is what I understand.

So there would have to be future-proofing done for some of that infrastructure.

MR. ELSON:  So right now, we're only looking at 0.6 percent and at some point, it might be possible to get up to 6 percent.  But we don't know whether that will work with Enbridge's existing pipes?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I wouldn't be as definite as that.  Certainly, that is what we understood today.  But as I just mentioned, there is significant momentum on the hydrogen file, and the expectation, as I said, by the federal government study is that this hydrogen could account for up to 30 percent of Canada's primary energy use which is, as you can appreciate, is a much bigger number than the 6 percent here.

So clearly, it will evolve in different ways than we are contemplating at this point.

MR. ELSON:  I know the strategy document your referring to, and I understand that doesn't include a specific prediction that's going to come to pass, or a costing of that in comparison to other options.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is fair to say.  That's in keeping with my previous comment that we don't really know how energy transition will -- what path it will actually take.  There will be multiple pathways, and this is one of them.

MR. ELSON:  And to get 100 percent hydrogen, you would need to replace all the pipes and all the fossil gas-burning equipment, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  My understanding is yes, the fossil -- that the natural-gas-burning equipment will require changes, and I know the manufacturing industry is looking at it.

But it might be helpful, Mr. Elson, if I just talk briefly about the transformations that they've already done as a company through time, and not just Enbridge, but other companies.  And I want to talk briefly to the transition from manufactured coal gas to natural gas, because it might be helpful context.

Obviously, history doesn't repeat itself, but we can learn from it.  So we -- natural gas came to Ontario in 1957 and at that point, the gas we were transporting through our pipes was 30 percent hydrogen, or up to 30 percent hydrogen and some carbon monoxide and other stuff from coal gas.  And the pipelines we had at that time actually were low-pressure, cast iron pipelines.

When natural gas came to Ontario, you know, over a period of 20 years we converted all existing gas-burning equipment to meet the natural gas standards.  We completed substantial changes to our natural gas network in order -- to our pipeline network to be able to accept natural gas, and I would say in a period of 50 years from when natural gas was first introduced we had completely modernized our natural gas network, and I think all cast-iron pipelines were removed, I think for legacy Union, sometime in the '80s or '90s, and then for legacy Enbridge by the 2000s.

So energy transitions take time.  We do things incrementally.  But we've done this before.  So I just wanted to provide that context --


MR. ELSON:  So you're saying, yes, you would need to replace all of your pipes and all the equipment to get 100 percent hydrogen, but we can do it?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm not even sure that it will be all pipes, because it will depend on where and how hydrogen enters the system, but, yes, there will be transformation costs, and we believe we can do it.

MR. ELSON:  Now, my understanding is the issue is insurmountable in the sense that hydrogen is just a smaller molecule, and so if you don't replace your pipes then it's leaking out of the couplings and you can't get 100 percent without replacing your pipes and your equipment.  I think your answer was, yes, that's true, but it would depend whether you have 100 percent hydrogen through the whole system; is that right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't believe I can agree to the statement that all of our pipes would leak, like, say if hydrogen was going through them.  I don't know the answer to that.  My understanding is polyethylene pipes can tolerate very high percentages of hydrogen, but some of the other pipes cannot.  So there will obviously have to be new codes and standards around hydrogen.

You know, the federal government paper actually talks about the need for that.  The Hydrogen Council, which is an international organization, talks to the need of that, and obviously our engineering assessments would have to keep pace with that, so it is a transformation, and no different than assuming that we could be 100 percent renewable electricity generation and Tesla power walls would store electricity seasonally for us.  They're all challenges --


MR. ELSON:  Might be a little different than that.  But I don't want to dwell on this.  So you acknowledge that all of the equipment, like, everyone's furnace and the boilers would have to be replaced, and that most of the pipes would be replaced, but you can't confirm whether it's most or all of the pipelines.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't even know if most of the pipes would be --


MR. ELSON:  Would you undertake to provide that?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  -- I understand certain pipes would need to be replaced, but I can certainly go back and ask for our best understanding of what the future energy transformation might be.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking is J2.3.  Could one of you repeat what is being undertaken?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  That would be to undertake to confirm whether all or almost all of Enbridge's pipelines would need to be replaced to transport 100 percent hydrogen safely and reliably.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.3:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER ALL OR ALMOST ALL OF ENBRIDGE'S PIPELINES WOULD NEED TO BE REPLACED TO TRANSPORT 100 PERCENT HYDROGEN SAFELY AND RELIABLY.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And I understand the pipes would need to be three times larger than the existing pipes, because hydrogen has one-third of the heating value versus natural gas by cubic metre, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Subject to check, and subject to an understanding of what pressures might entail, that that might be true.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  So here I've done -- pulled some figures regarding an energy efficiency comparison between green hydrogen with a gas furnace versus electric heat pumps for space and water heating.

I know that one of your comments will be, we do have gas heat pumps; they're just not market-ready yet, and that's acknowledged.  But let me just walk you through this table here, and the gist of it is that if you are converting electricity into hydrogen, you lose some energy along the way.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Subject to check.

MR. ELSON:  And so in the gas furnace option you lose hydrogen conversion here, and so you end up with less kilowatt hours of energy, and then you have your heating efficiency of your equipment, which means you lose a little bit more of your energy, and so you start off with 1 kilowatt hour and you might end up with .7 kilowatt hours, whereas in the heat-pump example you start with 1 kilowatt hour, but your efficiency -- and this is 2.1, although we have looked at earlier that for cold-climate heat pumps it's 2.75 -- for a heat pump you end up with a lot more heat output.  Conceptually is this correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  My difficulty, Mr. Elson, in this analysis and the previous analysis is not understanding how the electricity -- incremental electricity to meet the scenario is generated, so subject to that being noted, I can appreciate that the map yields these numbers.

MR. ELSON:  In either case we're talking about green hydrogen, which is talking about an input of electricity.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That appears to be the case, yes.

MR. ELSON:  So it seems to me from basic physics that green hydrogen can never be more efficient than using a heat pump, because you have losses along the way, converting it into hydrogen, whereas if you put into a heat pump you have gains?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  So again, I would just like to reiterate the point I made earlier, which is if we don't understand how energy -- when energy is being generated and how it is being stored, we can't actually arrive at this conclusion because, as we've just noted, the efficiency of a heat pump in the midst of winter or certainly on our coldest days of the year, which I'm presuming minus 15 to minus 20 is probably in that sphere, you have a significant loss of heating efficiency relative to that number noted there, and unless electricity can be stored, like natural gas is or hydrogen is, you're going to have to have a generating capacity that is some multiple of the number you've noted here.

So I don't understand how we can come to this conclusion, because we don't understand what is the profile of electricity generation, distribution, or transmission and storage that is required in your heat-pump scenario.

On the hydrogen side we do know hydrogen can be stored.  It's a gas.  And we've talked about the fact that some of the existing gas infrastructure will obviously need to change.  But inherently it is capable of energy storage.

MR. ELSON:  So I guess there is a benefit -- let's look at the illustration up here, where we had space heating, and this is the efficiency of green hydrogen and this is the efficiency of heat pumps in terms of one unit of input and the output, and green hydrogen has a bit of a benefit because it can store -- it can be stored more easily in theory.  And aside from that storage piece, there is an obvious huge strike against green hydrogen 
compared -- comparison to heat pumps in terms of the efficiency of one unit of energy.  I'm just trying to confirm that that is the case.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm sorry, I can't agree with that, Mr. Elson, because first of all, there is another assumption on the hydrogen side, you know, we could have natural gas heat pump be capable of taking hydrogen in the future, in which case some of those input energy losses could be more than compensated with heating efficiencies in excess of one.  So that's a possibility.

In the event you need three times the generation to be able to run these heat pumps in the dead of winter, you've lost your 295 percent number here, so I don't think you can cherry-pick efficiencies at the point of use.  You have to look at efficiencies across the system from generation to the point of use, or life cycle, as they call it.

MR. ELSON:  Now, the annual heating efficiency of a heat pump at 2.1 means that sometimes it's higher and sometimes it's lower, and 2.1 is the average, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And that was the same as the annual heating efficiency of the 2.75 that was provided in that other interrogatory response regarding cold-climate heat pumps, fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And so the issue with the heat pump is that there has to be storage along the way sometime to meet peaks?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Which is a very significant issue in the electric system today.

MR. ELSON:  And that, you say will -- you're confident that will offset all the efficiency difference between these two?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't think either of us can be confident about any scenario.  I'm just suggesting that it's a very significant challenge.

You know what, another comparison might be useful, Mr. Elson.  The natural gas system, as you've already talked about, you know, the 80 to 85,000 megawatts.  My understanding is that in terms of today's battery storage capability, that would be something like 6 billion Tesla power walls today.  And if you think there's 13 million people in Ontario, that's like 500 Tesla power walls per Ontarian.

MR. ELSON:  To get storage to --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's right, that's right.  So yes, you might have heat pump technology that has a quotient of performance of 2, or maybe 3.  But we're talking about a   huge amount of electrical storage that we know we are not capable of doing today.

Leaving aside the weight of the batteries and all the other things that are talked about, you know, the pipeline infrastructure and its compressibility is a gift to Ontario, as one of my engineer friends like to say, and we can not underestimate the challenges of electrification.

We appreciate that we need to reduce emissions associated with natural gas, and we are looking at ways to do that.  But I go back to my basic point, which is we need technological breakthroughs on multiple levels, and we don't know the likelihood of whether electrical storage will beat carbon capture or the use of pairing hydrogen with another generation -- we just don't know where that is going.  All we can look at is where are we today, where do we need to go, and how do we plan for an energy transition that we know is coming for sure, and our IRP proposal is a step in that direction.

MR. ELSON:  Well, making the same point, you don't know; which means that you can't say to the Board today that the efficiency loss from batteries will mean that hydrogen is more efficient than heat pumps.

You can't say to the Board that's going to flip this chart around, can you?  You don't have that evidence?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We don't have that evidence.  We just have the thinking of people who are doing studies and they are positioning low carbon fuels as contributing 60 percent of energy use in Canada by 2050.

MR. ELSON:   So I would like to turn to this OEB-commissioned report.  This was the marginal abatement cost curve which the Ontario Energy Board commissioned to determine the relative costs of decarbonization options.  And this was created as part of the cap and trade regime -- which is no longer with us, of course -- but the numbers underlying it are only a couple years old from 2017.  Is that your understanding?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is my understanding, but I understand that the basis for the MAC study was the need to procure allowances under the cap and trade mechanism.  So I don't know if it necessarily considered the full range of opportunities and the generation of the MAC curves.

MR. ELSON:  In some ways, our carbon -- well, not in some ways.  Our carbon price is currently higher than it would have been under the cap and trade system, correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  In the earlier years, I understand that that was the case.

MR. ELSON:  I'm just looking at this figure on the screen here, because I think it's a helpful figure.  So on this side of the chart -- can you see my cursor?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I can, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  These are showing energy efficiency programs and the cost of reducing carbon emissions per tonne of CO2, and the cost is actually negative.  So for this program, which is industrial HVAC, you can save a tonne of carbon and instead of costing you 50 dollars a tonne, you're saving 140 dollars a tonne because there is avoided energy costs, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Over here, we have the cost of renewable natural gas.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I do.

MR. ELSON:  And in the case of renewable natural gas, it's going to cost for the largest potential area, the size of the area is your potential, something in the range of 140 dollars per tonne.  And for waste water treatment plants, you end up as high as $1,867 dollars per tonne.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I do see that there, Mr. Elson.  I'm not familiar with this study itself, but I did pass these materials on to a member of my team who was familiar with the generation of the OEB MAC curve analysis, and my understanding was that some of the energy efficiency initiatives did not take into account the capital costs incurred by the customer in order to achieve the energy efficiency.  But in fact, those costs were used for the bars on the right side of that.

So I might need to confirm my understanding.  If that is the case, then it appears that this is not like for like.

MR. ELSON:  I'm fine for you to undertake that, to confirm whether -- perhaps it would be to confirm whether the TRC or a societal cost test was used, and if not, what cost test was used.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I can undertake to provide that.

MR. MILLAR:  That's J2.4.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.4:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE TRC OR ANOTHER SOCIETY COST TEST WAS USED IN THE OEB MAC CURVE ANALYSIS


MR. ELSON:  I'm not sure whether the answer to the undertaking will be all that important, because I think you will agree that cost-effective programs result in -- by that, I mean cost-effective energy-efficiency programs result in more savings than cost, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  So you can actually get reductions in carbon emissions while also saving money?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  So the price per tonne is negative.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would note, though, that the cost of energy efficiency, to the extent that it is borne by other customers, there is a cross-subsidization there that needs to be taken into consideration.

MR. ELSON:  And there's also a cross-subsidization in facilities projects that are funded in terms of community expansion, correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  For a period of time, that is correct.  The PI calculations are, you know, configured for customer additions to eventually start contributing over time to the cash outlays made by the customers before.  So it's basically a time -- it's not a cross-sectional cross-subsidization.  It's a time series cross-subsidization that eventually recovered as customers come onto the system, so a slightly different scenario there.

MR. ELSON:  Not in some of your more recent applications.  For example, in the North Bay application, there is a cross subsidy of existing customers to new customers in the amount of 60,000 dollars per new customer, subject to check.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  The community expansion projects are being funded by a grant program, so it's actually not from one ratepayer to the another.  It's really from the tax base, if you want to call it that.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think that's the case.  Can you confirm that by way of an undertaking, that it is a subsidy from existing customers?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  To the extent that the PIs are 8.8 or above, I believe the expectation is that the new customers will eventually pay their way.  But I can undertake to confirm that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  It's J2.5.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.5:  TO CONFIRM THAT THERE IS A SUBSIDY OF 60,000 DOLLARS PER CUSTOMER BEING PAID FOR BY EXISTING RATEPAYERS IN THE NORTH BAY COMMUNITY EXPANSION PROJECT, AND IF NOT, TO EXPLAIN WHY NOT

MR. ELSON:  That would be to confirm that there is a subsidy of 60,000 dollars per customer in the North Bay community expansion project and if not, to explain why not.  Thank you.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Elson, I thought what you were seeking to say was the subsidy of 60,000 dollars per customer was being paid for by our existing ratepayers.

MR. ELSON:  Being paid for by existing ratepayers, yes.

So this is a good segue into page 52 of our compendium, which is an excerpt from Enbridge's evidence in the North Bay proceeding.  And in this proceeding, there was information that went out to customers describing the relative costs of natural gas versus other heating types, and there was a bit of, you know, confusing wording here, but the gist of this quote is that the annual costs of a heat pump would be 150 to 250 dollars less than the annual cost of a natural gas furnace once the 23 cents per cubic metre system access surcharge was accounted for.

Do you understand that?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Is it possible to make it a little bit bigger?

MR. ELSON:  Of course.  Sorry.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  And if you would like to take that away, that's fine, and you can confirm with the North Bay folks.

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, Mr. Elson, just so that I understand, what's the question?  It feels like we're getting into some very granular details here, so I just want to make sure I understand the question, and it's a necessity for this case.

MR. ELSON:  That the gist of this quote is that the annual costs of a heat pump would be 150 to 250 dollars less than natural gas once the 23 cents per cubic metre system access surcharge is accounted for.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  Okay.  And can you help me as to how that's helpful to the development of the IRP framework?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, I can.  Because I am following up on Enbridge's assertion that there is no chance of stranded assets and no chance of demand forecast risk that should be accounted for in the cost-benefit analysis, and we had a previous discussion about, well, couldn't there potentially be a tipping point where heat pumps become cheaper than natural gas and that might result in declining gas usage, and this goes to that discussion.

This is not an onerous undertaking to answer, and we've spent much more time on it in debating it than I think we would have in confirming the answer.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  I'm not trying to be obstructionist.  I'm trying to just make sure that we stay on the right path.  I will just repeat my comment that it seems like we're getting into really granular levels of detail, but we will provide the requested information.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  J2.6.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.6:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THE GIST OF THIS QUOTE IS THAT THE ANNUAL COSTS OF A HEAT PUMP WOULD BE 150 TO 250 DOLLARS LESS THAN NATURAL GAS ONCE THE 23 CENTS PER CUBIC METRE SYSTEM ACCESS SURCHARGE IS ACCOUNTED FOR.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And so subject to check, if a heat pump in this example is cheaper than natural gas, the tipping point would be an additional 23 cents per cubic metre, because that's what the system access surcharge is worth.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm not familiar with this analysis, so I have to accept that subject to check.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And I'm going to turn back to the marginal abatement cost curve report.  Again, this is the OEB-commissioned study from a couple years ago, and I have a highlighted column here, and this is showing that an air-source heat pump plus a hot-water air-source heat pump would be cost-effective in comparison to a natural gas furnace at 130 dollars per tonne of CO2E.

Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again, could you expand the size of this, please?  And what was the study, Mr. Elson?

MR. ELSON:  I'll go back to the title page, which 
is -- this is the marginal abatement cost curve, and this was prepared for the Energy Board.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  So again, I'm not familiar with this study, so I would accept that that's what I see on the page.

MR. ELSON:  And you would accept that if the federal government increases the carbon price as it has committed to do, this would mean that new homes would be an area where heat pumps are actually cheaper than natural gas furnaces, if this is an accurate report?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Well, I don't believe this report, because it was for the purposes of assessing procurement of carbon allowances, I don't believe that this report would have gone into the incremental cost of electricity generation in order to meet this incremental need here, so unless this report is a full-cycle analysis from generation to end-use consumption, I don't believe I can agree to this conclusion here, nor can I agree to the conclusion that the electricity would in fact be zero carbon because, as we know, there is significant amount of gas-fired generation that is required even today in the wintertime when we actually don't have a huge amount of air-source heat pumps at the expense of natural gas.

So, no, I cannot agree with this number.

MR. ELSON:  And Enbridge is actually opposing efforts to phase out fossil-fuel power generation, right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Could you repeat that?

MR. ELSON:  I said, and Enbridge is opposing efforts to phase out fossil-fuel power generation, correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I wouldn't put it in those terms.  Enbridge sees the value that gas-fired generation brings to the electric grid in Ontario, as does the IESO and the provincial government and the other entities in the electricity industry.  We just don't think it's feasible to increase renewable generation at the level of battery storage capability that we have today to not also have gas-fired generation to provide system reliability.

MR. ELSON:  It's more than a view.  You're actively lobbying against the phase-out of fossil-fuel power generation.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  What we're trying to do, Mr. Elson, is to bring some facts into the discussion.  So we certainly believe that energy efficiency has a role.  And if you're referring to the Ontario Clean Air positions here and the solutions that are outlined therein, I believe they talked of power from Quebec and energy efficiency as the two mechanisms by which we can eliminate gas-fired generation, and we don't believe that is the case, so we just want to make sure that these sorts of council resolutions by municipal governments do take facts into consideration.  That's not lobbying.  That is trying to bring some facts to the discussion.

MR. ELSON:  You weren't required to go out and talk to councils to ask them not to phase out natural gas electricity generation.  Enbridge took that step on its own accord, intentionally opposing those resolutions.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Elson, I think the point I'm trying to make is we believe in the energy transition, we just want to try and have a rational discussion around it, and wherever we find that we don't put all the facts on the table, as an energy provider we think it's helpful to the debate if these facts are brought to the table.  I would not consider that lobbying.  I would consider that an attempt to bring some rational discussion.

MR. ELSON:  And you're aware that 13 or so municipalities have signed on, asking for the phase-out of fossil-fuel generation, including Kitchener, Windsor, St. Catharines, Burlington, Hamilton, Guelph, Kingston, Waterloo?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I'm aware.

