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Monday, April 26, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:32 a.m.
Welcome Remarks


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  This is the technical conference in the Gas Supply Plan review, EB-2021-004.  My name is Michael Millar, counsel for Board Staff.  This process is part of the overall process that was established by the Board in a letter dated February 19th, which you all have seen.  Pursuant to that letter, questions have been filed and Enbridge has prepared a number of presentations in an effort to respond to those questions.

You will have seen that an agenda has been circulated which also allows for a fair amount of time to ask follow-up questions to those presentations in the hope that all the questions will be fully answered.  The letter sets out that there will also be an opportunity for written comments after this two-day session.  Those will be due May 4th.

I think you all know the drill by now, but if you're not speaking please be on mute and have your camera off.  We don't have a schedule for questioning, because we're not sure exactly who will ask questions after each presentation.  We'll manage that as best we can.  Please raise your hand when you have questions.  You can turn on your camera too if you think we haven't noticed you, but we'll stumble through as best we can.

I'm going to start with appearances, and then I'll turn it over to -- well, see if there are any preliminary questions, and then I'll turn it over to Enbridge.

I'm going to try a roll call, because I think there's just too many people to make this a free-for-all.  Let me see if I have a list.  Okay.  So I'm going to go through in the order that we received participation letters.
Appearances


LPMA, are you there?

MR. AIKEN:  I am.  It's Randy Aiken here.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Randy.  Six Nations?

MS. WAINEWRIGHT:  Linda Wainewright here on behalf of Six Nations Natural Gas.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Linda.  CME?

MR. POLLOCK:  Scott Pollock here on behalf of CME.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Scott.  Pollution Probe?  Anyone from Pollution Probe?  Moving on to Environmental Defence?

MR. ELSON:  Good morning.  Kent Elson here, and Amanda Montgomery is joining and will be subbing end of today.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, thank you.  OSEA?  No one from OSEA?  Moving on to SEC?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Mark Rubenstein, counsel to the School Energy Coalition.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Mark.  Anwaatin.

MR. VOLLMER:  Daniel Vollmer here, counsel for Anwaatin.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Daniel.  TCPL.

MR. MUSIAL:  Good morning.  It's Kevin Musial for TCPL.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning.  FRPO?

MR. QUINN:  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Dwayne.  Next, EPCOR?  Anyone from EPCOR here?

MR. POON:  Good morning, everyone.  Kent Poon here from EPCOR, and Tim Hesselink has joined me from EPCOR as well.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Kitchener?

MS. CHATTERJEE:  Good morning.  Jaya Chatterjee from City of Kitchener.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Jaya.  IGUA.

MR. MONDROW:  Good morning, Michael and all.  Ian Mondrow, counsel for IGUA.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Ian.  BOMA?  Anyone from BOMA?

MR. ENGEL:  Sorry, Albert Engel here for BOMA.

MR. MILLAR:  Hi, Albert.  The NWCOC Coalition?

MR. MELCIO:  Good morning, it's Nick Melcio, counsel for NWCOC Coalition, and I believe too my clients, Mark and Red Lake and Mark and Greenstone will be participating.  And further, Meaghan Payment, who is a lawyer in my office, may be joining us later this morning, but good morning to everyone.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you.  And then CCC.

MR. GARNER:  Michael, I'm putting in an appearance for CCC, which is Julie Girvan, and also for myself for VECC, and it's Mark Garner.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, thanks, Mark.  That is everyone I have on the list.  Have I missed anybody?  Okay.  So far so good.

I think we've -- we've been through this routine before, so I think everyone's fairly familiar with it.  Does anyone have any questions off the top before I turn it over to David?

MR. ELSON:  Michael, Kent Elson here.  Would it be possible to share these presentations by e-mail?  Maybe they came through and I didn't see them, but it's helpful, particularly if I'm coming in and out, to be able to catch up with where we are, thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  David, go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  Sure.  I believe the presentation was sent out on Thursday afternoon, Kent, and --


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, it's David Stevens.  I'm counsel with Enbridge on this matter.  Sorry, just to close the loop on appearances, Joel Denomy and Bonnie Adams are here with me today, as well as the three Enbridge representatives who will be speaking to the presentation, who are Jason Gillette, Dave Janisse, and Steve Dantzer.

Back to your question, Kent.  There was a compendium of materials which included the presentation --


MR. ELSON:  I see it there, Dave.  I didn't realize it was part of the compendium.  Okay, thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I apologize, David.  I forgot to include you on the appearances, of course.  Thank you for introducing yourself and your panel.  And another reminder, a technical issue.  Please, when you raise your hand and you start speaking, please reintroduce yourself every time.  It's very difficult for the court reporter just to recognize us based on our voices, and you're not always flashed on the screen as soon as you start speaking.

Okay.  David, I'm going to turn it over to you to get us started.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael, and good morning, everybody.  As I mentioned, on Thursday evening Enbridge sent out a letter and a compendium, including materials that are relevant to today, and I just wanted to highlight that for everybody before we get started.

With the compendium we have a copy of the presentation that Enbridge will be following today and tomorrow, a copy of the agenda that has been put together to guide us for these two days, copies of CVs for the three Enbridge representatives, and copies of written answers to several of the questions that were received from stakeholders that weren't really amenable to the presentation format.  And finally, there are four evidence updates or correction that have been included, and we will be happy to answer questions about any of those materials as this process moves along.

Similar to what was done in the five-year gas supply review, what Enbridge has done for the stakeholder conference is put together a presentation which highlights the key aspects of the annual update filing and includes opportunity for Enbridge to answer the questions that have been received from stakeholders.

As you'll probably have seen, there are a large number of questions received, and so in some places what Enbridge has done is group those together or try to get at what it understands to be sort of the heart of the question.  And those items will be addressed at the relevant times within each of the topic headings in the presentation.

If you do have questions as the presentation goes along, what we'd ask is that you make note of those questions and save them and ask them at the end of each section of the presentation rather than in midstream.

And with that, unless there's any process questions, I propose to introduce the Enbridge representatives and then turn it over to them to start the presentation.

The Enbridge representatives who are appearing today to lead us through the presentation and the answers to questions that have been asked are Jason Gillette -- Jason is a director of gas supply -- Dave Janisse -- Dave is supervisor, gas supply procurement -- and Steve Dantzer, and Steve is the supervisor, gas supply planning and upstream regulation.

As you'll see in the presentation and in the agenda, the first section is titled "Overview and Process" and it starts, I believe, on the second slide.  And with that, unless there's any questions, I will turn it over to Jason.

MR. BROPHY:  It's Michael Brophy.  I'm sorry; I just joined and had some technical issues.  I just want to let you know I'm here on behalf of Pollution Probe.  Sorry about that.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Michael.  You haven't missed anything yet.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.
Overview & Process


MR. GILLETT:  You'll probably get used to my voice after this point.   So good morning, everyone.

First, I have a few introductory slides to go through in order to set the agenda and process for the next couple of days.  First, I want to read two very brief quotes from the Board to help illustrate the purpose and intent of not just the Gas Supply Plan, but also the annual update process which we are all participating in today.

The Board's framework states, quote:  
"A principle-based approach to gas supply planning is an effective means of guiding the distributors' approach to developing the gas supply plan.  In assessing the gas supply plan, the OEB will focus on determining whether or not the distributor has successfully balanced all of the guiding principles."


As further described by the framework:  
"The annual gas supply plan update is an important tool for distributors to identify significant events that result in a change to the gas supply plans."  

In other words, the focus of the annual update is to talk about what is significantly different from the original five-year plan and how those changes align with the Board's guiding principles.

Our goal over the next couple days is to walk through the update presentation and answer questions as they relate to the materials provided in the update and the presentation.

Now, as David has said, we received a large volume of questions, and the vast majority of those questions will be addressed in today's presentation.  A small number of written questions appeared to go beyond the scope of the process, which we addressed in our letter that we filed along with the presentation and other materials.  These questions were regarding processes that are not related to or were outside of the gas supply plan itself.  So some examples were questions around facilities planning, community expansion, or in-franchise services.  Other questions requested data or analysis that were not used in the creation of the gas supply plan.  

Although the process does not require written responses to the questions, we did decide to file a compendium for some written answers that did not fit cleanly into the presentation.  This wasn't intended to change the scope of the stakeholder conference or set any expectations for an interrogatory-type process in the future, but rather we're trying to be as responsive as we could to the questions that did not lend themselves to slides.  Hopefully, folks have found those helpful.

Finally, similar to the process for the initial five-year plan, we do not plan to provide undertakings after this session, as outlined in the letter as well.

So again, we are hopeful that we can answer relevant questions that are brought forward today.

There were also a number of questions regarding prudency reviews and impact of changes on customers rates or bills.  These impacts will be reviewed at well established points in time, including QRAM rates applications, deferral dispositions, and for a lot of these things during our rebasing application.  Go to the next slide please.

The Board has outlined its expectations for the day in the framework and in the initiation letter, and we've planned our approach based on those expectations.  This is the first annual update stakeholder conference since the five-year plan as last year's update was deferred.  We have made best efforts to group relevant questions on a common topic.  For each topic, we'll deliver a short presentation providing additional information, and answer as many questions as we can.

Some questions did not have a natural place in the flow of the presentation.  So we'll try to address them sort of as side comments during the most appropriate slide where it fits best.  After each presentation section, we will transition to Q&A for that specific topic. If there's a section in the presentation that's more appropriate for a specific question, we may recommend those questions be held until that that time because it's possible our presentation may answer your question for you.  And given the volume of information provided in the update and the number of questions we received, we are hoping those participating can help us stay on schedule as we move through the next couple of days.

And finally, similar to what David mentioned earlier, I want to mention that in the compendium we filed, you will notice we filed some updates.  So we filed updates to table 2, table 4, table 14 and the performance metrics in appendix H.  Next slide, please.

So as a procedural reminder,  EGI is not seeking approval of the Gas Supply Plan, but rather we're seeking input from stakeholders, at which point EGI will determine whether and how to incorporate the feedback.  This is all guided by OEB's framework, so may hear us go back to the intent of the Board during our answers.

In our cover letter to the filing, we advised the Board that we would like to request that the annual update be filed by March 1 of each year, and we received a number of questions on this change, including a number of questions from Pollution Probe and BOMA.

As a reminder, in the framework the Board required the update to be filed in May of each year, but we had concerns this wouldn't allow us enough time to incorporate feedback.  EGI initially suggested January or February of each year, and that's to be determined in the future.  But having gone through the process, we now realize this does not align with our internal processes.  

So instead what we've asked for is we've requested the annual update be filed by March 1 going forward.  This date will allow us to fit the update into our existing, well-established processes that feed into the update.  So it will allow us to ensure that we receive actual data, rather than estimates or preliminary data, and will help ensure that we do not introduce errors or needs for future -- the need for future corrections.

We think this is a reasonable compromise between allowing enough time for stakeholders to provide meaningful input, while still giving EGI enough time to put together an accurate and meaningful update.

To answer a question we received from BOMA on this, the change to the filing date will not impact the performance measurement results.  Those results are based on the previous year's performance, so again it shouldn't have any impact.

The annual update for the 2020 gas supply plan includes the four changes in front of you on this slide.  First, changes to existing processes will outline both organizational design changes as well as changes to processes that result from our continuous improvement approach that we've discussed in the past.  The section will also discuss the blind RFP process, which I know stakeholders are very interested in, and we hope to illustrate the valuable improvements we made to the process for the most recent blind RFP.  I'll get into details later.

We'll also try to shed some light on our integration activities, and set how we see that work proceeding over the next two or three years.  I know stakeholders are very anxious for results and more information.  However, the hope is we can set expectations for the level of complexity we're undertaking as part of the integration.

Second, we'll walk through our response to public policies, specifically some of the pilots we've put forward.  We will then go through changes in market and demands, including specifics around COVID-19 impact.

Now, I will actually address the pandemic at a high level on the next slide to sort of set it at a high level.  But we'll also provide further details later in the presentation as well.

The fourth topic will be contracting changes that we made to the two portfolios.

The final topic we'll discuss is performance measurement results for 2019 and 2020.  As I mentioned previously, we refiled the performance measurement chart in appendix H as we discovered the document that we originally filed had actually truncated the 2020 results.  So we apologize if that introduced any confusion there.

There was a question from BOMA around third-party involvement in the update.  ICS forecast information was used to inform the market update and pricing forecast, and as we'll talk about later, Scott Madden provided recommendations for improvement to the blind RFP process.  Beyond those two, no other third parties were used as part of this update.

Next slide, please.  So before we continue with the first major section of the presentation, I wanted to talk a little bit about COVID-19 and generally how it's impacted the Gas Supply Plan.  So at the risk of repeating messaging that I know we've all heard over and over again over the last year, what we've experienced over the last year is unprecedented in modern times.

So specific to Ontario, we've seen restrictions in Ontario businesses that have tightened and loosened repeatedly as we've gone through the multiple waves of the pandemic.  These restrictions have been confusing, disruptive, and have actually resulted in impacts to natural gas demand that are not always intuitive, which we will get into in a moment.

Where some businesses have clearly been negatively impacted, such as restaurants and tourism, other businesses have actually flourished.  There has also been a dramatic shift to people working from and staying at home.  The crash of the oil market which was brought on by convergence of the pandemic and other geopolitical influences caused fluctuations in natural gas prices.  And finally, there is the expectation that utilities, as well as other major institutions such as banks, that they will help customers manage the financial impacts of the pandemic.

I'm going to pause there and address a question that FRPO had regarding the price dip that ICF forecasted in 2023 and 2024, which can be found in Figure 4 on page 14 of the annual update.  I'll just pause there in case anybody would like to go to that chart.

The dip in this forecast has been driven by the expected cyclical recovery in natural gas production after the oil market crash.  So as demands dropped in North America at the beginning of the pandemic, prices decreased, and as a result producers began scaling back their production, which resulted in a temporary increase in prices as a result.

So as demands are expected to recover in 2021, the ramp-up of production will result in the price dip that you see in '23 and '24, at which point it will start to recover again.

Now, no changes were made to our procurement strategy, as the price impacts are actually spread across multiple sources of supply.

So later in the presentation we will talk about adjustments that we made to our demand forecast due to COVID-19, but overall these were minor and no other changes were made to the actual Gas Supply Plan.

To answer a question from Board Staff, I'll say at this point in time, EGI has not witnessed permanent demand disruption in the province, especially as it relates to system gas and bundled direct purchase customers that are served by the plan.

Rather, what we saw is that the primary impacts of COVID-19 was on our growth, which was simply pushed into further years -- or future years, rather.

Now, when I talk about impacts to Ontario businesses, remember that EGI only purchases gas commodity for approximately two-thirds of the province's demand.  The remainder are direct purchase customers that procure their own gas supply.

So for EGI's gas supply team, the Gas Supply Plan has actually felt almost like business as usual, and I think this really speaks to the fact that the plan has the flexibility to adapt to almost any circumstances.

An example of the flexibility comes from our ability to adjust purchases at Dawn to help balance supply and demand in the province.

I would actually suggest that most plans are not stress-tested for a global pandemic, and yet the EGI Gas Supply Plan has proven that it can withstand massive disruptions in our province and to the broader market.

And to answer some questions from Board Staff and SEC, we stuck to our principles, and we executed the plan while leveraging the flexibility it provides, and as a result we did not make any changes to the plan itself.

Next slide.  So I think now we are opening up to Q&A regarding the slides that I just walked through.
Q&A Session


MR. MILLAR:  Maybe folks could raise their hands if they have any questions.  It's Michael Millar here.  No questions on the overview?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Mark Rubenstein has a question.

MR. MILLAR:  Oh, I'm sorry.  I can't see the hands for some reason.  Mark, do you want to go ahead?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, this is just the overview?  Sorry, I don't -- I'm just confused...

MR. MILLAR:  Well, sorry, on the presentation that was just given.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, yes, sorry.  No, I don't.  I apologize.  I...

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, this was just sort of to level set the remainder of the presentation.  We'll go into --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So are you going to talk in more detail about COVID?  I just wanted to clarify.  Maybe you said it just in your last two minutes of your talk and I was distracted by something.  You talked about counterintuitive impacts?  Can you just talk about that a little bit more?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, yeah, I think what I was trying to convey there is, especially last year when the pandemic first began and throughout the summer, I think that there was the impression that the pandemic was going to result in drastic declines in demands for natural gas.  So we saw a lot of restrictions on businesses closing down, people working from home, so I know that there's an impression out there perhaps that this resulted in, like I said, demand disruption.  We actually even received questions on that.

When I say not intuitive, what we saw was that it actually did not result in major changes to demand in Ontario.  Now, Steve will go through more details later and give you a sense of percentages, but at a high level, weather had a far more -- far larger impact, rather, on demand than COVID did.

In terms of -- or in terms of impact on our forecast, what it's actually done is just pushed out some of our growth by a year, essentially.  And again, Steve will go into more details later, but the purpose of going through that at the front end here was to just sort of level-set expectations as to what we saw and what we've done to the gas supply plan as a result, which again was some adjustments to the demand forecast, but otherwise the plan has shown itself to be so flexible that we were able to adapt without any further structural changes.  That's what I was trying to convey there.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.

MR. GILLETT:  You're welcome.

MR. MILLAR:  Do we have any more questions on this portion of the presentation?

MR. BROPHY:  It's Michael Brophy here on behalf of Pollution Probe.  I thought perhaps if I put my video on and put the hand up it might go to the top so Michael Millar can see, but that doesn't seem to be the mode.

Just a quick question, and I think you may be dealing with it in more detail later, but it's just around your point around based on your COVID summary you haven't seen any permanent demand disruption only impacted growth, so is that just speaking about 2020 or kind of your model in general over the five years?

MR. GILLETT:  I would say that that was -- we saw some impacts to demand in 2020, which Steve again will go through later, but in terms of 2021 and going forward, that's where we don't see -- we did not see any of this as being permanent demand disruption.  It pushed out our growth by a year, and what we're seeing is a recovery in 2021 of that growth.  But again, Steve will go through it a bit later in the demand forecasting section of the presentation.  He has some percentage stats that might be helpful as well.

MR. BROPHY:  That would be great, and I guess the question that comes to mind that might be more appropriate for Steve to deal with it later, but, like, your -- anything kind of past 2020, which is your real data that went into your plan and model, everything else is kind of just modelling going forward, so it's what you believe will happen based on the model rather than actuals, and there's obviously uncertainty on longer-term impacts of things like COVID, so I guess that's just in my head as Steve goes through it, trying to figure out, if you say that, okay, the demand disruption doesn't persist kind of into 2021 and future years, I guess that's a modelling assumption rather than the real impact of COVID.  So I'm just trying to reconcile what assumptions you're making versus what the real impact would really be.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, yeah, so it might be helpful to -- maybe, if you don't mind, Michael, if we hold off on that and maybe address it during Steve's slides.  I would say that it's based on the best information that we have now.  It shows in our forecasting that this is what we believe will happen.  But again, maybe -- if you don't mind if we wait until Steve's section, it might be a better place to get into it.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  Great.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Are there any other hands up?  I don't know why, but I can't see the hands.  So maybe you can turn on your camera as well if you have a question.

MR. QUINN:  Michael, it's Dwayne Quinn here.  I have the camera on.

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  Morning, Jason.  Appreciate the presentation.  I wanted to ask some questions at a high level and get into detail with later segments.  But initially, I think maybe you alluded to it, but I'm trying to understand this question where we were a year and a half ago, but specifically where is the testing of the prudence of cost and the cost of the plan and the alternatives to that plan.   Where are we supposed to test those choices?

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Dwayne.  It's David Stevens speaking.  We did have this discussion as part of the five-year plan and I think Board Staff -- I think it's common ground now that this process is not aimed at approvals of specific costs or testing of prudence.

I think it depends on what costs you're talking about as to where they might be explored in other proceedings.  And Jason can talk to this more, if you like.  But I think we're well aware of particular items that get recorded in established deferral variance accounts and get tested at clearance and that includes, for example, some storage of costs.  There is the QRAM process of course, and there is a rebasing process.


So those are some examples of places where prudence might be talked about.  But I think for today's purposes, what I can and will say is that this is not the process.  This is not the forum where prudence of specific costs gets put before the Board for approval.

MR. QUINN:  I understand your position, David.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Dwayne, it's more than a position.  It's the Board's framework.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Turning to Board Staff if there is anyone on Board Staff, where do we test the bill impacts of the choices that are made in the Gas Supply Plan?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, to be clear, you were asking Board Staff or -- I thought you said you were asking Board Staff, sorry.

MR. QUINN:  I was asking Board Staff.  I understand there is no one to take the mic, and I understand that.  I don't want to make a big debate about this; I have other questions about what was just presented.

But what is Enbridge's position about where it's appropriate to test the bill impacts of the decisions in the Gas Supply Plan?  Is it QRAM, or are you saying there is another proceeding?

MR. STEVENS:  It's -- it would be within the bounds of another existing proceeding, Dwayne.  So that could be QRAM, that could be the deferrals clearance account -- or proceeding, rather -- future Gas Supply Plans, it could be within rebasing.  Those are three examples of existing processes where the specific prudence of costs could be addressed.

MR. QUINN:  How do we do that in the gas supply process if you're not going to present a cost?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I don't understand your question, Dwayne.  There's filing guidelines.  Enbridge has followed them completely.  All the information that's expected and required is presented in this process.

MR. QUINN:  I'm going to save us the time here.  Is there anybody on Board Staff who wants to comment as to where to test the bill impact of choices made in the Gas Supply Plan?

MR. MILLAR:  Dwayne, I don't know if we can get back to you on that or not.  We're doing a stakeholder conference today.  This is not a rates proceeding per se.  It may or may not end with a Staff report, but as the Board's letter indicated, there may be further steps beyond that.

I don't have anything more to say.  As David has said, these items do work their way into costs eventually.  There is a hearing on these matters.  I don't have more to say on this at this point.

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough, Michael.  It goes without saying the QRAM process does not lend itself to discovery, that would generally allow itself to play out in terms of analysis of what was done at the time and known at the time and the choices that were made.  That's part of our challenge.

I'm going to move forward because to the extent it was addressed in the Board Staff reports, I don't have an answer and I don't hear anybody else providing a specific answer.  I think we have some work to do, but I'm going to move forward with questions on the presentation.

Jason, you referred to filing at March 1st because you'll have more complete data.  What period are you going to be reporting on?

MR. GILLETT:  We're not proposing a change to the period that we're reporting on.  So as an example, the performance metrics I believe are 19-20, so next year will be 20-21.  It's the previous year's winter.  I would say the period that we report on stays the same.  It's simply the original date that the Board proposed was May.  We were trying to be helpful by proposing January-February and I think it was still up in the air as to whether that was going to be set in stone.  I believe Board said it would be reviewed in the future.

Now that we've gone through this, what we've found is March 1 seems to be the magic number there.  It won't change the period for which we're reporting or really the structure of the updates.  It's to give us enough time to make sure we're putting together a meaningful and accurate update.

MR. QUINN:  It's the previous winter and any changes to your plan for the ongoing winter at that point, or are you speaking at all to changes made to the plan for the current period?

MR. GILLETT:  I believe our update -- using this update as an example, this update is for the coming winter, right?  So it's us giving our new forecast, sort of a state of the nation around the market, and then we're putting forward the changes to our portfolio that result in -- or that result.  So that would be setting us up for the coming winter, so November 1 of this year coming up.

That's the scope of this update.  We're not proposing to change the scope, just simply the filing date.

MR. QUINN:  You're saying you're reporting for changes you're going to make November 1, 2021?

MR. GILLETT:  That's what this update is showing.

MR. QUINN:  We're going to get into changes later on, so that will be helpful to have context.  The other part you mentioned -- and we'll refer to specifics later on -- but you talk about that you had not included facilities planning.

I want to seek understanding for myself and hopefully others as to where facilities planning and gas supply intersect.  I understood you haven't reported on that, but we're going to ask questions and you can tell us where to ask those questions elsewhere if you have specifics.

You referred to Figure 4 that we asked questions about.  It wasn't pulled up on the screen, but I don't know if Bonnie has the ability to pull that up for us.  That would be on page 17 of the PDF or Gas Supply Plan.

I understand obviously markets work in their own way in terms of what they anticipate and forecast.  This is Q4 of 2020.  What it's labeled in terms of ICF.  I understand cycles and we see actual impact in 2020.  But you're talking about a precipitous dip that is not the same as a 2020 dip, but almost as much -- maybe two-thirds or three-quarters of that dip.

Are you seeing existing information that you now have that confirms you're going to expect that for the different prices?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, can you repeat the question, Dwayne?  So just to be clear, this is ICF's forecast, so this is not Enbridge's forecast.  And it's also a macro-level forecast.  I believe the scope of it is North America, and so --


MR. QUINN:  Yeah, Jason, there's four points being reported on, and they all have the same reflection point not necessarily in southwest Pennsylvania as much as Henry Hub and Dawn.  But those points are reflecting a 75 to 80 cent drop in prices just for that year.  With the forward markets that you're currently looking at and would have informed your November 2021 decisions reflected that same information.

MR. GILLETT:  I'll maybe add a couple things and then maybe turn it over to Dave, as he is closer to the forecasting side.  Again, what I'll say is this is macro-level ICF forecasting at that point in time, and generally Enbridge has accepted that it seems valid to us, but if you're asking about what our experience is with Dawn forecasting, is that the question, are we seeing the same forecast at Dawn?  Is that what you're asking?

MR. QUINN:  A test for reasonableness, and so Dawn is where you would have your best information.  Are you seeing that type of dip for Dawn prices in what appears to be around the winter of 2022-2023?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't know, Dave, if you have anything you can add to that?

MR. JANISSE:  At the time that the ICF struck their Q4 forecast, we were seeing that.  More recently, I think Jason spoke to the trends that were happening.  So you can see that price decline go into 2020, and that reflects just dropping natural gas prices as storage levels were really high.  We spoke a lot about that in our April 2020 QRAM, where prices were kind of set at this really low level.  
When oil prices crashed as a result of COVID, we saw the increase that you see coming out from 2020.  So the associated natural gas production took a hit as oil production went down, and it drove some price increases from that April level.

I think what you're seeing in that dip, and as Jason outlined in the presentation, is the expectation that natural gas production will come back online as the oil production comes back when oil prices recover.  So you're seeing the gradual decrease and then a return back to the normal trends.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I guess we would differ on gradual decrease.  It's almost as significant as the pandemic dip.  But I guess I thought you had forward prices at Dawn, and I think they would show that, and the prices I'm seeing at Dawn don't show that level of production, so possibly this is just dated information.  That's what I was thinking I was going to hear from you, but if it's informing your decisions for this year, I would suggest there is better information out there than what shows in this annual price, annual natural gas forecast.

MR. JANISSE:  I think, Dwayne, it's also important to look at the scale here.  I mean, natural gas prices are very low.  We're looking at moves in the vicinity of a dollar, you mention, you know, lower than a dollar moves in there.  When the prices are this low, smaller movements in price will have a higher percentage increase, but I don't want us to forget about the scale here.  Overall we are seeing low natural gas prices throughout the entire forecast.

MR. GILLETT:  The other thing I'll add is that this is point in time, ICF's Q4 update.  We receive quarterly updates from them, and those get incorporated, so this is a point in time as well.  So to your point, Dwayne, I mean, the markets change, right?  Forecasts are inherently wrong once they're struck, and so we will update those as we get better information.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I guess the better process question, Jason, what does Enbridge do when it receives a forecast from a third party to have its own test for reasonableness?  You've obviously depicted this picture, and, you know, if I were looking at that picture, somebody provide that to me, I would say that the prices we're seeing, do they reflect that?

So what is your process approach to receiving third-party information and informing decisions for the near-term, this winter as an example?

MR. GILLETT:  So again, at a high level, I mean, if you take issue with ICF's forecasting methodology, we can't really speak to the details of that.  I will say that we do find it to be a reasonable forecast, right?  So that was one of the questions we received that I believe Dave will get into later, which is, you know, does Enbridge agree with this?  Directionally, yes, we tend to view ICF's forecasts as reasonable.  How do we incorporate them?  We're constantly adjusting our purchasing strategy.  So Dave can speak more to that, but we incorporate the latest information not just on a quarterly basis but on a monthly basis and within the month to monitor the market.

So again, this is a long-term forecast.  When the plan is operationalized, Dave's team is deep in the market looking at what's actually happening at Dawn and elsewhere, and they adapt appropriately.  So we don't just stare at this chart here and kind of plan our year based off of it.  It's a very detailed operational view that Dave's team takes as they formulate the procurement strategy throughout the winter.

I don't know, Dave, if you have anything else to add to that?

MR. JANISSE:  No, I think you covered it, Jason.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, it's good to hear that you have some other tests for reasonableness and we'll move forward.  The last question I had, you talked about there are only marginal changes to your plan of robust -- would you agree that having more Dawn purchases for both Enbridge and the former Union -- well, Union Gas south, a greater percentage of Dawn purchases provides a flexibility for your plan?

MR. GILLETT:  No, I wouldn't agree with that, Dwayne, necessarily --


MR. QUINN:  Where'd you get your flexibility -- sorry, maybe I should start -- where did you get your flexibility?  Sorry, Jason, for interrupting, but where did you achieve your flexibility?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, we'll actually -- we'll get into that later in the presentation, Dwayne.  I might -- I'll take a shot at answering, but I'm thinking that it might be best if we wait, if you don't mind.  The flexibility is achieved with the entire portfolio and the balance that we've struck.

And so just to be clear, the reason why I said I didn't agree with your statement was simply because it's not that I think we need more Dawn purchases, right?  We're constantly monitoring the diversity and the flexibility that our portfolio provides, and we think that we've struck that balance today.

So again, Dave will go through it a bit later with our -- the portfolio slides, but we find -- our view is that today we've struck that right balance.  We're constantly reassessing, and if we think we need to make adjustments we'll do that.  But I think we've actually just demonstrated, you know, two years ago we had a cold winter.  This past winter was very warm.  We also had a global pandemic, right?  There is not much else you can throw at us, and what we've shown since the filing of the five-year plan is that the portfolio that we have allows the flexibility to adapt to literally unforeseen circumstances.

So that's why I said I didn't agree, just because we believe we've struck that balance, but to your point, we continue to monitor it.  We continue to assess the performance of the portfolio, and we'll make adjustments as needed if we feel that they're required.

But again, Dave will go through the portfolio later, so I don't know, if you have more detailed questions it might be better to wait until then.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I'm just reflecting on what you have now versus what you had two or three years ago, and we'll use that to have that discussion later.

MR. GILLETT:  Sure.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, those are my questions, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Again, I'm not seeing any more questions, so please turn on your camera if you have a question now.

MR. BROPHY:  It's Michael Brophy from Pollution Probe.  I just thought I would just take a quick second before we move off of what Dwayne had kind of started with, and Michael Millar, this may be something for you to kind of think about, you know, as we head towards the afternoon or even tomorrow morning.  


But, you know, as Enbridge had stated, this is their first update since they did their five-year plan, and it's -- you know, they have made an interpretation on what they believe they need to provide and the scope of what the Board's guidelines are in relation to this review.  It sounds like maybe some stakeholders may or may not kind of agree with that, and I don't intend to kind of debate that right now, but, you know, if there are some things that start to percolate up over the day on a difference, then there may be some value, whether it's, you know, later today or tomorrow morning, to get Board Staff once you've had a chance to consult with each other on what you think the boundaries are, because I wouldn't think it would be efficient for things that come up if Enbridge refused to answer and the stakeholder thought it was important to start bringing motions forward.

I think there is probably a more efficient way to deal with that and I just -- I don't see anything currently from Pollution Probe's point of view that kind of would raise a red flag.  We've just kind of started.  But I do recall in the IRP proceeding there were questions on gas supply that may be a bit broader than what Enbridge is interpreting this to be, and we were referred to this process for those questions as the appropriate place to bring them.

So if that was wrong and it isn't, then as we kind of learn through this evolution it would be good for all stakeholders to have some transparency.  I understand since the procedural order has been issued, there has been a change in the process to what Enbridge is doing today on the presentation.  They've provided some written responses versus what was envisioned in the original procedural order and I think it's efficient what they've done, as far as providing written responses rather than having to spend time just talking through it per se.  But it looks like there has been a couple of tweaks off of what the Board thought the process might be in the procedural order that was issued as well.

So I just thought I would share that at this time and maybe you can take it away and we can see where things go.  But I wanted to share those thoughts early on so we don't end up having to pack a lot in right at the back end tomorrow.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks, Mike.  Any more questions?  I don't see any.  David, maybe I'll look to you.  It's 25 after 10, that's about twenty minutes before we were going to break for the morning.  I prefer to keep going until 10:45, but I don't want to find us having to break in mid-sentence for somebody.  What makes the most sense for Enbridge?  Can you squeeze twenty minutes in?

MR. STEVENS:  I think we can use the next section of time before the break for Jason to lead the presentation on changes to existing processes, and then maybe we can break before the Q&A.

MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we do that?  Jason, do you want to go ahead?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, I think that makes sense.  Yes, that's the slide right there, thank you.
Changes to Existing Processes


In our initial five-year plan presentation, we spoke about the importance of the guiding principles in our decision-making process, and these principles are outlined in the Board's framework.  Just as a quick reminder, cost effectiveness is achieved by appropriately balancing the principles and then executing the supply plan in economically efficient manner.

Reliability and security of supply is achieved by ensuring gas supply to various receipt points to meet planned peak and seasonal delivery requirements, and this also includes ensuring diversity of suppliers, terms, basins and purchase points.

Public policy is about the Gas Supply Plan being developed to ensure it supports and is aligned with public policy where appropriate.  And so for clarity, cost effectiveness does not mean the lowest cost, reliability does not mean reliable at any cost, and support for public policy does not mean support at any cost.

So rather, the intent is to strike a balance approach to the benefit of customers.  Next slide please.  Gas supply planning is a complex process that involves incorporating information from many parts of the organization.  The common starting point in developing the plan for either EGD or union rate zones is the creation of a demand forecast, which is in-depth analysis that focuses on key factors impacting demand, including customer growth, normalized weather, design day requirements, customer Consumption patterns and economic outlooks.

EGI uses Sendout to optimize its storage and transportation assets to determine the optimal mix of commodity purchases and storage optimization in order to meet forecasted demand requirements.  And just as a reminder that similar to the five-year plan, the legacy utility rate zones continue to be modeled separately.

The two legacy utilities also use Sendout differently.  This is one of the things we will be looking as part of further harmonizing the two processes.  Sendout is a gas supply planning tool used by a number of local distribution companies in North America.

Subsequently, EGI must consider the appropriate quantity of upstream transportation storage contracts that are required to serve all sales service and bundle direct service customers to meet annual, seasonal and Design day demand.

To answer a question we had, the plan does not include excess upstream assets.  We only have those assets necessary to meet firm customer requirements.  Each year, the plan is finalized and receives executive approval in the third quarter, and the results of each plan are communicated to key stakeholders throughout EGI and will be used to support ongoing operations.  One key step alluded to involved the evaluation of transportation supply and storage options.  This evaluation must have a long-term strategic focus, taking into consideration EGI's future requirements.

Once the assets are acquired, EGI will execute on its plan for each rate zone, implementing a layered approach to procuring supply at various point in the year.  The supply purchase decisions are made regularly throughout the year in order to allow EGI to continuously update its supply purchase plan to account for changes in customer requirements.

With the ongoing IRP proceeding, I thought I would address where IRP fits with this process and to answer questions from Pollution Probe that we received.  Although the Board had not rendered into decision on IRPs, for the  purpose of the presentation, I am going to assume that it generally aligns with EGI's proposal.  As we said in the IRP proceeding, the Gas Supply Plan itself would not evaluate IRP alternatives or what we've been calling IRPAs as it's not accountable for determining the facilities needed to distribute gas throughout the province.

The Gas Supply Plan determines the average and design being used by customers, at which point it procures upstream assets required to deliver gas at points on our system that feed broad geographic areas.  Constraints in our system, and therefore identification of any incremental facilities needed is done outside the Gas Supply Plan.  So when a system constraint is identified, the appropriate teams will evaluate IRPAs to defer or eliminate the need for infrastructure.  There is potential that a supply side IRPA may be chosen, which is where the Gas Supply Plan would come into play.  But demand side IRPAs would not be part of the Gas Supply Plan.  If a supply side IRPA requires a change to the Gas Supply Plan -- an example would be obligating system supply deliveries at a specific receipt point on our system -- that would be incorporated into the plan.  Next slide, please.

We received several questions regarding integration and ultimate impacts to customers.  I do want to remind stakeholders we are currently in a five year price cap IRM and we do not have the approvals required to integrate the two utility gas supply portfolios, which I will discuss more in a moment.

In order to fully integrate utilities, Board approval is needed and it is the expectation of the Board that those items will be brought forward at the 2024 rebasing application.  This is also when major impacts to customers will be understood, once we propose a fully integrated gas supply plan and EGI has new proposed rates and services.

We have accomplished a lot during the last two years and those changes have been communicated through the five-year plan, as well as the two annual updates we have filed.

At a high level, we brought together two distinct gas supply organizations which requires rationalization of responsibilities, extensive cross training and adjustment to our major processes.  As a reminder, I thought I would provide examples of the things we have done and communicated previously.

We brought gas supply accountabilities into one department, including gas supply contract invoicing as well as gas cost evidence development.  We reduced the total gas supply staffing levels, harmonized commodity purchases, processes and policies, consolidated gas supply reporting.  We have enhanced our RFP process -- which I'll get into in a couple of slides -- and we've aligned our supply analysis processes.

We are now at the point where we're tackling the analysis and planning for integrating our core processes, and these need to be brought forward during our rebasing application.  This is very complex work, so we anticipate that it will take the next couple years to develop that plan and evidence.  Until then we continue to operate with legacy rate zones, and the two portfolios, gas supply portfolios, remain distinct despite having been constructed as part of a single gas supply plan.  This means the two portfolios cannot be shared and optimized, which we received several questions from FRPO and others.  Our focus now is understanding how we put together a detailed plan for rebasing and to fully integrate the two.

We had a number of questions from Board Staff, BOMA, CCC, and VECC and Pollution Probe regarding the scope and details of integration activities.  We don't yet have an exhaustive list of what Board approvals are required, but I provided some examples here what we are aware of at this point in our analysis, and we continue to work through the analysis and will continue to communicate in future updates.

So as an example, I'll highlight one of the items that requires approval, which is the design day weather methodology.  The two legacy utilities have very different approaches.  Legacy Enbridge uses a probabilistic, a one in five occurrence, and legacy Union uses coldest observed.  This will take time and analysis to determine step forward.

We have begun -- since the filing of this update we have begun a third-party benchmarking study to understand what design day weather methodologies are being used by our peer utilities, and this will help inform our proposal that will be brought forward at a future update, and eventually will inform our rebasing evidence.  But until that is done the rate zones will continue to operate under their currently approved methodologies.

There are also major upstream items that require approval, Board approval, and will impact the Gas Supply Plan, including rates and service design and our Board-approved forecasting methodologies.  There are items that do not require explicit approval and instead have been implemented throughout the deferred rebasing period, and I provide some of those examples earlier.  However, as I mentioned earlier as well, we are at the point in gas supply where the low-hanging fruit has been addressed and we're now really tackling the difficult items in our plan for rebasing.

We received a question from Pollution Probe regarding interruptible rates.  Although the accountability for services, including interruptible services, is outside the gas supply team, so it's not the accountability of this group, nor is it part of the Gas Supply Plan, I did want to share that the utility continues to evaluate all of our services and we do intend to bring these proposals forward as part of rebasing.  So interruptible rates is part of that initiative and is being looked at.

This annual update process is meant for stakeholders to see what we're doing through this five-year period.

Next slide, please.  I'll show an organizational chart on the next slide, but first I wanted to explain some of the rationale behind the two organizational changes that were highlighted in this year's update.

So first we remove the responsibility for the procurement of storage and transportation out of the planning team and into the procurement team.  This will allow for better alignment of procurement activities by having those functions together.

We also moved what we call our upstream regulation group into gas supply.  This team is responsible for all of our non-OEB regulatory matters, including the CER, or the Canadian Energy Regulator, the FERC, the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission in the U.S., as well as various state regulators.

This is also the group that's responsible for participation with the Trans-Canada TTF and the TTFP.  By moving this team in the gas supply, it will improve information-sharing when it comes to potential impacts to our gas supply portfolio, especially with the upstream services.

These changes are about speed and quality of communication, but they do not impact the actual mechanics behind our decision-making processes.

If you go to the next slide of the org chart here, here is a visual representation of the changes that were described in the previous slide.  So Steve Dantzer joined the team and took over the role of supervisor of planning while also retaining his accountabilities for the upstream regulation group, which also brought along the advisor responsible for that area.  You can see those changes in grey.

Our senior storage and transportation buyer moved over to the procurement team, and as you can see, our contracts and reporting team remains unchanged from the previous updates.  Again, the grey items are trying to highlight the changes there.

Next slide, please.  I know this is a topic that's of great interest to folks as well, so as part of the final report on EGI's five-year Gas Supply Plan, OEB Staff had recommended that an independent third party evaluate EGI's blind RFP process.  This engagement was about reviewing the blind RFP process only, so to answer a question from FRPO, this evaluation was not about evaluating storage purchases against winter supply contracts.  That was outside the scope of what we do as part of the blind RFP process itself.  Instead we relied on the established methodology that legacy EGD has been using for market-based storage.

In 2020 EGI solicited proposals from consulting firms and received three responses.  We utilize an evaluation matrix to rank submissions on a number of criteria and ended up choosing Scott Madden Consulting as the consultant for that engagement.

The submissions ranked a number of categories, things like independents from EGI and gas supply, gas purchasing experience, the quality of the submission, the proposed approach, our confidence in our ability to make a recommendation, as well as the cost.

In this case Scott Madden had the most relevant gas purchasing experience of all the submissions, and the proposal best addressed the concerns of Board Staff.

Scott Madden conducted a thorough review of the blind RFP process and tabled a report outlining a number of recommendations.  And as reminded, this report, the entire report has been provided as an appendix to this year's update.

Some of the key recommendations are noted in the update, and I'll talk about them in the next slide as well.

Go to the next slide, please.  Thank you.  So Scott Madden recommended a number of changes to the existing processes.  And I'll talk more about this in a moment, but they recommended expanding the criteria and requirements for choosing and external RFP manager and to document the roles and responsibilities between ourselves and our RFP manager.

There is recommendations around revisions to the documentation to help provide clarity and to reduce follow-up questions from RFP bidders.  They recommended extending the bid period to give more time for proposals, and they recommended having the external RFP manager conduct round one, what they were calling round one of bid evaluations, and provide ranking recommendations to Enbridge Gas, which again, I'll talk about how the RFP went in my next slide.

To answer a number of questions that we had -- sorry, let me get back to my notes here.  Yeah, I'll talk more about the key recommendations in a bit.  But the ultimate goal of this was that the blind RFP process has been constructed to ensure that no preference is given to EGI as a storage marketer, and having myself been involved in the process this year, I can tell you that it went extremely well and addressed the concerns that Board Staff and other stakeholders had.

We received some questions, including from Board Staff and SEC, asking if we had implemented all of Scott Madden's recommendations.  The answer is, yes, we were able to implement all of the key recommendations.  I say key because there's a couple of very small items that were implemented slightly differently than were recommended by Scott Madden, but we actually think are an improvement.

So first, Scott Madden had recommended holding a bidder workshop jointly with RFP manager, so EGI's RFP manager and then potential bidders, as an opportunity to communicate the RFP process to bidders, including roles and responsibilities, and things like milestones and deadlines.

But rather than a workshop, what we did instead was we posted a narrated presentation to our website and provided that link along with the bid package as an opportunity for bidders to review and then submit questions to the RFP manager.

The meeting posting technology that we had access to, it didn't allow participants to join calls anonymously and ask questions anonymously, and we thought that it would be very unlikely that a potential bidder would be comfortable asking questions with their competitors present.  So by posting the narrated presentation online, participants were able to access it at their convenience, watch as many times as they wanted, share it with others in their organization, and again, a link to that was sent to potential participants.

They were then invited to submit questions to the RFP manager if any clarity was required.  The questions were consolidated and anonymized and presented to EGI to answer.  And then responses were shared back with participants by the RFP manager.  So we think that this still accomplished the spirit of the workshop recommendations, despite being implemented differently.  And in fact, I think we would argue the process was likely better than a single workshop and it allowed bidders to review the information as they saw fit, and allowed for a more formal and anonymized Q&A process.

The second small adjustment we made was Scott Madden suggested we implement a generic Enbridge email address for bidders to communicate with, but we decided not to do that.  We wanted to make it very clear that communications were not to be sent to Enbridge Gas and we had concerns that having communications directed towards Enbridge in an Enbridge email would send a mixed message.

So bidders were asked to send questions directly to the RFP manager, so at the consult company's email address not our own and upload all the documentation to a file sharing site hosted by the RFP manager's company.  So this ensured not just that bidders knew communications were not coming to Enbridge, but it also ensured there was no way that Enbridge had access to the emails or to the files, nor was there any confusion like I said as to where the information was being sent.  We feel it is an improvement of the recommendations, but is slightly different.  Beyond that, all recommendations were implemented as outlined in the report.

I'll go into the details on the next slide as to how the RFP manager was chosen, as well as the process itself.

Following the RFP process evaluation by Scott 
Madden -- again, the report was attached to the annual update -- we began the process of finding an RFP manager with the knowledge and skills that would allow that individual to assess and recommend bids without back and forth with Enbridge during the process.  I know this was a cause for concern in the previous updates.  In seeking a new RFP manager, we looked for someone that had relevant industry experience.  So we prepared a list of requirements and sent an RFP to several consulting firms.  We only sent the RFP to well established consulting firms, so to address a question from Board Staff, at no point did we consider utilizing any former employees of Enbridge, Enbridge Gas, distribution, Union Gas, Spectre Energy or any other affiliated company.  We wanted to avoid any concerns of having inappropriate influence over the blind RFP manager's recommendations.

For the same reason, we also did not invite Scott Madden Consulting since they were the ones that evaluated the process, to ensure the RFP manager was independent from the process itself.  We also felt it would be best to seek an RFP manager employed by a larger firm rather than like a boutique consultant, or a consultant operating their own company because larger firms, when you're working with them, the contracting and relationship management is separate from the individual RFP manager.  So again, there is more separation there.

The evaluation criteria that we used, which aligned with both Scott Madden's recommendation as well as Board Staff recommendations include things like core purchasing experience in the natural gas industry, including understanding of prices, units of measure, conversions and that sort of thing.  We wanted knowledge of storage and transportation services and awareness of storage and transportation operators in the Great Lakes region.

They also had to have understanding of natural gas storage parameters, such as space deliverability ratchets and how they relate to service cost and service value, and someone who had understanding of services commonly offered by marketers in the industry including things like parts and loans, so the RFP for the RFP manager, and we conducted interviews with four different major consulting firms.  We ultimately chose Guidehouse Consulting for as the RFP manager.  They fulfilled the criteria and requirements per Scott Madden and Board Staff recommendations.  Last slide in the section here.