MR. ELSON:  And you can't say for sure whether that campaign will be successful in convincing Ontario to phase out fossil-fuel power; correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Elson, again, going back to the fundamentals we've discussed already, we believe that the province's decision would be based on a determination as to whether it can actually reliably provide power to Ontario absent gas-fired generation.

MR. ELSON:  Are you 100 percent confident that the Ontario government isn't going to phase out fossil-fuel generation by, say, 2035?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  At this point in time, and based on the technology that we see for electricity storage, I don't see how that can happen now.  I do believe that the emissions with our current gas-fired generation fleet may be reduced over this time.  For example, you know, I understand some of these turbines could take a blend of hydrogen.  We know there is potentially an opportunity to capture carbon emissions at these locations.

So we do believe that reducing the emissions profile of these gas-fired generators is possible, but based on electrical storage capability today we are really hard-pressed to see how that is possible.  Of course, we may also have hydrogen -- the direct use of hydrogen also aiding in this as a possibility.

MR. ELSON:  So Ms. Giridhar, you think that it's impossible that Ontario will phase out fossil-fuel generation by 2035 and more likely that, for example, I'm going to have a carbon capture system in my basement for my furnace?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is not what I said.  I suggested that the emissions associated with the gas fire generators may be captured in part by other solutions, and that might be a reasonable goal looking at it today.

We don't know that electrical storage capability today can offset the 9,000 megawatts of capacity the gas fire generators provide today to the electric grid.

But we shall ask the IESO that question.  I doubt counsellors and municipalities and ourselves are the best judge of that.

MR. ELSON:  You're aware President Biden has committed to phasing-out fossil fuel power generation by 2035 south of the border?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm not aware that that applies to gas fire generation.  I understand it might apply to coal.

MR. ELSON:  It's fossil fuel, but that's fire.  Let me turn back to page 20 of our compendium here.

You're a hundred percent confident we're going to continue status quo in terms of fossil fuel generation in Ontario up until 2045?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think you've heard me say numerous times, Mr. Elson, that we understand there is an energy transition that's occurring and needs to occur, and we truly don't know all the pathways that it will take.

MR. ELSON:  I know, and that's my point.  I have trouble if you're telling me there is no chance that we're going to phase out fossil fuel power.  I'm fine if -- and I can understand an answer saying we don't think it's likely, and we can debate how likely that is.

But that's a different comment than saying there is zero or a near zero percent chance that we will phase it out by, let's say 2030, or 2035, or 2045, or anywhere within the lifetime of these long-lived assets.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again, I think you were asking me what is the chance of that happening in 2045, and my answer is I don't know.

MR. ELSON:  Okay. If there were no fossil fuel power generation -- well, let me put it this way.  A phase-out of fossil fuel generation would eliminate a great deal of demand in your system.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Could you repeat that question, please?

MR. ELSON:  A phase-out of fossil fuel power generation would eliminate a great deal of demand in your system, is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  My understanding is that the gas fire generators require a significant amount of firm capacity, but not necessarily a lot of annual volume.  I think that's evident when you look at the fact that -- my understanding is they may constitute something like 25 percent of electricity -- electric capacity, but may be somewhere from 4 to 5 percent of emissions currently.

So what gas fire generators provide is a high degree of reliability to the electrical grid, and what we provide is a high degree of reliability in the supply of that energy to the electric grid when it is needed.

So it is absolutely essential from a resilience and reliability perspective.

MR. ELSON:  So firm capacity is the yardstick for building your system out is design day demand.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  So if there are no fossil fuel power generation, presumably a number of the projects in your AMP would no longer be necessary.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't know if we have assumed a lot more incremental gas fire generators beyond the ones currently in place, so I would not be able to answer that question.

MR. ELSON:  I'm just looking at the figure on the screen here, and it looks to me like your gas fire generation prediction is that it's going up significantly, and that that would be putting pressures on growth projects.  Is that fair to say, or am I missing something?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again, while this represents PJs per day, I don't know if that's PJs per day of peak capacity, or PJs per day derived as -- you know, by taking annual volumes and dividing it by the number of days of a year.

So without knowing if this is peak capacity that is being represented here, I don't know if that is in fact true.  But I suppose we could confirm that.

MR. ELSON:  Well, you know what would be helpful would be to review the AMP, and let me know the total cost of the projects that would no longer be necessary without the demand from fossil fuel generation.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, we can undertake do that.

MR. STEVENS:  Before we do that, Mr. Elson, can we just confirm with the witnesses.  I just want to make sure that's practical or possible to do.

MR. ELSON:  I'm fine on a best efforts basis, sir.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That would be a 5-year AMP at this point in time.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, and that was the second thing I wanted to confirm.  The graphic we're looking at of course goes out for 30 years.  The AMP goes from 2020 to 2025.

MR. ELSON:  Correct.

MR. STEVENS:  On that basis, we can provide the undertaking.  Can you confirm it for the record, please, Mr. Elson?

MR. ELSON:  To review the AMP and let us know the total cost of the projects that would no longer be necessary without the demand from fossil fuel generation.

MR. MILLAR:  We will mark that as -- sorry did I miss the end there, Mr. Elson?

MR. ELSON:  On a best efforts basis.

MR. MILLAR:  We will mark that as J2.7.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.7:  TO REVIEW THE AMP TO CONFIRM THE TOTAL COST OF THE PROJECTS THAT WOULD NO LONGER BE NECESSARY WITHOUT THE DEMAND FROM FOSSIL FUEL ELECTRICITY GENERATION.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If we could turn now --


MS. DeMARCO:  Can I just -- it's Ms. DeMarco, sorry. Can I just seek a clarification to that?  It's fossil fuel electricity generation; is that right?

MR. ELSON:  Correct.  If we can turn now to page 51 of our compendium, and this is another Utility Dive article and it's talking about the California public utilities commission launching a new rule-making proceeding to regulate the state's transition away from natural gas, and addressing issues related to stranded assets and unfair cost shifts among ratepayers.  Do you see that there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I do.

MR. ELSON:  Were you aware of this?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Are you asking me about the article, or --


MR. ELSON:  The proceeding.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  The proceeding.  I can't say I have been following this proceeding, no.

MR. ELSON:  Who is responsible for being aware of these kind of developments, and what they might portend for the future of gas in Ontario?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We do monitor what is happening in other jurisdictions.  But I can't say that I have actually read the record on this particular proceeding.  We are certainly aware that there are some municipalities in California that are seeking to regulate how natural gas gets used in new construction.

MR. ELSON:  And by that, you mean there are some municipalities that have put a ban on natural gas in new construction?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Or some portions thereof, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And I guess what I'm trying to get at is who in Enbridge is in charge watching these kinds of developments.  Is that you?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Would you be the lead of that?  Okay, thank you.  And you weren't familiar with this proceeding before reading this article?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I was generally aware that the state of California is looking at this issue.  But as I've said before, I have not been following this proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  I imagine you might say that this is happening in California where it's much warmer, and so it might not be something we need to do right away in Ontario?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Well, you know, if you're talking about Ontario, we've already talked about the role natural gas plays in Ontario, the reliability of the gas grid in our cold climate.

You know, perhaps I could mention that just yesterday, I believe the provincial government had announced a consultation on expanding access to natural gas to additional communities, and that's out for commentary for the next 90 days.

So I think the situation in Ontario is a little different, in that natural gas continues to be seen as a highly affordable and reliable fuel.  So even as the provincial government is committed to 30 percent reduction in emissions by 2030 and has identified several ways of doing it and we support it all, we don't see it as a ban on the use of natural gas.  In fact, some of the indications are the opposite of that.

MR. ELSON:  I'm not talking about next year, of course.  I'm talking about over the lifetime of your assets, which is out to 2060.

But let's look at another Utility Dive article.  This is the Massachusetts attorney general urging the state to examine a shift from natural gas heating and talking about requesting a proceeding to protect ratepayers and ensure a safe, reliable, and fair transition.  Were you familiar with this request?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, I was familiar with this request, actually.  And my understanding is that at least some of this is as a result of the particular situation with an incident on the Columbia gas system, and that in the context of renewal of a system that has not been renewed -- or gas system that has not been renewed over several decades, I think that provides the context for this; so in other words, a lot of antiquated cast-iron pipes that needed replacing in that instance, and a system that had actually been almost deactivated as a result of an incident on it.

MR. ELSON:  It seems to me that it would be worthwhile for both Enbridge and the Board to be putting a lot of effort into trying to get out in front of this issue and look at the risk of stranded assets, look at the opportunities from the various different technologies, and to incorporate that into planning.  Would that be fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yeah, that would be -- it would be fair to say that we should periodically look at the utilization of our assets and adjust our depreciation rates.  In fact, we will be bringing forward a study in conjunction with rebasing, as in fact we do with every rebasing application.

It is also fair to say that because we're in energy transition we should be looking at what technology developments are occurring, how they might apply to the particular energy situation in Ontario, and how our energy infrastructure works together, so all of these are fair points to make, and we are monitoring them.

MR. ELSON:  I'll turn now to page 67.  This is a LinkedIn-sponsored material that was received by an individual on LinkedIn sent in from Enbridge.

Just as a preliminary question, would this have been paid for out of rates or otherwise?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I am not aware of this.  I have actually not seen this particular video, so I cannot answer your question.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to confirm how this sponsored material was funded, whether ratepayers paid for this or not?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I can --


MR. STEVENS:  I'm curious, Mr. Elson, as to the relevance of that request towards the framework that we're all looking to establish.

MR. ELSON:  Part of the framework would decide whether and how much freedom or how much oversight there would be over Enbridge in making IRP decisions, and whether it's necessary to have interrogatory processes, and whether it's necessary to have adjudication when Enbridge decides to screen out alternatives to pipe solutions, and whether there should be more scrutiny than Enbridge has proposed when it says we are going to implement a pipe solution versus, let's say fuel switching, or a pipe solution in terms of any other non-pipe solution.  And the fact that Enbridge is paying for advertisements opposing electrification and supporting one decarbonization option over another I think is relevant to whether it should or shouldn't be trusted in making those decisions without Board and intervenor oversight.

It's a simple question.  I don't think it will take long for your team to determine whether this was paid for via rates or not.

MR. STEVENS:  And I'm certainly not indicating that it would be a particularly difficult question to answer.  My question is really around the relevance.  I think we're all on the same page, that we're looking to establish a forward-looking framework that will guide how Enbridge evaluates and implements IRP decisions going forward, but questions that get into details about who paid for something that's happened in the past don't seem to me to be in any way helpful towards that determination, and I have great difficulty understanding with respect how they will fit into the Board's decision.

MR. KITCHEN:  I wonder if I could just offer something.  It's Mark Kitchen.  Now, currently Enbridge is under a price cap.  Rates are decoupled from costs.  And to the extent that this was part of an O&M budget, it would have been paid for out of O&M.

MR. ELSON:  That sounds like an answer to me.  Thank you.

So this LinkedIn-sponsored message was produced by Enbridge, and someone in Enbridge -- I'm not sure who it would have been -- must have had a meeting and said, we need to get information out in the public realm about why we think electrification is not such a great idea, so presumably somebody thought there was a real possibility that electrification might be the option chosen by policy-makers and the public.  Would that be fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again, I think this is really about providing information to our customers, and, you know, I guess I fail to understand why this is problematic for you, Mr. Elson.  You know, we're just saying that there are many multiple ways of reducing our emissions, and these are some of the ways Enbridge Gas is supporting the clean energy transition, but from what I can read here that's really all this is saying.

MR. ELSON:  And I wasn't asking or suggesting that it's problematic.  My point was that if Enbridge went to the effort to send this message to interested people on LinkedIn, it meant that people in Enbridge thought there was a real chance that electrification would be the chosen policy option or the public preferred policy option.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think it is an individual that perhaps thought there is multiple alternatives to reducing emissions and let's put out some of the things that Enbridge is working on, given the significant challenges of going all electric that we have spent over an hour talking about, Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  And Enbridge's current assumption when it is preparing its facilities applications are that there is a zero percent chance that the answer will be electrification.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think I've said repeatedly that we are monitoring the energy transition and will be updating those assumptions as we go along, but at this point and where we see technologies being, the chance of 100 percent electrification of all heating roads is not supported by the current technological state or even in fact the federal government's view at this point, which as you know is extremely keen to reduce emissions.

MR. ELSON:  And the IRP proposal is that you only need to look at one scenario, which is, roughly speaking, status quo gas continuing to increase, and you don't need to look at another scenario where gas decreases.  Is that correct to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would not agree with that statement.  We are reflecting policy changes once legislated in our demand forecast.

MR. ELSON:  Well, Mr. Neme has suggested that Enbridge look at more than one scenario in terms of demand and price, knowing that there is uncertainty, and Enbridge's proposal and response was, no, we don't think we should look at more than one scenario.  We're only going to look at one scenario.  And our assumption is that the price is going to continue to be low and the assets are going to continue to be utilized; is that correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think it's fair to say that we expect our assets to continue to be used and utilized.  It is fair to say that we do expect natural gas to remain competitive to electricity based on everything that we see at this point in time, and it is fair to say that we understand that the rising price of carbon could reduce the demand for natural gas based on price elasticity in the past, and that we will monitor and include that once that legislation is past.  So I believe we're talking about a responsive IRP framework.

MR. ELSON:  I'm talking about what the IRP framework says, and the IRP framework as you're proposing is only to include one scenario, which assigns a zero percent probability to there being significant declines in gas demand due to increasing prices from RNG -- which we have seen are going to at least increase the price seven times over, or even more from hydrogen -- a zero percent chance that that's going to result in significant gas declines.  Isn't that fair to say?  That's what you said?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think it's fair to say that our current demand forecast does not include a significant decline in natural gas use.  However, the IRP framework is in response to energy transition and will be incorporating trends in demand, and reflecting them in our forecast as we go along.

I believe the framework question is different from the specific assumptions about energy demand, in my mind.

MR. ELSON:  And I agree, and the framework is you only look at one scenario, which is currently increasing demand and assigns a zero percent probability to other scenarios where demand might decline due to increasing price, or due to the increasing attractiveness to other alternatives, correct, in the IRP framework as you're proposing it, one scenario.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  At this point, yes, it is one scenario in the IRP framework.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I have no further questions.

MS. ANDERSON:  Thank you.  You were to the minute on the time I was recording.  I did want to take the lunch break at about 1:00, so I would like to get Mr. Poch started on his cross-examination.

If you can find a natural break, Mr. Poch, some time perhaps just before one o'clock, or in that ballpark.

MR. POCH:  I'll do my best, and feel free to interject if I lose track of time.

MS. ANDERSON:  Thank you. Carry on.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Poch:


MR. POCH:  Thank you.  Ms. Mills, I just have one question for you to start.  Can you tell us about energy transition planning and what your role is there, what that encompasses?

MS. MILLS:  Yes.  Can you hear me okay, Mr. Poch?

MR. POCH:  I can, thank you.

MS. MILLS:  The energy transition group is a group that looks to bring together the work and the expertise of the climate carbon issues at the company.

So we look at work such as -- well, of course, the IRP framework and the implementation of what we're doing here.  But there is also carbon planning and the implementation underway that's looking at climate and carbon policy, such as the federal carbon charge.

We also look at providing climate and carbon expertise to other areas of the group, or other areas of the company in their efforts towards RNG, hydrogen, and that sort of thing.

So I think it's fair to say that our mandate is fairly broad in the work that we do on these other initiatives.

My role there is as a specialist for IRP.

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  I know Mr. Shepherd was interested in this, so I will leave the rest to him.

First of all, going back to your process, the process issues, looking at projects that have been either screened out at the binary pre-screening stage or in your three-step DCF process assessment, given that you aren't proposing to report on these pre-screened-out projects in the AMP, and there is no process or Board-decision point about such determinations until you reach a leave to construct or a rate basing if you don't need to use a leave to construct, we asked -- and this was in day 2 at page 77 and 78 -- whether it would be too late to implement IRPAs if there was disagreement about their conclusions.  And Mr. Stiers, you responded "not necessarily", so I wanted to ask you what you meant by that.

MR. STIERS:  I think what I meant by that, Mr. Poch, was we're trying to identify constraints far enough in advance.  I think we framed this as being an absolute decision with regard to not pursuing any IRPAs, and also framed it in terms of no conditions or environmental changes occurring over the decade that would pass.

So I think what I was trying to acknowledge is that we recognize that the AMP is an evolving and living document, and that the environment is constantly changing.  So a decision made at the outset, let's say 10 years in advance, will need to be monitored.  And should conditions change for any reason -- and over the course of this proceeding, we've discussed many potentials there -- then we would certainly look back and reassess the decisions we had previously made.  The sooner that the --


MR. POCH:  Let me interrupt you, because I think you've misunderstood my question.  My question was if you get to a leave to construct --


MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  -- and there's a disagreement, I said that it would be too late, and you said not necessarily.  I'm trying to understand how it could not be too late by the time you get to a leave to construct to correct that --


MR. STIERS:  That would be entirely dependent on the exact timing of the leave-to-construct application.

MR. POCH:  So let's look at that.  Are you making any commitments in your proposal to the Board about when you're going to pre-screen relative to the need day, when you're going to do any assessments that might lead to dismissal of alternative options, and when you're going to seek leave to constructs relative to need day?

MR. STIERS:  Can we focus on the first part of your question there, so I can ensure I'm being fully responsive?

The first part, if I play that back, was you're asking me if we are committing today to the timing of assessments related to needs identified in the asset management plan?

MR. POCH:  No, the first question is committing to when you're going to go through the pre-screening step, your binary step relative to need date.

MR. STIERS:  Can I answer that first and then --


MR. POCH:  Yes.

MR. STIERS:  We are committing to, as soon as possible, reviewing the needs identified and to perform the pre-screening.  In cases where those needs have been identified up to 10 years in advance, then it would immediately follow that.  So I would imagine in the months or year that follow that need being identified that we would conduct the pre-screening.

Of course yesterday you would have heard Ms. McCowan give testimony that needs can be identified over that entire spectrum of timeframe that we have provided.

MR. POCH:  Of course we understand that a safety concern could arise, and you have to deal with it.  We get that.  All right.  And then we get -- the next step is if you haven't pre-screened out alternatives, you do your assessment, which you are proposing is the three-stage test.  Are you making any commitment to the timing of that relative to the need date, assuming the circumstances allow?

MR. STIERS:  Again, I think our intention, to be clear, is to move forward with that evaluation as soon as possible because we think it's in the utilities and ratepayers best interest do so.

We have not given an explicit date, because we think it's very early days at this point, and would be entirely dependent on the nature of the framework that the Board establishes.  But that's our intention.

MR. POCH:  In the situation where you screen out alternatives in either of those steps, and the first occasion when your proposal allows the parties to ask interrogatories and ask the Board for a determination would be in a leave to construct if one is required, or in rate-basing if it's near term.

But I take it the answer is the same.  You aren't making any commitment as to how far in advance of need date that would be if circumstances allow.

MR. STIERS:  Sorry, I was going to say that's correct, that's not part of our proposal.

MR. POCH:  Just from recent memory, we had this proposal for the Dawn Parkway reinforcement, the Hamilton project which is in abeyance for the moment.  There you were coming forward to the Board and asking to be putting a shovel in the ground within a year, correct?

MR. STIERS:  So I believe we filed -- I want to say late summer, early -- well, it would have been around actually November of 2019 for a 2021 in-service.