We executed the blind RFP this past January with again the Scott Madden recommendations incorporated.  The RFP was issued January 4th and allowed for three full weeks for parties to respond.  To answer a question from Board Staff, I can confirm the process as executed aligns with both Scott Madden as well as Board Staff's recommendations.  The RFP manager was able to recommend the winning bids anonymously and we accepted them in round one without needing more detailed information.

Instruction RFP, we had minimum requirements around injection and withdrawal dates, and we were also looking for diversity in term, and this information was outlined in the bid package.

I don't want to get too much into the valuation because that is sensitive information, but what I will say to give assurances to the folks here is that price was the most important evaluator, with other service attributes as tie breakers.  What we did do was evaluate price spreads, just to make sure the storage bids were reasonable, which we felt they were.

I thought I'd address a question from FRPO around what lessons we learned as part of incorporating the recommendations.  Many of the improvements we made ensured clarity in the process and it was helpful for not just ourselves, but the RFP manager as well as participants.  And we thought there were two items that were particularly critical.

One was having an RFP manager with the right industry knowledge and experience was essential.  Without it, EGI would not have been able to trust the bids were correctly interpreted and the recommendations meeting our needs.  The second piece that we've learned was the bid evaluation process that was developed by ourselves and vetted with our RFP manager, I would say that that was the most important step to allow for the independent evaluation of the bids.  To address concerns that were raised last time, this eliminated any need for back and forth communication between EGI and the RFP manager.

The bid evaluation process developed was very mechanical in nature, and the RFP manager who had industry knowledge and was able to follow the process, they were able to make recommendation that EGI accepted.

There was a question from OSEA around carbon costs and how they relate to the bids.  Carbon costs, those are inherently embedded into the total cost to EGI.  The service provider making that bid, they had to determine how to price their service and whether or not to include those costs, and of course they will be concerned with staying competitive.  But those are rolled into the total cost of the service.

Now I think we go into Q&A, so I'll turn it back to Michael or David.  I believe we were going to take a break first.

MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Jason.  We are at 10 to 11 now.  So let's break for fifteen minutes and come back at 11:05 at which point we will begin the Q&A session.  Thanks, everyone.
--- Recess taken at 10:51 a.m.

--- On resuming at 11:06 a.m.

Q&A Session


MR. MILLAR:  Unless I'm mistaken I think we're at the Q&A portion of this session.  Can I ask people to raise their hands if they have any questions?  And hopefully I'll be able to see them this time.  So once again, I'm not seeing -- oh, I do see it.  There we go.  Dwayne, why don't you go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Michael.  I was deferring to others.  I don't [audio dropout] time.  First off, Jason, I appreciate your description of the RFP -- blind RFP process, and answered a number of the questions that I did have, and it sounds like you're heading in the right direction, so kudos to Enbridge for not only diligence in following that [audio dropout] that Scott Madden had recommended, but also adding some wrinkles that would make a lot of sense to me in terms of beyond this process, so well done.

In addition, I had some questions, first off, a couple that came from your presentation, a couple of the questions I had that I reviewed ahead of time.  But the interruptible contracts compliance, I think, Jason, if I heard you right, you alluded to the rate changes that would be required if you don't have Board approval for making rate changes, but I think what we asked for and we haven't asked before is compliance, especially on the Enbridge side, such that those who have interruptible contracts are compliant and therefore you plan for them to be compliant.  Do you understand the differentiation I'm making with that?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, absolutely, yeah, absolutely.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So what is inhibiting Enbridge from moving forward with that part of the gas supply improvement?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so again, the responsibility and accountability for our in-franchise services, which would include interruptible services as well as compliance penalties, is outside of this team and is outside the gas supply process.

But to your point, Dwayne, both utilities have interruptible rates, they both have different ways of encouraging compliance, and so as part of the rebasing evidence what you'll see is -- or at least what our plan is today is that we're evaluating the different services that the three different rate zones have, because we have different interruptible services between the south, the north, and EGD rate zones, so the company's looking at all those services and figuring out what's the best way to harmonize them, and it would include things like penalties and encouraging compliance and what happens if someone doesn't comply, but those services, the rates and everything around those is outside the Gas Supply Plan, so it's not being looked at by this team, so I'm already sort of outside my area of accountability and expertise here, but that is something that's underway and is planned for rebasing.

MR. QUINN:  And we do have penalties already in place.

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.  Yeah, those are approved in the rate schedules for the three different rate zones, correct.

MR. QUINN:  I guess we should take further questions into some other forum because it's outside of your authority, I guess, to talk about change, but -- so I'll defer on that.  We'll ask the other ones.

You alluded to again -- this is where the -- I hate to use the word nexus, but this is where -- gas supply -- so is planning come together, where you were planning for design day and you said where you're having deliveries to a particular specific supply point, and that can be a supply-side IRPA.  Did I get that right?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I believe -- so that's a live proceeding right now, the IRP proceeding.  The Board's not rendered their decision.  But I believe in our evidence Enbridge has acknowledged that there are potential for supply-side IRPAs that could be reflected in the Gas Supply Plan if those are chosen for that specific system constraint to defer or eliminate the need for infrastructure.

MR. QUINN:  So that could include something like a peaking service to a specific location, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  I think -- so it's a case-by-case basis, so right now we aren't using -- in gas supply we aren't using peaking services, necessarily, to eliminate the need for infrastructure.  It's a commercial alternative to contracting directly for firm transportation.

In that IRP proceeding what we've acknowledged is that if a constraint is identified on a system, then we have internal groups that would look to solicit market-based commercial services that could potentially underpin the need without -- so -- and then deferring infrastructure.

That may not be within the Gas Supply Plan, and in fact the way peaking services have been sort of described in our evidence, it's likely that it would be done sort of as the -- as a pipeline operator, Enbridge as a pipeline operator, versus gas supply.

Where we see gas supply playing a part is when an IRPA is chosen where system gas deliveries need to be obligated at a specific point on our system, because then that sort of hits at the core of our planning, and so then we would reflect that in our plan and then communicate it at a future update.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So questions -- more specific questions in that area I trust should defer to later in your presentations in terms of meeting demand; is that correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, what was that, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  I just, I was going to go to another question, but I think you have -- I know you have in your presentation later on some specifics on demand for each of the delivery areas, so I think I'll defer, because I think in accordance with what you said in a way that I understand it, and then I'll ask a more specific question then later on, because I want to --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, we will definitely go into more detail on that for sure.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I'll defer.  I know there's other people have their hands raised, so two more areas of question.  One is, during your presentation you talked about the RFP process and our question regarding using forward purchases at Dawn instead of buying storage, and you said that that was outside the RFP process.

Were -- once the bids were received, was there a process undertaken by Enbridge to evaluate the cost of the alternative of storage versus the cost of forward purchases at Dawn during the winter?

MR. GILLETT:  So Dave has a storage slide later as well, Dwayne, that might be a good spot to get into this, but I'll maybe answer it at a high level.  So again, right now for Union Gas's rate zones, we utilize cost-based storage, and so this blind RFP is only for the legacy EGD rate zone.

MR. QUINN:  Understood.

MR. GILLETT:  And legacy EGD has a methodology that exists today for determining the amount of market-based storage that it requires.  So that's been established.  There was a report done on this.  Dave is going to talk about it a bit later.  But we continue to use that methodology.  So that methodology establishes how much we need, and then the RFP -- the blind RFP processes -- process procures that storage to meet that need.

So any more detailed questions, it might make sense to wait until that storage slide, but that's generally our approach.  And that's, of course, something we will look at as part of harmonization.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  The two sub-questions I have I'll wait for later on, but the one higher-level question that 

-- because it came up in our stakeholder session in September of 2019, at the time Mr. LeBlanc had talked about the cost of Michigan storage, and there was one -- Michigan storage was coupled with transport later.  It wasn't economic.  That's on the record, so I'm not saying anything that's confidential.

Was Michigan storage included in the RFP and was -- did Enbridge find a way to successfully obtain any Michigan storage?

MR. GILLETT:  So I'm just trying to figure out how much we should disclose here.  As part -- you know, what we're trying to do just as a general comment here is we want to be as transparent as we can to give assurances that the process worked, because we're actually very confident in how it went this past year with the recommendations, but at the same time some of this information is market-sensitive.  It's not even known by EGI's storage group itself; this is just information within gas supply.  So if there is some hesitance in answering some questions, it's purely from a place of trying not to disclose this market sensitive information.

To go to your question, Dwayne, the RFP process absolutely allowed for bidders to bid for storage outside of Ontario.  In fact, technically they didn't need to bid a physical storage service, right.  So your question around Michigan storage, yes, they could bid if they had Michigan storage.  They had to include the cost of transport within that bid and I believe that's consistent with expectations previously that we would have to get the gas to and from Dawn.  That allowed those types of bids to be submitted.

Did we choose Michigan storage?  I might ask for a quick breakout room to consult.  If we could grab the breakout room for a second.

MR. QUINN:  As you're considering what to answer and not to answer, I'm not looking for pricing or anything like that.

Clearly if it -- if it's Ontario storage, it's somewhat reality it's going to be Enbridge or some marker using a foundation of their tools at Dawn to be able to provide that.  The issue is is there opportunity for the company to economically source storage outside of Ontario.  That's the foundational question that I'm trying to understand, and the Board will be interested in.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, I think -- so one of the key things about how the evaluation was done, Dwayne, was that price ruled.  And so we are absolutely open to Michigan storage, but there is market realities around requiring transportation to get it there and back.

So I would say as a general comment that we're very fortunate here in Ontario that we have a lot of physical storage in our back door -- our backyard rather.  So the market would dictate that it becomes more economically challenging to offer storage outside of this jurisdiction once you start rolling in things like transportation costs.  So I don't know if that answers your question.

It's a challenge, but we're absolutely open to it.  But it needs to be the most cost effective storage.  We're not going to -- it can't be a more expensive option if we can get cheaper storage for our ratepayers.

MR. QUINN:  I understand that.  So I guess the question remains were you able to access storage outside of Ontario?  If you want to take a breakout room, I just want to give you context.

MR. GILLETT:  For sure.  I understand the question for sure.  If we can just briefly grab a breakout room.

MS. SANASIE:  I'm now moving you into the breakout room.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. GILLETT:  Thank you for having patience with us here.  We're trying to walk a fine line.

Dwayne, our concern is we have not disclosed anything about the winning bids, including counter-party term, even location.  We're hesitant in a public stakeholder conference to disclose that information and I know this isn't exactly ideal, but I would suggest during the non-commodity deferral proceeding that there is a mechanism for sharing confidential information.  I would suggest that would be a good spot to request that.  But as part of the stakeholder conference, we're reticent to share too much detail about the winning bids themselves.  It's not information the market has, including EGI's own storage marketing group.

I think you're on mute there, Dwayne.  I can't tell if you're talking.

MR. QUINN:  I thought I was just thinking out loud, sorry.  No, I accept your concerns.  I've been part of those discussion we have to create assurance on behalf of ratepayers the value in terms of storage.  I will accept deferring further inquiry, but I will leave you with this as a company:  The Board ought to have the ability to be covered by the fact in what it anticipated in now almost fifteen years ago is coming to fruition in a way that protects ratepayers.  So I'll leave it at that for now.

But we don't have that assurance and I don't think the Board has it at this point, so we will continue to seek that.

MR. GILLETT:  I guess I would just reinforce, Dwayne, that I think that what we're doing is giving that assurance.  If a provider could bid a storage service in Michigan that was economically feasible, right, that was -- that would meet or match what other source providers in Ontario can provide, then we would absolutely choose that and would be open to it.  In fact, it would be incremental diversity in our portfolio.  But it has to make economic sense.

So the way the process went this year, I can provide that assurance to you, for whatever it's worth, that this was done in a truly blind way and the storage services that were chosen for our ratepayers were the most economically efficient storage services.

MR. QUINN:  The economic efficiently is something we seek.  But if the market is unduly constrained such that the alternatives aren't available to the utility in spite of perfectly blind process, that ought to be of concern to the Board about the value.  What's on the record is a year and a half ago adding transportation to Michigan storage, making it uneconomic.

Ergo, there is only an Ontario market for the services the utility is seeking in its Gas Supply Plan, and that ought to be a concern for the Board.

MR. MONDROW:  Can I jump in for a minute, please?  Jason, can I just understand this -- and I appreciate what you're trying do and the fine line you've described.  I understood Dwayne to be asking whether there was any Michigan storage that was successful in this latest RFP.  And are you saying that for commercial sensitivity reasons, you are unable to answer that question and we can't find out where your storage is that you contracted for?

MR. GILLETT:  What we're trying to do is make sure that -- this is a public stakeholder process. There is another process where storage costs are reviewed and there are mechanisms in place that allow us to share what we think is market sensitive information.

All we're trying to do is make sure that question is being asked in the right spot.

MR. MONDROW:  Let me rephrase.  I appreciate your qualification.  What you're saying is that in your view, it would be compromising to publicly disclose where your contracted storage assets are located.  But you're prepared to do that within the OEB's confidentiality mechanism?  In another process, in the appropriate process?

MR. GILLETT:  My understanding is that that's the appropriate time that we would typically provide that type of information.  It's that question that gets asked, needs to be reviewed at that time, but that's a more formal process with other mechanisms in place that would allow us to provide that.

MR. STEVENS:  And just to fill that out, Ian, the unregulated storage costs are entered into --


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. STEVENS:  My apologies, Nancy.  It's David Stevens speaking.  The unregulated storage costs, Ian, are part of the Enbridge Gas Distribution storage and transportation account, so it is the subject of review and discussion during each of the deferrals proceedings.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  I would maybe just quickly like to address something that Dwayne has said.  I don't know that the -- I don't know that the Board is concerned that we don't have Michigan storage in our portfolio.  What we're trying to do is find the most cost-effective storage services.  If Michigan is more expensive than Ontario storage, I don't know why we would pay that premium for no incremental value, right?  We're not directed to go out and buy Michigan storage.  We're directed to find the most cost-effective storage.  We're also directed to make sure that it's done in a blind way, which we've done.  So I just want to make sure that that's clear that we're open to it.  It just has to make economic sense.  There is realities, right?  We are not coming up with, you know, blanket excuses here.  It's just, it's realities of the cost of transport between Michigan storage and Ontario.

MR. MONDROW:  Yeah.  It's Ian Mondrow again, Nancy.  Jason, I don't know the issue is whether the OEB expects you to have Michigan storage.  I think the issue that's been raised is whether there is indeed a market for the provision of storage services beyond the utility on storage in Ontario, which is a broader issue.  It's not that Enbridge has or hasn't done anything, it's how the market is actually performing.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Ian, and thanks, Dwayne.  It's David Stevens speaking.  My recollection is there was some discussion in our exchanges of submissions last year, as well as frankly as part of the MAADs proceeding, if I remember correctly, around whether it's time to reopen or re-examine the findings in NGEIR, and my recollection is the Board said, no, it's not time, as part of the MAADs proceeding, and my recollection is that the Board Staff report last year -- or for the five-year Gas Supply Plan did not agree that it's time to re-examine the findings in NGEIR.  And as we all know, the Board received Board Staff's report and decided that no further action was necessary.

So while I certainly acknowledge the point that parties may have outstanding questions as to, you know, to use Dwayne's phrasing, the expectations that were in place at the time of NGEIR have developed in the way that they might have been expected, I don't think that's at issue in this annual update case.

MR. MONDROW:  Yeah, so it's Ian Mondrow again, Nancy.  David, just -- and I take a little bit of exception with that point.  The point of these updates and, indeed, the Gas Supply Plan review -- five-year Gas Supply Plan review, as I understand it, is to develop an ongoing understanding of what Gas Supply Planning entails and what the results of that Gas Supply Planning are showing, and then to the extent there are issues, they can either be raised in Staff's report or addressed by parties if they feel they need to in the proceeding where approvals are being sought.

So this -- these days are all about the exchange of information.  That's what the Gas Supply Plan review is supposed to be about, and with all due respect, questions about where the storage contracted for is physically located I think is squarely within that framework.

I do appreciate the issue of commercial sensitivity and that there is a mechanism within the earnings sharing and variance account disposition proceedings to provide that information in a way that Enbridge feels protects customers appropriately, given commercial sensitivities, so I'm not taking issue with that, but I think Dwayne's question, regardless of the limitation of the ability to provide the answer, is completely appropriate.

In any event, you know, I don't have any further questions at this point.  So I just, I appreciate your comment.  I wanted to put a comment in response back.  But I'm not pushing for anything more than has already been indicated.  Thanks.

MR. QUINN:  It's Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  Thanks, Ian.  Well-stated in many ways.  David, just to go back to the MAADs decision, because I want to make sure the record is accurate here, the decision did not say that -- I won't even paraphrase what you said.  The decision said that these issues with outside the scope of the MAADs proceeding.  The Board did not opine or render a decision specifically on its satisfaction with NGEIR being affected at this time, so we are still concerned, as Ian has pointed out, that we can ask and answer questions so that there may be an evidentiary basis for the Board to consider what the storage market is and does it provide value to Ontario customers.

So that's the nature of our inquiry, and it will be an ongoing inquiry, but I hear we're not going to get a lot of answers on that today, and so we'll accept that for this -- at this point, but determine how to proceed moving forward in the future, and that will be part of our submissions.

MR. MONDROW:  All right, Dwayne.  Nancy, it's Ian Mondrow.  And I'm sorry to keep jumping in, but just, so where I understand you've ended up on is, Jason has provided in this process his assurance that the blind RFP process and Enbridge's own interest is absolutely open in both cases to extra-jurisdictional storage offers, providing that those offers include any costs to get the gas to Dawn.  And so that's been established here.  The follow-on question I think that you raised is, well, is there any Michigan storage in your portfolio as a result, and the answer is, we can't talk about that on the public record.  There is a process in which you can ask that question and, subject to how you frame the question, do our best to answer it within the confines of confidentiality, and so I think that's great, and I think Enbridge has been fully responsive and has directed us where to pick the issue up in the event that anyone remains concerned about it when we get to the next DSM and variance account proceeding.

So thank you, Jason.  Hopefully I've stated that correctly, and I think that's been a helpful discussion.  Thank you very much.

MR. GILLETT:  Thank you, Ian.  Appreciate it.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, Dwayne.  Can we move to the next person on the list?  Or did you have --


MR. QUINN:  I have one more area of questions, Michael, but I'll defer to others, have an opportunity to engage.  I'll ask my questions hopefully before we go to the next section.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Again, it's Michael Millar here.  The next hand I see up is Mark Garner.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  I don't have anything as weighty as what the gas storage market is.  I want to go back to your issue on utility integration and that slide, and thank you, and again, I found the package you gave us quite helpful, so I want to thank you for that, and the way you've laid it all out was very helpful.

When you were answering the question about utility integration, just on behalf of VEC and CCC, what we were really trying to get at was, as you engage in some of these issues, just say the changes in methodologies integrating the two methodologies, we're really trying to understand is whether you were going to engage stakeholders in this prior to laying it before the Board or whether you were simply going to lay something before the Board?  Just before you answer, I'm not asking any of these things.  I just -- that was our concern.  Our question was, how do we -- or are you going to engage stakeholders before you get to the Board on those issues?

MR. GILLETT:  No, thanks for the question, Mark.  I'm glad you found the materials helpful, and I'm disappointed to hear that you don't want us to have an exclusive stakeholder session just with you.

Sorry, when you ask about stakeholdering, are you talking about integration efforts as it pertains to gas supply or are you referring to the broader utility integration?

MR. GARNER:  Well, our question was to both, but I take, you know, I take the fact that we were talking about gas supply, so I'll stick to the issues around the gas supply methodologies and that that you were doing, and so in my head my thought was, would you be sitting down with people and saying, look, we've got these different methodologies, looked at pros and cons.  Do you have an opinion?  Do you guys want to give us your feedback before you get to the hearing with the Board and lay that all out to the Board?  That was really all we were getting at.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no, it's a good question.  So our hope is to use this process to do exactly that, and the reason why I walked through the information the way that I did where I walked through all the things that we've accomplished over the last two years, but also try to set expectations as to the fact that low-hanging fruit is really gone and we're really tackling the meaty stuff.  I did that very specifically, because I wanted to make sure stakeholders understood sort of how the process would play out.

To your point exactly, we do anticipate using this process to do that.  I believe that's why the Board created this framework.

The example you use -- which is probably the meatiest one we have in gas supply, which is the two design day methodologies that are very different between the two legacy utilities -- we're working through that.  Our hope is we will have enough information to start putting some of this in our next update in order to put that in front of stakeholders.  We don't anticipate staying silent on integration until the rebasing application; I don't think that's in the Board's framework.  So as much as we can, we intend to use this process to do that.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you for that.  Just as a comment on that, I think it would be useful for us and other people when you get to that point is if we don't simply see your proposal again and the trade-offs you were making and why you decided what those trade-offs were, so we can engage in a discussion in a meaningful way.

MR. GILLETT:  That's good, thank you.

MR. GARNER:  That's just my question on these slides.  Thanks, Jason.

MR. GILLETT:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  Next I see Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks this is Kent Elson for Environmental Defence.  I have a question that relates more to changes in terms of the result or substance lesser so than the process.  But in the previous gas supply plan, there was an options analysis and that fed into the Hamilton Kirkwall pipeline application and the need for it.  And we know that application has been abandoned now.

So from a gas supply perspective, what has changed and how were those needs that were previously identified addressed?

MR. GILLETT:  Hi, Kent.  The needs that were identified fed into Dawn Parkway bid.  We were actually granted the gas -- sorry, we were granted the Dawn Parkway capacity we requested for gas supply.  So those contracts 

-- sorry, we don't have contracts with ourselves.  But that capacity will come online beginning, I believe, this winter and I think -- Dave, if you have anything to add to that, but we were granted that capacity.  Does that come on line in 2021?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, November 21, 2021.

MR. GILLETT:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  In essence, capacity was freed up from elsewhere, and from in-franchise ex-franchise, what's the change there?

MR. GILLETT:  My understanding is that there was turn-back on the system that allowed Enbridge as a pipeline operator to provide the bid capacity without the need for the build.  I believe that's ex-franchise, but I don't have that information.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And is that you're providing undertakings for to us figure that out it would have to be in your next -- if you provided an update, when you provide your next update?

MR. STEVENS:  When you say to get more info, Kent, are you asking whether the turn back was in-franchise versus ex-franchise?  What is the extra information you're seeking?

MR. ELSON:  Detail as to whether it's in-franchise versus ex-franchise.  And when I say the next update, I don't mean the next update; I mean the next iteration Of this update after comments from stakeholders.

MR. JANISSE:  It was not in-franchise.  The in-franchise capacity would be held for the Gas Supply Plan,  so it was not gas supply point capacity that was turned back.

MR. ELSON:  That makes sense to me.  I guess more generally, and this is as much a question or comment, but I didn't see anything that provided a table comparing, for example, annual demand or design day demand in this update versus the 2019 version of the Gas Supply Plan.  That would be something that we would find helpful, unless you can point me to where it's already there, thanks.

MR. QUINN:  Following up on Kent's question, I heard it's not in-franchise.  In the Dawn Parkway proceeding, it was evidenced that there was going to be turn back ex-franchise, but still billing was required. I believe it's part of the public record, but say an eastern Canadian utility was turning back a portion of its capacity, which was identified specifically in the Dawn Parkway proceeding, and billed as required.

To hear it's not in-franchise, of course it's ex-franchise.  What changed is a better way to ask the question at this point beyond what was identified in 2019?

MR. GILLETT:  Unfortunately, Dwayne, we don't have the right people in front of you to do that.  So what we've done is we've analyzed the need for the capacity and provided that analysis and the information in the original five-year plan.

To your point about the Dawn Parkway application, the build application was pulled and that's all on the record.  As gas supply, our needs were met.  So in the end, we got the capacity that we needed.  In terms of how Enbridge was able to meet those needs from a pipeline operator perspective, that is not the accountability of this group.

MR. QUINN:  Whose accountability would it be?

MR. GILLETT:  That would be a number of groups that design and operate the Dawn Parkway system.  Gas supply articulates our needs on the system, but we don't design the system itself.

MR. QUINN:  Facilities planning?

MR. GILLETT:  They would -- I believe they have different name now, but that would be one of the groups for sure.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I'm going to reserve my opinion in this area.  Obviously you're one company integrated one need not be scholarly about the jurisdictional aspects especially while can they're changing, but we would like to have some of those answers in the future and request ahead of time and hopefully they will be answered.

But this is my last question, Travis, so I apologize.  But in last year's proceeding, we talked about Sendout and not only was -- we understand Enbridge had put people together in the organization, and then it was changing its systems to support the work being done.

Sendout hasn't been mentioned in this proceeding, yet Board Staff has put in their comments that they expected that Enbridge would be reporting on Sendout integration as part of the 2020 update.  We're now in the 2021 update.  Can you provide an update on Sendout and what else the utility is doing to integrate the upstream resources of the respective companies for ratepayer benefit?

MR. GILLETT:  I did talk about Sendout; that was on -- described on slide 11 of the presentation.  I did talk about it -- let me maybe go back through my notes of what I said.

So EGI uses Sendout to optimize the existing storage and transportation assets, to determine the optimum mix of commodity purchases.  I won't go through it. I think everybody knows how Sendout is used.

The two legacy utilities use Sendout differently.  This is one of the things that we'll be looking at As part of further harmonizing the planning processes.  Sendout is -- I think, Dwayne, what I was trying to get through there is that we have two different methodologies and to change those methodologies requires Board approval.  So Board approval is a prerequisite for us to combine the Sendout models.

So we are not going to combine Sendout models when we have two different ways of doing gas supply planning.

So what we're looking at is we're doing the work now to understand, first of all, what needs Board approval; second, what is it we want to seek approval on, so trying to figure out what do we think we want the future methodology to look like.  And then what we would do is look at how the Sendout modeling needs to change to reflect that.

So to do anything with Sendout it putting the cart before the horse, because we have not combined the two methodologies or portfolios yet.

MR. QUINN:  I want to say it this way, Jason, and I'll ask one final question.  Sendout is a linear program model where you put constrains and resources in.  To the extent there are different rules for different areas, there are likely going to be different rules for Union northwest versus EGD CDA.  I understand that.  So there is ability to use the tools that doesn't necessarily have to wait for Board's approval, but accepting that nothing has been done to integrate them, what has Enbridge done in terms of looking at its contracting as an example specifically in EDA, where you have both Union EDA and you have Enbridge EDA and you have contracts and you have STS, what have you done to look at the ability to get synergy out of those contracts for the benefit of funding more economic approach to winter loads?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so there's a lot there, Dwayne, so we are looking at basically everything, right, in terms of how we, you know, forecast demand, how we meet those demands, how we operate it, how we do the Sendout modelling.  That's all within scope of what we're trying to accomplish as part of integration.

But there's a lot of prerequisites there, so even something as simple as TransCanada on the main line, they have two separate delivery areas.  They have the EGD, EDA, and they've got the Union EDA.  Those are two different delivery areas with TransCanada.  Their contracts are point-to-point contracts to those delivery areas.  We don't own those.  We don't set those.  So really, I mean, we can work with TransCanada to explore options, but in the end those are not ours to change.  So that would be a good example of a prerequisite that needs to be looked at and dealt with.

In theory, if TransCanada decides that they don't see the value in combining those two delivery areas, in theory we continue to have different contracts, potentially.  I mean, that's what we need to look at.  What we want to get to in the end is we want to get to what makes sense, how we can provide gas supply, storage, transportation, and commodity to our ratepayers at the lowest -- at the right cost, right, balancing all the different Board principles.

So I know it's not the answer that people want, that we're not done yet, but there is a lot of complexity there, there's a lot of prerequisites there, and we are diligently working through this.

The analogy is a bit cliched, but the analogy we use is that we're trying to build the airplane while we're flying it, right, because don't forget, these are the same people who are all trying to operate the utility every year, so we're continuing to work through it.  It's our intention to address all these things that you raised.  We just don't have that work done yet.  That's work that's anticipated as part of this five-year deferred rebasing period.

MR. QUINN:  Oh, well, I'm not sure we need wait for the five-year deferred rebasing period.  My question specifically, have you met with TransCanada to look at ways of combining delivery areas to reflect the company you're becoming?

MR. GILLETT:  So we are regularly in conversation with TransCanada on our services.  We are talking to them.  We're even starting with some of the basics, like some of the contract names, right, about how do we eliminate this need for two different companies even on our existing contracts.  What you've raised is absolutely on our list of items to explore over the next little while.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you for your answer.

MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Dwayne.  Michael Millar here.  Travis has been waiting patiently, so let's turn to him.  And Travis, I think you -- I'm not sure if -- you may have missed appearances at the beginning, but maybe you can just introduce yourself to kick us off.

MR. LUSNEY:  Yeah, Travis Lusney with OSEA.  And no problem waiting.  The nerd in me enjoys the conversation.

So Jason, I think you kind of mentioned towards the question OSEA asked with respect to carbon costs within the blind RFP, and this is part question, part kind of explanation, and I think the Michigan discussion was, it's, for lack of better term, a counterpoint to it.

As Ontario and Canada's kind of carbon pricing starts to diverge from neighbours, the OSEA question is really, does the blind RFP in any way try and normalize carbon costs or call out the carbon emissions of a bid so that you can try and look at it on a level playing field for the province's carbon pricing, recognizing border adjustments is not something that's part of the existing carbon-pricing framework, but just trying to understand if it's part of the blind RFP or if Enbridge has given any thought to it.

MR. GILLETT:  No, that's not part of our evaluation.  When we look at the price, the cost of the service, we don't necessarily know everything that's rolled into how that providers price their service, so if they do have a carbon cost in there, they have to decide whether to include it, how to include it, no different than anything else, right?  Their underlying facilities cost, administrative costs, fuel, like, all that stuff sort of needs to be developed, and their goal would be to put forward a competitive bid, so we don't break apart the carbon costs and do any sort of normalization.  we try and get the most economic source services.

MR. LUSNEY:  But it would be fair to say, you know, as, let's say, the price in Ontario for carbon increases and our neighbouring jurisdiction does not have one or has a much lower, that they're -- in the current construct of the blind RFP, that neighbouring jurisdiction -- storage in that neighbouring jurisdiction would be advantage, because they wouldn't be folding that cost into their bids?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, in theory if there is a carbon cost that is imposed upon a storage operator that has to be priced in with their service, it would raise the cost of their service, yes.

MR. LUSNEY:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  Like, I understand your question.  I'm just, I'm not sure how the carbon cost would flow through to the storage operator themselves or the service provider, but the more cost they have, the higher their price, right?

MR. LUSNEY:  Yeah.

MR. JANISSE:  I think -- this is Dave Janisse here.  Just to kind of add on to something Jason said a bit earlier.  It's also -- like, storage is a competitive market, so it would be that storage operator's choice on if they were trying to pass the carbon costs through to their ultimate ratepayer, and they're competing with markets across North America, right?  So we don't even know that the costs associated with any kind of a carbon charge to that operator would even be in that price.  It may not be, because that operator needs to make sure that their bids into the market are competitive.

MR. LUSNEY:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Travis.  I see Kent and Michael.  Michael, why don't you go, because I don't think you've had a chance with this panel yet.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  Thank you.  Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

So just a kind of a quick area of questioning.  I heard in your presentation a couple of things.  One is that, you know, you pick the low-hanging fruit to the extent that, you know, you found it.  And that you can't do some things, optimize or combine, because you believe that OEB approvals are required for some of those things, and then also that, you know, you're not just going to sit on your laurels and wait 'til rebasing but, you know, that there are other things that either you know of or could come up that you work on to optimize between now and rebasing.  Does that sound fair, that recap?

MR. GILLETT:  I would make a little bit of an adjustment there, Michael, around, you know, you said we're not going to sit on our laurels.  We're going to look for other ways to combine.  I would change that a little bit.  To even figure out how to combine it's going to take the next couple years to even do that, right, so the ultimate goal here is that in the end we put forward evidence as part of rebasing as to how we want the utility to look in terms of gas supply that will have to include a number of items that are part of Board approval.  I just, I don't want to undersell how much work this is.  It's an incredible amount of work.  It's a very complex topic, especially as you start to dive into the nitty-gritty of modelling assumptions and processes and that sort of thing.  So I would just maybe switch it around a little bit just to emphasize that fact, right, is that it's a full court press for the next couple years to get us to rebasing to figure out what we want the utility and gas supply specifically to look like.

MR. BROPHY:  And that's fair, that clarification.  You know, things like the combination of picking which model you would move towards if you move towards one that's fairly large, kind of analysis and undertaking, and obviously, you know, makes sense that you'd have to work on some backup or studies or whatever it is that's going to support that, so that one stands out as fairly clear, and I guess what I've been trying to do as you're walking through things is park things that are clearly going to be worked on over a few years be put forward with a foundation of information in rebasing either because you require OEB approval for it, or because it's just a large undertaking and it's the right thing to do versus a grouping of other things.

So I think you indicate you don't have a comprehensive list of everything that you can share that would allow everyone to see, okay, here is the two, three, four things that will have to wait and so they're kind of off limits because of the reasons you're stating to rebasing versus here's specific or groupings of things that aren't necessarily off limits.

So is that true, that there isn't that kind of a list that you would be able to provide?

MR. GILLETT:  If we go back to slide 12, I think these are the heavy hitters on the slide.  Design day and weather criteria methodology, that's a core piece of what gas supply does; that's a big one.

So to your point, we're going to need to understand what other jurisdictions are doing, and we're not going to make this decision without having backup information and understanding of feedback from stakeholders, that sort of thing.

In-franchise use of storage space and deliverability, that's going have a big impact on gas supply.  But there is a lot of things that are outside of gas supply that have an impact on us.  So rates and service design, things like how do bundle customers to do balancing; that has an impact on us.  Demand forecasting -- Steve will go into some of our demand forecasting informs later, but those are done using Board approved methodologies.

So I think this is a pretty good list of the heavy hitters.  These are the things we're working on right now.  There isn't any there isn't a separate shadow list of items that has us excited.  This is what we're working on.  But then as we get into more and more detail and try and package things up and get our heads wrapped around it, we're hoping we can have a better way or a more holistic way of communicating it in the future.

But this is what we know now, and this is what we're working on very diligently right now.

MR. BROPHY:  That's helpful; that answers my question.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Kent, you had another question?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, a quick follow-up on the Hamilton Kirkwall question.  At a high level, the previous gas supply plan indicated that there was capacity deficit and that gave birth to the new pipeline proposal, and the current update doesn't have a deficit showing for the Dawn Parkway system.

Is that just high level way to think about it?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, if you're okay with it, Kent, I might ask you to hold off on that question.  There are tables later that we'll be going through that will show sort of the shortfalls, and you'll be able to see in that table where the Dawn Parkway capacity comes online to address that shortfall.

So maybe it would be better to address it there, if you're okay with that.

MR. ELSON:  Where it comes on line as in where a capacity deficit arises?

MR. GILLETT:  No, where in November 2021 you'll see our shortfall is eliminated by the Dawn Parkway capacity becoming available.

MR. ELSON:  That's fine.  Let me ask one more question while I'm here, which is does your latest update imply additional infrastructure needs along the Dawn Parkway system at any point in time?

MR. GILLETT:  Just to make sure I understood, no, this update shows we currently do not have -- are you asking if we bid in on open season or -- is that what you're asking?

MR. ELSON:  I'm asking if we're going to see another pipeline application that says we need to build this because of what the Gas Supply Plan says?

MR. GILLETT:  Right now, we don't have any further bids for Dawn Parkway capacity in this update, no.

MR. QUINN:  Just to follow up, Kent's question was based on gas supply needs.  That doesn't take into account the open season that Enbridge had to the market late last year, is that correct?

MR. GILLETT:  We did not bid into that open season so we didn't have that in this update.  Sorry, Dwayne, is that what you're asking?

MR. QUINN:  Not specifically; I'll be more direct.  You qualified gas supply and said you did not bid into it.  But others may have, which may precipitate a Dawn Parkway build, but you're not providing that information at this time?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I don't have that information, sorry.  What we know is what we've bid or whether we've bid. I don't have information on the other bids.

MR. QUINN:  Just wanted to make sure that's clear for Kent and for the record.

MR. GILLETT:  That's fair.  Gas supply does not own the open season process or the facilities, so we don't have that information.  We just know what we were doing.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  Thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dwayne.  I do not see any more hands raised.  And I still do not.

MR. VIRANEY:  It's Khalil Viraney, and I have a couple of questions.

Jason, I was looking at your presentation and on the RFP process, it says that the RFP manager makes recommendations to Enbridge in round one.

What does that mean?  Is it like preliminary bids or are there successive rounds and further recommendations?

MR. GILLETT:  That's a good question, Khalil.  So the way we constructed the process and the evaluation, our goal was to eliminate any need for back and forth between ourselves and the RFP manager.  That's the goal.  The goal is that the bids come in, the RFP manager is able to evaluate those bids, rank them, and make a suggestion to Enbridge that we accept.

That's what we were driving for, so what we're trying to convey here is that we were successful in doing that.  The RFP manager provided us recommendations.  They were anonymized bids.  They provided those bids and we accepted them.  There was no need for us to request further information.  The RFP manager didn't have to go back to the parties.  We didn't have to do a round two evaluation.  We were able to accept the bids round one from the RFP manager.

MR. VIRANEY:  So the RFP manager made recommendations.  How does this align with the Staff report that said the RFP manager did only provide the winning proposal?

MR. GILLETT:  That's another way of saying it.  The RFP manager said basically that based on your evaluation criteria, here is what we think are the winning bids.

There is a bit of a technicality here, Khalil, where a consulting firm specifically will not make decisions on behalf of the company.  That's just a thing they won't do as part of a consulting engagement.  That's why I use the phrasing that I did.  But essentially what we're saying is that it aligns with those recommendations.

They provided what they thought were the winning bids and we said we agree and we accepted them.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  So why do you call it round one?  Do you expect further rounds, because that process seems to be slightly different from what the Staff report said.  I don't know what the Staff report said about having multiple rounds.

MR. GILLETT:  I think the rounds come from the Scott Madden recommendations where if the first recommendation -- if the company requires further clarification, it would allow for that to be given.

What we tried to do is we tried to go one better.  We essentially said let's try to construct everything so we don't need to do that second round.  We wanted to align with this idea of the RFP manager having enough expertise and information to provide us the winning bids and for us to accept them without having to do any further back and forth.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  The other question I have is how do you rate your experience in terms of were you as a company satisfied with the process, and did you believe the RFP manager did a good job of providing recommendations?  

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, absolutely.  We were very satisfied.  And I think it's shown in those results.  Like I said, no further back and forth was required, and in fact, while evaluating the bids, the RFP manager didn't require anything from us, so I would say, Khalil, that we were very satisfied with it, and our hope is that we can repeat the same thing next year, right, to have something 

-- have this type of process again.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  Thank you.



MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Khalil.  And again, I am not seeing any more hands, so I think that concludes this section.  We're a bit ahead of schedule, which I always like to see, but I want to use the time efficiently, so I look to David and Jason.  Can we move on to at least begin the next section before the lunch break?  We were scheduled to finish at 12 -- or to break at 12:30, and again, whether it's 12:30 or 12:20 or 12:35, I'm not too fussed, but I'd like to keep moving.

MR. STEVENS:  Dave -- it's David Stevens speaking.  Dave Janisse I believe will be presenting the next section.  Is it okay with you, Dave, to proceed through your presentation and then after lunch do the Q&A?

MR. JANISSE:  It is.  That sounds great.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's proceed in that fashion.
Public Policy Initiatives & Pilots


MR. JANISSE:  Okay.  So it's Dave Janisse speaking here.  In this portion of our presentation we're going to outline various public-policy impacts to the Gas Supply Plan and we're going to review some of the initiatives and pilot projects that we undertook in response to public policy.

So I'll start by reviewing the Board's requirements with regard to public policy within the Gas Supply Plan.  The public-policy principle states that our Gas Supply Plan will support and align with public policy where it's appropriate to do so.

In section 3.1.4 of the framework there is specific reference or it specifically establishes that we're to focus on public-policy measures that are in effect rather than in a proposed stage, so therefore, we're speaking today about matters of public policy that are in effect that impact the Gas Supply Plan, including how the gas supply function is executing on these public-policy-driven initiatives at Enbridge.

We received a few questions from stakeholders about whether certain proposed policy measures have been incorporated into the Gas Supply Plan.  Specifically, these questions were focused more on the demand forecast, which underpins the plan.

The demand forecast underpinning Gas Supply Plan is developed using the OEB-approved methodologies, and it includes impacts of enacted federal and provincial policies where those impacts are known and quantifiable.

To the extent the legislation is enacted, placed into law, we will reflect the estimated impacts in the demand forecast using best available information we have at the time we put it together.

I will note that a lot of public-policy impacts that are specifically identified -- they're specifically identified and they're initiated upstream of the gas supply team.  So an example of this is Enbridge's business development team developed the voluntary RNG program, which I'll speak to in a minute, and they manage the implementation of this program, and now gas supply will be including RNG within the gas procurement activities.

So for this reason, gas -- the Gas Supply Plan is not necessarily the driver of public-policy initiatives at Enbridge, but rather the plan reacts and incorporates those initiatives where applicable.

Next slide, please.  So there's three public policies that we've identified as having potential impacts that will flow into the Gas Supply Plan.  The first one is the Government of Ontario's made in Ontario environmental plan, which was released in November 2018.  This plan includes a variety of environmental initiatives that the Ontario government is pursuing, and it included an expectation for natural gas utilities in the province to implement a voluntary RNG option for its customers.  This influenced our creation of the voluntary RNG program, which has had a direct impact on gas supply.  I'll speak to more details about that program shortly.

The next item here we have is the federal government's Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, and I may say GGPPA at times today, and this is what I'm referring to.  This legislation obligates Enbridge to pay a carbon charge related to distribution of natural gas to end users.  We recover the costs of that carbon charge from ratepayers as approved by the OEB.

So as of April 1st of this year the federal carbon charge increased from 40 dollars per tonne -- increased to 40 dollars per tonne from 30 in the prior year.  This additional cost to customers does have an impact on the demand for natural gas as we forecasted, but I do note is a relatively small one.  Steve is going to speak to this in more detail later today.

Finally, the federal government's draft Clean Fuel Standard was released in late 2020, and we expect that to be implemented in late 2021.  The CFS for short will impose a compliance obligation related to reduction of carbon intensity of fossil fuels in Canada.  Specifically, this places a compliance obligation only on the liquid fuel sector, so not ourselves as a natural gas provider, but gaseous fuel providers may have the ability to participate in the CFS program by generating credits for production of low carbon fuels, such as RNG or hydrogen gas.

As a result, we do anticipate that any RNG or hydrogen procured as part of the company's gas supply portfolio may be eligible for credits under this program, which would effectively lower the cost of these fuels.

As the CFS regulation has not yet been finalized, the impact of the CFS have not been considered within this annual update.

We received a question about impacts that DSM has on  the Gas Supply Plan, so while DSM is not in itself a public-policy measure, we do incorporate the DSM forecast, and the current plan is based off of the 2021 DSM plan, which is based on savings achieved in the '19 program year.

Go to the next slide.  So one key pilot initiative that our gas-supply team has been involved with is the voluntary RNG program.  As I mentioned previously, this program was developed in response to the Ontario government's expectation for natural gas utilities to implement a voluntary program for our customers.  The proposed program was approved by the OEB in the fall of last year, and customers who opt into it will pay 2 dollars extra per month to fund the incremental cost of RNG as part of our gas system supply.

We officially opened the application process to the RNG program on April 6th of this year, and customers can participate in it by either applying online through Enbridge Gas's website or by phone.  There is no contract and no minimum commitment for customers who have elected to opt into the program, and we're monitoring customer participation in the program, and we expect that we'll be able to begin procuring RNG by the end of this year.

We recognize that RNG is a key element to enable achievement of carbon targets, and that the RNG program will enable us to start purchasing RNG for system supply and gain RNG market knowledge and experience.  All of the RNG purchasing that we will be doing will be pursuant to the voluntary RNG program.

Given that this program is just kicking off, we have not included any volumes of RNG within the Gas Supply Plan update.  Any RNG that we do purchase will displace conventional natural gas that you see included in the plan today.

We do anticipate requesting offers to be delivered to a point on our pipeline systems, such as Dawn.  However, we're certainly open to receiving offers at any point that we can accept and transport it to our system using our existing upstream transportation assets.

In these situations we would only accept the offer if the net landed cost to our system was the lowest alternative offered to us.

We received a question about the use of the blind RFP -- or, sorry, the use of a blind RFP for procurement of RNG, and I do recall a discussion about this during the voluntary RNG proceeding last summer as well.

So procurement of RNG will not use the blind RFP process, and the reason is because this would be an expensive and cumbersome tool to use, given the small volumes that are being procured in the presence of other policies and procedures that we have in place that really make sure that there is fair and equal treatment within our gas procurement processes.

Any voluntary RNG decision, the OEB agreed to this approach and agreed that cost and availability of RNG should be the primary criteria for our procurement during the pilot stage of the program.

I also spoke earlier today about Enbridge's obligations related to the GGPPA and how the company's taking action to try to reduce carbon cost that is passed on to our customers.  An introduction of RNG into the gas supply mix will reduce the carbon charge payable by Enbridge, and that will in turn reduce the federal carbon charge that's levied to all our system and direct-purchase customers through a credit to the federal carbon charge customer variance accounts.

We also had a question about carbon intensity of RNG and what impacts that might have on system and direct-purchase customers.  We do not report the carbon intensity of our system supply gas, and inclusion of RNG within system supply would not impact carbon intensity for direct purchase customers, since gas supply does not purchase gas for these customers.

Before moving on from RNG, I want to address a question from Pollution Probe.  We were asked if an Ontario municipality in our franchise area wanted to transport RNG from one of their production sites to another location, whether Enbridge would have to be the one to build that pipeline or if they could do it themselves.

Access to our distribution systems for the purpose of transporting RNG would require that Enbridge Gas build or use the existing pipeline.

The access to get RNG into the system is currently provided under rate 401 if you're in the EGD rate zone, and under rate M13 in the Union rate zones.  Next slide please.

Another pilot project that is impacting the gas supply function is the low carbon energy project.  The low carbon energy project is a pilot to blend hydrogen into a closed portion of our distribution system.  We received approval for this last fall and expect the project to go into service in the latter half of 2021.

We see hydrogen as one of several tools to enable a season of carbon targets, and the approved hydrogen blending pilot is going to enable us to evaluate the idea of blending and reduce carbon in the gas distribution system, which maybe will enable blending on a larger scale in the future.

Currently there is no immediate plans to increase the amount of hydrogen procured or expand the blending beyond the area specified in the low carbon energy project filing.

While blending gas does emit less emissions than traditional natural gas, we're not currently aware of any mechanism or exemption related to hydrogen blending for the federal carbon charge.  We've been pursuing conversations with the federal government on a mechanism to create this exemption, and we're hopeful an exemption can be put in place given that hydrogen injection into the natural gas system is an accepted means of reduction under the clean fields standard.