MR. POCH:  Right.  And if there was disagreement about --


MR. STIERS:  That would have been -- sorry, I apologize for interrupting you.  Just to correct myself quickly, that would have been November in-service in 2021.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  But you certainly agree that at the point where it's before the Board if it had gone to hearing and if the Board found out, far, far too late to assess alternatives, come up with a plan, implement them, and monitor them, especially in these early days, when you're concerned about leaving yourself enough time to go with the facilities option if the alternatives don't come to be, that's not even in the ballpark, the timelines we're talking about compared to what's need for alternatives, right, thinking about energy efficiency or demand response, perhaps?

MR. STIERS:  I think that's a fair comment, that a two-year time frame such as that would make it challenging.  I think it might be helpful to clarify very quickly that what we've done in the past is not necessarily absolutely indicative of what would happen going forward in all situations, and it might be helpful through the establishment of the framework for there to be some acknowledgment that to the extent that the utility was to bring forward leave-to-construct applications, let's say, for example, even earlier, and people will have different definitions of what "early" should mean.  But if we were to bring them forward earlier, the farther you are from the realization of the actual need being identified, the more reliant you are upon the underlying forecasts, and so there is a degree of uncertainty that would go along with that.

MR. POCH:  Yes, I think I understand your point that if we were to back up leave to construct, so make it mandatory if circumstances even, you know, six years in advance of leave date, we would be adding a lot of uncertainty to that analysis about the load, about the costs, what-have-you, correct?

MR. STIERS:  No, that's the point that I'm trying to make, but if I'm off-base at all I may just suggest that Ms. Thompson may have a perspective to share on this from this file.  This is really her area of expertise.

MS. THOMPSON:  I can just add that one of the reasons why we do the annual update is to account for any most recent changes, and we do try to plan facilities applications as close as possible to the need in order to allow for any final-stage adjustments, and that would be the case for IRPs as well in order to make sure that we do take a most recent information into account.

MR. POCH:  So I guess what we're seeing here is that relying on a leave-to-construct proceeding to be an opportunity to substitute in alternatives is not workable, either because it's too late in the day or because to ask the Board to make a final decision on leave to construct that early has its own risks?

MR. STIERS:  I think that the concept that the leave to construct may need to occur as close to the identified need being realized and that that might limit the time available to consider broader alternatives, including IRPAs, is a fair concept, Mr. Poch, but I would just add really quickly that that is why as part of our proposal for the establishment of this framework we have set out the stakeholdering engagement and outreach process that we have with an intention to solicit input from parties, intervenors, and the people on the ground in the communities affected as early as 10 years in advance, and then to be doing that on a frequent basis, annually, in multiple regions, as Ms. Van Der Paelt or Ms. Mills can elaborate on.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  I think we've heard that evidence about the stakeholdering, and let me just ask a few other questions here.  I just wanted to make sure I'm clear what your proposal is.  This is with respect to, first of all, with replacement and relocates you're saying only for -- pre-screen them out if they're under 10 million unless you're proposing to increase the size of the pipe.  Have I got that one right?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, unless there is a growth component to them.

MR. POCH:  And reinforcements under 10 million dollars, are you saying will do a full assessment of those if they weren't pre-screened out for other reasons?  So you -- go ahead.

MR. STIERS:  Okay.  I think what we clarified yesterday through testimony was that what we proposed is that the LTC, or the leave-to-construct threshold for the utility, would be the trigger point for an absolute decision in terms of an IRPA application being brought forward to the Board.  That's currently 2 million dollars, but it is proposed to increase to 10 million.

I went on yesterday to explain that we do expect that at the outset, especially at the outset of natural gas integrated resource planning in Ontario, that it will be a fair assumption that the utility will come forward with a large number of IRPA applications for numbers under that 10-million-dollar threshold if it was to be accepted, because we think at the outset there's a lot of clarity that needs to be gained in terms of the Board's positions on specific IRPAs, the accounting treatment, and so on.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And so I think I understand it then that in the reinforcement situation under 10 million if you choose to go for an IRPA you will be before the Board, but if you choose to go with facilities you won't be?

MR. STIERS:  Supposing that the threshold increases to 10 million, yes.

MR. POCH:  Two or 10.  Two or 10.  That'll be the plan.  Correct?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  You're nodding.  Thank you.  All right.  And I just want to also be clear.  Yesterday you had some discussion about in the oral proceeding yesterday about in Staff -- Staff 8(c) and in the oral proceeding yesterday, about the meeting of your safety and reliability binary pre-screening, and I understood -- this is quite apart from the three-year -- there is not enough time screen -- there was discussion on the record of a three- to five-year period.  Let's just make it -- let me ask this question.  If you had a situation where you have a need and it's six years out, and your analysis of the information you have from ICF and elsewhere it says you don't think you can ramp up energy efficiency fast enough, would that -- could that be knocked out by your first criteria in there, the safety and reliability criteria, at the pre-screen stage?

MR. STIERS:  I don't believe that that's the intention of this safety criteria that you've called out.  I think what was discussed yesterday in the context of Staff 8 was commonly referred to as emergent safety issues, so a line rupture, for example.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  So you would have no objection to a little tightening of wording there to make that clear, I take it?

MR. STIERS:  We've already taken away to undertake to provide that clarity, absolutely.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, let's just talk about that stakeholder consultation and leave that.  I think I'll take the phrasing from Commissioner Janigan.  I think he put it to you after your presentation that pages 27 and 28 of the transcript for that day that the principal safeguard -- if the Board is worried about disagreeing about your proposal when you get to the leave-to-construct stage, the principal safeguard will be stakeholder consultation, as you see, and Mr. Stiers responded yes.  So I just wanted to look at how much of a safeguard that is.

Can you turn up JT2.11.  And I believe this is not in my compendium.  Some of these were arriving at the same time I was submitting, so...  If you go to page 2 of 2, this is where we had the 188 projects in the table, page 2.11.

I was a little fuzzy about what's in 188, but this is in a five year period, 188 projects, you're talking about a stakeholdering day and then possibly now individual consultations with local folks.

How do you imagine that with dozens of stakeholders and perhaps 188 projects -- perhaps half that, perhaps twice that, I don't know -- how do you imagine you could possibly have a meaningful discussion, respond to questions, have a real discovery process and any kind of resolution of concerns in that process?

MR. STIERS:  I will defer to Ms. Van Der Paelt and Ms. Mills for the details of our stakeholdering engagement proposal.  But I think the key here is to look at the overall three-component proposal and the additional explanation that I believe we provided -- if we can bring it up -- at the response at JT 1.3.  And with that, I'll pass it over.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Thank you, Mr. Stiers.  So with those projects, that is, I would say at the level of the binary screen that we have 188 projects sitting there, we would then be looking -- we would have to analyze IRPAs against all of those projects, and part of the first phase or first component of our stakeholdering is really taking all that data we do on an ongoing basis, talking to customers, talking to municipalities, talking to stakeholders and assessing what the needs are and what is happening in the market that would support whether or not the pipeline is to be built or an IRPA, and then making a conclusion and looking at all the IRPAs as to whether we could find one or multiple IRPAs that would meet that demand.

And that really brings us then to in the AMP, we would be indicating whether or not on each of those projects we're recommending an AMP or an IRPA.  So this is where we have the first oral stakeholdering piece, and that we are planning regional stakeholder days.

So not all 188 projects may have an IRPA, but they will have a decision around that.  So recognizing the number of the projects, as you have, Mr. Poch, and the fact they are not all applicable to all areas and that Ontario is a very vast province, covering basically from Buffalo to Orlando, we are wanting to then take that and break it down to a regional focus, so that we can have meaningful discussions in the geographic area.

So this is not to be confused with component three, which is geo-targeted stakeholdering.  This is regional stakeholdering and we are proposing to have, at that point in time, the stakeholder sessions where people can ask questions about those in the AMP, about those projects as well as the IRPAs, or why there was not an IRPA.

And similar to IESO, we intend on having that as well having a written process where we would respond to each requirement and they would all be public.

So I think we've said in evidence that it will be on a website that parties could access, and that would be very transparent for everybody to see.

So our intent to is to seek feedback and respond to that.  This is where people would come forward with comments around our decision on an IRPA or to not pursue IRPA, or perhaps bring forward other IRPAs that we had not considered and we would be using those, as we see here in bullet 2, as concrete input to consider assessing our alternatives.

So from that, the utility would then make a decision as to whether or not we will change what we've said in the AMP, maybe found in an IRPA we didn't see, and go forward with that proposal.  And then there would be a next consultation which would be more geo-targeted.

So this is where we're going into the area where we would actually in the case -- let's use energy efficiency as an example -- we would be actually wanting to seek stakeholder input on what sort of incentives they require, would they be willing to adapt these technologies, are they interested in demand response, and trying to really assess what it would take to move that specific market in the direction we want them to, to accept this IRPA.

That stakeholdering would give us good information in terms of barriers we would have to address for the type of funding.  And then we would take the IRPA, if it was an IRPA, and we would file it to the Board where it would be adjudicated.

So to your first comment, Mr. Poch, that is the first adjudicated piece is when the IRPA is filed, or the leave to construct.

MR. POCH:  So let me just clarify, then.  You're only going through an IRPA proceeding if you elected to go with an IRPA.  If you've decided to go with the facilities option, there is no IRPA proceeding.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  No, we would not be filing an IRPA proceeding.  But that would be transparent to all stakeholders as part of the AMP, which could be up to 10 years in advance.

MR. POCH:  Right, but there is no -- in your proposal, there is nothing an intervenor can do about that until you get to leave to construct, and you're before the Board asking for approval.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The intervenor can participate in the stakeholder day.  They can submit written comments.  They can indicate they don't support it, and we would have to justify to the Ontario Energy Board at the time of the leave to construct why we didn't do anything like that.  And I think the Ontario Energy Board would look at us to hold us accountable to be proven.  And it's actually a bigger risk to Enbridge to not respond to that stakeholdering and to jeopardize the build than it is to just proceed with the build.

MR. POCH:  How is it jeopardizing the build?  When you're at a leave to construct and you're saying if we don't build this -- how is there jeopardy to the project when you're at the leave-to-construct stage?  You're basically in front of the Board saying we have to build this pipeline now, or the furnaces are going to go out and there is not enough time to do anything else.

You'd put the Board in the basically impossible position where they have no choice but to approve the project.  There may be cost consequences for you, but the project is going to go ahead at that point, isn't it?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I would say in New York the projects cannot go ahead, and the Board could have significant financial consequences to us.  It is not prudent to us as an organization to ignore stakeholder behav -- stakeholder input into this process.

MR. POCH:  All right.  Let's leave that for the moment.

If the Board agrees with our suggestion of some kind of a Board Staff and stakeholder committee to monitor your approach to IRPA assessment and screening, I'm imagining knowledgeable people like Mr. Neme and Mr. Parkes to sit on it.  And if, as Mr. Neme tells us the situation has been in Vermont, it could reach consensus on most if not all items, would you agree a that such a committee process would be most valuable if it was engaged in discussion of your project choices early on, ideally before they appear in the AMP, so any change that falls from that process can be captured in some kind of iteration of your planning process?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  For clarity, Mr. Poch, are you referring to the Vermont systems planning committee as the example?

MR. POCH:  By way of example, yes.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  By way of example, okay.  If I can actually refer to GEC's evidence on -- I think it's page 22, where there is a discussion, we do not have any opposition to actually having some type of stakeholdering process.

But there's a couple of points that are significant -- we're actually quite aligned, I would say, in this regard.  But there's two points that we really have trouble with.

So in this evidence, there is a comment there -- I think it's about partway down where it says:  
"The utility needs to both develop initial draft assumptions and ultimately own final decisions on each of the steps in the process as the entity is on the hook for both costs and reliability of service."


And we a hundred percent agree with that.  That's why we say we need to do stakeholdering, but we do need to recognize, just as Mr. Neme has done in his evidence, that it is the utility who needs to draft the initial assumptions and own the decisions in the process on that.

So that is that is the part -- when we get to later in the evidence, there's talk of voting and there's talk of elected people on that, which seems inconsistent with a utility having the initial draft assumptions and having to own the outcomes.

So I would say we support the idea of having a consultation.  What we object to is this concept of voting, when it's clear in Mr. Neme's own words that the entity is on the hook for both the costs and reliability of service, so it really comes down to what do we have for dispute resolution and how does that process work, but other than that I would say we are aligned.

MR. POCH:  I'm delighted to hear that, because I think you probably read a little too much into the voting and so on there, and I will [audio dropout] clarify, but I take it then you wouldn't be opposed to some form of committee, perhaps a report that goes to the Board, along with the AMP, so the Board understands the concerns that have been raised, and then it would be up to the Board to decide whether to escalate the process, perhaps move it ahead of a leave to construct so that there would be time for alternatives; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That's fair.  I also think we've added in evidence that we think the pilots would be a great place to test drive this type of process, and then as we're all learning through that to make amendments to it as we go through.

MR. POCH:  Would you also agree -- we heard in Mr. Neme's evidence, for example, and Mr. Elson's examinations about concerns about attributing hedge value and commodity price impacts and what that's going to do to gas demand, concerns about the long-term demand forecast.  We've talked about all of those things.  We've heard our resident in your organization primarily in different places or all together, but that such a committee would be a healthy forum for you to be able to bring in your various experts and have those kinds of discussions and that kind of educational process rather than have some -- some kind of disputed process when it's too late to substitute alternatives in that leave to construct.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  For parts of that, so some of that information I would be open to.  Where my concern would be is that the utility is accountable for the needs assessmenT&Developing the draft assumptions, so would people be able to ask questions about that needs assessment?  I think of course, you know, people would ask questions about our needs assessment on any project that we're putting forward, but we need to recognize that the utility is the system operator for natural gas in the province of Ontario and has the best understanding how the integration works and the utility needs, so I don't know what the scope would look like, and that might be an outcome from this framework, is to determine what the scope of such committee would look like, but we want to ensure that the utility is still the party that owns the demand forecast and the assumptions that go in that.

MR. POCH:  I think I understand you.  You don't want this committee to have legislated mandate, if you will, but I'm just asking, if you had such committee, and if you had stakeholders represented by people with some expertise, it would be a forum where a lot of these discussions around, you know, what's the -- what value to put on commodity price suppression, for example, from energy efficiency, things like that could be hashed out at least initially, and maybe that would avoid the need for -- maybe some of these would be -- many of these things could be settled in a proposal that could go to the Board in that case, just so it wouldn't -- it wouldn't be contentious in front of the Board.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Right.  I think the committee would be helpful in determining appropriate avoided costs and avoided benefits for various IRPAs.  As I've stated, and I think probably -- I can't remember if it was the technical conference or presentation day -- demand-side management, DSM, is very mature.  We have a lot of understanding there.  For many of these other IRPAs there is a lot of work that needs to be done, and having that collective thought around what is appropriate for an avoided benefit and avoided cost by IRPA would be a welcome discussion.

MR. POCH:  Madam Chair, this is probably the place to break if you wish.  But...

MS. ANDERSON:  Yes, thank you, I was just wondering about the same.  So we're at, I guess, five to 1:00.  So let's come back at quarter to.  So give ourselves a little bit more than the 45 minutes.  And by my count, Mr. Poch, you are at about the 30-minute mark, just a little over, okay, so --


MR. POCH:  Thank you.

MS. ANDERSON:  -- let's take the lunch break.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:55 p.m.

--- On resuming at 1:45 p.m.

MS. ANDERSON:  I don't think there's any matters to deal with, so I think you can carry on where you left off.

MR. POCH:  I wanted to look at the cost benefit of DSF tests.  If you can turn up JT 2.15, which is in our compendium, and turn to page 13 of our compendium which is an attachment to that response.

You note there this is -- you did a mock-up with your DSF test template would look like for a couple of alternative general themes here.  In this case, it's a demand response alternative, correct?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  That's correct.

MR. POCH:  Here in the first area there under internal revenues, you had incremental transmission revenue.  I think this is looking at the pipeline, the facilities of --these facilities in the series one and DR one.  And here in the facilities case, you say incremental transmission revenue received, but you don't mention distribution revenue.

Is that because you were assuming this is an industrial transmission connected customer that you're looking at situation?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  It was assumed this was a transmission line.  I believe when we were given this undertaking, we were asked to assume an IRP that reduced the required capacity of a transmission line by 20 percent.  So that's why that says transmission.

MR. POCH:  If this was residential energy efficiency alternative, for example, you would include both any changes to transmission and distribution revenue, the DRF at the distribution level?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  So the revenue that's included here is dependent upon the facility asset that it is associated with.  So if it was a distribution pipeline that was involved, we would then use the distribution revenue as well.

MR. POCH:  I guess I'm trying to understand if you have -- if you're looking at a transmission pipeline, that your alternative is distribution level energy efficiency --amongst residential customers, for example, in an area --would you capture impacts on revenues, plus or minus both distribution and transmission revenues?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Yes, so maybe I can help clarify here.  The determination of transmission or distribution is really a matching of what the costs are related to.  So in a simplistic way, if you take a look at a customer's total bill, let's say that you've got your gas commodity piece, you've got your distribution piece and your transmission piece.  We're just matching up which component of that customer bill we are applying to the costs associated with this.

So if we are evaluating an IRPA versus a transmission line in order to have a like for like comparison, we would use just the transmission margin.  If the IRPA was being applied against a distribution asset, then we would use a distribution asset.  If by chance this IRPA happened to address a peak constraint that was on both a distribution and transmission, in that case we would incorporate both distribution and transmission.

MR. POCH:  You're saying it's the facility that is either going to be built or avoided is in both.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Correct.

MR. POCH:  As opposed to the alternative?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  I'm sorry?

MR. POCH:  Where the alternative -- it may be better if we scroll down to the next screen, so we're looking at the alternative, the demand response alternative --


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Just to be clear, Mr. Poch, that first sheet we were looking at is also for the demand response.  That was not the facility pipeline.

MR. POCH:  Let's go back to that one.  Sorry about that.  I guess I'm having a little trouble.  If you have an energy efficiency response to -- alternative to a transmission pipeline, would there not be impacts on your distribution revenue?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Yes.

MR. POCH:  But you're saying you would not include them in this DSF stage one analysis?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  So in this particular example, we were asked to specifically use a transmission facility.

MR. POCH:  I understand.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  When we --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think if it's helpful, Mr. Poch, the reference to the -- you know, incremental transmission revenue received by the utility, which is the transmission facility that Mr. Szymanski talked about, then it says accounting for IRPA impact.  So that portion is reflecting the impact from the IRPA on revenues, I believe.

MR. POCH:  Okay.  So I think, Ms. Giridhar, you're telling me that this is a situation where distribution revenues were impacted, even though it's a transmission pipeline and might be a -- or transmission reinforcement, you would capture that in your revenue in the corresponding costs of the spreadsheet?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is my understanding.

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  If you go to the customer sheet or the stage two analysis, which is the next page over, you don't seem to have an avoided distribution or transmission benefit there on the customer side.  You have a reduced customer -- well, you do have something that says due to reduced consumption.  It's a little bit vague, and I want to clarify.

Would you be there capturing the reduced volumetric charges on -- allocated to both distribution and transmission on a customer's bill?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Are you referring to the line labelled "avoided commodity and fuel costs"?

MR. POCH:  The first category there, avoided infrastructure costs, avoided commodity fuel costs.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  To clarify, those are two separate lines.  Avoided infrastructure costs have no values.  Avoided commodity and fuel costs have values.

MR. POCH:  What would avoided infrastructure costs be?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  In this case, there are none.