Like RNG, we did get questions about carbon intensity of hydrogen and what impact it has on our system and direct purchase customers.  And again, we don't report carbon intensity for our system supply data, and inclusion of hydrogen into supply gas would not impact direct purchase Customers, since we are not buying from them.  Next slide, please.

I'm going to change gears now and move onto something that's more on the horizon.  This isn't something we included in the annual update that specifically relates to an active public policy, but we do feel this is the most appropriate area to discuss the topic.

As we outlined in the annual update evidence, sustainable natural gas is a new and emerging trend we've seen build in the North American natural gas industry.  It really only made its official debut in the last year or two, but we've been seeing more about it in the media, and we have also been approached by several natural gas suppliers and producers to discuss opportunities to procure sustainable gas within our portfolio.

The gas supply team has been taking a lot of steps over the last year to learn more about SNG and how it might fit into our Gas Supply Plan.  SNG is gas that has been certified under a framework or standard as being responsibly produced according to underlying ESG requirements of that standard.

Enbridge can purchase SNG at any location that it currently purchases gas.  We do note SNG is certified at the production point.  So if gas is purchased outside the general production zone, the seller is going to need to transport that gas from the production location to the point of delivery to Enbridge.

We acknowledge that SNG standards are focused on natural gas production and do not assess other parts of the natural gas supply chain, such as gas distribution.  While Enbridge is not involved in the production of natural gas, we are a major purchaser of gas in the North American market and for this reason, we do feel we can play a role to support ESG improvements within the natural gas sector and can do so by purchasing SNG as part of our portfolio.

Today we've included information about our ongoing efforts to investigate the purchase.  We've done that also within the annual update and it is our hope that stakeholders present today ask questions about SNG and provide feedback in their submissions, whether they feel it is a worthwhile endeavour in their submissions to the annual update.  This feedback from stakeholders will be valuable whether we continue to pursue SNG as a supply option.  Next slide please.

Just to get into a little bit more detail about SNG, the standards we've seen, such as EO100 standards, they evaluate a producer's operational and business processes with regard to minimizing impact on air and water quality, reducing GHG emissions in the gas production process,  establishing strong corporate governance and working conditions for their staff, engaging in local communities and Indigenous people who may be impacted by the projects.  These standards are developed by independent organizations and compliance with them is assessed by third party auditors.

Today we've primarily investigating SNG that is certified by the EO100 standard, but we are also aware of an SNG certification that is used more in the U.S. that was developed, called the independent energy standard's corporation trust well rating system.  We've also heard this referred to as Project Canary.

I want to pause to address a few questions we got about SNG opportunities, and specifically how they relate to relations with Indigenous communities and the rights of Indigenous peoples.  We note the EO100 standard for SNG specifically includes a principle that's associated with gas producers adherence to industry best practice for Indigenous peoples' rights.

This part of the standard assesses a production site's performance with respect to several objectives, including but not limited to attaining free prior informed consent, engagement in participation with affected Indigenous communities, avoidance of averse impact to natural heritage and protection of the use of traditional natural resources.

We do note that not all SNG standards we've seen include this type of evaluation, and we are supportive of SNG standard such as the EO100 that does incorporate Indigenous peoples' rights.  All standards we are currently aware of have a principle that relates to impacts on the environment.  For example, EO100 includes principle for climate change, biodiversity and environment.  This principle specifically measures gas producers' approach to reduce production and release of greenhouse gases, as well as an approach to comply or exceed with requirements related to ozone depleting substances.

It's important to note here that SNG is not recognized as low carbon or net zero for the purposes of tracking emissions under the PPA.  Consequently, we're not aware of any financial benefit or credit that would result from inclusion of SNG in the gas supply portfolio.

We also received some questions about carbon intensity of SNG and how it might relate to non-certified natural gas production.  And the CO2 that arises from SNG production is measured at the specific production site.  So since we are not currently purchasing any SNG, we don't have information associated with CO2 coming from those sites, nor would we have information for production sites not certified by SNG.  So it's not a question we have the information to answer.

We also got a question about the name sustainable natural gas, and why using the word sustainable might be confusing to stakeholders.  And we understand SNG has gone by a few different names; we've heard sustainable natural gas, responsible natural gas, and certified natural gas.

We fully understand the importance of ensuring that stakeholders understand the nature of this product, and not confuse it with other products, such as RNG or hydrogen.  We certainly invite stakeholders to provide feedback on SNG, including whether they feel the name we've used today is appropriate.

We do talk about small premiums in the annual update, and we provided an estimate of 5 to 15 cents per GJ for SNG.  That estimate has been derived from conversations that we've had with existing and potential certified producers of the product.  But it is important to note what this is.  This estimated premium is in relation to the price a producer would otherwise charge for the gas if it was non-certified, sold under similar terms and conditions that we have.

It is our experience that prices that get offered to the company vary by supplier, by location, and consequently the exact price charged for SNG might be higher and might actually be lower than competing offers for non-certified gas.

It's also important to note the price of natural gas fluctuates day to day and even minute to minute, so as in the case of any purchase of natural gas, we lock in that price or agree to the price that we would pay for natural gas or SNG if we were to buy it at the time we do the transaction.

The costs of purchasing SNG will have a negligible impact compared to purchasing only non-certified natural gas in our portfolio.  In fact, we did a quick calculation, and if we purchased as much as 5 percent of our portfolio as sustainable natural gas and that was truly priced with a 15 cent premium higher than our non-certified gas purchases, the resulting cost to ratepayers would have an impact of less than 0.01 percent.

So we're not seeking pre-approval of the cost consequences of SNG.  We are also asked if we plan to propose any sort of a voluntary program for SNG, much like the voluntary RNG program that I discussed earlier today.

And due to the cost of SNG having such a small and negligible impact on the overall portfolio cost, we feel the creation of a voluntary program like voluntary RNG would just be unnecessary.  There would be administrative costs associated with a program like this, and it would far outweigh any kind of financial impact that buying SNG would have on our ratepayers.

For this reason it's our purchase that -- it's our position that if we were to purchase SNG as part of the system gas portfolio that it be treated in the same manner as any purchase of natural gas within the portfolio.

I note that we have not included SNG in the Gas Supply Plan update, and we don't have an SNG target for gas-supply portfolio.  I think we got a question if we were proposing any form of target, and since this is certainly a new and emerging trend within the North American industry, the supply options for SNG do remain limited, and I think for this reason it would be premature for us to establish a portfolio target, because we feel that trying to do that may limit the overall supply diversity, liquidity, reliability within our portfolio, as well as potentially increase counterparty risk that we have.

Certainly as we gain more experience and the market for SNG continues to develop and mature, that target may be something that we would consider in the future.

And before I end here today I just -- I do want to dive into a few specific questions that got submitted about SNG, so OEB Staff asked us about Énergir's purchase of sustainable gas and where they are sourcing that supply from.  Énergir's not publicly disclosed the location of their SNG agreement, but we have had discussions with several existing and potential producers of SNG, and from those discussions we understand that the gas can be made available at several of the locations we already buy, including western Canada, Chicago, and Dawn.

EPCOR asked us about how Enbridge would report on the ESG attributes that are associated with the sustainable gas that we purchase.  And any gas that's certified under one of these frameworks does receive a third-party verification of compliance with the standards, and we understand at least with EO100 that that third-party verification report goes to a producer and it's not made public.  However, we do note that Énergir does commit to sharing a summary version of their supplier's reports for anyone they buy from on their website, and Enbridge would be open to a similar reporting practice for that.

And the last question here, VECC and CCC asked if Enbridge has conducted any studies on customer willingness to pay a premium for sustainable gas, and I think due to the negligible impact the purchase of this product would have on the gas supply portfolio, we didn't conduct a formal survey that specifically relates to sustainable gas.  However, we are aware of a survey that the Independent Energy Standards Corporation conducted, and they looked at 1,600 households across the U.S. northeast and midwest, and in that survey they found that 80 percent of respondents said they would be willing to pay a premium as much as 20 percent for the ability to consume responsibly produced gas.  And while we accept that survey is not conducted among Enbridge's customer base, we do note it shows a strong level of support for sustainable gas, and it also aligns closely with surveys that we conducted about customer willingness to pay premiums for environmentally friendly gas options, which we did file as part of the voluntary RNG proceeding, as well as the low carbon energy project proceeding.

Okay.  And I think that ends this section of the presentation, so we would get into questions here, but I don't know if we're taking a lunch break now.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, thank you, Dave.  Michael Millar here.  We will take our lunch break now.  It is 12:30, so let's come back at 1:30.
--- Luncheon recess taken 12:32 p.m.

--- On resuming at 1:31 p.m.
Q&A Session


MR. MILLAR:  I think where we left off is we finished the presentation and were moving on to the Q&A.  I would ask people to raise their hands.  Mark Rubenstein, why don't we start with you?  Are you there, Mark?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  Can you hear me?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  A question on the sustainable natural gas -- and I agree.  I take your invitation; I don't think that's a great name for something, but I was interested in the market for this.  Is there a lot of producers that are certifying themselves?

MR. JANISSE:  It depends on the standard for certification.  EO100, we know of one producer currently certified.  But we've also been in discussion with several others that are expecting certifications within the next year so.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  How would you go about doing this?  Essentially you would have a supply RFP for this type of natural gas, from a producer that has certified that its production meets one of those sort of tests?

MR. JANISSE:  I don't think we've really committed to a process yet for how to procure it.  We certainly could procure or put out an RFP for just sustainable gas.  We could also just invite producers and marketers who participate in our normal commodity purchases to indicate to us that it is indeed gas certified under a framework.  But we haven't kind of finalized our thoughts on that process yet.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  How would that work?  So imagine you do an RFP sort of a normal gas supply and check the box if you meet -- if you're certified.  Assuming those will come out higher, all else being equal based on what you've said, they will be slightly higher in the process, one would expect.  How would they be selected?

MR. JANISSE:  We don't -- again I spoke about the premium there.  It's really in relation to what that specific party would otherwise sell their gas at had they not been certified.  We don't know they would come out as the highest price.  But in the event that the certified gas was a higher price, than I guess the lowest price offer in there -- we would have to take a look at what that premium would be.  And what we're saying is the 5 to 15 cent range is what we hear is the reasonable side of that.  Again without getting into too many details about exactly what range we would seem as reasonable, I wouldn't want to put that out to the market.  I think we would have to look to build a process around establishing that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mark.  Let's move on to Daniel from Anwaatin.

MR. VOLLMER: I echo Mark.  The sustainability part of SNG should be re-evaluated because it may be confusing with renewable natural gas, and whether that the sustainable and -- whether you could have sustainable renewable natural gas.

And I guess similar to what Mark was saying, do you foresee Enbridge moving to having SNG requirements as part of its gas supply mix?  I know you don't have a target, but is that something you look forward to, a certain percentage of supply would be SNG?

MR. JANISSE:  I wouldn't want to rule it out at this time because it's still very much a developing market.  We don't want to put forward targets that would tie our hands with what producers we deal with, or what terms for gas we transact under.  Certainly if the market were to develop to a point there's many counterparties, it's very liquid and we can buy it at certain locations, we would consider something like that.

MR. VOLLMER:  You mentioned that not all the standards incorporate a serious support for Indigenous rights across Canada.  What is Enbridge using to evaluate what frameworks they would potentially purchase SNG under, and is that one that doesn't recognize or support Indigenous rights, is that something that Enbridge would use as a filter or not?

MR. JANISSE:  I don't think we put together a detailed framework for assessing each of the standards.  But we note and as I stated, we do kind of support having the Indigenous rights element of that framework as EO100 does.  We think that's a good addition, and not all gas frameworks have it.  So I'd say it's certainly a plus when looking between frameworks.

MR. VOLLMER:  Do you have any idea how much -- how much additional natural gas can be displaced by SNG based on how many producers there are currently?

MR. JANISSE:  Right now, no.  There is only one producer certified at this time.  We know there are others coming into play.  If there is a trend that takes off -- I know there are many producers looking at it.  The thing that could happen in the industry is you just see all or most producers actually seek out that certification and get it and that's just what gas -- that's what gas is available there.

That would obviously be a longer term outlook.  In the near term, I don't know; I think it would be a small number.  In the long-term, I think it depends where that trend goes.

MR. VOLLMER:  Great.  Just on the RNG program, you spoke earlier that under the clean field standard, that there would be potential for having credits generated from, I guess, using renewable natural gas.

I'm wondering if acquiring credits -- I guess producing credits that way and selling them, would that be used to offset the two dollar charge or on top of the two-dollar charge to customers and also seeking to sell credits?

MR. JANISSE:  I don't know if I can comment on the exact mechanism.  I would say that as part of the voluntary RNG application, we did say to the extent any environmental attribute that arises because of our purchase of renewable natural gas has value, that value would be directed back to ratepayers.  But I can't comment on exactly the mechanism because it probably relates to what the credit is.

MR. VOLLMER:  Thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that it for you, Daniel?  Thank you very much.  Dave, real quick while I have my mic on, are any of the SNG producers -- I guess there's only one now, but are they expected to be in Ontario or are these all going to be outside of Ontario, as best you know?

MR. JANISSE:  The existing or potential SNG producers we've spoken to have been outside of Ontario.  We haven't heard from any Ontario producers on this topic yet, no.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Let's work our way down the list.  I see Nick up next.

MR. NELCHIORRE:  Good afternoon.  Thank you.  I want to make sure I'm putting my hand up at the right spot.

We're dealing with the public policy initiative, and pilots.  I was just trying to follow along in the February 1st package and your presentation was useful.  But there's a section in on your February 1 package, page 18,  community expansion under the public policy section.

It speaks of successes to date and working forward with the community expansion.  Can you identify the successes to date with respect to the northwest region or the Union northwest region?

MR. GILLETT:  Hi, Nick.  This is Jason Gillett.  Maybe I'll take a first shot at that one.  Yes, so, firstly, you're not talking to the individuals that are involved with community expansion per se, but what I can say is the success I think that we were trying to speak to was that there has been government funding -- well, a couple things.  So one is there is framework from the Ontario Energy Board that allows for community expansion, and the second piece is that there's been a couple rounds of funding that's been offered by the Ontario government, and the success that we've seen so far is we've been able to, not just leverage the framework from the Board, but also to secure some of that that funding for a number of communities in Ontario, and we listed a few there.  Those are dealt with outside this proceeding.  There is specific community expansion proceedings where more details for each of those are provided.

The reason why we include it in here is because it was part of the Board's gas supply framework and it does ultimately potentially impact the Gas Supply Plan, so, you know, obviously the more customers that we attach on to the system, the more supply that we need to procure if they become system customers, so that's how it's linked to the gas supply Planning process.

But in terms of the actual details around -- you know, there's a lot behind this, right?  There's the submitted proposals, there's the evaluation that's done by the government, and communities are chosen, and then there is a whole process around getting them connected and all the fundamentals underneath that, so unfortunately we don't really have a lot of those details, but in terms of including that in the update, it was to kind of address that framework requirement and as well acknowledge the fact that ultimately as these communities attach for a system it will flow through to the plan.  I don't know if that helps gives some context there.

MR. MELCHIORRE:  It does.  So I guess my follow-up question would be, is the plan flexible enough to accommodate a successful applicant or award with respect to expansion in the northwest? Is the plan robust enough?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so I would say, yes.  The plan is robust enough and flexible enough and we look far enough out that we don't foresee any issues accommodating these types of expansions.  I mean, these are not massive, massive communities, right?  Like, typically they're smaller communities, which is exactly the reason why it needs funding, is because of the challenging economics.

I would say the challenge that the company often runs into is just -- is just building the facilities to get there, right, and that's what the funding and evaluation process is all about, is the cost of connecting them to the actual distribution system.  Once they're connected our plan is robust enough that we can -- you know, we don't see foresee any issues connecting these communities, especially since they're -- you know, as soon as they're known they're included in our forecast.

MR. MELCHIORRE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Appreciate it.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks, Nick.  I have Ken up next from EPCOR.

MR. POON:  Good afternoon, everyone.  My question is related to the renewable natural gas piece and the related federal carbon charge that would be passed on to system gas customers, so specifically for Aylmer, we purchase system gas from EPCOR, but we also register [audio dropout] distributor, which means that the actual carbon charge that Enbridge would typically pass on to the system gas customers don't actually make it on to our bill.

Given that the RNG is going to be part of system gas supply and also that it is going to reduce kind of the carbon charge that would be mandated from the federal government, how would that situation be handled for registered distributors or registered emitters that don't typically get that charge passed on to their bill?

MR. JANISSE:  Thanks, Ken, for the question.  I think I don't know the answer to that question.  I think it gets into the mechanics of the federal carbon charge customer variance account and who would be involved in that allocation.  So I think that probably the best way to get that answer is as part of the proceeding where that deferral account is disposed in there.  I'm not familiar with the detailed mechanics of that account.

MR. STEVENS:  Hello, Ken.  It's David Stevens speaking.  I can confirm that within -- further to what Dave Janisse is saying, in the OEB's RNG -- voluntary RNG program decision, EB-2020-0066, the OEB did confirm -- and this is at pages 16 and 17 of that decision -- the OEB did confirm that the federal carbon charge impacts or credits associated to the RNG would be recorded into the federal carbon charge variance account, and then, as Dave Janisse just mentioned, the disposition of that account would be discussed in a later proceeding.

MR. POON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Ken.  I have Mike Brophy up next.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  It's Michael Brophy.  Just a couple questions.  I guess the first one is because others had brought up the SNG topic it's not really a question, but we had provided in one of our questions a link to the Énergir RNG material, and happy to get additional information or I'm sure that you have got contacts there as well, but, you know, there seems to be a very kind of interesting alignment numerically between the SNG numbers that you put in their RNG targets, which they have been more kind of vocal on out there.  In fact, the RNG is just slightly bigger.

So it could be that the SNG may just be a subset of RNG, because then if they're procuring it locally they will know exactly where it came from and it will be less complicated that way.  So just something to think about.  I know it probably would be confusing, like you've said, and others on the line have said today, to have multiple kind of terminologies, and, you know, the RNG one is probably the way to go, but we'll think about that a bit more and put some comments in in our submissions on that.

So you're the -- is the gas supply, it's the lead on RNG procurement then, or is that another group that is the lead for that?

MR. JANISSE:  Gas supply takes care of the RNG procurement, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And so I know that Enbridge had done an announcement.  I think there was one recently down in Niagara as well, but you're probably in the process, it sounds like, of procuring and maybe soliciting bids, but you won't have any procurement in place until the fall.  I think I heard that earlier; is that correct?

MR. JANISSE:  We have not put out an RFP or any sort of purchase request for RNG as part of the voluntary program yet.  We just kicked off the program offering to customers April 6th, so we will take a look at what kind of participation rates we get over the next few months, and that should inform how much we want to -- how much we can purchase with the funds that would come in, and then I do expect we would try to go to the market to buy by the end of the year, but again, it's all going to depend on participation rates.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  So that kind of finishes off the SNG-RNG questions.  The next one, I guess -- let me just find which slide you had it on.  It was around the public-policy slides.  I think it was 21, around the definition you walked us through in relation to the focus for Enbridge's gas supply focus on public policy.

So you have got the wording quote from section 3.1.4 of the framework.  I won't read it again, but when I look at that, it says they should be public-policy initiatives that are in effect rather than proposed public-policy initiatives.

So I'm just trying to -- I don't think there is a definition about specifically what that means.  I think it's up to some discretion, but when you look at kind of the bookends of what that means, there are things that are, you know, law, which -- you know, Enbridge would follow things that are legal requirements, obviously, but then there's other public policy, you know, if it's been, you know, passed by a council, enacted in a regulation.  That kind of stuff seems to be past and active that's there.

But then there's other things that are -- that I would think are in effect, but aren't regulatory requirements.  So a good example would be the made in Ontario environment plan.  It's not like a regulatory requirement to follow, but it's something that drives what you're doing on the RNG side.

So is there any way to get clarity on what's in or out of this?  I guess that's the struggle that we're having.  Because it looks like some things that aren't regulatory requirements are public policy that you take and some things you may not.  So I'm struggling with how you choose for that bucket.

MR. GILLETT:  I don't know, Dave, if you have something to say before I take a shot at it.  It struck me, Mike, that it might be helpful to give an example of something you thought could be on one side or the other side of the line, rather than sort of talking in genialities where we may miss each other.

MR. BROPHY:  Made in Ontario was one example.  I think there's acceptance that's a public policy initiative that you do consider and leverage, is that correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Maybe I'll turn it to Dave if he has anything to add.  But my understanding is that the Made in Ontario plan did have the requirement for the utilities to offer the voluntary RNG program.  So that was something we did.  Our business development group developed a program and sought OEB approval.  The OEB determined whether or not they felt it was appropriate.  Ultimately, they get to decide whether the program was offered.  They ruled on it and now we're implementing it.

So I would say that did stem from that is my understanding.  I think the way -- I don't know if this is helpful, Mike, or maybe another example would be helpful as well.  But the way we view it is there's a distinction between things that are legislated into law or things that are part of regulations or directives from the Ontario Energy Board.  Those are items that obviously we need to take action upon.

The infamous example that continues to come up repeatedly is if the government announces their intention to do something.  So the regular repeated example is increasing federal carbon charge.  I think that's a good example of something that falls outside of this.

We all saw what happened with cap and trade.  Those things are often political animals, so our concern is that items like those political announcements until they become political reality, they're not things that we -- according to the definition there, we believe that's an example of something that would fall outside of that.  It's not enacted.  It's not in effect.  There's intention and public announcements, but until its it comes into effect, it's not something we incorporate into the plan.

MR. BROPHY:  That's helpful.  I wasn't intending to extrapolate outside of things that exist today that might have been signalled into the future that may happen or may not.  You could discuss about whether that's likely to happen or not.  I'm just trying to contain it to things that do exist today and how they feed into the process.

My understanding -- and I may be wrong, and you may be able to point me to the legislative requirement, but my understanding is the made in Ontario environment plan, it indicates things.  It's a plan, but there is nothing that makes it a regulatory requirement for Enbridge, it's -- don't get me wrong.  We believe it's good policy and that it should be considered and used for things that Enbridge does, so we're not saying that it shouldn't.  But it's not a regulatory requirement, but it's still getting kind of used in setting that direction.

I can compare that maybe against say something in the City of Toronto or the City of Ottawa as examples, where maybe they might pass a resolution that is actually now in place and has legal status in that municipality and drive certain things on energy and emissions in that municipality.  And those things currently aren't on your list, but the made in Ontario environment plan is.  In my mind, there is no difference between those, so I'm having trouble understanding how you pick one and not another.

MR. GILLETT:  The municipal ones are maybe a good one to address.  You have to remember if you go back to what gas supply does, we look at the natural gas demands in a broad geographic area and then we procure the assets required to provide the gas supply to meet those needs, and again at a broad geographic area.

When a municipality tables some sort of recommendation or even if they adopt it, their council, one city or one municipality making those statements doesn't impact the Gas Supply Plan itself directly.

If somebody outlawed new natural gas attachments as an example just theoretically, that would flow through our demand forecast, right?  It would lessen the need for natural gas in a broader geographic area.  Again we're typically talking about a single city.  It may not be enough to move the needle on the procurement side.

When we talk about public policy, I will say that it's -- typically the ones that get discussed and the ones that have impact on the gas supply are at the federal and provincial level versus the policy example you gave of something at a city level.  It just does not have an impact directly on the Gas Supply Plan.  It may have an impact on attachments and forecasts and things like that eventually, especially if there is enough of it.  But it typically doesn't move the needle for us.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I think I understand.  So it will have an impact and that will feed into the Gas Supply Plan.  But as far as being a primary decision criteria in your Gas Supply Plan, it's not primary?