MR. POCH:  In the energy efficiency example, residential energy efficiency, would there be avoided infrastructure costs in stage two, for the customer in stage two?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  It is possible.  Off the top of my head, one example that comes to mind is if this was a customer that would have been subject to a contribution in aid of construction for the original facility, and through a demand response program the capital costs of the pipeline were to be decreased, the elimination of that CIAC would be reflected in that line.  That's one example.

MR. POCH:  I don't see any entry here for avoided, either transmission or distribution volumetric charges.  I would have thought that in this example they would have been avoided transmission volumetric charges.  Can you help me there?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I wonder if it might be helpful if we could just use the breakout room?


MR. POCH:  Sure.


[Witness panel confers]


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Okay.  I'm not sure if everyone is back or not.


MS. WALTER:  You are all back.


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Okay.  Thank you.  So Mr. Poch, to answer your question, so first of all, this treatment is -- the way it's reflected right now is consistent with how the current EBO 134 breaks out the revenue from a customer utility perspective, and the change in revenues that you're asking about, the distribution, transmission, in this case transmission, those are reflected in the stage 1 change, which was the page before.


MR. POCH:  I see.  Is there not a benefit to the customer by avoiding the transmission variable charge?  That should appear in your stage 2?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Poch, it might be helpful to think of the -- in the DCF plus analysis the stage 2 is intended to capture incremental impacts on customers, so to the extent that we are now looking at an IRPA versus a facility that enables increased loads, we assume that the best way to do this is in stage 1 capture the net increase in revenue to the company, which would be in line with the traditional stage 1 analysis, and then in order to not double-count, because ultimately we are adding the MPVs, we are reflecting the commodity savings to the customer that is not captured in stage 1 in this...


MR. POCH:  So -- all right.  I'm going to leave that for the moment, and I will ponder it and think about that some more, thank you.


In -- we discussed on day 2 of the technical conference, and the reference is on page 61, why you would leave out transmission benefits in the situation where you were looking at an energy efficiency at a distribution level.  And someone made the point that, well, we meet peak needs largely through storage, and so there wouldn't be a significant transmission cost avoidance benefit.  Do you recall that?


MR. SZYMANSKI:  I recall that, Mr. Poch.  So we were referring to the upstream of Ontario transmission at that time.  We are not talking about the in Ontario Enbridge transmission assets.


MR. POCH:  Okay.  I missed that distinction.  So you would then in the case of an energy efficiency alternative, a benefit for stage 2 would be avoided transmission cost to the customer, or would you capture that in stage 1?


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Now, we are talking about the Enbridge transmission assets here, I just want to clarify?


MR. POCH:  Sure.


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Is that correct?  Yes.  In that case that would be captured in stage 1.


MR. POCH:  And I take it, even if it's storage, you can sell any storage that's freed up, or you can avoid expanding storage, correct?


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Not an expert on our storage operations.  I'm not sure if there is anyone on the panel that is equipped to answer that.


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think I can attempt.  I think this treatment is reflective of the fact that our cost-based storage, at least on the legacy Union side or the Union rate zone, is allocated to in-franchise customers, so it would be available to use by in-franchise customers on a long-term basis.


MR. POCH:  I guess I'm just making the conceptual point that if you can reduce your peak load you might free up some storage or avoid the need to expand storage, and that would be a benefit that should appear in your analysis.


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Conceptually there would be a small benefit in terms of deliverability, I understand, you know, even if storage itself remains the same.


MR. POCH:  All right.  Can you turn up JT2.8?  And again, I apologize, this may not be in my -- oh, no, it is.  It is at page 20 of my compendium.  This came out of a discussion we were asking about the -- why you included -- in the stage 1 you included tax benefits and disbenefits for the utility.  In the stage 2 there was nothing there about tax savings by customer.  They are purchasing less from you.


And the response seems to be -- well, it's a little non-responsive, as far as I can tell.  Would customers not save -- residential customers would save HST, for example, and they don't have -- typically don't input tax credits?  I'm just trying to understand why you wouldn't capture that.


MR. SZYMANSKI:  So, yes, this was in context of HST and/or GST.  The non-inclusion of HST and GST is currently consistent with the EBO 134 stage 2 analysis that is performed, and it is also my understanding that it is consistent with the current DSM framework.  So the exclusion in our proposal is to remain consistent with those two.


Keep in mind also that Enbridge has a very diverse group of customers, and there actually may be some of our larger commercial/industrial customers that may get that input tax credit.

MR. POCH:  I understand why you might not consider HST at your level, because you get input tax credits.  And you might not want to include it when you're talking about industrial or commercial customers.  But certainly in the case of residential customers, it would seem clear that for the vast majority of them, it would be just a cost.  Wouldn't that be consistent with your EBO treatments, in that you consider the net tax implications for the utility?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  To be consistent, it would -- to be consistent with our current calculations under EBO 134 as well as under DSM, we have left them out so that we could get a fair apples to apples comparison.

MR. POCH:  I'm going to disagree with you there, but that's argument.  So I'll leave that for later.

I wanted to look at the whole question of risks and uncertainties, and how you're dealing with it.  You confirmed on the record several times that you're not going to capture -- you are currently capture the announced hundred and -- ramp up 15 dollars per tonne for adding more carbons, at this point it would be 170 per tonne until such time as that is legislated.  And RCF is concerned, I believe that they based their analysis of the potential for geo-targeted energy efficiency on potential analyses that did not capture that.

So is my conclusion correct that you may pre-screen if they can't ramp up fast enough in a short period of time, or certainly you might eliminate them in your three-stage assessment based on a view of the policy and regulatory context of energy efficiency cost and effective potential simply ignores what I'm going to characterize as a likely event?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Would it be possible for us to have a quick breakout for this? 

[Witness panel confers]


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Sorry about that.  Is everyone back?

MS. WALTER:  Yes.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Mr. Poch, could you repeat your question for me, please?

MR. POCH:  I think I've lost it now.  I think I was just asking about the apparent difference in treatment, where you can count taxes on the utility, but you don't count them for customers.  And you, Mr. Szymanski, said that's consistent with what we do in other cases.

But it seems to me that you're simply ignoring some benefits here that customers will enjoy, whereas you are happy to count them for the utility.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Sorry, Mr. Poch.  I thought we had moved on from that and we had moved on to the carbon charge.

MR. POCH:  Yes, I'm sorry.  There you go, I completely lost track.  Yes, this was about the question -- I'm sorry, you did answer that and you were conferring on the question of my question to you, which is that you preferred to make assessments at this point ignoring what I characterize as a likely event of a ramp-up in the carbon charge.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  As you're familiar, we stated we do not include anything that is not legislated in our demand forecast.

For the purposes of looking at IRPAs, we would do scenarios around a potential future carbon charge and, in your words, it's inevitable.  We feel it's a very short time period between now and when that will be legislated, which would obviously then incorporate it into the tool funnel.

MR. POCH:  Don't get me wrong.  I'm not complaining that your evidence is changing.  Earlier we heard that you're now amenable to some kind of a stakeholder committee, which is great.  I'm happy to hear that change.  And now I hear you're amenable to giving the Board some scenario analysis.  I think we heard you resist that --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We're not talking scenario now if it's around the forecast.  And what we have said is that we would look at IRPAs and groups of IRPAs under different scenarios to see what works.

So we would be looking at the impact of a potential carbon charge as one of those future things to consider when we're looking at that basket.

As I said with your comment that it could be inevitable, this may be a very short-lived issue if it is legislated in the near term, because then it will form part of our planning.

MR. POCH:  I understand.  When you say you'd include it for scenario analysis for purposes of IRPAs, but not in the demand forecast, are you saying you don't want to include this generally in your demand forecast for other purposes that the corporation has in rate-setting and so on, but you are prepared to look at how demand will be affected and affordability of alternatives might be affected in the case of analyzing an IRPA versus facilities?  Have I got that right?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We would look at how it affects the cost-effectiveness of an IRPA.  We would not look at it in terms of the demands under the IRPA scenario plan.  So it would become a line item in our DCF plus model.

MR. POCH:  So you're not prepared to acknowledge that quadrupling your commodity charge is going to affect in any way.  You're just going to ignore that possibility, however small your elasticity is.  I think we acknowledged there is some elasticity.  I know the technical term is inelastic, because it's less than one to one, but there is going to be -- I think we have acknowledged that a price change like that is going to affect demand -- your view is it's not something to be considered.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Poch, maybe I can hopefully provide a little clarity around this.  Our demand forecasting and asset planning processes are very, very involved processes.  They don't lend themselves to multiple scenarios.  We really do need to settle on a base reference case.  When the carbon 170 dollars per tonne charge is decided upon, so in other words if it is legislated, that becomes the base scenario, our view, though, is that as it relates to assessing the stage 2 benefits of multiple IRPAs, we are willing to do a second calculation that says this is the stage 2 benefit on the basis of the 50-dollar carbon charge and this is the stage 2 on the basis of the 170-dollar carbon charge.  That is significantly less administratively -- I mean, the draw on resources is significantly less than analysis like that than subjecting our entire asset plan to multiple scenarios.

I should also clarify -- I mean, I think perhaps we could consider moving beyond the demand forecasting issue, because when we do come back in rebasing it is our intent to do some scenario planning around what the future might look like and around energy transition.

So for the purposes of the framework we don't believe we need to dwell excessively on what assumptions we use in our demand forecasting.  That gets taken care of through rebasing and our annual processes subsequent to that, and of course if the carbon charge is legislated.  For the purposes of the IRPA framework, our position is we should reflect all of the costs and benefits as we understand them at a point in time, but doing one or two additional scenarios in this process is certainly something that we can handle administratively.  I hope that's helpful.

MR. POCH:  Thank you.  Let me ask.  You've indicated that you could -- obviously you could change your spreadsheet analysis to take into account a higher carbon benefit cost-avoidance capital for customers, stage 2.  Would you be providing a scenario where you look at the cost-effective achievable potential of energy efficiency as it will be impacted by that carbon charge?  We've heard from -- Guidehouse is on the record saying it would be significant.  Enbridge is the same?  Is that going to be captured in scenario analysis?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  So cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency already does capture the price in the DSM calculations, so that is an existing process that is part of our DSM processes.

MR. POCH:  Does it capture the ramp-up to 170 or the ramp-up to 50 and then steady?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The ramp-up to 170.

MR. POCH:  Oh, it does.  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, I take it that the ICF analysis did not do that, the cost-effective potential analysis that the Board or the IESO has conducted and so on.  So I take it that for purposes of DSM and for purchase of IFPA analysis -- I'm going to get the acronym wrong.  I keep putting in an F rather than a P, but anyway, for purpose of assessment alternatives, you're now saying you would use that ramp-up, that's the best available information; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I'm not clear on the question, Mr. Poch.  You asked if ICF had used it, and I don't have the answer to that, and I'm going to have to look to my colleagues.  Or were you just confirming that we said we would use best available for the analysis of IRPAs in stage 2?

MR. POCH:  Well, I had understood from my earlier examination of ICF in the technical conference that they based their analysis on the scenarios that were included in earlier studies from a few years ago and they did not capture that, therefore they did not capture that.  I may have that wrong, but can we be assured that in any event your assessment of what is available and what the potential is and what cost-effectiveness of energy efficiency is for these -- for purposes here in assessing alternatives you will be including the ramp-up to 170?  That's all I [audio dropout]


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  So it's already built into energy efficiency as a result of the DSM portfolio, so I would say the answer on the DSM side is that is already factored into the cost-effectiveness test and therefore the achievable potential.  I think for the other IRPAs that we have listed that we are interested in looking at further, the achievable potential is one of those things that are still being assessed, and what we said here is we would use the 170 dollars a tonne as a scenario in stage 2 of the cost-effectiveness of any IRPA.  So I don't think we have an achievable potential plan for those other IRPAs at this point in time until we work through some of the pilot work.

MR. POCH:  Well, I'm concerned that you would screen out an IFPA because you think there is no ramp-up for anyone, not enough capability, not enough achievable potential, even if you might capture the 170 in your cost analysis that you just assume there is enough of it --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Well, I think that would be all part of the analysis of an IRPA when we are looking at an IRPA or a group of IRPAs.  Determining the potential of that IRPA and its contribution to peak hour or peak day would be all part of that assessment as we're working through this process.  So --


MR. POCH:  Okay.  Thank you.  I want to just talk about how you view eligible alternatives, and I think first of all, can we agree that -- I think we're in agreement -- that the framework -- and in your view and in ours -- should not attempt to limit the universe of possible alternatives.  It will likely be evolving -- an evolving list as technology and markets evolve; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We agree that it would be an evolving list.  The ones we propose is ones that we know about that we think have some concrete material as a starting point that we can all work with, because there's information on them.

MR. POCH:  And with the exception of -- you are asking the Board to speak to whether or not it's appropriate for you to -- with a fuel-switch into electric -- electric end uses, that has a slightly different flavour.  I understand that.  But apart from that, you're not asking the Board to settle a list at this point?  Is that --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  No, not at all.  No, we have no ask of the Board to do anything with the list.

MR. POCH:  All right.  You did address, I guess it was by way of example, in I-Staff-14, which is at page 21 of our compendium, you did -- you did address this question of IRPA technologies, and you commented on the -- on the top of page 2 you commented on -- I guess there are two points, and you mention that -- you mention and you make this point that -- I think it was discussed earlier about, that gas burned at -- to produce electricity, by the time it gets to the end use it's at about a 40 percent efficiency, as opposed to a 95 -- perhaps 95 percent efficient gas furnace at end use, right?  That would be Ms. Giridhar's evidence, correct?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.

MR. POCH:  All right.  Your comment there focuses on the seasonal peak period, which is what's driving your need for facilities, fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.

MR. POCH:  Would you agree that in new construction where energy efficiency has more potential, there can be no need for supplemental heat given the technology now on the market?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would not be able to confirm that, Mr. Poch.


MR. POCH:  Perhaps we'll ask Mr. Neme to talk about his office, which in fact does there [inaudible] and as far as I know it has no supplementary heating.


Your response also talks about the impact on infrastructure.  You had a long conversation with Mr. Elson this morning about that.  But can we agree that when you burn gas in a furnace and it's cul-de-sac in the suburbs,  and when you burn gas at the electric generating station, it's done centralized.  It's probably on spur line off the main one.


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Poch, I do recall having a discussion about capturing emissions centrally versus in a distributed fashion.


MR. POCH:   Right, but my point is that -- my point is that if you switch to electricity, you're unburdening the distribution system of the gas -- your comparison of 40 percent to 95 percent, they're happening in different places.  The burn of gas is not distributed through the system in the case of electricity?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would agree the combustion on-site is more distributed emissions than combustion at a central location, if that is what you're referring to, yes.


MR. POCH:  While gas may -- you made the point is gas on the marginal electricity system, fairly often, but over the course of a heating season, I think I've got it included in the material here and I don't think it's controversial.  In fact, if you turn to page 27 of our compendium, you'll see the IESO data.  Over the course of the season, gas is only providing 7 percent of the energy output by fuel type for electricity on the system.  Correct?  Sounds about right?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I understand that is reflecting the current uses of electricity, and not perhaps the scenario that you are contemplating here.


MR. POCH:  I'm just saying -- leaving aside the discussion you had with Mr. Elson today about the infrastructure implications long-term.  I'm just saying that if you're looking out in the next few years, and you're looking at energy from electric heat pumps versus gas in an analysis, you've mentioned -- and your response talks about this distinction.  But the fact is that most of the time, the energy is not provided by gas on the electricity system.  Peak demand might be gas but for the rest of the heating system.


It might be -- peak demand might be gas.  But for the rest of the heating season, when that electric air source heat pump is operating, it's not -- we're not looking at huge amounts of gas being the baseline fuel.


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think that would be a function obviously on what the profile of uses, and this is I think representing the ratio today.  So I can agree with that statement.


I should actually also add that we are big proponents of hybrid heating solutions, like an air source heat pump with a furnace, because then you have the true benefit 

of -- you know, we call it beneficial electrification, because you're assured of using electricity at off-peak times, or when gas-fired generation is not on.


MR. POCH:  Can you turn up page 28 of our compendium?   We include here just a -- it's from GE in fact.  This is the some of the latest air source heat pump on the market and if you look at the bottom of the screen, you'll see that they now go down to 35 -- minus 35 degrees centigrade.


And if you look on the left, it says they have a very high air conditioning CER, but also have a very high heating specific performance factor of 15.2, which I understand is the equivalent of a coefficient of performance of 4.45 rather than the two and a half to 2.75 you were talking with Mr. Elson about.


So that want mentioned in your response either.  But would you agree that that's already on the market now, this kind of technology, and that may change things considerably?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Poch, I think I've been on the record recognizing that the energy transition is coming and there could be all kinds of technological advances, and customer option I think will dictate which ones are the most successful.  And I expect customer adoption could be influenced by something like this, but also other convenience factors.


I would generally agree that technological advances in coefficients of performance would be good and likely be adopted.


MR. POCH:  The response you gave us in that interrogatory response didn't talk about carbon impact, and this is obviously going to change carbon impact, correct?  The fact that they're getting more efficient and the fact that most of the energy they take is not at peak implies that the carbon impact could have could be quite significant, carbon reduction, rather?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again, I think we are hypothesizing on what those might be.  But to the extent that you have a very high coefficient of performance, I can expect that could be likely.


The one additional point that I should make is on the reliability associated with underground systems.  So while we might have --


MR. POCH:  Go ahead, sorry.


MS. GIRIDHAR:  While we might have reductions in carbon intensity over time and increasing coefficient of performance, I think having our energy from diverse sources does provide significant robustness.


I think most people probably recall the recent event in Texas, and we know the kind of weather impacts that affect underground construction like natural gas, are very different than those that impact aboveground.


All this just to say that I think there is a multiplicity of paths that we will take to our low-carbon world, and the assumption that there is a high efficiency unit out there in the market, from knowing that and concluding it will essentially captivate and take over the marketplace is somewhat a tenuous extension.


MR. POCH:  And finally your response in Staff 15 also didn't talk about economics.  So clearly once you start getting these coefficients of performance, economics are going to be much better for air source heat pumps from a customer perspective then than gas, would they not?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't know about the much more, Mr. Poch.  I think we started off the conversation by saying just based on the OEB's own electricity handbook, that it cost this province $5 billion in total to deliver 30 percent of the energy in this province through natural gas, and almost $20 billion to deliver 18 percent for electricity.


So granted improvements in the coefficient of performance will narrow that gap, but it would have to be completely universal, widely adopted, and we have to assume all incremental electricity needs will come at little to no incremental costs.


So I think there's a large number of assumptions that you would have to make to conclude that this will in fact substitute the use of natural gas, at least from a peak capacity perspective.


MR. POCH:  You seem -- in this discussion and in your discussion with Mr. Elson -- to see this as a kind of all or nothing, that we have to get to the point where we simply disconnect the gas system.


Isn't it possible that -- a scenario possible that as the economics and especially considering the climate change imperatives are such that we want to wean ourselves off gas, that there are scenarios where you curtail gas use to certain end uses or to new subdivisions or perhaps to geographic regions, and so that you don't create undue stress on your electricity system but you still over time wean us off of carbon greenhouse-gas-emitting carbonaceous fuels.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Oh, Mr. Poch, I think I actually agree with you.  I am not suggesting this is an all or nothing, by any stretch.  We recognize that there is an industry transition happening, and the whole IRP framework is designed to address that issue.