MR. GILLETT:  At a municipal or city level, that's right.  It's typically federal and provincial that would have more of an impact on our planning and procurement.

MR. BROPHY:  I think again this will fit into the answer you gave where it might be driven by infrastructure, but I'll use an example, a current one.  Enbridge has the St. Lawrence phase 3 and 4 projects that you want to do.  They are, say, in the City of Ottawa.  It's primarily due to growth in that city.

If that project were not to proceed because it's contrary to the direction in that municipality, would that impact the Gas Supply Plan, or really that's not granular enough?  If that project didn't happen, you would balance it out some other way and it wouldn't have any impact on Gas Supply Plan?

MR. GILLETT:  It would all depend, Michael, on whether it ultimately impacted the gas supply requirements of that delivery area.  In the case of Ottawa, if we were -- if some subdivisions didn't attach, that might not be a big enough impact for it to flow through our demand forecast.  It all depends on whether or not it impacts our actual demand forecast that feeds into the plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That's very helpful.  The other thing -- so the wording that was here on the section 3.1.4 and we chatted a little bit about you trying to understand exactly what that would mean, and I don't think it's going to be a black and white answer necessarily.

But when I compare this wording against what is in your scorecard, even the one you provided in the update, it's different wording than this.  So it's probably easiest if you put this you up on the screen because the other wording is shorter and I can just read it to you.

Under public policy in your scorecard, it says: 
"The gas supply plan will be developed to ensure that it supports and is aligned with public policy where appropriate."

Right?  And that certainly comes from where appropriate is [audio dropout] and the same kind of thing we just talked about.  But would it be better just to use verbatim wording that's on the screen under section 3.1.4 and replace the wording in the scorecard with it so at least it's consistent on the wording, or is there a reason why you shouldn't do that?

MR. GILLETT:  Off the top of my head, Michael, I don't think there's a reason why it's worded the way it is in the performance metrics section, so I would say we would definitely take that feedback away.  I don't know, Dave, if you have anything to add to that.

MR. JANISSE:  I was going to say, the wording does seem to be aligned with the first bullet on the slide that's in front of us, which comes from the framework as well, so I would point that out, but not to change anything Jason said.  I think we would be open to feedback on it, for sure.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, and I just, I will also go back to what Dave had said earlier, where, to be clear, when these public policy or directives come out, they often impact things upstream of us, right, so impacting demand forecast, creation of new services, even things like community expansion, that's where the real impacts are, and what happens is those demands, those gas supply needs, flow through into our plan.

So I think all we were trying to do is just convey the fact that, you know, we're not on the front lines of public policy here, right?  We're sort of reacting and implementing components to meet that as a broader utility.

But, yeah, to Dave's point, we will take that feedback away for sure.

MR. BROPHY:  That would be great.

MR. MONDROW:  Michael, it's Ian Mondrow.  Do you mind if I just jump in for one second?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, go ahead.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  And so I heard you to ask, Michael, Enbridge whether the leading where appropriate would be appropriate, and Jason and Dave, I heard you to say, yeah, we'll take that back, but that wording -- correct me if I'm wrong -- is directly from the framework, isn't it, the where appropriate qualifier included?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I wasn't going to go -- it's a good point, Ian, and that's why I suggested we take the feedback away.  I wasn't about to start doing a find and search in the evidence in the framework here on the fly, but I'm sure -- my assumption is that it's exactly that, that we pulled that wording out very purposefully, so that's one of the things that we will do, is we'll take it away and understand how it aligns, but what you're saying sounds about right.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks, Michael.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, one of the reasons that we bring it up is, you know, it's a challenging area, so we've talked about it, and the more we can kind of get -- kind of move the ball down the field and get some clarity, that would be helpful.  I notice in the scorecard the other two categories have, you know, three to five performance categories where public policy has one, so I think it's just because it, you know, it is evolving, so I would expect -- nobody has the exact date on when the OEB would release its decision on IRP, but I think it's safe to say it would happen before the next annual review of the Gas Supply Plan update.

So when that comes out it's likely to provide some clarity around this as far as what's appropriate and what's not and whether there has been, you know, total alignment with what Enbridge had put forward or changed.  So how would you deal with that when that comes out during the course of this plan?  Would you then just wait 'til next year's update and try and address it there, or how would you try and implement it into your gas supply elements in 2021?

MR. STEVENS:  Are you -- it's David Stevens speaking, Michael.  I had my camera on because I wanted to respond to something different, but let's finish this.  Are you speaking about how Enbridge would plan to implement or integrate the Board's direction in terms of IRP into Gas Supply Planning or how Enbridge would reflect its activities within the performance metrics that are relevant to IRP?  Because we were on the performance metrics discussion, so I wasn't sure whether we'd left that or not.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, I think it actually is a bit of both.  It's probably more the first, but because the performance metric does link to a definition of the type of public policy that's considered, and that was a big, you know, a cornerstone of the IRP proceeding, there is likely to be clarity come out in relation to that which would then directly impact this metric.

So, yeah, I guess it would be both.  Wouldn't say has to change the scorecard like midstream, right, without them coming back, but even the current relating scorecard, the context may have changed once that comes out.

MR. STEVENS:  You've mentioned a number of things, Michael, about the scorecard and what's in there, and I guess I wanted to -- the reason I turned my camera on was I had two comments to make in response.  The first is what's included in the scorecard now is what Enbridge proposed in the five-year plan, and my recollection is there really weren't any comments from stakeholders, so that's why you see what's here.  It represents what was discussed last time around.

But to the extent that Pollution Probe or other parties feel that there are changes to be made, then I think you've heard Enbridge's representatives invite people to make submissions on those points, and Enbridge Gas will respond as part of its responding submission.  I would ask that if it's a point that's important to parties that you include it in your submission rather than simply assuming that because it was talked about for a few minutes during this stakeholder conference process it will get picked up later.  I think the most appropriate way is to make the written comment and then allow Enbridge Gas to make a response.

But in terms of IRP I think we're all waiting to see exactly what the Board has to say in the framework that it will release.  We don't expect that framework to come out before the submissions are completed in this annual gas supply update process, since the exchange of submissions is going to happen in May.

But I think you've heard the witnesses speak a little bit about how the Gas Supply Plan could be impacted by certain supply-side IRPAs in the future.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Yes, we will submit everything in the submissions as well.  Those are my questions.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Michael.  I see Amanda next.

MS. MONTGOMERY:  Good afternoon, everyone.  It's Amanda Montgomery.  I represent Environmental Defence.  I just wanted to clarify a couple things I heard in the presentation on sustainable natural gas.  Just two points in particular.  The first was related to OEB approval.  I heard something that a creation of a voluntary program wasn't necessary and that SNG would be treated the same as other gas suppliers.  If Enbridge proposes SNG in the future, will it seek OEB approval first, or is it your assessment that that won't be necessary?

MR. JANISSE:  I think, yeah, what I stated was we are not seeking pre-approval of cost consequences associated with SNG.  We feel those cost consequences are very, very small and negligible, and it doesn't warrant a pre-approval process.  And as I kind of outlined in the presentation, we feel that because that premium or potential premium is so small, we feel that if we do procure SNG that it makes the most sense to do so using the existing cost recovery mechanisms we have for natural gas today, so that's to say that whereas in the voluntary RNG program example we've got a new mechanism that's in place to handle the cost consequences with RNG, we're stating on the SNG side because, you know, the cost is so negligible compared to other -- something like RNG, that it wouldn't really warrant the program -- the administrative cost of having a program like that.  It would outweigh the financial impacts to ratepayers.

MS. MONTGOMERY:  Okay.  Thank you.  And my second question is related to, I believe you said that SNG is not considered to be low carbon or net zero.  Is SNG or does SNG have a lower carbon footprint than conventional natural gas?  Is that part of the certification, or does it depend who the certifier is?

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah, it's a good point.  I think it does depend on the actual certification, the framework that underpins it.  I did note that all the certifications that we've seen do have environmental standards associated with them.  So while those standards do measure the compliance against them as it relates to reduction of GHG and things like that, we can't comment on it with respect to how it would relate to existing rules in place like the GDPPA.

So while it likely is a lower GHG or carbon intensity that isn't following the practices outlined in the standard, it wouldn't count for any reductions or carbon credits or anything like that under programs we're seeing right now.

MS. MONTGOMERY:  Fair enough.  It would be fair to say that it could still have a lower carbon footprint than regular, even if it didn't qualify for credits?

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah, I think if the certification proves they met the requirements of that standard.  So I would say that because they're related to GHG if they're meeting the standard, it's going to be lower GHG emissions or carbon intensity than a producer not meeting the standards outlined there.

MS. MONTGOMERY:  Thank you, that's very helpful.  Those are all my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Amanda.  Mark?

MR. GARNER:  I've done a quick look at this equitable origins people, and they are an American outfit, aren't they?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, I think that's correct.

MR. GARNER:  In all the stuff you gave us, I can't remember -- maybe you can tell me.  These standards and whatever, are they published, the ones you're attempting to meet with this SNG or with whatever you're buying with this designation that they confer upon different producers?  Is that someplace?

MR. JANISSE:  The EO100 standard, I have seen a version of that; that was through their website.  I have not yet seen the detailed standard of the Project Canary or the trust one I spoke of.

MR. GARNER:  The reason I ask is the question you have is is this worth getting into -- at least that's the question I hear you asking -- to which I answer I don't know what are we getting from it exactly, exactly what are you talking about, exactly to the other question, exactly what are you purchasing for this negligible amount.  That seems to me a question that should be answered before one can dive in and say I'm for it or against it.  I don't really understand that.

And why I say so is I do see on their website -- I see lots of stuff about Indigenous community, but they certify from the States.  So I have no understanding how that certifies something in Alberta, for instance.  I don't really understand how that works.

So I guess my question to you guys at Enbridge is -- and I'm not sure how this is done or not done.  But is it possible for you to provide more information on exactly what the standards are, and precisely how it engages Canadian producers so that we have an understanding of its connection to Canada as opposed to its connection to the United States.

I get the idea of the organization.  I'm kind of familiar with these types of organizations.  They're standard bearers and certify people and all that.  But it's not clear to me exactly what you're buying.

MR. STEVENS:  You're interested in understanding what SNG standards Enbridge might be looking to require, and how those standards would engage the producers with whom Enbridge gets supply?  As you know, many of the producers 

-- many of the supply sources for Enbridge are in the United States.  Some are in Canada, and I frankly don't know whether just because it's an American accrediting organization, I don't know whether the accreditation stops at the border or not.

MR. GARNER:  I think -- I'm not trying to raise fences. I'm trying to understand what it is -- for instance, your proposal is to engage this accreditation agency, Ethical Origins.  But it's not clear to me what that engagement provides, like actually gives you.

I bring up the Canadian thing because I don't understand that part of it.  But David, taking as accepting that you would use Ethical Origins, I guess what I'm wondering is if it is possible to get more meat on the bone as to what is the EO100 standard and that sort of thing, so one understands that okay, this is what you get.

So the earlier questions about do you get carbon offsets, and you're going no, I don't think so, that's not really what this is.  And I kind of scratch my head and say what exactly is sustainable -- you know, what is the standard that's being met.  Do you know?

MR. STEVENS:  Maybe I'll ask Dave and Jason would there be a more publicly presentable information about what's included.

I've heard you talk about the organization that Mark's mentioned, as well as something you were referring to as Project Canary.  I don't know what's public or what's not from those organizations, whether there is anything that we would be able to provide.

MR. JANISSE:  As part of this proceeding, David?

MR. STEVENS:  That's right.

MR. JANISSE:  As I said, the only public document I've been able to find is really the EO100 standard.  So we could probably provide a link to where to find that.

MR. GARNER:  That would be helpful.

MR. JANISSE:  What I do want to add is Enbridge is very much in the same stages of looking at the different standards and trying to dive into them to understand what's the guts of them.

We're calling this out today to say this is an industry trend that we're seeing pick up.  We saw it first with Énergir's purchase of it in early 2020.  So we're calling this out as a new industry trend that has caught our attention.  We are putting it in our annual update to say this is something we're looking at.

So we're still investigating it, but we're also looking for feedback from stakeholders on whether it is something that's worthwhile.  What it does give is transparency into the production process of the natural gas industry.

MR. GARNER:  David, I think that's all fair and I understand what you're doing.  To give you the kind of feedback that's informed, you have to kind of understand what it is.  And if there are other organizations you're looking at to do other things like you're competing, that would also be good thing.

But I think a good start, because I know this is in early days, is just a little more understanding as to what these things are that you're thinking about entering into.

MR. STEVENS:  We'll see what we can do to find a link to the publicly available information about the EO100 standard and provide that to parties so you can see that.

MR. GARNER:  All right.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mark.  I am not seeing any more hands.

MR. VIRANEY:  I have a question from the OEB.

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead, Khalil.

MR. VIRANEY:  In terms of sustainable or natural gas, I guess Enbridge Gas is considering the purchase of SNG.  How does that align with the guiding principles of the gas supply frame?

MR. GILLETT:  I see Dave and I muted at the same time here.  Maybe I'll take a shot first.  That's what we're trying to figure out as well, Khalil.  We didn't want to call this a -- we talked about it within the public policy section of the presentation, but it's not being driven by public policy.  We're a little hesitant to say it's there to accomplish the public policy objective, but that's what we're trying to figure out.  So to what we were talking about with Mark earlier this is early days for us.  We're still trying to investigate and understand it better. I suspect this is not the first update that we'll talk about it, right, as we learn more and seeing some momentum. I suspect that in the next update, there may be more information and more companies may be involved.

To Dave's point, it's to provide some transparency around the production process to give some assurances to ratepayers around where their natural gas is coming from.  Right now -- I don't want to call it opaque, but it's just, it's really just not something that they have any sort of insight into.  And so our hope is that by pursuing this it gives some of that transparency to customers some of those assurances of what we feel is a reasonable cost.  To Dave's point, the producer may end up bidding in and providing it at a lower cost than non-certified gas.

So I don't have a direct answer per se.  We just -- we're seeing this trend even within Canada, we think that there's value in following it and understanding it, and we -- as it stands today, we think there is value in pursuing it for our ratepayers, but that is what we're looking for feedback from Board Staff and the other intervenors as well, to see if they share the, I guess the enthusiasm that we have as we see this trend continue.

I don't know if that answered your question directly, but that's sort of what our thinking is.

MR. VIRANEY:  So I'm trying to figure out the approval process.  Do you think that you need approval to purchase SNG from the OEB?  Because you said the Gas Supply Plan is technically not approved by the Board, so --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  Yeah, no, that's right, Khalil, we're not seeking pre-approval of these purchases.  So ultimately we -- I mean, the Board will have to approve the cost consequences of these purchases, but because they are -- you know, what we're seeing right now in the market would be such small volumes and because the cost that we're expecting to essentially be negligible and not -- essentially not impact the overall gas supply costs, we're not seeking pre-approval, because we think that it can just flow through the normal approval processes when the Board reviews the prudency of our gas supply purchases.  We don't think that this is a large enough -- this isn't like RNG, where we needed a lot of rigour and structure around it because of the higher cost premium that RNG has.  SNG or whatever we end up calling it in the future will not stand out from our other purchases.  So we don't think that we need -- we're not seeking pre-approval, but ultimately the Board will have to rule on the cost consequences.  We just think that they're negligible at this point.

MR. VIRANEY:  So if you decide to purchase SNG, it would just show up in a regular QRAM application?

MR. GILLETT:  I believe so, yes, and Dave can correct me if I'm wrong, but I believe so.  And that's why we're seeking input.  Because we're not seeking pre-approval, we didn't want to just start, you know, going down this road without getting feedback from stakeholders such as Board Staff, such as the other intervenors.  We wanted to get feedback to make sure that it aligned with what people were thinking that the utility should look at.  There is -- you know, this truly is a gas supply cost, and so, you know, ultimately the costs are borne by the ratepayers, so we want to make sure that we're getting feedback before we pursue it.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks, Khalil, and I'm not seeing any more questions.  David, does it make sense -- yeah, I think we have got about 20 minutes.  Can we get the presentation in before we take the break?

MR. STEVENS:  We can certainly do that, Mike.  It may take a little bit more than 20 minutes, but I'm sure people would appreciate hearing the presentation and then having time to formulate questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's try that.
Market, Demand & Portfolio Changes

MR. DANTZER:  Okay.  Good afternoon, everybody.  So if we can go to the next slide, please.  Okay.  So we received a number of questions, kind of a wide range, actually, that touch either directly or indirectly on Enbridge's demand forecast methodology, so I'm going to be spending a bit of time on this slide jumping around trying to address all of the relevant questions that do touch on our demand forecast methodology.

As a reminder, and as Dave mentioned earlier, the annual demand forecast that underpins the Gas Supply Plan is based on OEB-approved methodologies, and these methodologies have not changed since we filed the five-year Gas Supply Plan.  And also as a reminder, these methodologies will be reviewed and any proposed changes included with rebasing.

So we received a question related to the annual demand forecast, specifically the increase in contract market demand that was included in this annual update, and as compared to the contract market forecast that was included in the last annual update.  And so I'm referring to the contract market forecast over the forecast period included in this update, the multi-year period.

And so if we compare the two -- the years between the two updates, the contract market overall is approximately 4 percent higher than what we had included in the previous update.  This is a result of really just updated sales information.  So this would include things such as higher firm contract demand and increased plan growth.

There were a few questions related to the heating degree table that we included in our evidence.  And just as a reminder, a decrease in actual heating degree days compared to the plan, that would be attributable to warmer weather overall.

And then in terms of sensitivities, an increase to the average daily temperature by 1 degree Celsius would lower the plan heating degree days in 2020/2021 by between 7.4 percent and 10.7 percent depending on the region.  So the total demand in 2020/'21 would decrease by approximately 46,000 TJs, or 6 percent.

Just commenting kind of overall in regards to the relationship between the annual demand forecast and the design day forecast, just as a reminder, these two demand forecasts are distinctly different, and how the system consumes gas on an annual basis is very different when we compare to how the utility will consume gas on the coldest day of the year.

And so the annual or monthly demand forecast, this is used to determine the quantity of gas that Enbridge needs to plan for within its portfolio.  This includes utilization of existing assets, consideration of the amount of upstream assets required, and evaluation of potential impacts that incremental assets would have on the portfolio.

Switching gears now, I want to address a few questions that we received on the 2021 ICF forecast.  As a reminder, and as Jason touched on earlier, Enbridge has adopted the 2021 ICF forecast as part of this evidence, and in general terms, I think as Jason mentioned again earlier, this forecast is consistent with Enbridge's expectations.

In terms of the increase in ICF's Ontario power sector gas demand forecast, this is driven by the increase in electric load growth in the 2030s that is met by increased natural gas generation as nuclear capacity stabilizes after the end of the refurbishment period around 2033.

The increase in power sector demand is 100 percent attributable to greater utilization of existing facilities.  ICF assumes no new gas-fired power plants built in Ontario for the forecast period.

We also received a number of questions related to power customers and how they are reflected in the Gas Supply Plan.  Again, as a reminder, the Gas Supply Plan reflects the needs of firm bundled customers only.  The Gas Supply Plan does not reflect gas supply needs for customers that provide their own transportation and supply.

And so for most of the significant gas-fired power generators in Ontario, these customers make their own gas-supply arrangements, including transportation and storage.  So for purposes of Enbridge's design day plan, these customers are excluded.

Other power generators, which include district energy centres and non-utility generators that exist in the distribution system, these are treated no differently than the rest of Enbridge customers that we plan for.

Customers have the choice to choose their type of service; in particular, firm or interruptible deliveries or to be bundled, which relies on the utility for upstream needs, or unbundled, the customer takes care of their own upstream needs.

In terms of capacity on our Dawn-Parkway transmission system, Enbridge reserves transport capacity to require -- required to serve firm contractual needs for our customers.  Our design day plan is for the needs of firm bundled customers.  To the extent customers change or make different choices, our Gas Supply Plan will react accordingly.  For example, if we have less interruptible customers which means less curtailment available, this would result in the need for more upstream services to meet increase firm day requirements.

Finally, as Dave mentioned earlier, I'm going to address a few questions we received in regards to how the 2021 federal carbon charge impacts the demand forecast and the overall Gas Supply Plan for 2021.

In terms of demand forecast impacts, Enbridge includes price-related demand driver variable in regression models for some general service customers.  However, the annual demand response is relatively inelastic to price changes.  Sort of as a benchmark to note, a price increase, a natural gas price increase of 10 percent yields a response of approximately 0.5 percent lower total annual demand.  So looking at the carbon price increase to 40 dollars a tonne from the previous price of 30 dollars a tonne, this is equivalent to an increase of approximately 2 cents per cubic metre of natural gas.  In 2021, the carbon charge accounts for approximately 20 percent of the total price of natural gas to customers.  If there were no carbon charge present in our 2021 forecast models, Enbridge Gas estimates the total forecast annual demand in 2021 would be approximately one percent higher, all else being equal.

We received a lot of questions from stakeholders related to the federal government's recent proposal to escalate the carbon charge to $170 a tonne by 2030 and how this impacts Enbridge's demand forecast and ultimately the Gas Supply Plan.

First, I'm going to reiterate the point that was made earlier by Dave that the Gas Supply Plan in the demand forecast only include public policy impacts that are in effect, rather than proposed.  Therefore, a carbon price of $170 per tonne by 2030 is not incorporated in Enbridge's Gas Supply Plan update.

Secondly, the Gas Supply Plan being discussed today does not go out to 2030.  That said, Enbridge has investigated the impacts this change would have on a forecast if it is implemented.  If the federal government's plan is legislated, the carbon price would increase $15 per tonne annually, starting in 2023, and would reach $170 dollars a tonne by 2030.

For the years 2021 and 2022, there would be no difference between the proposed carbon pricing and what was included in the current forecast.  The change in 2023 would increase the price variables used in Enbridge's regression equations by approximately 6 percent on average, depending on the rate class.

Enbridge Gas estimates that this higher price would reduce forecasted annual demand in 2023 by approximately 0.3 percent.  The change in 2024 would increase the price variables by approximately 12 percent on average, reducing forecasted annual demand in 2024 by approximately 0.6 percent.  The change in 2025 would increase price variables by approximately 17 percent on average, reducing forecasted annual demand in 2025 by approximately 0.9 percent.

We also received a few questions about the impacts of carbon pricing applied to the extraction of natural gas on wholesale natural gas prices, or the overall demand for natural gas in Ontario.  Enbridge has not evaluated or forecasted impacts to wholesale natural gas markets.  Similarly, we received questions about ICF's forecast included in our evidence and what carbon pricing assumptions were used.  The ICF forecast included in our evidence does not include the announced federal government intention to raise the carbon price to $170 per tonne by 2030 as this forecast was finalized before the announced climate change plan.

ICF has not done analysis on this topic at this time, and cannot provide a reasonable estimate of impacts without having performed a detailed analysis of this policy.  Next slide please.

Turning specifically to COVID-19 impacts on the Enbridge forecast, as our evidence indicates, the 2021 demand forecast was prepared during the summer of 2020.  And preparing the 2021 forecast in the summer of 2020 allowed to us use certain inputs into the '21 forecast that were COVID-19 adjusted, the most important of these being new housing starts.

As Jason mentioned earlier, Enbridge has not experienced permanent demand destruction due to COVID-19.  Consistent with our evidence, Enbridge expects temporary demand reductions that occurred in 2020 to recover throughout 2021.