The point I think I'm making is really we don't know exactly how this will evolve.  With respect to energy efficiency in particular, I mean, I could highlight a particular scenario around, you know, much higher energy efficiency, reducing the need for natural gas; however, increasing blends of hydrogen taking up capacity in the natural gas network even as natural gas itself comes down.

So I agree with you, it's not an all-or-nothing.  There will be changes to the way energy and natural gas get used in the future.

MR. POCH:  I guess this comes down to, there's an agreement that there's an awful lot of uncertainty and that in light of that my question is, do you agree that that suggests that providing the Board with some kind of scenario analysis when you're looking at the marginal expansion of the gas system, scenario analysis that takes into account what the lifetime of that may be or whether it maybe need to -- you need to back off some of that, that might be a healthy and easy way to deal with this, because you can't nail it down precisely.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Poch, I think what I've been trying to say all morning is that an exercise such as that would be incomplete and potentially misleading unless we understand the implications of the marginal expansion of the electricity system as well.  And I don't believe that this could be done purely on the assumption that there is decreased use of natural gas and an assumption that there's an endless amount of electrical use that could occur at the same price or lower, so I think an analysis like that may be useful for the province.  It just needs to reflect both energy systems, and I think to the extent we try and interconnect our existing energy systems and try and figure out how we maximize emissions reductions jointly, that would be helpful.  But what is being proposed here is to restrict ourselves only to the gas system, and unless we know what is taking its place and what it costs, this analysis is not useful.

MR. POCH:  All right.  Turn to another topic.  If you could turn up page 24 of our compendium.  That's JT2.10.  There you have responded to our question about the risks created by an ex-franchise customer based on not renewing [audio dropout] contracts with you, and that in-franchise customers would be left holding the bag, and I think you confirmed there -- am I reading that correctly?  You confirmed there that that is indeed a risk, that your contractual arrangements typically would not hold the ex-franchise customer accountable for any of this capital costs if they depart before the end of the amortization period?  I'm not sure who that's for.

MR. STIERS:  Mr. Poch, if you'd like -- or Ms. Giridhar, if you prefer, you can...

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I was actually thinking it might be you or Ms. Thompson.

MR. STIERS:  Yes, so why don't I start.  I think, Mr. Poch, it's fair to say that this response is meant to reflect the fact that I think what we've put prior testimony out on is, we contract for 15-year contracts on the ex-franchise side with customers.  We have no indication at this time that we will not be able to continue contracting with customers for those 15-year terms.

I will defer to Ms. Thompson, as she is the subject-matter expert on those particular customers and contracts.

MS. THOMPSON:  So that is correct, that we do contract for the 15-year term, and that the evaluation between in-franchise and ex-franchise customers is done by our local rate -- or our internal rates group in order to make sure that the costs are allocated appropriately.

MR. POCH:  And I guess my question was, you don't recover all the costs in that first 15-year period, and if they choose not to renew their arrangement with you, it's domestic customers that will end up picking up that?

MR. STIERS:  I would just offer a counterpoint --


MR. POCH:  Would you answer the question first?  I'm just going to --


MR. STIERS:  The answer is no.  The answer is no.  The answer is our position is that they will be replaced by other ex-franchise customers, which has been happening year after year.

MR. POCH:  All right.  You were hoping that would be the case.  But in terms of your contractual relationship with these customers, you have no such guarantee, correct?

MR. STIERS:  I would say, no, we have no guarantees.  We cannot force ex-franchise customers to contract.

MR. POCH:  And if they don't and you don't have another ex-franchise customer to take up that capacity, if you have no need for that capacity, that's a risk of a cost that will be left to your in-franchise customers, correct?  You place zero value on that risk in your analysis?

MS. THOMPSON:  I would have to take that particular scenario away.

MR. POCH:  I'm sorry, I couldn't hear you.

MS. THOMPSON:  I would have to take that particular scenario away.  In our experience that any -- any scenario such as turnback is then allocated to other ex-franchise customers based on demand.

MR. POCH:  I understand your point historically that's not been an issue for you, because you've had a market for that turnback capacity, correct?

MS. THOMPSON:  Correct.

MR. POCH:  All right.  And I'm just saying, looking forward in the brave new world of, you know, ramping down carbon, if this is to -- if this becomes an issue, the arrangements that you currently have will not protect customers from having to bear that cost?

MS. THOMPSON:  With that hypothetical scenario I would have to take that back to our -- the group that supports the calculations.

MR. POCH:  Why don't we get a transcript undertaking, and that would be if at the end of an ex-franchise customer's contract for transportation services they do not renew and there is no other taker of that capacity, the portion of capital costs that have not been collected from the initial contract will then become a burden for domestic customers.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Poch, I think I take a little exception to the word "burden" as being inevitable, because over the last several years we have been able to bring significant benefits to our customers by increasing the amount of gas that's procured at Dawn and transported on the Dawn Parkway system vis-à-vis longer-haul paths, so even if a greater portion of the pipeline is being used to serve in-franchise customers, I don't believe we can conclude that there would be no benefits to our customers resulting from it.  The interconnected nature of the North American natural gas network and just the quality of the Dawn hub makes this path low-cost and quite valuable.

So we could obviously respond to your request in terms of whether reduction in ex-franchise demands could accommodate an increase in in-franchise demands.  I guess I'm just suggesting we could not answer it in the context of a burden being imposed on in-franchise customers.

MR. POCH:  Let me rephrase.  Let me rephrase.  If we see a trend towards decarbonization and it reduces gas demand in-franchise and ex-franchise, and your ex-franchise transportation customers choose not to renew commitments, who will bear the portion of capital costs that were being picked up by those ex-franchise customers?  Who in Canada?  Assuming you can't lay off --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  We --


MR. POCH:  -- that capacity, you cannot -- you cannot utilize that capacity because demand is falling here and in and New York and elsewhere?

MR. MILLAR:  I understand that has been taken as an undertaking, so J2.8.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.8:  TO RESPOND TO THE QUESTION: IF WE SEE A TREND TOWARDS DECARBONIZATION AND IT REDUCES GAS DEMAND IN-FRANCHISE AND EX-FRANCHISE, AND YOUR EX-FRANCHISE TRANSPORTATION CUSTOMERS CHOOSE NOT TO RENEW COMMITMENTS, WHO IN CANADA WILL BEAR THE PORTION OF CAPITAL COSTS THAT WERE BEING PICKED UP BY THOSE EX-FRANCHISE CUSTOMERS?  ASSUMING YOU CANNOT UTILIZE THAT CAPACITY BECAUSE DEMAND IS FALLING HERE AND IN NEW YORK AND ELSEWHERE

MR. STEVENS:  I think that's fair, Mr. Millar, subject to Ms. Giridhar's comments and the characterization in the initial question.  I think we understand the premise of the question and we will undertake to provide an answer to that premise.

MR. MILLAR:  Understood.

MR. POCH:  I just want to talk briefly about shareholder incentive penalties -- incentives or penalties, I should say.

We asked you in GEC 32 about this -- and I think you need to turn it up -- and you referred us to Staff 25 and the response was -- the question is if the Board finds in the LTC that you made a mistake, so that penalties -- and the response was basically your view is that it should be dealt with at the time, that the Board shouldn't enter into a discussion about a penalties framework.

My question is what would be wrong about this Panel warning you, in effect, in the form of that framework or guideline, that if a future panel looking at a leave to construct should find that the company has increased customer costs by inappropriately rejecting IRPAs, those added costs should be borne by the shareholder, not the customers.

So what would be the harm in the Board saying that?  Would it not be a signal to you and your shareholders that this is something they have to be quite concerned about?  And would it not assist in addressing concerns that a number of us have about the fact that Enbridge is an integrated corporation with upstream interest as well?

MR. STIERS:  I can offer a thought, Mr. Poch, and others may wish to add to it.  I think the question somewhat misses the point that what we're here to do is establish a framework that sets adequate incentive, which I think we've proposed when it comes to equitably considering IRPAs relative to facility alternatives.

And so by seeking like treatment for like results with the ability to rate base capitalize the cost of these investments, we think that we will achieve that equitable treatment.  We are here today trying to come to an agreement on the details of that framework, but I think it is premature at this time to consider penalties related to actions in the future that presumably will not need to come to pass based on the proposal before the Board.

I also think what you're presupposing changes to the risk profile for the utility drastically.  And I'm not sure this proceeding is the appropriate venue to consider that.

MR. POCH:  Let me put it this way:  Would you agree that if you had a pipeline alternative and an energy efficiency alternative and they involved the same capital investment and your rate base is your rate base, and we're supportive of that, then your statement holds.

But in situations where there is a disparity between the amount of capital you get in rate base and having regard to the fact that your shareholder has upstream interest in pipeline, it's not exactly going to be like for like treatment from the shareholders' perspective.

MR. STIERS:  Again, I don't think I can accept that either, and it goes to a point that Ms. Van Der Paelt made, probably more succinctly than I'll be able to, earlier in relation to the stakeholdering strategy that we proposed.

I think that with the proposal we have put before the Board, we are seeking like treatment for like results.  To the extent there is an obvious difference between the proposed capital outlays of a potential IRPA versus a baseline facility alternative, I have to assume that you and others will be laser-focused on that difference and that that will be raised as part of our stakeholdering.  And we will respond in kind to that.  There will be a written record of those concerns and at such time that we would come forward with, let's say, if a decision is made to pursue the facility alternative, that the utility would absolutely have to have sound justification its decision to move forward with that investment over and above, or instead of an IRPA.

MR. POCH:  Or what?

MR. STIERS:  Or the exact consequences that Ms. Van Der Paelt discussed earlier with you would come to pass.  I think we're at risk for acting prudently.  And at that time, if we haven't, it would be up to the Board to decide what's appropriate.

But I think the presupposition that you insist on applying here is not appropriate.  I think that we are trying to start from a place of equitable consideration, instead of a place of presupposing ill intent.

MR. POCH:  I guess the concern we have is that in your proposal, at least as it's started, there is no adjudication step where you choose a facility option until it's too late, until the -- and if you've made a mistake, it's cost customers money.  It's cost the environment.


And in a scenario where, on the other hand, there is the potential for an adjudication step, where there is a disagreement it's brought to the Board's attention and the Board feels it warrants it, then that's early enough on to correct the problem, then we don't have the same penalty being imposed on your customers and not as much need for a big stick.  Do you understand that distinction?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Mr. Poch, I've been listening to this piece, and I just have a couple of quick points to make.

One is, you know, we've been and this Board has been regulatory efficiency for a long time, and we all understand adjudication is not necessary in every instance.  In fact, it's probably necessary in the minority of instances if you have the right framework and incentives that result in the right outcomes for the utility stakeholders and ratepayers.

What we're hoping is that this IRP framework that we are bringing forward embodies these principles, and will have these outcomes.  And we're certainly committed to following through with implementing whatever framework the Board should assess at the end of this process.

But I do take exception to the idea that every -- the best outcomes are driven purely by adjudication, and anything less than adjudication of every issue is a sub-optimal outcome.

MR. POCH:  I guess I'm hearing two things.  On the one hand, you're saying that you're really confident about your stakeholdering process and so on, and you're going to be careful.  There is really no risk you're going to make a bad decision; and at the same time, you're saying the thought that you could be penalized if you make a bad decision is too much risk for you to bear.

I'm having a little trouble reconciling those, but we're getting into argument and I'm going to leave it there.  I think I hear your point.

Madam Chair, I think I'm finished ahead of time.  I hope I get bonus points for that.


MS. ANDERSON:  Thank you, Mr. Poch.  Yes, a few minutes ahead of time.  I do appreciate that.

I do want to bring up Mr. Brophy, hopefully -- I'm drawing a blank -- for Pollution Probe.  Hopefully you are available to begin, because I did want to get through part of your section before we take the afternoon break.

MR. BROPHY:  It is Michael Brophy here.  I'm having some challenges with my camera, but can you hear me?

MS. ANDERSON:  We can hear you.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Perfect.  So I'm ready to go if you like.

MS. ANDERSON:  Yes, thank you.  We're not going to get through all of yours before the afternoon break, but I did want to get rolling on it.
Cross-Examination by Mr. Brophy:

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Terrific.  Well, I'll jump in.  Thank you.  Good afternoon, Madam Chair and Panel members, and also to the witness panel and every stakeholder that's joined today.  Similar to yesterday, there may not be a need to pull up all the references that we're speaking about, but I'll certainly try and give a heads-up to the Enbridge regulatory folks if something is coming, and you can put it up.  Probably the first one that I will refer to is the Pollution Probe deck from February 19th that we used yesterday as well, just as a warning for you.  I'm just -- I was crossing things off kind of as we went today just to make sure that I'm not duplicating things and trying to save time, so if I have to work through my chicken scratch, indulge me a little.

So the panel may have heard yesterday when we were speaking with the panel and Mr. Stevens, that I thought at some point during the technical conference there was an undertaking for Enbridge to provide its review on what the next steps should be for IRP, and it appears that that wasn't an undertaking and I was mistaken.  I thought it was, but it doesn't look like it was, so it was suggested to me to bring those questions to this panel, and hopefully you've had some time since, you know, yesterday early morning to today to think about that.

So maybe we can go to slide 14 in the deck.  I believe one of the important things that we're going to get from the next few days is a better understanding on what should be done for IRP immediately midterm and longer-term for advancing effective IRP.

Yesterday we covered some of the immediate things that the OEB has directed Enbridge to do even outside of this proceeding, but maybe we can focus on the additional things that will flow from this proceeding for the time being.

So if you look at the bottom of that slide, there was a bit of a list that I put together from Enbridge's responses in the technical conference.  I know it's not meant to be comprehensive, and as I said, I thought Enbridge was going to take it away and provide a more comprehensive list, but if we look at that, we are talking about, you know, what are some of the next steps that would happen, and through this proceeding I think Enbridge had indicated that it believes the OEB would develop an IRP framework, that you would be proceeding with pilots, and I think that, you know, you're on board with generally the stakeholders in general that it would probably be two pilots, but those details can be worked out.  But you'd be filing 10-year asset management plans on a go-forward basis and you'd be having stakeholdering days, and I know that, I think even this morning you gave a bit of an update that you're planning to do more than you initially talked about in the technical conference, and that you do IRP annual reporting in line with your AMP reporting there as well.

So are you in a state that you could perhaps walk us through what the next steps are, or is that something that you would like to provide in an undertaking?  I'm easy either way.

MR. STIERS:  I can offer some initial thoughts, Mr. Brophy, and I think others may be able to build off of them as well.

So certainly the first bullet there is somewhat a given, and depending on the timing of the Board's decision here, the nature of the framework ultimately established, that would really shape the absolute list of next steps for us, but we do expect that some of the -- some of the first things we can do is to start work on pilot projects, IRP pilot projects.

And when I think chronologically, I think that one does come to the forefront.  We did offer the Board an updated position as part of our response at 
Exhibit I-Staff-12 in relation to that and asked for some clear direction on a subset of the IRP framework elements in order to move sooner rather than later on the development of those IRP pilots.  We spoke about looking for clarity on the nature of IRPAs that might be in scope, how costs or cost-effectiveness should be assessed, and then whether or not IRP-related funding in the form that we've proposed is appropriate and otherwise clarity with that regard, and then the expected application and approval process, if any, were to be outlined by the Board to include that as well, but I will defer to Ms. Van Der Paelt and Ms. Mills when it comes to the details of those pilots.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And so, you know, one of the reasons that I'm asking is, you know, we have an understanding or a belief that it's not going to be practical or possible to put a fully fleshed out IRP framework with the nitty-gritty level of detail needed for every single item that's required to give Enbridge the direction it needs on everything related to IRP.  We didn't think that that was likely to be practical in the short-term.  And by "short-term" I mean within the next few months or even potentially up to a year, but that, you know, an outcome would likely be an IRP framework with some key things, particularly the stuff that, you know, the Board's aligned -- or aligning with the things the OEB has already indicated you should be doing, and then some other, what I would call no-brainer things that come out of that, and that, you know, that IRP framework would actually need to go through some iterations and evolve, which I think actually Enbridge has supported that things have to evolve over time.  


So if that were to happen, many parties, including us, would be putting in our submissions, what we think that would be, and I thought it might be helpful if Enbridge were to say what it would think those stages would be.  Because if we agree with that we can just endorse it, rather than telling you what we think you should do.  So that was the thinking behind it.

I don't know, did you want to undertake to go away and provide a more fulsome list, or you just want to leave it there?

MR. STIERS:  From my perspective, the high-level listing that you've provided is some of the, let's say initial next steps that we would have in mind, and it's difficult for us to speculate on -- I think at some point you brought up the concept of an interim framework and there being stages to this process.  That's not how we've envisioned this or what we've proposed, and our hope is that certainly within months we have a report of the Board or  a framework in hand to start executing what we've proposed.

So aside from acknowledging that these bullets at the bottom of the slide in your compendium on page 14 are some of the reasonable next steps, I'm struggling to commit today, and I'm not sure what value we can provide to you in terms of committing to additional next steps in the absence of the details of that framework and understanding of its timing and ultimately any IRP-related guidance from the Board.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Fair enough.  I'm going to move on.  So the next question is, I believe that Enbridge's position is that this proceeding is specific to its IRP proposal and is not more generic in nature.  Is that still correct?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I think it is, and our basis for that, just if it's helpful, I guess, is the evidentiary basis was set, as far as I understand, based on Enbridge's IFP proposal.

That proposal has evolved over time, but certainly the Board's procedural orders are for me as -- the purpose of which development of an IRP framework for Enbridge Gas.

There are other natural gas distributors in Ontario, and they are not named within the purpose of this proceeding.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So to be honest, we're struggling a bit with this.  And I'll walk you through my thinking and maybe you can help me.

So during the presentation day, OEB Staff included one of the many panel findings in this proceeding when it referred to Procedural Order No. 7, and the wording that Board Staff had included is that it is appropriate to consider IRPs for Enbridge Gas on a broader basis than the specific proposal that it has filed.  As such, the OEB recognizes that parties have perspectives on IRPs that differ significantly from Enbridge Gas's proposal.  That was from Procedural Order No. 7.

Then if we look at Procedural Order No. 2, which was really kind of the scoping of this whole exercise, the OEB included EPCOR in the proceeding and indicated that although the proceeding began as an application by Enbridge Gas, the OEB has determined that it is appropriate to consider IRP for Enbridge Gas on a broader basis than the specific proposal that has been filed.

In addition, certain matters may have broader relevance to the Ontario natural gas sector beyond Enbridge Gas.

When I looked at those, I'm seeing the Board is clearly telling you it's not just about your proposal and your application.  It is a broader perspective that's viewing the benefit to Ontario and its energy consumers.

So maybe you can help me understand rationale-wise why you still believe that it's not that broad or generic a proposal, as referenced in those procedural orders that have been issued by the Board and those decision that were made.

MR. STIERS:  Sure.  Again this may come down to a difference in interpretation.  But I've interpreted those to say that -- I think the first instance that you referenced from Procedural Order No. 2 is suggesting that there is a need or desire to consider IRP for natural gas in Ontario more broadly than simply the original IRP proposal which was included in, I believe, tab 13 of Enbridge Gas's 2021 Dawn Parkway expansion project evidence.  And I accept that, and I think that the company has expanded drastically upon that initial evidence over the course of the last year, or year and a half.

So I think we're there.  I think it is also entirely reasonable for the board to recognize that as this is the first framework of its kind being established in Ontario -- and, some might argue, within the country -- it also has brought implications, not only to Enbridge Gas, not only to the province of Ontario, but elsewhere.

So thus far, our position and our understanding has been that the purpose of this proceeding is to establish a natural gas integrated resource planning framework for Enbridge Gas.

If this framework was going to apply uniformly to all natural gas distributors within the Province of Ontario, that has not been made clear to me.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I was planning to move on to the next question.  But before I do, I want to perhaps clarify the record.  I think you've indicated it is the first framework of its type, and certainly that's not true.  In Ontario, I think you're familiar with the frameworks and processes that IESO uses.

But even for natural gas and natural gas utilities, that's not true in Canada.  And I don't plan to go back through all the examples that are already on the record that we've walked through, but happy to do that if we have to.

MR. STIERS:  I think it would be helpful to do that because the distinction I made was natural gas in Ontario, and I think that some of the examples that might be cited from, for example, British Columbia are not apples to apples in comparison to this.

And I would defer to Ms. Mills if it's helpful to get into the details.

MR. BROPHY:  Maybe to make a long story short, I can agree with the apples-to-apples comment.  The more I hear about the proposals in the IRP, I don't think there is going to ever be a 100 percent apples to apples anywhere, nor should there be because you have to take into account your situation even if you're looking at best practices from other frameworks.

So if you're okay with that, I'll move on to the next question.

MR. STIERS:  Sure.  Thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  So yesterday Enbridge walked us through another binary criteria, I think it was the 6th one down, which was a 10-million-dollar threshold before IRP should be applied at a project level.  And I am assuming this Panel is familiar with that principle.

So the question is if you're proposing now another criteria that there is a 10-million-dollar threshold that's used to restrict the IRP considerations for projects, would it also mean that you wouldn't be able to do IRP alternatives, like geothermal or anything else, if those alternatives were also under 10 million dollars?  So if Enbridge wanted to -- saw an opportunity to do something that was an IRP alternative made all the sense aligned with the OEB and the province wants to do, but say it was 5 million dollars.  Would that mean you can't do it because you've already said that you shut that down because it's under 10 million dollars -- or maybe you can help me understand that.

MR. STIERS:  Sure, I'll try, Mr. Brophy, and others can supplement if necessary.  But just to clarify, you're speaking strictly in the context of our sixth proposed criteria for replacement and relocation projects?

MR. BROPHY:  That's where that criteria came from, yes?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.  We did have some discourse yesterday about whether or not a proportion of certain projects of that nature could also have a growth component, so I'm trying to clarify.  I think the purpose of that screening criteria, yes, is to suggest that it would not be prudent for us to consider pipeline replacement or relocation projects under that 10-million-dollar threshold contemplated.

So yes, those projects could be screened out, and  anything that was replacement or pure relocation under 10 million dollars.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So Enbridge wouldn't be doing any known gas alternatives where a project cost less than 10 million dollars?

MR. STIERS:  At the outset, that's certainly the intent here.  And again the screening criteria, the purpose of them at the outset of natural gas IRP in Ontario is to ensure that we can find success.  We want to set out some objective criteria that sets investments in IRP up for success at the beginning.

And to the extent that we gain experience, there may be calls for evolution of these criteria and we certainly would look at that.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.  I think this morning Mr. Elson was speaking to the panel about how you treat DSM in the cost-benefit test.  You don't have to pull it up; he was referring to JT2.1 in the table with the stage 1, 2, 3 components, and I recall that the panel was saying that the benefits of reduced consumption from DSM should be represented as a benefit in the cost-benefit analysis.  So am I getting that right?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  So Mr. Brophy, are you saying the benefits -- I just want to know which stage of the test you were looking at.  I think in stage 2 where we identified commodity savings as a result of the IRPA?

MR. BROPHY:  Well, as I recall, I think you were talking about stage 1, and you were talking about the revenue line and what goes into that, and --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Okay.

MR. BROPHY:  -- yeah, you were kind of recalling that thread.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yeah.  So that conversation was specific around revenue that -- incremental revenue that could be associated either with the pipeline or an IRPA, so the assumption of any project is that we have a need on our system that is going to have some growth attached to it in the examples that were used, so either you're adding some customers or adding a subdivision, so to the extent they would be incremental, that revenue associated with that, that is included as part of the pipeline analysis, and to the extent your IRPA reduces the need for the pipeline but you're still able to attach customers and therefore generate some revenue, any IRPA incremental revenue associated would be included in the IRPA analysis.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Do you have a project that -- where you applied that type thinking?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Not to date.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Because that's the challenge I think I've been having, is as you were talking to Mr. Elson this morning, it was kind of a theoretical discussion about what fits where, and I didn't recall ever seeing it applied or even if you could try and follow --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  No, yeah --


MR. BROPHY:  -- it was difficult --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  -- yeah, the theory is you have displaced --


THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, I didn't hear.  There was overtalking.

MR. BROPHY:  Go ahead, Ms. Van Der Paelt.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The theory is you're displacing the need to build, but still able to attach the growth, and so, yes, it is a -- it's theoretical, because I don't think we have -- we haven't done something where we've displaced the need yet.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  Also this morning the panel also discussed with Mr. Elson -- it was suggesting that alternatives to natural gas should include the full life-cycle cost, so I think the example was, if you're comparing to electrifying things, that you can't just use the commodity cost, that the meter -- you need to then look at those incremental costs, say new transmission lines and other things like that.  I think that was the gist of the discussion.  Does that sound right?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yes, that sounds correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So then -- and again, I'm trying to figure out what's a real apples-to-apples comparison when we're doing IRP analysis, because that will end up in hopefully the right solutions at the end of the day.

So then if you do that on the electricity side, which would be quite an exercise to do that kind of study, then you'd also have to do that on the gas side and look at upstream costs and impacts for gas for things like extraction, processing, transmission, and I think even somebody mentioned things like natural gas subsidies the government's putting in, things like those costs, that are above the cost of meters.

Would that be fair to say?  If they were true apples-to-apples you would have to include everything from both fuel options?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  If I could just jump in here, Mr. Brophy, I believe I was the one who made that comment, and the context was deriving conclusions about the performance of furnaces versus air-source -- electric air-source heat pumps that factored in a higher coefficient of performance for a heat pump relative to a furnace but did not reflect that the fuel switching in and of itself would have an impact on how that increased for electricity was met vis-à-vis natural gas, so it was in that context.

You know, I mean, I think we should draw the distinction between the purpose of the IRP framework, which is really to address the rational expansion of our transmission and distribution systems in this alignment, acknowledging it's an energy transmission alignment, but we're really talking about addressing the system constraint.

The conversation we were having earlier today was trying to drive at an eventual energy outcome, which was the displacement of natural gas by electricity, and it was in that context that I made that comment.  I appreciate that our analysis has to be -- you know, can be so unwieldy such that they are not practical to do, but we have defined the scope of the IRP framework sufficiently, but I believe what we have put out here is appropriate.

MR. BROPHY:  Well, that's exactly where my mind was going this morning, is that, you know, if you did apples to apples both on the natural gas side and then say electricity or what the alternative is, you know, there's that term "analysis paralysis".  You could, you know, be stuck in there on all these assumptions, so maybe something simpler would be an easier and better case to go where -- so, yeah, I agree with that.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  And just to add in here, Mr. Brophy, if you look at the analysis we've provided to date, what you'd see is that we've only included any electricity commodity savings or commodity costs in our -- in those line items, same as gas savings or gas, so benefits or costs of both, and it's been both at the commodity level for the stage 2 looking at what the consumer would save.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, that's great.  Thank you.  So a lot of our discussion on IRP during this proceeding has largely been around better options for Ontario consumers and communities, and, you know, even if we just go with, you know, the direct costs and the commodity costs, as you just mentioned, you know, wouldn't it be fair to say that all Enbridge was trying to do or interested in doing is to participate in energy solutions for Ontario consumers even if they're not natural gas solutions, so if they're going to make a transition out of things, you know, you want to be part of that transition, I think; is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think in this particular context we're really only saying that we want to look at the broadest suite of opportunities to target peak capacity, which is why we think we need to be looking at gas and non-gas solutions.  Our commitment is to look to the marketplace first to see how we can procure those IRPs.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  Let me just make sure I...

MS. ANDERSON:  Mr. Brophy, is this an appropriate break point to perhaps take our afternoon break?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

MS. ANDERSON:  Okay.  Just given the timing, you're at about the 27-minute mark, and I would like to try to keep the break to 15 minutes, just given it's a long day, so someone do the math for me.  15 minutes gets us back at -- someone -- yes, thank you.  Okay.  So we will see you at -- three four zero?  Three four -- about that.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 3:26 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:43 p.m.

MS. ANDERSON:  Looks like we have everyone back. I'm confirming Mr. Brophy is off my screen.  Hopefully, Mr. Brophy, you had an opportunity to look at your notes and see whether you have more to continue with.

MR. BROPHY:  I think I've got 30 minutes left, is that right?

MS. ANDERSON:  You do.

MR. BROPHY:  I'll jump in.  It's interesting that a couple of days ago I received my Enbridge bill as a customer, and noticed a section in the insert that had been included in the Pollution Probe compendium.  So maybe if we can get that pulled up.  It's a section entitled "Fueling Ontario's Clean Energy Transition".

Just while it's getting pulled up, under that heading it indicates on the bill insert:  
"You may be asking, what is a natural gas company doing to fight climate change?  We're stepping up, targeting net zero emissions in our own operations by 2050 and leading the transition to a low carbon economy through innovative energy solutions."


The bill insert goes on to talk about some of the other things Enbridge is doing in more detail, and provides a link for additional information.

That's the first time I had seen that in the bill, and it seems like great stuff and certainly innovative energy solutions to transition to a low carbon economy is a very relevant topic in this proceeding.

Is it the people on this panel that would develop or provide input to these types of stakeholder communications, or is that a different group?

MR. STIERS:  I think the development of this may have been -- and I'm sorry, I may have cut off Ms. Giridhar there.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I was going to point to Ms. Van Der Paelt.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I was trying to get my mouse to work again.  We are all here.  So I'm responsible for the marketing department, Mr. Brophy, so the marketing department would have produced this piece.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  There are some other folks that work on innovative energy solutions to transition to lower carbon, but it kind of feeds into your overall group?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  They would get information from other groups.  I would say it's a company effort, in the sense that it represents the company's position.

But it is marketing that would work with the agency to produce it.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I can confirm, Mr. Brophy, that the business development team reports to me.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  What's the purpose of including this kind of information in the customer bill inserts?  What are you hoping happens?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We do receive questions through our call centre, and some call the office to say what is Enbridge doing to address climate change, recognizing that it is fossil fuel we are delivering at this point in time.

In addition, there was a recent announcement by our parent company regarding 2050, which I think was discussed at the technical conference.  So there have been questions about what is the company doing and that was specific to our own operations.

So it's really awareness so the consumers understand that we're not just standing by waiting to see if something is going to change.  We're trying to take proactive steps to address carbon head on.

MR. BROPHY:  Would you consider this kind of insert part of your stakeholder consider outreach component, whether it's 1, 2 or 3?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Not in the way we described stakeholdering in our proposal.  This would be what I consider general messaging that we would do with all of our homeowners, just as we would inform them like we did about cap and trade, or we would inform them about carbon monoxide issues, or anything else would be a good message based on feedback we receive from inquiries at the call centre.

The components we described in 1, 2 and 3, 1 were seeking information and data, so this is obviously a positive approach.  And 2 and 3 are very active engagements.

MR. BROPHY:  Thanks for that.  So there's some ancillary communications, but not directly within the components 1, 2 or 3 you're talking about here.  Great, thank you.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Is Enbridge legally mandated to implement innovative energy solutions to transition to a low carbon climate?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I don't believe we are legally mandated.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps, Mr. Brophy, you can help us out by what you have in mind by legally mandated, just to make sure we're not missing the question.

MR. BROPHY:  During the technical conference, the panel indicated Enbridge wasn't planning to advance IRP solutions unless there were legal requirements, so policy that is mandatory for Enbridge to deliver.  So it sounded like this wasn't a legal mandate, but it's being done.  So I'm trying to understand.  It looks like some things are being done beyond what is mandated to do.

MR. STIERS:  Could you take us to the transcript where we made that claim?

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, I can pull it up.  Maybe when I finish, because it will take me a few minutes to find it.  But maybe I can ask the question:  Is Enbridge legally mandated to implement innovative energy solutions to transition to a low carbon economy?  I think you said no, so I guess the answer is why do you do it then?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I can take that.  So certainly in this list here and our energy efficiency program has a long history and certainly the Board has a statutory objective around energy efficiency from a regulatory perspective had this programming for a long time.

The initiatives around greening the gas supply and -- it's a customer-focused initiative in that we understand one of our strategic intents is to deliver the energy our customers need and want, and we've had that strategic intent for a long time.  In fact, you can probably view our entire history of 170 years reflecting that principle.

So as we see carbon environment becoming a more important issue for society and our customers, it's important for us that we try and find solutions for our customers that makes them comfortable about using natural gas, and liking its affordability, but also appreciating the declining environmental footprint of natural gas.

MR. BROPHY:  And certainly we believe Enbridge is well positioned to help with some of those potential low-carbon solutions or messages or potential solutions as well.

When I followed the bill insert link to the Enbridge website, I came to the page later -- there are only about two pages I think in the compendium we filed, if you go down to the next little section it's got the website there.

I see one of the options is the Enbridge geothermal program, and a copy of that website is included in the compendium.  I'm not intending to go through every nitty-gritty detail there, and waste time on it.

Does anyone on the panel know any details of the Enbridge geothermal program?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I could speak to it at a high level.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, super.  I guess one of the questions is -- and I wasn't aware there was such a program until I got that bill insert, but if Enbridge already has a geothermal program in the market, what is different?  What do you -- what are you requesting then from the OEB that's different than what you're already doing?  So what would you get out of this then to do that better?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yeah, sure, I can respond to this.  So geothermal was one of the activities identified, well over a decade ago, I guess, and changes to our undertakings that permitted to us undertake geothermal activities.  And Enbridge actually thinks these are -- geothermal is a really good solution given the particular situation in Ontario with respect to, you know, the natural gas peak capacity and electricity and all of the stuff that we talked about earlier today.  So we actually think geothermal solutions are a good alternative to the use 

of -- to the reduced use of natural gas or, you know, switching from a natural gas-based heating system or perhaps even in conjunction with the natural gas ground-source heat pump, and that emissions reductions are feasible and affordable.  So that's really why -- you know, one of the reasons why we are interested in geothermal heating and cooling.  


The difference -- so it is a qualifying investment for the utility corporation to undertake, but it hasn't been really contemplated as an IRP alternative in quite the way we are, you know, framing it at this point.


So this geothermal offering within the utility contemplates fully allocated costing and sort of what is traditionally called non-utility treatment.  In other words, the OEB isn't setting rates for the geothermal offering, and nor is the geothermal offering actually in the utility rate base or part of the cost-of-service calculation.


In the context of IRP, the IRPAs are basically qualifying investment for the purpose of delivering service to our customers and ensuring reliability and quality and all of those things, so that is the difference.


Does that answer your question, Mr. Brophy?


MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, no, I think that's helpful.  And I guess the question I have, but I think I know the answer now, is we've been pushing for a system expansion to have more upfront information for consumers in those communities while they're making decisions on energy equipment to undertake things like DSM or potentially other things.


So I was wondering, you know, why this type of thing isn't shared before you start, you know, hooking people up for gas, that's a better option, but it may just be that because it's not a utility activity that maybe you don't think you can do that.


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Well, there's a couple of things there.  The first is, you know, the intent of actually putting this on our website is actually to look at new developments.  If I might provide a little bit of history just on geothermal, we did actually make an application for a regulated geothermal loop service a few years ago when the Green On program was there, it was reliant on Green On subsidies for the ground-source heat pumps.  When that disappeared we withdrew the application.


We think geothermal could really work well in new subdivisions, you know, and in conjunction with the ability to go in and put these loops, you know, right upfront, because the cost of retrofitting a home is very expensive.  You may even want to put the loops in before the basement is done.


So the hope is by putting it out there that builders that are looking for low-carbon solutions might be interested in talking to us or anybody else who is offering the service, and what we're really trying to do is to get enough volume so the cost of these systems can come down, so that's really the intent here.


With respect to community expansion, if that was your question, you know, those community expansion programs were prescribed by regulation, and they receive funding, and they were costed out on a particular assumption, so in those instances the intent is to really provide natural gas service.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.  If we can just maybe scroll down to the bottom of this exhibit.  It's just kind of the tail end of the website.  It's down -- getting started.  If it's -- if you keep going basically down.  It should be the very end, I think.  I just included it all for reference, but -- so then getting started provides, you know, some information that I think Enbridge covers the cost of installation and the loops and some various things that don't have to come out-of-pocket for the consumer right away, which certainly helps.


So do you know, for those capital investments that Enbridge would make, do you know what the amortization period would be for the geothermal assets?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  So these are not contemplated as regulated assets.  So, you know, certainly those pipes, I think, would be similar to the pipes we put in for services right now and have a long life, but to the extent that it's not a regulated service, I suspect the depreciation rate would be driven by that consideration.  I expect it is a little bit lower than what we would put within regulation.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Then probably whatever the accountants tell you, if there's no --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's right.


MR. BROPHY:  -- regular reporting that needs there.  Okay.  Terrific.  Okay.  So I think I'm done with the compendium.  But next question, you talked a bit about Enbridge's net zero emissions commitment.  So does the Enbridge goal to be net zero emissions include emissions from Enbridge's buildings?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  That would be Enbridge's operations, so I imagine our -- the use of our buildings would be covered.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So that would include, say, Enbridge's buildings in Ontario, like the ones Toronto, Ottawa, and elsewhere, I guess, to keep those as well?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Subject to check, yes.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  And so do you expect to achieve the Enbridge goal to be net zero?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  By 2050?


MR. BROPHY:  Yes.


MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's the expectation.  It's been announced, and therefore we have to have a plan to get there.


MR. BROPHY:  And then is Enbridge legally required to become net zero?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  No.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So then why do you do it?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  It's part of our ESG commitment, so Enbridge wants to be a leader in the midstream space as it relates to ESG, so we have made commitments not just on the environment front but also a social commitments with respect to diversity and inclusion and governance as well, in terms of board composition.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if you do achieve your net zero goal, which I hope you do, and that includes your buildings in Ontario and operations in Ontario, will that help Ontario and municipalities like Toronto and Ottawa achieve their emissions reduction plans?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  So I should clarify that Enbridge's commitments are overall for Enbridge, so while each of the business units need to have a plan, the overall achievement of that net zero might involve, you know, for example, greater achievement in one part of the business versus another one, so we do expect offsets to be part of that net zero calculation.


Having said that, we would certainly hope that any solutions that we come up with for our own buildings, you know, that we would look to share the benefits or the knowledge in the communities that we operate in.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, thank you for that.  So then just the last question on this kind of theme.  If Enbridge is reducing its own emissions to net zero, is it fair to believe that others in Ontario are likely going to be doing the same?


MS. GIRIDHAR:  We certainly expect that many industrial or corporate customers might have ESG goals similar to Enbridge and that they would be working on doing that.  Reminder, though, that net zero is not zero.  It really is the simultaneous reduction of emissions at the same time that we have an increase in the carbon capture.  That's the way net zero has been defined.  And there is a multiplicity of solutions that can get us to net zero.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.  I'm going to move on.  I think the next question or two relate to JT1.3.  I'm not sure if you need to pull it up, but you might as well just in case you need it.