Next slide please.  This slide shows the actual variances from 2019 for the March to December 2020 period.  What we found was that most of the reductions in the general service market for this period compared to 2019 was actually attributable to warmer weather in 2019 -- sorry, to warmer weather in 2020.  Reductions in customer usage in COVID-19 in particular were actually relatively small portion of the overall decrease in general service market activity.

If we look closer at residential consumption, this was actually flat compared to 2019 and non-residential consumption increased 5 percent.  Next slide, please.

So turning your attention now to design day positions, this is straight from our evidence.  This is a snapshot of the EGD rate zone design day position.  So looking at this, we will notice shortfalls for every year but one in both delivery areas.

This chart and the charts for Union north and south on the next two slides helps identify our peak day position and understand contracting decisions required to meet design day needs and to ensure customer needs are met.  I'll pass it over to Dave Janisse for a few more remarks.

MR. JANISSE:  Thanks, Steve.  Just really quick, I did want to address the question we received from FRPO in and the best time do it is probably on this slide.  With respect to line 9 on the slide, there was question on why third party services shows as going to zero starting in 2021-22.  Unlike most transportation contracts we hold to meet these design day demands, third party services do not have renewal rights.  For that reason, we don't show them continuing beyond the current third party service expiration date.

So I will touch on this a little bit later in this section when we speak to the level of projected peak day shortfalls in EGD zones.  But looking at those shortfalls for the next five years, our current plans are to meet them with third party services which will be contracted as needed.  And when we put those contracts in place, they would show up in a chart like this.  Thanks, Steve.  I'll pass it back to you.

MR. DANTZER:  Next slide, please.  Moving along, this is same design day position for Union north rate zone.  Again this is straight from our evidence.  And looking at this bottom line overall for Union north rate zone, we are not forecasting shortfalls except a very minor amount in other years for the Union northeast area.

Just in response to an IR or question we received in regards to line 5 of this table referring to the LNG supply, so we see relatively small amount of LNG supply in the northeast zone for the year 2023-24.  And this is simply an Enbridge owned and operated asset and the need for it really just represents an anticipated temporary need for one day instead of contracting for the long haul.  So while it shows up in the plan in this year's update, Enbridge is not planning to introduce this as a staple or any long-term planning need for gas supply planning purposes.   Next slide, please.

Finally, Union south design day position, again this is from our evidence and you'll see on the bottom line here we are not forecasting any shortfall in the Union south rate zone.  Just quickly, we did receive a question regarding the degree-day assumption for this table for Union south design-day position, and just quickly, the control point that we use is London, and that has a degree-day assumption of 43.1.

Next slide, please.  Pass it back to Dave.

MR. JANISSE:  Thanks, Steve.  So, yeah, now I'm going to cover the supply option analysis that we perform when assessing the optimal ways to meet the peak-day shortfalls that have been identified in our forecast and that Steve just walked through in each of the zones.

So to begin I want to spend some time to discuss the chart on this slide.  This is a copy -- a direct copy of Table 8, which you can find on page 38 of the annual update.  And we've laid out each of the options for meeting peak day shortfall.  In this case it's specifically within the Enbridge CDA.

We rate each of the options in terms of its impact to reliability, flexibility, and diversity, and we compare that -- those impacts relative to status quo for the portfolio today.  So for example, you'll see that we indicate additional long-haul capacity into the CDA would increase supply diversity, whereas short-haul options from Dawn and Niagara would have a neutral impact on supply diversity, and this is because the Enbridge CDA already has a good amount of gas flowing from Dawn and Niagara to meet peak days compared to what gas flowing from western Canada is.

So the next column in this chart indicates the annual cost per year of that option.  So note here that we're evaluating peak day requirements, so annual cost per year is made up of all the fixed charges that would be associated with the option, as well as the variable cost of supply and any other variable charges flowing for four days of the year.

After this we've got the relative cost impact of adding this option to the portfolio, and it's represented as a percentage change to the total portfolio, so this percentage increase contemplates the annual cost per unit or the annual cost multiplied by that peak day shortfall that was forecasted.

So it would be if you picked one of these options to meet the shortfalls that were identified, what would be the overall cost impact to customers.

Finally, we indicate whether or not capacity is available for each of the options.  So this column we actually added to the analysis in response to OEB Staff's recommendations from our five-year Gas Supply Plan, and the recommendation was to identify any infrastructure requirements that may result from the options that we're evaluating.  And what you can see is for the options here where there is no capacity available Enbridge or a third party would need to invest in infrastructure in order to make that option available.  Said another way, there is no existing capacity available for us to acquire for that option.

So since the five-year plan was filed, there has really been no changes in options to serve the Enbridge CDA and no material differences in the evaluation matrix that you see before you.  So therefore, the preferred strategy remains the same, and it's still to procure third-party services to meet the forecasted shortfalls in the Enbridge CDA.

We'll continue to monitor those shortfall positions, and when we make decisions we use the best available information we have at the time we're making that decision.

Now, we received a number of questions about third-party services, which I think I'll spend some time now to discuss.  So some of the benefits that we see in third-party services is that they're really available to be contracted over short contract terms, sometimes monthly or season, as opposed to longer-term contracts that may be required with other options.

And another thing is the contracting and lead time required for third-party services is generally a lot shorter than the lead time required for a longer-term option.

There is potential with third-party services that we can increase supplier price diversity within the plan.  Certainly a lot of the services we can link to different gas indices around the market, so there's an opportunity there that you can get price exposure to other areas within the plan using third-party services.

And then finally, we do see that they typically come in at a lower cost than firm transportation, and a lot of that is a result of only requiring them for a portion of the year, rather than a year or longer.  However, it is important to note that a lot of these benefits come at the cost of reliability relative to the other options.  So we've had third-party services fail to deliver in the past.

One example I can give is in 2011 a third-party service provider failed to deliver just under 7,000 GJs to the Enbridge EDA when we called in our peaking supply contract.  Now, we were fortunate, because Enbridge EDA was not experiencing a peak day when that happened, so we were able to use other assets within the portfolio to meet the demands of our customers, but this is a very stark reminder of the risk that can exist with third-party services.

So in relation to this risk, Enbridge uses a 2 percent guideline for the amount of third-party services that we hold within the portfolio of any of these delivery areas.

And the guideline limits are risk in the event third-party services fail to deliver, and the reason is because we expect to manage that failure to deliver within parameters of our contracts elsewhere, which accommodate up to 2 percent consumption above deliveries that we would make to a delivery area on a discretionary basis before we start incurring pilot penalties.

Now, I want to be clear here that our plan does not include reliance on these discretionary services, as doing so would not be prudent.  This is purely a backup or plan B, if you say, in the event that a failure of our third-party services happened.

Any transportation that would occur or discretionary service that we would call on above that 2 percent threshold we see as getting into an even greater risk of interruption, and certainly cannot be relied upon to meet firm demand, so for this reason that's why we continue to use the 2 percent guideline as a match for third -- or a 2 percent guideline for when we go out to contract third-party services.

So FRPO submitted some questions about calculating the cost of penalties that would exist if we were to try to draw on discretionary overrun at an amount greater than 2 percent, and I think it's really important to note here that the 2 percent guideline is not at all about cost avoidance.  We are as a utility a supplier of last resort for our customers, and we must ensure their secure and reliable supply on the event of a peak day.  If they fail, we will attempt to use the other services in order to meet demand.  There's no penalties up to the 2 percent overrun amount, but it's also much more likely that we would actually be able to use the discretionary overrun within that band and still serve the market, at least in the short-term.  Once overrun goes beyond the 2 percent we're much less likely that there is actually physical capacity available for us to use and meet that demand, and even more so on a peak day.

So while the penalties could become very large for overrun beyond 2 percent, we do note that you can't really calculate them, because they're often linked to daily traded gas prices, but the bigger risk here is that the physical pipeline infrastructure is not in place to meet the demands of that delivery area, and for that reason we're uncomfortable relying on services that are not firm or even as a plan B beyond that 2 percent amount.

Next slide, please.  So now I'm going to move on to the EDA supply option analysis for peak day options.  So this follows the same methodology as the one we just walked through for the CDA.  This is a -- what you see on the slide today is a copy of Table 10, which is on page 39 of the annual update.

So note that we do not have a peak day shortfall in the EDA until November of 2022, but we still bring up this analysis to keep an eye on it.

Similar to the situation in the CDA, we haven't seen any changes to the options [audio dropout] the EDA since the five-year plan, and there are no material differences in the evaluation here.  So therefore, our preferred strategy continues to be to procure third-party services to meet the shortfalls identified.  Of course, we will continue to monitor the shortfall positions and make decisions using the best available information at the time.

Now, there was a question about the availability of Niagara and Iroquois options for serving EDA peak day demands, and though we've indicated there is no capacity available, the question was whether these options could be available as third-party options rather than contracting directly with the pipeline.

So based on our view of the TransCanada mainline CDE report, there is no party that holds firm capacity from Niagara or Iroquois into the Enbridge EDA, so for that reason a third-party capacity assignment that would happen on a short-term basis is unlikely to be available for us.  We do consider third-party exchanges or peaking services within the Enbridge EDA, though.  And those services can be structured in ways they can be priced based off of Iroquois or Niagara.

But I would note that linking the services to less liquid locations such as this would generally be less cost-effective than linking it to a more liquid hub like Dawn, but we would evaluate factors and market information that we had at the time when we go on to purchase the service and make the decision based on that info.

If we can go to the next slide, please.  Just in summary, our design day analysis here, we identified peak day shortfalls in the Enbridge CDA and the EDA over the next few year term, and we do plan to meet these shortfalls with third party services.  As Steve outlined in the Union north rate zones, we see no peak day shortfall in the northwest and a very small shortfall in northeast starting in 2023.  So therefore there's no immediate actions necessary for the Union north rate zones.

And finally, there's no peak day shortfalls identified in the Union south zone, so no action is required.

With that, I'll pass it back to Steve to talk about our average day analysis.

MR. DANTZER:  Thanks, Dave.  So this table shows average day demand for each year of the forecast period for applicable for system sales service customers.  In that highlighted column on the far right, that shows average day growth for each EGD and Union rate zones.  As a reminder, average day demand is calculated as total system sales service customer demand divided by the number of days in the year.

As we can see, Enbridge has very minimal average day growth projected for all rate zones.  While we're on the topic, I would like to take the opportunity to address several questions we received for the Union north rate zone regarding changes in the annual demand forecast as compared to the forecast included in the five-year Gas Supply Plan.

So if we're looking at the Union northwest contract market for 2022-2023 year over year, for this year in particular year, '22-'23, there is an increase and this increase is due to new contract customers coming online in March of '23.  So this increase increases demand for the March to November 2023 period, the 2023/24 year representing the first full year for these new customers.

Also the decline in the Union northeast contract market for '22-'23 and '23-'24 as compared to the five-year Gas Supply Plan is due to just general overall contract market decreases in the Union northeast market.

Next slide please, and I'll pass it back to Dave.

MR. JANISSE:  I'm going to spend a bit of time to discuss the average day supply option analysis.  We perform this analysis to assess options for meeting average day requirements within the Gas Supply Plan.  The chart you see on the slide is a copy of table 17, which is the same as what you see on page 45 of the annual update.

So similar to the peak day option analysis, this chart lists out each of the options and the overall impact that purchasing the option would have on the Gas Supply Plan relative to status quo.  You see a lot of neutral ratings here, and this is because our portfolio is already very diverse and includes most of the options that are listed already.

Said another way, using any of these options that exist in the portfolio today to serve the average day growth that Steve just was talking about would not materially impact the overall reliability, flexibility or diversity of our portfolio.

There are options, Michcon and Rover, however, that would provide additional supply diversity as they'd be net new to the portfolio; therefore, we have rated them as having a positive impact in that area.

The next column is landed costs per GJ.  Since we're now evaluating average day requirements, the number represents the cost of the commodity that we're purchasing along with all fixed or variable charges to land the commodity to our system.  Most of the options listed include commodity, the actual gas commodity, the demand charge associated with transportation, as well as fuel.  However, there's a few options included in here that would have additional variable transportation charges.  So the Rover pipeline tariff, there's an additional usage charge for deliveries that are west of the Rover Vector interconnect, which would include Dawn, and then also in the Panhandle pipeline tariff there is a commodity rate attached to the transportation on all paths that they charge.

Similar again to the peak day supply option analysis, we indicate the average cost to the portfolio for using one of these options to serve the average day demand growth.  Since the average day demand growth we saw between 2020 and 2024 is very small, all of the options are going to have less than a one percent impact to the portfolio cost.

And the last column is the same as the one we used in the peak day option, and it really indicates whether existing capacity is available for that option.  

So since the five-year plan was filed, again, there has been no material change in average day growth that we are projecting and really no change in the evaluation matrix here.  Therefore, our preferred strategy continues to be to meet average day demand growth through purchases at Dawn.

That said, we'll continue to monitor the market offerings that may become available to us, as well as our position at Dawn.  It will make decisions using the best available information we have at the time.

We did receive a question about our average day options and why each of the options compared to Dawn, or upstream of Dawn.  Dawn is used as the basis for average day requirement analysis because Dawn is the default supply point for which we manage the majority of the changes in average day forecast.  So we purchase average day options with the intent of flowing them at a one hundred percent load factor all year round, and in order to do this, balancing is going to be required when customer demands fall below that average day requirement.  The balancing in our portfolio is achieved using our storage capacity which is located at Dawn.

I would also like to spend a few minutes to discuss the Panhandle option that is identified in this analysis.  Panhandle refers to gas that is purchased in the Panhandle field zone, which covers gas producing regions located in Texas, Oklahoma and Kansas, and transports the supply to Enbridge's system at Ojibway.  The gas is then moved from Ojibway to Dawn.

Panhandle capacity from the Panhandle field zone is more costly than other options, as you can see in the landed cost column of the chart.

I'll attempt to explain this by focusing on the landed cost differential between the Dawn option and the Panhandle supply option.  When we filed this analysis as part of the five-year Gas Supply Plan, the Panhandle option did show as being 39 cents more expensive than Dawn, so it has certainly been a more expensive supply option for a little while now.  However, the one you see before you here shows the option as being 76 cents more expensive.  

The driver for this increase in the landed cost associated with Panhandle was that the Panhandle pipeline company filed for a total increase of 58 percent; that became effective in March 2020.  It was implemented on an interim basis during that month, and we did call this out in our April 2020 QRAM filing when we passed the rate through.

The FERC has recently released its initial decision regarding these tolls, and we do expect that Panhandle  will be filing an updated rate schedule in the coming months, but no, we don't expect any major deviations from what we saw with the interim tolls for this path.

In spite of these cost increases, Panhandle supply continues to be an important part of the portfolio today.  So operationally, we rely on firm deliveries in the design day analysis of our own Panhandle system that's downstream of Ojibway.  The deliveries help to reduce the physical transportation needs on our system from Dawn, and Panhandle supplies also contribute to the security of supply and reliability within the gas supply portfolio.

We did get a question from FRPO on increasing the amount of Panhandle supply and whether we have investigated anything like a delivery credit in that location.  And both these issues, as Jason alluded to, they're for a future proceeding that deals with incremental needs on that system, the infrastructure side, which would likely be part of a future LTC or something reviewing during a potential IRPA analysis.  

So last slide in this section, and what we're doing here is we're depicting our 2020/2021 gas commodity portfolio.  So the image you see on this slide is Figure 6, which you can also find on page 24 of the annual update, and the commodity portfolio reflects many years of planning, and it leverages much of the North American natural gas supply landscape.  We have got supplies here from western Canada, Dawn, Chicago, Niagara, U.S. mid-continent, Appalachian basin, and the U.S. northeast, and these supply sources, along with our transportation contracts, which move the supply to both the distribution system and our storage assets, have resulted in a commodity portfolio that's diverse, flexible, reliable, and cost-effective.

In prior years this table had a piece for local production that was acquired from Ontario.  In this year's update we combined local production with supply source to Dawn.  We do still continue to source local production.

So gas purchased in western Canada has increased over the past few years, and we did get a question about this.  The increase in sourcing western Canadian gas for the EGD rate zone is the result of migration that we've seen of direct purchase customers that moved from the WTS service to the DTS service.  So there's no change in the amount of transportation capacity that Enbridge has contracted from Empress, but as direct purchase customers migrate from delivering their gas out west to delivering their gas at Dawn, a greater percentage of the long-haul transportation that we do have contracted gets filled to system supply customers.

The increase that you see in the Union zone is the result of our purchase of capacity from Empress to Dawn, utilizing capacity on the Great Lakes pipeline, so we outlined our purchase of Great Lakes capacity as part of the 2020 annual update last year.

So please note that despite these charts depicting the locations that we purchase gas, they should not be understood to represent the origin of the gas that's brought into Ontario.  So for starters, our system portfolio reflects only about two-thirds of Enbridge's customer demands, and we don't have insight into where non-system customers may be sourcing their gas supply.

The next point, and probably more importantly, it's near impossible to track a natural gas molecule's path through the North American pipeline system.  While it might be reasonable to assume that gas that we purchased at AECO or Empress was produced in Canada and the gas purchased in the NEXUS supply zone was produced in the Appalachian region, there's other locations where these assumptions become much harder to make.

So a good example of this is Chicago, which is located in the U.S. and has many U.S. pipelines running to it.  One might assume that if you buy gas in Chicago that it was produced in the U.S., but it's actually much more likely that the gas we're purchasing in Chicago comes from western Canada via the Alliance pipeline.

I think one might also look at a point like Niagara, being a Canadian location, and assume that the gas purchased there is Canadian, but in fact it's more likely that the gas there was produced in U.S. northeast region.

So again, just trying to paint a picture in outlining for these reasons, we're not really able to confirm origin of gas that's brought into Ontario, nor should one make the assumption that our gas supply portfolio is representative of all gas moving into the province.

And we received a new questions from Environmental Defence related to contracting terms that we use for our commodity purchases and how -- specifically how we may use fixed-price contracts as financial hedges.

So we purchase our gas commodity using a mix of monthly, seasonal, and annual contract terms.  The vast majority of our commodity purchases we lock in only a basis price in relation to a monthly natural gas index, such as the NYNEX index or AECO.

There are some cases where we'll contract for terms that are greater than one year or terms that are greater than or less than one month.  Commodity purchases for terms when we're buying for more than one year are generally used in situations where liquidity is lacking in that region, and we would get value from ensuring that we have supply committed there for longer-term, and then commodity purchased on terms less than one month is generally in situations where the short-term demand might fluctuate and we would benefit from waiting so that we can get more information, such as updated weather forecast, before we start committing to purchases.

From a term perspective over the first quarter of 2021, the average gas commodity purchase transaction was about four months.

Now, with regard to fixed-price contracts we currently do not have a commodity purchase agreement right now for a fixed price.  Our risk policy does not permit fixed-price contracts for natural gas terms that are longer than three months.  And we also want to point out in the Board's decision in EB-2007-0606 the Board determined that long-term fixed-price contracts were a form of financial hedging and that the cost would be disallowed for recovery from ratepayers, so since we don't use long-term fixed-price contracts, there's some questions that we got that we don't have any information about how those long-term contracts might differ from non-fixed-price contracts that we do purchase.

And I think with that it concludes this section.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much, gentlemen.  That gives everyone plenty to think about over our break.  It's close to 3:10, so why don't we come back at 3:25, and it looks like we'll probably finish up a little bit early today, but that's okay.  So I'll see everyone in 15 to 17 minutes.  Thanks.
--- Recess taken at 3:08 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:06 p.m.
Q&A Session


MR. MILLAR:  I'll ask people who have questions to please raise their hand, and we will start with Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Michael.  I have a fair number of questions and assuming others have opportunity as well.  So I can break and let others come into it.

First I appreciate there's a lot of information in this presentation and break it out and hopefully get some clarity.  First the talk about the 40 TJs third party services, this has been a nebulous topic for some time.  Specifically where is that 40 TJs of service delivered to?  What is the delivery point?

MR. JANISSE:  Could we turn up slide -- I think it's slide 32 so it's on the screen.  The 40 TJs identified in the 2020/2021 year on line 9 was delivered to Enbridge CDA.

MR. QUINN:  We have Niagara and we have Toronto north of Vic Park or something like that.  Where specifically is the delivery area for that service?  To what delivery point?

MR. JANISSE:  The delivery point is Enbridge CDA.

MR. QUINN:  You have the option of going to either Niagara or Toronto north with that?

MR. GILLETT:  I think maybe I'll take that one, Dwayne.  No.  How this would work is from a commercial perspective, the delivery is Enbridge CDA.  So that's where the peaking service would be delivered.  Operationally, the gas would flow through the various TransCanada gate stations according to how their system is being configured that day and how our system is configured to take the gas.   So that's not -- that's not a commercial consideration.  The commercial piece is delivered to the CDA itself as a TransCanada delivery area.

MR. QUINN:  Jason, there is a difference between receiving the gas east of Maple or in the Niagara area.  You don't have the choice of taking it to the Niagara area, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  I'll defer to Dave if I am wrong, but my understanding is the peaking service was delivered to the TransCanada Enbridge CDA domestic delivery area.

MR. JANISSE:  That's correct, Jason.  We could not deliver it to TransCanada Niagara point.  It's the TransCanada Enbridge CDA delivery point.

MR. GILLETT:  Dwayne, I think you're breaking things down into the physical interconnects of the systems.  This would be done at the commercial layer where the nomination point for the delivery of that service would be at the sort of the aggregated TransCanada delivery area or DDA, as they call them.

MR. JANISSE:  If it helps, Dwayne, I think some of the points you're listing the market doesn't have access to.  So to transact for a third party service to that point it would be limited how many people could actually do it.  It may be limited to Enbridge or TransCanada.

MR. QUINN:  You're going to a third party service and you're going to RFP it, and you say Enbridge CDA, you must be more specific than just Enbridge CDA in terms of where you're delivering the gas.

MR. JANISSE:  No, the RFP is Enbridge CDA; that is also the point that's on the contract with the counterparties.

MR. QUINN:  Does that include a place like New Lisgar station, Trafalgar?

MR. GILLETT:  Dwayne, I'll go back to how the services are nominated.  So when services are nominated on the TransCanada system for delivery -- because remember the Enbridge CDA are what we call non-contiguous delivery areas.  So there is no direct connectivity to sort of the Dawn Parkway system.

To purchase -- let me finish, Dwayne, I'll clear up what I just said.  From a TransCanada nominations perspective, that service is delivered and nominated to the Enbridge CDA.  I think what you're doing is you're breaking apart those domestic delivery areas into different physical points on the system.  But when we commercially arrange a deal on the TransCanada main line to be delivered to Enbridge CDA, it is at the aggregated delivery area level.  It's similar to when we purchase long haul to let's say a northwest zone, say the WDA.  The delivery point is  WDA.  In this case, the third-party service, the delivery area is the Enbridge CDA.

MR. QUINN:  I understand the northwest -- it's pretty simple, Jason.  It's one piece of pipe and you're going to get it from TransCanada point A or point B.

But in the Toronto GTA Parkway Lisgar, all that kind of area, the Albion pipe, there ought to be some level of planning that goes into it to say where do you physically need that gas to be able to make your system work and that's what I'm trying to get to.  I understand more detail but this point TJs is going to get to.  I understand there may be more detail, but this 40 TJs I understand is going to be replaced.

Did I hear correctly that you're going to be replacing that third party service in some way, shape or form this year?

MR. JANISSE:  No, I did not say we were replacing it.  What I said was the 40 TJs a day was contracted for the '20-'21 period and that contract does not have renewal rights.  So what you're seeing is that contract roll off in this table.