So why don't I start with JT1.3.  I think it was page 3 that indicates that Enbridge Gas has put forward an Ontario-focused stakeholder engagement model that reflects the vast differences in geography, climate, customer type, and demands in communities served by the company across the province.

If you're going into those kind of granular buckets for your consultation, does that also mean you would hold your annual sessions in each community or municipality you serve?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't believe the intent -- I understand we serve over 400 communities and we were, I think, looking to grow our regions.  So I don't know if we decided how many discrete areas we would have these in, but I can assure you it wouldn't be the 400 communities.  It would be some smaller number.  We were thinking --I understand IESO has four or five regions grouped together and it needs to be something at that level, I think.

MR. BROPHY:  That's helpful.  When I read the different groupings, it seemed like it would be granular and quite overbearing if you have to do 400 different sessions, so grouping might be the way to do it.

So in that same exhibit, you said that Enbridge was hoping to mimic the regional breakdown of the IESO regional electricity network.  I'm glad you've started to look at the IESO best practices and see some value in that.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I would defer to my colleagues Ms. Van Der Paelt and Ms. Mills with respect to the number of regions.  This is my understanding at a high level.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, okay, that's fair enough.  There's multiple layers if you follow the IESO -- I dealt with IESO quite a lot and there's the high level plan being done in those sessions, which I think you're referring to.  And then they have more granular planning and other sessions that begin, and stakeholdering as well.  So it complements that.  So there is a lot more to the IESO consultation process than just the regional consults.

The other piece IESO has the advantage of because they cover the province, but there is also the LDCs as well that feed in, so the local utility plans are also done at municipal level and linked to energy emission spending.

Is Enbridge planning to do any of that as well, or just that higher level regional consultation approach?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Mr. Brophy, recognizing that we've just added the regional part of the engagement to our plans, our expectation is it would be at the regional level.  What we like about IESO is the transparency, the ability for people to put forward comments, requirements to respond in writing, getting feedback in a timely manner.  So we were specifically thinking of that component when we added this to our undertaking here.

Now, we do talk to the municipalities, but I see that as part of component 1, where we are talking to municipalities about their planning, where do they think their energy needs are, and of course in the regional areas we do see that we would be talking to stakeholders like municipalities who might be most impacted probably more frequently in order to make sure we have alignment with where we're going.

So I don't know that piece would exactly follow IESO, but municipalities would be engaged, especially in areas that we have IRPAs and projects that would impact them.

MR. BROPHY:  Terrific, thank you.  I understand IESO has been doing this for longer than Enbridge, so they have been able to add more granularity and best practices, and you have had a chance to consult on your IRP.

I believe Enbridge also attended OEB's electricity regional advisory group in February, so that's more about learning about granular processes and some of the things that can help.  So certainly I believe IESO's offering is certainly happy to make those connections and best practices.

That's one of the reasons we put forward the IESO stakeholder principles as one of the best practices, and I think Enbridge acknowledged they represent that and I think everyone did on the panel as well.

So hopefully that's helpful, and I think I'm going to end there if that's okay.  Thank you very much.

MS. ANDERSON:  Thank you, Mr. Brophy.  Ms. DeMarco, I am hoping to finish you up today.  So I think we best dig right in.
Cross-Examination by Ms. DeMarco:

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you so much, and I've certainly been able to in longhand form strike out portions of my cross-examination, so I hope to be quicker than anticipated.

Let me start first if I can with the new proposal adding stakeholder days.  I understand that now to be four to five regional days, is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We haven't decided on how many regions we will be needing, Ms. DeMarco, so we're putting four to five as a number.  The province is big and our territory is vast, so we may end up with a few regions.  But I don't see it being less than that.

MS. DeMARCO:  I didn't hear anything in your evidence, new evidence today through direct, on specific First Nations stakeholdering -- I should say more appropriately rights holder days.  Did I miss something?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The Indigenous communities would be invited to all of these days.  We haven't specifically identified rights holder days.  The difference would be if there is an IRPA or project that is specific to an area that will have the greatest impact on an Indigenous community, that will be component 3 where we would be looking to work very closely with those communities impacted to understand how we meet their needs and how to change the proposals to accommodate.

MS. DeMARCO:  Certainly you're looking to apply not engagement criteria, but need to consult criteria.  Is that what I'm hearing?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I am not as close with the nuance of the language, so I might defer to Mr. Stiers to make sure I don't misspeak.  I think the duty to consult -- but I'll ask Mr. Stiers to jump in if he is clear on if I've got the right language.

MR. STIERS:  It might be helpful, Ms. DeMarco, when you raise duty to consult, I assume that's triggered by Ms. Van Der Paelt's reference to project specific and some of the exchanges we've in this proceeding likening component 3 in some ways to the process currently in place for facility projects, where we would reach out to the ministry and subsequently engage Indigenous or First Nations communities.

Is that fair?  Is that what you're referring to?

MS. DeMARCO:  No, not necessarily.  Why don't I take you directly to the Indigenous policy and I believe it's at -- it's your own Indigenous policy, and I believe it is at page 54 of our compendium.  Do you have that up?

MR. STIERS:  We do.

MS. DeMARCO:  And I understood from your response to VECC 1 that this IRP proposal was consistent with this policy, is that fair?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, we consider it to be consistent with this policy, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Let's just look at this, and if we look at the second paragraph of the policy, this is a commitment from Enbridge.  Is that fair to say?  Enbridge commits to pursuing sustainable relationships with Indigenous Nations.

MR. STIERS:  Yes, yes, I see that there, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's fair to say.  It's a commitment?

MR. STIERS:  Yes, I think to the extent it's a corporate policy, yes, it is.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Ms. DeMarco, you're referring to the --


[Multiple speakers]


MS. GIRIDHAR:  -- sentence --


MS. DeMARCO:  -- is --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  My apologies.  Are you referring to the sentence that says "commits to pursuing sustainable relationships in groups in proximity to where Enbridge conducts business"?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.  The entire policy is structured as a commitment.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  So let's look at the first few requirements of that.  The first are in relation to [audio dropout]


THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, Ms. DeMarco, I just lost a bit of your audio.  There was like a little bit of a blip there.  Can I get you to repeat what you said?

MS. DeMARCO:  I'm getting it on this side too.  I'm wondering if I might just go on to audio, if that would be acceptable to the Panel.

MS. ANDERSON:  We actually weren't seeing your video anyway.  I assumed you had done, so, yes, please, please go on just audio.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  Sorry, I was just in my compendium.  So I'll go back to the compendium, and you have got it up, actually, there.  The first element is recognizing the importance of the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples; is that fair?  The first two bullets pertain to that?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And if you can go up, the third bullet specifically commits Enbridge to 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 the projects.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the next element is committing to working with Indigenous peoples to achieve benefits for them.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Very specific educational, employment, et cetera?  Fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And then the last element is fostering an understanding of the history and culture of Indigenous people in order to create better relationships.  Fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, Ms. DeMarco.  My understanding is our commitment towards economic benefits, respect, education, and appreciation of history, all of those things you just mentioned.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the last paragraph goes on then to indicate that this applies to all of Enbridge's affiliates and employees and contractors.  Is that fair to say?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Great.  Can I ask you to turn up the actual text of United Nations Declaration of the Rights of Indigenous -- sorry, United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples at page 68 of our compendium.  And if you can scroll down, please, to article 18.  And article 18, subject to check, roughly indicates that Indigenous peoples have the right to participate in decision-making matters that could affect their rights through their own representatives and procedures; is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is what article 18 says.

MS. DeMARCO:  And currently the IRP proposal does not have anything specific in it about including a related procedure for an Indigenous representative or procedures?

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, Ms. DeMarco -- it's David Stevens speaking -- I think you're getting into areas of legal interpretation that will go beyond what this panel can say.  You will have seen in the Enbridge policy that you referred to that Enbridge does recognize the importance of this declaration in the context of existing Canadian law and the legal and constitutional obligations that governments in Canada have to protect those rights.  That's an important context.

I don't know that that's a context that this panel can speak to.  I'm not sure that the answers that you get from this panel will properly represent answers to the questions that you're asking, because they're simply not grounded in all these issues.  We did answer an interrogatory early on indicating Enbridge's view as to how it's meeting obligations that it would have in relation to its IRP plan or proposal.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, I have got a fairly simple question that is squarely, as I thought, within the realm of the expertise of Ms. Van Der Paelt.  Is there anything in the proposal that specifies an Indigenous representative in the process?

MR. STEVENS:  And that question is fine, but by answering the question, Ms. DeMarco, please don't take that as an admission that this article may apply in the way that you're interpreting it to the Enbridge IRP proposal.  I'm sure that will be a matter for legal argument at the end of this proceeding, and we'll certainly engage on that, but I'd ask you not to interpret Ms. Van Der Paelt's response as anything but an answer to the simple factual question you're asking.

MS. DeMARCO:  Certainly we will have argument reserved to both, and I'm asking a very factually-based question, and the question again, if I need to repeat it, Ms. Van Der Paelt, is, is there a First Nations representative included in the IRP procedure?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We have not specifically identified any representatives in our procedure.

MS. DeMARCO:  And let's look at article 19.  It pertains to cooperation and good faith with Indigenous people through their own representative institutions to obtain free prior and informed consent before adapting administrative measures.  Can I ask --


MR. STEVENS:  Again, Ms. DeMarco, I think this is entirely unfair to ask the witnesses to interpret this.  The first words of this phrase are "states shall 
consult" --


MS. DeMARCO:  I am not asking for legal interpretation.  I'm asking the discrete question about the proposal.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, then please ask it in the context of the full paragraph that starts with "states shall consult".

MS. DeMARCO:  I'm happy to read the full paragraph.  I'm happy to skip the paragraphs should you so wish, but:

"States shall consult and cooperate in good faith with Indigenous peoples concerned through their own representative institutions in order to obtain a free prior and informed consent before adopting and implementing legislative or administrative measure that may affect them."

My question is very specifically, in relation to the IRPP proposal and the new evidence adduced this morning about regional consultations, do you intend to go to First Nations communities to do the consultation?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Ms. DeMarco, maybe I can just step in here.  Similar to what Mr. Stevens said, the duty to consult is the duty of the Crown and delegated as appropriate, and we will certainly make every effort through our legal department to understand what that delegation of the duty to consult would represent for the IRP work, but we just don't know at this point, as Ms. Van Der Paelt said.  We have not identified any of the representatives at this point that we will be consulting with.

MS. DeMARCO:  So just to be clear, I'm talking about Enbridge's own policy, which is about engagement, not the duty to consult, and the point is, as I understand it, you have no commitment at this point to go to First Nations communities to do those regional stakeholder duties; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Maybe I can -- what I did say is if there is a project that impacts a First Nations, just like a leave to construct, we do go and meet with the people who are impacted by that project, and that is consistent with our leave to construct -- I'll just finish -- if it is in a First Nations community, we would consult, like we do on all our leave to construct.  That is component 3 of stakeholdering.

MS. DeMARCO:  In relation to the regional stakeholder consultation days that you just put on the table this morning, do you have any specific plans to go to First Nations communities?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The intent is as we laid it out to go back and recall very fresh, the intent is to have a broad group invited who are in that region, and people can attend as many of the regional consultations as they wish.

MS. DeMARCO:  I take that as a no, there is no specific intent to attend First Nations communities?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I have trouble with the word intent.  I haven't outlined a specific group.  I'm saying we would invite everybody in that region who has an interest in the project.

So if Indigenous groups are interested in the project and would like to come, absolutely.  We would welcome their engagement.

MS. DeMARCO:  At your session, wherever it may be?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We will have lots of that for them, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  Let me move to article 32, and it indicates:  
"Indigenous peoples have the right to determine and develop priorities and strategies for the development or use of their lands or territories and other resources."

Can you point me to any point in the proposal, any provision of the proposal that indicates that Indigenous peoples will have the specific right to determine what IRPAs may or may not apply to them?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The intent of component 3 of our stakeholdering is to engage communities to understand whether those are IRPAs they would be interested in participating in, to understand the barriers [audio dropout] that are involved to develop the plan that would see success of the IRPAs.  So in component 3, if an Indigenous community was going to be part of an IRPA process, we would be consulting them at that point in time as part of that consultation of number 3.

MS. DeMARCO:  There is nothing in the proposal itself that indicates that, other than --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  No, I would say that's consistent -- one moment, Mr. Stiers, if I go to -- let me see where we lined out all the pieces.  One moment please.  I know there's other references in our responses, but  at Exhibit B, page 40 of our evidence, we outline the three engagement and component 3 said IRPA project geographically specific stakeholder engagement.  That is where I would say would be completed prior to filing a proposed IRPA with the OEB.

MS. DeMARCO:  I don't see anything about First Nations specific.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  In paragraph 90 right below that, he it says "These existing channels include municipal First Nations and Indigenous engagement," and goes on to add others.

MS. DeMARCO:  It's geographically specific in relation to --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  First Nations are specifically listed as a community we will look to engage with within that context.

MS. DeMARCO:  It's not community-specific; it's geographically specific.  Is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That's what the words say.  It's geographic, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I ask you to move on to article 39, please?  Article 39 indicates:

"Indigenous peoples have the right to have financial and technical assistance from states and through international cooperation for the enjoyment of the rights contained in this declaration."


Fair to say there is nothing in the proposal at this point pertaining to financial or technical assistance for First Nations?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yes, there is no financial or technical assistance mentioned for anyone at this point.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I ask you to move on to article 29?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  If I might just add, I believe our Indigenous policy and the implementation of the Indigenous policy does contemplate assistance, and as we roll out this program, we will certainly take that into consideration for Indigenous and First Nations groups.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's helpful, and I'll ask very specifically, if there is any update to the evidence on that point, it would be very useful.

Article 29(1) says:
"Indigenous peoples have the right to the conservation and protection of the environment and the productive capacity of their lands and/or territories and resources.  States shall establish and implement assistance programs for Indigenous peoples for such conservation and protection, without discrimination."

Fair to say there is nothing in the IRP proposal pertaining to First Nations' role in conservation and protection pertaining to the IRPAs?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  The IRPAs?  So where I struggle, Ms. DeMarco, is a couple things.  I'm not as familiar with this, I'm not familiar with this document at all.  So I'm not sure who "states" is.  I don't know if that is us or that is the government.

When it talks about the right to conservation and protection of the environment, is it referring to IRPAs?  Was that what was intended when this article was written?  I don't understand.

Our policy right now in the IRPAs -- for example, if we had an energy efficiency IRPA in a legacy Union Gas territory, we had an Indigenous program.  That could be one of the IRPAs.  But until the IRPAs are developed, I'm completely at a loss as to how to answer your question.

MS. DeMARCO:  Maybe we can go back.  You're responsible for stakeholder engagement in this proposal, is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Myself along with a few others, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Turning back to the actual Enbridge proposal which is in the compendium at 54 -- 55.  You are an employee of Enbridge, is that right?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  As a person responsible for stakeholder consider engagement in this regard, with a team of others, you're aware of this Indigenous people's policy?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And so you've read this policy before this proceeding?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And it specifically refers to the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples twice; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I'm accountable in this process for speaking to how we're going to do stakeholder engagement, component 1, 2 and 3 and the proposal for the framework.  I'm not accountable for Indigenous relationships in the corporation.

There is another group that is actively engaged and is accountable for working with Indigenous communities, and are very well versed in these policies and ensure Enbridge does meet their commitments in these regards.

As we develop IRPAs -- I think to what Ms. Giridhar mentioned -- we will be working with our legal and Aboriginal affairs group to make sure we are providing proper consultation in any development.

But at this point, the IRPAs are not developed, the communities and the plans are not known. We are just looking for a framework discussion.

I can commit that Enbridge will follow processes and engage communities as per commitments on this policy using our processes and the departments we have today.

MS. DeMARCO:  Do I characterize that statement as you're responsible for all stakeholder relationships other than First Nations, which will be another department of Enbridge who actually knows what the U.N. Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples is?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  No, I said I was accountable during this proceeding for speaking to the stakeholders piece of our evidence.  I did not say I was accountable for the stakeholdering of IRPAs.

MS. DeMARCO:  So in that regard we have got you on the record saying you've never seen this document before.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I did not say that.  I said I have seen this policy.  Enbridge shares these policies with their employees, and I have read this part.  I have not read the UNDRIP.

MS. DeMARCO:  This is exactly what I was saying.  You have not ever read the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Okay.  So let's look at what consultation you've actually -- you have done.  Fair to say in relation to the formation of the IRP proposal -- I'll turn you to page 67 of our compendium.  That's Pollution Probe number 3.  You've got that up?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  We do.

MS. DeMARCO:  There was no stakeholder consultation on the formation of the proposal; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And on page 66, in response to an undertaking to Anwaatin at JT3.7, there was no First Nations consultation done by ICF in 2018.

MS. MILLS:  I can answer.  I can speak to that.  As part of the study advisory group that we had brought together to advise on that study, there was no First Nations members as attached to that study.  We had representatives from Northwest Natural, Fortis B.C., the IESO, and the University of Toronto, and observers from the Ontario Energy Board.

MS. DeMARCO:  And at no other point did the ICF [audio dropout] 2018 study were First Nations consulted; is that fair?

MS. MILLS:  That is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  So in terms of the formation of this IRPP, there was absolutely no involvement of First Nations.

MS. MILLS:  There was no consultation with First Nations group, correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  There was no engagement with First Nations groups either.  Is that fair?

MS. MILLS:  There was no engagement; that's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And there is nothing detailed in the proposal as it currently stands about specific First Nations representatives; is that fair?

MS. MILLS:  Well, there was indication, as Ms. Van Der Paelt mentioned, in component 3 that we would be seeking engagement, we would be seeking Indigenous engagement at that point when we're looking at specific IRPA projects.  As far as component 2, Ms. DeMarco, I would assume or I would hope that Anwaatin would participate in that process during our stakeholder days and there would be Indigenous engagement at that point.  You know, beyond that, I think that we're looking at -- you know, we are committing, as Ms. Van Der Paelt mentioned, we are committing to following the OEB's environmental guidelines for the location, construction, operation of the hydrocarbon pipelines, the guidelines, and will consult with any impacted Indigenous groups or generally to gain their feedback, especially on IRPAs that we will be rolling out in those areas.  I don't think that there is anything more than that that we have contemplated.

MS. DeMARCO:  So very specifically, my question was, in relation to the requirements of this IRPP there is no First Nations representative; is that fair?

MS. MILLS:  In the IRP proposal is there a First Nations representative?  Is that your question?

MS. DeMARCO:  Right.  That's my question.

MS. MILLS:  In the IRP proposal there is no First Nations representatives.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  And then in the four iterations of the screening -- the binary screening proposal, none of those reflect or include First Nations consideration; is that fair?

MS. MILLS:  We're talking about the binary screening that includes safety and integrity and those screenings.

MS. DeMARCO:  And community expansion and construction and aid in conservation and pipeline relocation and other elements, yes?

MS. MILLS:  So you're asking, is there a specific screening for First Nations, Indigenous --


MS. DeMARCO:  That's right.  Yes.

MS. MILLS:  I don't understand.  Are you talking about a project, are you talking about --


MS. DeMARCO:  When your consideration of an IRP first a constraint has been [audio dropout] and then you go to first a binary [audio dropout] is --


THE REPORTER:  Sorry, I'm missing little bits with the interjection.  When your consideration of an IRP first a constraint?

MS. DeMARCO:  When you're considering first that there's a constraint warranting an IRPA and then you go into the binary screening, none of the binary screening criteria have do with First Nations.  Fair?

MS. MILLS:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And when you go into the economic analysis, if you can turn up page 44 at J2.2 -- JT2.2, none of this criteria in terms of cost-benefit pertain to First Nations; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I would say why wouldn't they?  They're a customer.

MS. DeMARCO:  There are no First Nations-specific benefits and costs listed; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Yes, we don't have a specific Indigenous community rate or service, so it would be based on our current rate structure and design.

MS. DeMARCO:  Very specifically, there are no benefits or cost criteria related to the benefits or costs for First Nations communities; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I am unclear on what benefits or costs might be different for a First Nations community.  Maybe you can give me an example of what you're thinking.

MS. DeMARCO:  Absolutely.  Many First Nations communities are among the very poorest consumers in the Ontario energy paradigm.  Many are not served by gas and do in fact benefit from associated community expansion criteria and/or ability to have an integrated gas electricity system.  Many of them have electricity systems that fail.  And they have no home heating as a function of that.

So in assessing whether or not there is a relevant economic benefit, there is nothing listed as to an impact on an otherwise vulnerable First Nation.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  So let's peel that back just for a moment, because I think I'm going to walk you through what I -- how I believe this would work, remembering that we're in a framework discussion, but if we identified an IRPA and we said, you know, one of the ideal communities would be one of our First Nations communities.  Then as we were going through, especially in stage 2 in the costs and benefits associated with that community, those costs and benefits would actually pop up, they would come to the forefront.  And that would be part of the discussion we would be having after we brought those IRPAs forward through that regional process to say did we consider everything appropriately.

So I don't think -- so we have not called them out specifically, to answer your question.  I do think as we look at IRPAs related to a specific project that we are trying to defer or delay, that especially if it is targeted at a First Nations area, that they would come through this process naturally.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I just wanted to add, Ms. DeMarco, that our community expansion projects do include several First Nations communities, both in our phase 1 and as well in our phase 2 applications.

MS. DeMARCO:  And I will follow up very specifically with you on that, Ms. Giridhar, but let me go to you now, if I can.  You've indicated that Enbridge wishes to become a leader in environmental and social governance.  Would you agree with me that Indigenous relations is an integral part of the social, environmental, and governance aspects of ESG leaders?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, we definitely do call that out in our ESG.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  I have some further questions very specifically for you, Ms. Giridhar, in relation to this chart, which is an update of your Table 3.1, I believe in response to Board IR 20.  It includes GHG emissions, avoided GHG emissions.  Is that the quantity of emissions or avoided GHG emission costs?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I believe these are all dollar values, so it would be the dollars attached to.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I can confirm that, Ms. Giridhar. It is the basically the carbon charges associated to the commodity.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Thank you.

MS. DeMARCO:  And you've indicated that the government has indicated that 60 percent of its fuels are intended to come from low carbon fuels.  Ms. Giridhar, I assume you're talking about the clean fuel regulation and tax, is that right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Ms. DeMarco I was referring to the hydrogen strategy for Canada document from December 2020, so that is where I saw those numbers.

MS. DeMARCO:  So in the context of the fuel regulations, there would also be an impact there as well, is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't know the exact quantum of those impacts.  I know the federal government has retained the CFS for the liquid streams, but is no longer pursuing CFS for the integration stream.

MS. DeMARCO:  In terms of other provincial renewable fuel regulations -- for example the Ontario, O.Reg. 663/20 -- there could be impacts for upstream gas and biofuels there as well.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Apologies, I'm not aware.  I'm not familiar with that particular regulation that you've mentioned.

MS. DeMARCO:  In terms of the upstream costs, the Alberta TIER program would also have costs and/or savings associated with it.  Would you agree with me there?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Again I'm not familiar with the details of that program.  I believe Ms. Van Der Paelt said at this point, those emissions are valued at the price of carbon -- the federal carbon charge.

MS. DeMARCO:  Does this include the upstream Alberta TIER costs or savings?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Including the federal costs at this point in time, so I'm not sure where Alberta fits into the mix.  But what we've put forward at this point is the federal carbon charge.

MS. DeMARCO:  So that's the only aspect -- so for example, the avoided methane regulation costs are not included?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I expect, Ms. DeMarco, given that those were all upstream and borne by producers they would either get absorbed or reflected in the commodity cost that we pay.  So it may not featured on this line, but they would be the cost of doing business for upstream producers and get reflected elsewhere in the services we procure, or the commodity we procure.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just so I'm clear on this, there are no methane regulation costs applicable to Enbridge?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  As a distributor?

MS. DeMARCO:  Yes.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I wouldn't be able to speak to that.

MS. DeMARCO:  Could you undertake to determine if there are any associated methane regulation costs on Enbridge?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  That's J2.9.  
UNDERTAKING NO. J2.9:  TO DETERMINE WHETHER THERE ARE ANY ASSOCIATED METHANE REGULATION COSTS WITH RESPECT TO ENBRIDGE DISTRIBUTION COMPANY.


MS. ANDERSON:  I was clarifying the undertaking was with respect to Enbridge distribution company.

MS. DeMARCO:  Fair to say as well this does not currently include any applicable low-carbon fuel standard revenues you might be eligible for as well?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm sorry, I don't think I understand the question.  Is that low carbon fuel revenues from the procurement of low carbon fuels sold to customers?  I'm trying to understand.

MS. DeMARCO:  Any potential IRP that could result in LCFS revenues.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  An IRPA that is producing renewable gases?  I expect the IRP itself drove incremental revenues as a result of an RNG project.  I imagine that would be covered in the incremental revenues of the IRP.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can you clarify the U.S. LCFS or any related carbon revenues would be included in the incremental revenue analysis, please?

MR. STEVENS:  Can I understand the purpose of that? Ms. Giridhar explained at a conceptual level what Enbridge plans to do.  I'm not sure how helpful it is for us to talk about potential future IRPA and whether some current American standard might show up in a particular line.  I would have thought what’s relevant is the concept of what types of cost and benefits get included.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's exactly what we're talking about, what costs do get included and very specifically, if the incremental revenue category includes low-carbon fuel standard revenues.  Could you --

MR. STEVENS:  I believe I heard Ms. Giridhar to affirmatively  answer that question.

MS. DeMARCO:  No, she said she suspected, and I'm asking her to undertake to confirm.

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Perhaps I could step us back a moment.  In the framework, we proposed some IRPAs and we stated that the benefits and costs for those that are DSM-related are mature and well-known.  But for those IRPAs that are new to all of us, that we have some work to do around determining what are the appropriate benefits and avoided costs.

So with each specific IRPA, there are probably items we need to talk about and think about whether or not they fit in.  That said, the intent and the actual intent of this document and our intent is incremental revenues, if they are driven by the IRPA, will be included as will incremental costs.  And the intent is to capture any benefit or cost associated with a specific IRPA.

But to take an undertaking around the LCFS on RNG, I would say if that is revenue we think IRPA will generate as an incremental, we would be including that.

 I don't know what stage it falls in.  I don't know who is the beneficiary.  There is a lot that would have to be sorted out.  But it is definitely the intent of this model to show all incremental costs and benefits specific to IRPAs.  So this he may differ as well between IRPAs.  An RNG could be very different what a CNG bulk station could have, could be very different than what an air source heat pump might have, for example.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just to be fair and clarify, just because the revenue arises outside of the Canadian borders, it does not exclude it from incremental revenues.  It will be included; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I would say as long as the benefit can be recognized as a participant or to society or to the utility at one of these stages.  As long as we find a direct match.  If we find that benefit is arising and being used somewhere else, we want to make sure it's not being double-counted in frameworks.  We want to make sure there is an attribution to the participants in Ontario or Canada in some way, shape or form as a principle.

MS. DeMARCO:  Excellent.  In terms of an IRPA -- let's assume it's an IRPA that increases gas consumption; fair to assume that most IRPAs will increase gas consumption?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I would say that's fair.

MS. DeMARCO:  And when less gas is consumed, it would notionally decrease the correlated amount of gas produced; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  That is fair.

MS. DeMARCO:  And the same correlated amount of gas transmitted; is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  It is, but I think if I can jump to where I believe you're going, we have said the upstream -- and I think Ms. Giridhar just spoke to this when we were talking with Mr. Brophy around facilities wires upstream and that, that we see those as being out of scope at this point, anything upstream.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's not where I'm going, but --


MS. VAN DER PAELT:  Okay.

MS. DeMARCO:  So indication at JT3.5, which is at page 79 of the compendium, indicates that your commitment only applies to scope 1 and 2 emissions and IRPA would only include reductions in scope 3 emissions.  Fair to say that if you're decreasing the correlated amount of gas produced as a result of that IRPA that you've just agreed, you would also decrease scope 1 emissions?  Is that fair?

MS. VAN DER PAELT:  I think we're -- Ms. Giridhar, you go first, and then I'll...

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I'm sorry, Ms. DeMarco.  I'm not seeing the connection between Enbridge's scope 1 emissions with respect to a reduction in scope 3 or customers' emissions.

MS. DeMARCO:  We just walked through.  If you're decreasing through an IRPA the amount of gas consumed, you're notionally decreasing the correlated amount of gas transmitted or distributed.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I see, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And those are Enbridge's scope 1 emissions.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Notionally, that would be correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  Can we move on.  A bit of a clarification in terms of net zero.  I heard you say, Ms. Giridhar, that your definition -- actually, why don't I ask this:  Please provide your definition of net zero.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't believe I was providing an Enbridge official definition of net zero.  What I was saying is a common understanding of net zero is a simultaneous reduction in emissions and a simultaneous increase in captured emissions.

MS. DeMARCO:  Can I just be clear?  When you say "captured" you mean removals?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I beg your pardon?  I didn't get the last pieces of...

MS. DeMARCO:  When you say "captured" you mean carbon removals --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's right.

MS. DeMARCO:  Would you not --


MS. GIRIDHAR:  Utilization, capture, any of those things.

THE REPORTER:  I'm sorry, I missed the -- there was overtalking.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Carbon utilization or capture.

MS. DeMARCO:  That's very helpful.  And so to get to net zero you indicated that you may use offsets as part of the strategy.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And you had a discussion about carbon removals with Mr. Elson.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And would you agree with me that carbon removals can include direct air capture from companies like Carbon Engineering, who you mentioned?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And what that is is effectively sucking CO2 out of the air?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And also may involve nature-based climate solutions.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Which is a man-made vacuum of carbon from the air.  Is that -- sorry, there's a natural vacuum of carbon from the air.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And that may include afforestation and sustainable agriculture.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And all of these techniques may be used in your approach to getting to net zero?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct, and any other feasible offsets that might be generated and available.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  In relation to electricity gas silos and affordability and sustainability, my client's very interested in your views on the following set of questions.  Really, in order to facilitate both affordability and sustainability, would you agree with me that both gas and electricity are required?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  I wrote this down, and I just want to make sure I got it right.  You indicated that we should be very careful in what we electrify and what we don't.  Do I have that right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I believe I said something to that effect.  I can't recall my exact words.

MS. DeMARCO:  The gist of it is right; you agree with that?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  The corollary would also be very true, wouldn't it?  Be very careful in what we -- I don't want to use the word "gasify", but in what we serve with gas and what we don't.  Is that fair as well?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And it's safe to assume that when you're talking about an integrated resource planning proposal, the integrated resources will be on natural-gas-only solutions.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We are explicitly contemplating non-gas solutions; that is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  In fact, you're also contemplating electricity-based solutions in coordination with gas.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And when those solutions, whether they be electricity or not, if they're integrated as part of an integrated regional planning alternative, they would effectively become part of the natural gas system.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  We are seeking to include the IRPAs in rate base, so that is correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  And just some of those solutions could include power to gas.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, we have listed, I believe, power to gas, RNG, and a number of solutions that would directly impact how the customer uses energy, air-source heat pumps, geothermal district energy, et cetera.

MS. DeMARCO:  Electric battery storage, hydrogen?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Hydrogen, yes, yes, the power to gas reference, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  And in discussions with panel 1 and -- at the technical panel, we discussed briefly transcending the gas-electricity silos to truly provide customers with that affordable integrated planning paradigm.  And as I understood the evidence, panel 1, subject to your confirmation, what you need from the Board in this proceeding is to facilitate that gas-electricity intersectoral optimization through integrated regional planning.  Do I have that right?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I wonder if that might be a broader scope than what we are contemplating.  We are explicitly contemplating the ability to use electric-based solutions in order to address a targeted peak capacity needs -- peak capacity need.  I don't know if you're really talking about full integration of regional planning between gas-electricity systems.  I see that as a somewhat ambitious scope.

MS. DeMARCO:  Maybe I've overstated.  Why don't we go to page 209 of my compendium.

MS. ANDERSON:  Sorry, it's just Lynne Anderson here.  Did everyone get that last bit?  I did find Ms. DeMarco cutting out again.

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes, she did cut out.

MS. DeMARCO:  I'll turn off video again.  Is that helpful?

MS. ANDERSON:  I think it might be helpful.

MS. DeMARCO:  Too many adult children in the household right now all working, sorry.

I was talking about transcending the gas-electricity silos and specifically what you need from the Board in this proceeding to facilitate gas-electricity intersectoral optimization and an integrated regional planning proposal, so I asked you to turn to page 209, starting at line 28 of our compendium.  I believe -- yeah, keep going.  We were talking about specific IRPAs that you can move down.  Let me just check my reference.  I might have the page wrong.  It might start on 208.

Yeah, it's bottom of 209, which is a question from me that says in terms of the breadth of this list, which often transcends the gas electricity silos, is there anything that you need from the Board in this proceeding to facilitate that type of intersectoral optimization.  Do you have that up?  It's the bottom of page 24 of the transcript, top of page 25 of the transcript.

And then Mr. Stevens goes on to indicate that in this proposal, you're looking for an endorsement from the Board to participate in a broad range of activities that would be seen -- that would not be seen as traditional gas utility activities under section 36.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  If you got that clarification from the Board, would you be able to pursue a greater number of gas or electricity optimization activities or solutions?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Sorry, yes, explicitly if we were able to consider non-gas IRPAs or electric IRPAs, I think it would definitely open up very creatively the way we could address that targeted peak demand that we're talking about at the lowest cost.  So in instances where we could utilize excess power and use that to target peak natural gas demand, that would be good for both the gas and electricity systems to the extent they pair a electric solution with gas solution that perhaps has a demand response or control systems added to it, that would be beneficial.  We've talked about how geothermal would be beneficial, so it certainly does expand the scope of alternatives and it has the potential to provide benefits to both the gas and electric systems.

MS. DeMARCO:  If instead of less than 10 percent of your current capital projects, you could have significantly more of your capital projects subject to an IRPA if you got that approval from the Board, is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think our view on our IRP proposal is that we want to walk before we run.  And what we proposed right now with the screening criteria makes this a more manageable exercise administratively.  But certainly if we find over time that some of these solutions are extremely successful and cost-effective, we could be expanding the scope.  I think you've heard that from the company's witnesses.

MS. DeMARCO:  It wouldn't necessarily increase the less than 10 percent, but it may increase the less than 10 percent of projects that are subject to IRPAs, is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's right.  The more cost-effective IRPAs become, I think we could expand the scope.

MS. DeMARCO:  Would this apply to projects for example that are contributions in aid of construction?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Yeah, I suppose it could.  I'm not sure I fully understand the question.

MS. DeMARCO:  Could it apply, for example, if you have an integrated gas electricity solution to customer's specific bills?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I think we've basically said that the broader scope of IRPAs would be beneficial to a number of instances.  But we still see the binary screening criteria as necessary to launch this program at this stage.  So we would seek approval to apply these binary screening criteria in their totality at this point.  And certainly as we gain more experience, if we're able to expand the scope, we would look into that.  But the list is as described at this point.

MS. DeMARCO:  If I've got that right, regardless what the Board does in giving you this endorsement to participate in a broad range of activities that might include electricity activities, you would maintain the same six binary screening criteria?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Ms. DeMarco, those criteria are requested at this point from an implementation perspective.  We don't have infinite resources to apply to that and we want to have measured but impactful approach.  And we've determined, I think based on the current asset plan, the screening criteria cover 25 percent of spend and 10 percent of projects, and we think that's a manageable portfolio to be looking at for IRPAs at this stage.

It's difficult for me to say what the exact impact of a broader list of IRPAs might do to our ability to include more projects at this stage.  I really do think we need to conduct those pilots and get started on this program and this could be assessed at a future point in time.

MS. DeMARCO:  Just so I'm clear on that point, regardless of what approval you get from the Board on this broader endorsement of integrated solutions point community expanses of natural gas to First Nations communities served currently by electricity could never be included in an IRPA under the 6 criteria?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I don't believe we said that.  I think with respect to community expansion, we said where the grant is tied to bringing natural gas to a community that is excluded.  But if there is a grant made available that doesn't stipulate that we bring natural gas to the community, we would be willing to consider IRPAs.

MS. DeMARCO:  When you say a grant is tied, do you mean under Regulation 24/19?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  That's correct.

MS. DeMARCO:  Fair to say Regulation 24/19 does not preclude an integrated natural gas electricity solution?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  The applications for grants were driven off a feasibility analysis, or at least the current suite of projects were driven off a feasibility analysis and the grant sought is an outcome of that analysis.

So changing that do something else would impact the feasibility of those projects and the level of the grant required.  So going forward, if the community expansion grant program is expanded such that it's not tied to a particular analysis, a particular community, we could look at more options.

MS. DeMARCO:  I'm naive in this regard.  But I've read the regulations, and I don't think the regulation is tied to an economic feasibility analysis as long as it's the gas utility that's undertaking the function, it wouldn't preclude a gas electricity function.

Do I have that right, or am I naive?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  The fees -- the utility funding request for community expansion is driven off of the OEB's decision in the generic proceeding -- I forget the name, sorry -- that set out how we were supposed to evaluate it.

So assuming that we have made that evaluation assuming whatever -- X number of customers get connected to natural gas each year and this is the volumetric consumption, well that is the basis on which we've done the analysis, that's the basis on which we're seeking the grant.

If the grant is provided on that basis, it's very difficult for us to go do something different.

MS. DeMARCO:  So I never remember the proceeding numbers ever, so I certainly sympathize with not remembering the numbers.  But as long as you meet the OEB criteria, fair to say there is nothing precluding you from pursuing a gas electricity integrated solution?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  Certainly if the OEB were to approve this framework allowing us to pursue gas and electric options, and there is a future government program providing for community expansion funded the way it is right now and it wasn't specifically tied to bringing natural gas into the community in a particular fashion or certain loads, if there were no requirements such as that, I believe we could certainly -- would be willing to consider these options.

MS. DeMARCO:  Yeah, even under -- just to be clear, even under the current Regulation 24/19 there is nothing to preclude you from considering those integrated solutions if the OEB gives you the direction in this proceeding.  Is that fair?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  I was just referring to the different phase fundings that have -- that are currently at play here, because the work is done, the submissions have been made, and I believe the provincial government basically has to make their decision on funding at this point, so it's kind of late to contemplate anything else for those specific projects.

MS. DeMARCO:  Feasible, though, yes?

MS. GIRIDHAR:  For future projects, yes.

MS. DeMARCO:  Thank you.  I believe those are my questions, and I think I'm slightly early.

MS. ANDERSON:  Yes, I think 10 minutes.  Thank you, because I think it has been a very full day, and hopefully tomorrow won't be quite as lengthy, but we did want to conclude with these first, and so I don't think I have any other matters to deal with today.  Just back here tomorrow to continue with panel 2 at, I assume it's 9:30 -- yes, at 9:30.  We will see you tomorrow.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 5:15 p.m.
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