What will be purchased in this year and in future years is services to meet the excess or the shortfall you see outlined on this chart and we plan to meet those with third party services.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Jason, when you're saying the shortfall, are you talking about the 14 that is showing up as a shortfall in this chart on the screen?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  I want to get some specificity.  Go ahead, Jason, sorry.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, Dwayne.  I was trying to be helpful and I kept stepping on you there.  You used the word nebulous before and this is something that we're trying to give clarity to.

So when Dave went through the slide, what we're trying to convey is third party services are short-term in nature both in terms of contracting them as well as the lack of renewal rights.

So what we're trying to convey here is that line 9 in the chart, it shows dashes in each future year not because we aren't planning on contracting third party services, but because we haven't done it yet.  We're actually playing around with the idea internally of maybe not putting dashes, maybe putting TBD or something like that.  What Dave is trying to convey is just prior to winter 21-22, we'll contract for a third party service to meet that shortfall.  The year after that, we'll contract for third party services to meet that winter's shortfall.  I want to make sure that's clear for you, Dwayne.  Those dashes do not mean that we're not going to contract for third party services.  It just means we haven't done it yet, because they're typically contracted much closer to the start of the winter.

So we're playing around with the idea of maybe changing how that's conveyed in this chart, because I know that's been a little confusing for a while, so hopefully that helps.

MR. QUINN:  It does, Jason.  I understand that now.  You and I will have some future discussions about what that could be.  But for today, that's clearer than it has been in the past.

Staying with that chart, in-franchise supply shows 72 as the in-franchise supply and that carries on.  Is that the local production you were referring to previously, Dave, or is that something else?

MR. JANISSE:  I believe that refers to deliveries by direct purchase customers, so the OTS service.  And Jason and Steve, correct me if I'm wrong in that.

MR. GILLETT:  That's my understanding as well.  It's  my understanding that line 8 is the in-franchise customers delivering their obligated --

[Reporter appeals.]


MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, Nancy.  I got out of the habit of holding up my microphone here.

My understanding is that line 8 is the in-franchise customers delivering their obligated supply.  That is not local production, as Dave said, is my understanding as well.

MR. QUINN:  So local production was referred to, I guess, in Union south, and was -- it didn't show up after that.  I think staff -- actually, this might be helpful to all.  I'm not sure exactly -- I'm trying to find the page, but Staff asked the question, and they were highlighted amongst your full answer questions at the back of the compendium.  I think it's page 79 of the PDF.  Yeah.  Might be Staff 7.  So that's actually page 80, 81.  There we are.

So Staff asked the question about local producers, because 500 plant had local producers.  It's on the second line from the bottom at 452, and then in this update has been called zero.

So I'm hearing that while -- I don't want to put words in your mouth, but I understand that local production sourcing is continuing. but it's rolled into Dawn?  Is that what you're saying?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, that's correct.  We just combined the local production line with the Dawn line.  But it's continuing to be procured.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Is there a reason that that was done that way?

MR. JANISSE:  I think it was just a very small line item to try and depict on those charts and the pie charts that you saw there.  Often it was, you know, you couldn't even see it on a pie chart there, so we just, we combined it in with the Dawn purchases.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Further in your packet there you had a temporary phenomenon in -- actually, this is our question 16 you answered, which is page 92 and 93 of the compendium.  So we had asked about:

"The footnote provides a temporary phenomenon.  Please describe the phenomenon and what will alleviate the condition."

I may have missed that in your presentation, because below it says it will be answered in the presentation.

Can you help me with that?

MR. JANISSE:  Sorry, I'm just trying to find the footnote, Dwayne.  Just give me a minute.

MR. QUINN:  It should be in the evidence.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I think it's page -- so PDF page 40 of our annual update, Dave.

Are you referring to -- sorry, Dwayne, are you referring to footnote 56?

MR. QUINN:  Footnote 56, yeah.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so I think what it says is "required to manage a design day event was a short-term and temporary phenomenon".

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah, what we're saying is that a design day would be a short-term and temporary phenomenon by its very definition.  We don't expect -- if a design day was to occur it would be short-term and temporary in nature.

MR. QUINN:  But it's your design condition.  It's your ongoing design condition.  This isn't just a phenomenon that disappears.  You will have a design day for 2023 --


MR. JANISSE:  Certainly, yeah, we would plan to design day, but what we're saying is that a design day itself if it occurred would be short-term and temporary.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I'm going to handle one more set of questions, because it might take some discussion and possibly [audio dropout] to tomorrow, but NEXUS, you've talked about NEXUS, and you're comparing NEXUS and Rover.  Just roughly, do you know what percentage full who the respective pipelines are at this time?

MR. JANISSE:  I don't have that information right now with me.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So in your presentation -- and I've got the presentation and compendium open so I don't -- you refer to your -- a comparison with NEXUS and Rover in your presentation.  I'm trying to find the page.  Do you know which page it is offhand?  Perhaps I'll find it right here.

MR. JANISSE:  You may be referring to slide 39, which would be the average day analysis.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So you've got Rover at 12 cents, 448 higher than NEXUS, but then when I went back to your evidence that -- in the gas supply evidence -- now, this is page 87 of the PDF -- it shows Rover 7 cents less than NEXUS, and I'm trying to reconcile in terms of the landed cost analysis that's correct, so the last -- second, third-last lines -- or first and second-last lines in the -- I don't know if you can expand that so people can see that.  Thank you.  We can see it's 429 for Rover and 436 for NEXUS, which seems to be the opposite of what you have in your presentation.  Can you help us with that?

MR. JANISSE:  Yeah, I think the page you're referring to in the evidence is the Vector landed cost analysis, which would have been done at a point in time when we were evaluating the Vector renewals.  So the information you can see the assumptions are outlined closer to the bottom of that page, and the source for those assumptions is listed there.

So for example, you can see the ICF Q3 2020 base case would have been the underlying commodity prices, and then tolls in effect at the time we did the analysis, whereas the average day analysis we've done to file as part of the plan would have been using different sources for assumptions and information.

MR. QUINN:  Where would we find the sources for these assumptions and the analysis that was done to support the choice?

MR. JANISSE:  I think we filed in our written responses one of the questions we got, FRPO 25, attachment 1, is a landed cost analysis and the same format as what you're referring to on page 87, and the sources below would outline there, and these numbers should tie back to the table in our presentation.

MR. QUINN:  So between -- oh, this is 2019 base case versus Q3 of 2020, which was in your evidence.  So you're saying there's a shift that's significantly in the three months -- sorry, three quarters between two analysis periods?

MR. JANISSE:  I think another thing that may be different, Dwayne, is the term.  I'm just actually just checking that.  Yeah, so if you look at the Vector landed cost analysis that's on page 87 of our evidence, looks at term that goes between November 2021 and October 2024, versus the table in our -- in the presentation, as well as FRPO 25, attachment 1, which goes out to October 3rd, 20 -- October 2030, so there's quite a big difference in the term that you're -- that we're looking at this over.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I'm going to have to go through those things tonight, and I say tonight because I may have follow-up tomorrow, but where I'm getting to is you contracted, as I understand it, for additional NEXUS capability going back to Clarington, correct?

MR. JANISSE:  That's correct, and we'll be talking in more detail about that during the contracting changes section that I think is scheduled for tomorrow.

MR. QUINN:  That's what I want to defer -- that's why I thought we would roll into that, Dave, but to be fair, we've had a concern for some time, and it leads back to the original discussions starting out this morning is the cost of the NEXUS contracts have gone up significantly in the last three years, not all attributed to this recent change we're going to discuss tomorrow.  But I still don't have -- I can't find anywhere in the evidence on the record at the Board where the increase in cost for the NEXUS contracts was approved by the Board consciously in terms of the capital tracker.

Was the capital tracker and the cost associated with the capital tracker, the NEXUS pipeline ever evidenced to the Board?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't know if we have that information.  So that was 2015 I believe when we went through the NEXUS pre-approval.  I recall what you're talking about, the capital tracker that was attached to the rate.  I don't have the continuity between 2015 to when it went into service.

MR. QUINN:  Maybe it's the wrong issue and I'll give you time for consideration; that's why I thought I would give you a heads-up today.  I'll send you a couple of QRAMs from 2018, 2020 to now.  What we're trying to do is reconcile what drove those changes in costs and what information was provided to the Board.  I'm trying to think who would have been part of the QRAM proceeding in December of 2019.  We asked some questions about that and the increase in cost, and we got again some answers that were very general that didn't necessarily make great sense.  But the costs were approved with the understanding of the Board that these costs were regulated by FERC, which in fact they're not, to my understanding.

So I'm going to send you a couple QRAM excerpts. I'll send them Jason and -- well, I'll send them to the entire group so everybody has the context.  But perhaps you can tell us tomorrow when talking about contracting changes what happens since it went into service.  Do you have -- here's a general question.  Do you have two contracts with NEXUS right now, one for EBD zone and one for Union zone?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, we do.  It's contracted separately between the zones.

MR. QUINN:  So there is a different rate associated with each of those, correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Subject to check, yes.

MR. QUINN:  That's -- I would like that confirmed because there is a difference in cost that was evidenced previously between what Enbridge Gas had negotiated versus what Union Gas had negotiated, and that flowed into the contracts.  So that would be important confirmation talking about NEXUS tomorrow.

I'm going to leave those questions and compile some information -- depending when we finish, probably within the hour when we finish just so you have some Background.

At that point, Mr. Millar, I have more questions, but I want to reconfigure my questions so others can get in in the interim.

MR. STEVENS:  Before we proceed, it's David Stevens speaking.  We're happy to receive the information and look at it and see what we can do with it.  We're not pre-committing to answer the questions and not pre-committing we have all the information.  But with that caveat, we're certainly prepared to receive and review what you send along.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, just to add to that, I'm not quite clear what the questions are.  So if you're sending information, it would be helpful to get very clear questions.  Those contracts are different delivery points, therefore different tolls.  That was all adjudicated as part of the previous approval process, previous QRAMs.  I think there's five or six years of history here, so if we can get some clarity.

I'm not clear what the questions are, so that would be helpful as well.

MR. QUINN:  I will spend extra time to refine the questions to your point and David, to your point, if you're not going to answer the questions tomorrow, tell us what forum you will answer the questions in because that goes to our question this morning as to in which forum do we ask these questions because we tried to ask in QRAM when it first became apparent questions came up and got an unsatisfactory response and the Board accepted on an incorrect premise and that doesn't help ratepayers if we don't have opportunity to ask these questions and there isn't accountability in the process.

MR. STEVENS:  We will certainly read them and take them into account and respond as we see appropriate.  I think the word premise is an important one there, and likely going to be operating from different premises.  Let's wait to see the questions and go from there.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dwayne.  I'm not seeing any other hands.  If folks have questions other than Dwayne, if you can raise your hand now.  Or else, Dwayne, you may not have the time to compile your thoughts that you were hoping for.

Any questions from Board Staff, for example, or any other party?  So Dwayne, I'm not seeing anyone.  Did you want to -- my understanding was you thought you probably still do have questions for this panel.  Did you want to keep going?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, absolutely, Michael.  I was trying to use the break time to go back over what I heard and find the evidence references.  I'm going to do my best to go through this in an efficient fashion.  To the extent I'm not helping the Enbridge folks, I'll defer and ask them at the end of the day tomorrow.  I anticipated other people would have questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Dwayne.  As a note for the parties, I'm going to have to drop off the call just before 4.  But Pascale Duguay will be stepping into my shoes so you'll be in good hands.

MR. QUINN:  Page 42 of the slide presentation -- that's not correct; it is page 41, the slide numbers and PDF numbers.

So Union south -- sorry, page 41 of the PDF.  Sorry, Bonnie.  This is the Union south rate zone design day presentation, so 41 of the PDF or 34 of the slide presentation.  That's the one, thank you.

I think you tried to answer my question about the control point for the Union south rate zone, which I heard from HDD point of view was longer.

But our question was what is the delivery point control point for this analysis?

MR. JANISSE:  We deliver the supplies to Dawn for Union south.

MR. QUINN:  So when you're doing your Union rate zone design position and you are working all this out for design day, you're working this out on what gas has to get to Dawn, or is this Dawn to Parkway?

This is what I'm struggling with.  When you're doing design day position, these are your design day inputs on the TJs per day basis, so it's a daily basis.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I'm not sure -- maybe it's a nomenclature issue, Dwayne, or terminology.  You can see in this table that there are assumed deliveries at other points on the system.  So one example is 60 PJs a day is assumed delivered at Panhandle.  That's a requirement to ensure we can feed the Windsor Leamington area off the system.

We do have deliveries coming in at parkway as well.  Some of that is PDO.  Some of our in-franchised customers are obligated at Parkway on a design day.  We also have some of our Vector supply coming in Sarnia to feed the Sarnia market on the Sarnia industrial line, and other deliveries are assumed at Dawn.

We don't use the term control point, so I think maybe that's kind of messing us up here.  To go back to that, we assume there are certain deliveries at certain points on the system to feed the design day.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's helpful, Jason.  I'm going to try to go in order that you've spoke.

The 60 TJs you have at Ojibway, is that gas obligated?

MR. JANISSE:  So the 60 TJs for Ojibway is referring to the system supply contract that we have on the Panhandle system that delivers into Ojibway.

MR. QUINN:  So it's obligated?

MR. JANISSE:  We purchase the gas for that and flow it.  I don't know what you mean by obligated.  It's firm transportation capacity, and when we purchase commodity we buy it on firm terms.  I don't know if that helps.

MR. GILLETT:  I think again it might be a terminology thing, so we use the term obligation as it relates to our in-franchise customers, so some customers have an obligation at Dawn, Parkway, their delivery area, Empress.  That's what we referred to as an obligation.

To your point, Dwayne, I think to answer your question it's assumed on a peak day that we are flowing 100 percent load factor on that Panhandle capacity.  So said differently, it's required by our transmission system to have that gas land on a peak day, I believe.  Is that correct, Dave?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. QUINN:  So said differently then, there is a supply component from a design point of view, but there's also a facilities component in that you're relying on it for your transmission capability to feed that area?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, this was definitely discussed a lot during the 2016 Panhandle proceeding.  There is a fairly lengthy record on this.  We do need that supply to be delivered at that point in order to ensure that we can meet the needs of customers in that area of our system.

MR. QUINN:  So it has a facilities component to it?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I don't know what you mean by facilities component, Dwayne, but --


MR. QUINN:  It's providing facilities benefit to you.  To the extent that you did not deliver it, you would have to find a way to provide additional capacity to that area?

MR. GILLETT:  If we didn't have that 60-day being delivered at Ojibway off of Panhandle pipelines, we would have to look at some other way to get the supply into that area, yes.

MR. QUINN:  That's what I'm trying to say.  And so, as opposed to going through it piece by piece, is the same -- the capacity that comes in at Vector, is it also needed for the benefit of facilities in that area such that if the 84 did not arrive or was not able to be planned upon you would have to find a different way of getting 84 supply into the Sarnia area?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, my understanding is that a component of the -- oh, sorry, Union south?  Yes, there is a reliance on having that supply delivered into the Sarnia industrial line as well.

MR. QUINN:  Great.  That's helpful, thanks.

I'm going to ask this question this way, I guess.  In some of the answers we were provided, we had asked for monthly volumes for your forecast, and Enbridge said, no, thank you.  I'm not sure if you remember which answer or non-answer that was in the compendium.  Do you have that at all?  I didn't make a page number.  I should have.  I apologize.  But we were looking for monthly consumption that was in your forecast, and the answer was that Enbridge did not believe -- here it is here.  FRPO 5, so page 91:

"Enbridge does not believe it is relevant or necessary for the purposes of annual update to provide monthly breakdowns of demand forecast degree days, and declines to provide that information."

Our request was premised upon -- this is what you're relying on, I understand, for the purposes of determining how much storage you would need for each of these respective areas; is that not correct?

MR. STEVENS:  When you say "this", Dwayne, are you referring to Table 1?

MR. QUINN:  What I'm referring to, David, is the monthly figures for the respective areas, the amount of storage that's going to be needed by in-franchise customers, it will be determined on the basis of the monthly forecast by use.  I guess I'm asking first for confirmation of that.  Is that not correct?

MR. GILLETT:  So for Union -- so for Union we use, I believe -- and Steve and Dave can correct me if I'm wrong here, but I believe we use the aggregate excess methodology, which is a sort of a -- well, I think it's Board-approved methodology for determining the cost base requirements.  On the EGD side, I had mentioned earlier that there -- and I think Dave actually is going to talk about it a bit on a future slide -- there's a methodology that was put in front of the Board which was underpinned by a study to help model how much market-based storage is required for that franchise.  So in my mind both legacy franchises have established methodologies for determining their storage requirements.

MR. QUINN:  Can we rely upon previous data to inform forecast to determine in the case of aggregate excess the amount of storage that is determined, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, that would be correct, yeah.  We use historical volumes, yeah.

MR. QUINN:  So that's what I'm looking for.  So is that something that can be provided?  I don't need it, obviously, today, tomorrow, but we would like to have it so we understand the direction is right now that there is decreasing -- there is an increase of need for storage in Union south.  That means increased excess storage at some point where it might get to the point of reaching the high TJs.  We would like to understand that.  We would like to understand also -- as you talk about, maybe I'll learn some things tomorrow, Jason, in terms of the Enbridge model, but I believe it will be relying upon actual weather-normalized consumption to be able to forecast total storage needs, hence the market.  So can Enbridge provide --


MR. STEVENS:  I'm still having difficulty, Dwayne.  I'm looking at Table 1.  It has got five years of information for four different rate zones, and you're asking for us to give you monthly information about forecast consumption for each of those for five years, as well as degree-day information for five years, then for the purpose of an annual update of -- frankly, I just don't think that's reasonable or necessary.

MR. QUINN:  I'm asking you for one year for the year that's in play right now, David.  2021/2022 is the forecast.  We have evidence that says there's so much storage we're going to need.  Show us the data that supports that for this year.  I'm not asking for five years.  You're presuming that.  Your premise is that I'm asking for five years.  I'm asking for one year.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, no, your question was in relation to Table 1, so that's how it was interpreted, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will be happy to confirm that I'm looking at it for one year.  It is the 20 -- you're relying on 2020 data, which may or may not be all you're relying upon.  But we would like to understand how this is being developed and get the data that's associated with it.

MR. STEVENS:  But again, to what end?  Like, what's this information going to tell you that's going to be useful for your comments on the 2020/'21 annual update?

MR. QUINN:  What are the needs of the respective areas, so an example, EGD, CDA, what is the winter need, and could that winter need be met with purchases of gas from January to March 2022 as opposed to storage?  If I have the data I can understand what Enbridge is putting forth as its needs.  I can understand that this is -- tomorrow I'll find out more about the model that you're using.  But I'm asking a specific question:  Can those needs be better met with winter supply, and if I have the monthly data I know the increment of the additional supply that would be needed.

MR. STEVENS:  But there is no additional storage being purchased.

MR. QUINN:  It is the amount being purchased now and the ongoing choice to purchase that amount.  And we continue to ask the question about buying gas at Dawn instead of as another risk management tool that increases your diversity of your portfolio.  We would like to have the information and the opportunity to put forward ideas to the Board.  Out of this gas supply proceeding.  This is supposed to be an annual update.  I understand that, David, but we're still trying to understand how Enbridge is planning and how it's integrating its planning with the two legacy companies.  And as those things are coming together, maybe there is a third alternative to be considered as to how to provide for ratepayers' needs in the most economic fashion.

This is just data you have and was used to inform the decisions you made.  We're asking for the data.

MR. STEVENS:  I still don't understand the relevance towards anything, except micro-managing what Enbridge is doing.  We'll take the request away and we'll let you know our response.

MR. QUINN:  David, the clear intent is to test what you're doing and provide potentially different ideas for those with the Enbridge Group, and David, you were with the Enbridge Group.  Sometimes intervenors have ideas like peak value and Enbridge says no, no, don't worry, we've got this, but then gets a different perspective and sometimes realizes there is a better way of doing things.

I think, on behalf of ratepayers, that's what we're trying to advance, is that all stakeholders can have input and potentially provide Enbridge with a way of doing things it may not have considered.  That's what we're trying to do.

MR. STEVENS:  As a group, we'll talk about it this evening.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  In the presentation, I think it was Dave saying that in 2011, you had an example of 7,000 GJs that didn't show up.  Was that contract financially back-stopped so there was recovery of penalties to provide for any additional costs that Enbridge incurred at that time?

MR. JANISSE:  I'm not familiar with that specific contract.  I wasn't around in 2011 for that.  That's a peaking services that the company contracts third-party services, our firm, and they would follow the relevant contractual provisions in the event of a non-delivery.  And again, I think it's important to go back to my point I made in the presentation that this isn't really about a financial recovery here.  If we were to have a third party fail on a peak day and we're unable to meet the peak needs of our customers, getting a financial settlement from our counterparties is one thing.  I don't think it does anything to the ratepayers who we weren't able to meet the demands for.

I just wanted to point that out as well.  This is truly a reliability thing and not a cost effectiveness concern that we have.

MR. QUINN:  You talked about compensating the company for all costs incurred for non-performance.

MR. JANISSE:  Again, I don't know what the contract provisions were for that contract in 2011.

MR. QUINN:  The ones you have now, the ones you have contracted for.  Do you not put in provisions so that non-performance is compensated, the utility is compensated by the non-performing company for its costs incurred as a result of non-performance?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, for sure.  Go ahead, Jason.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, just to clarify though, Dwayne.  So the penalties associated with a contract like that would likely be indexed to some point so that we can recover the costs of replacing that supply should it not show up.  That's what we're talking about here.

But again, I do want to draw attention to what Dave said.  If that gas does not show up and we're unable to replace it because the gas is not there, there are potential costs that is would not be recovered, right.

If we had customers going without gas, a third-party service is -- they're not going to sign a contract that essentially has unlimited exposure.  So it's typically limited to replacement cost of that gas, and maybe there's some sort of penalty to it.

But they won't sign anything that says if you don't show up and there's damages or customer relight costs or things like that, that's not incorporated in there.  That's the type of risk that we're talking about.  So it's not an economic concern that we have around replacing the supply.  It's the concern around the capacity not being available to serve those customers should that supply not show up.

MR. QUINN:  Understood, Jason.  Have you had any failures since 2011 on these third-party contracts that we're acquired to meet peak day requirements?

MR. JANISSE:  Not on the specific contracts that Enbridge created, no.

MR. QUINN:  You folks went around for the -- was anybody in the gas supply area during the FT ram days?

MR. GILLETT:  None of us were.  We just heard stories, but we weren't there.

MR. QUINN:  There is testimony and to the extent -- I'm not going to take the time to bring it up.  I have other things to do.  But there was testimony about Union at the time seeking whatever services it needed to meet its peak days to the extent that it was recognizing that there was a short-term shortfall and at that time, it was accepted that they'd have to pay a premium.  They have to maybe pay a huge market premium, but that was part of the FT RAM design.

So to the extent that you are going to have contracts with third parties to meet peak days, you may have to pay a huge premium like people paid in February to have gas they needed to run their franchises.  At the same time, those costs are recoverable from other parties who may have defaulted at that time.

I think sometimes we get into this -- while we want to avoid interruptions, there haven't been any interruptions on the basis of lack of fulfilling contracts so the utility has been doing a good job in making sure the contracts are financially back stopped, and that's what we would expect and therefore it's a valuable tool in meeting peak day design.  That's our ratepayers point of view on that.

We asked about the costs of if somebody were not -- in FRPO 15, we asked if a third party was not able to or did not provide, what the penalty would be.  And again, I understand that there could be a financial penalty for replacement of the market cost of replacement service.

But I guess my presumption is that penalty can and could be calculated to the extent it created a an LBA penalty.  First off, you have LBA contracts with TransCanada, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Just for context, the LBA was a limited balancing agreement given interruptible service that TransCanada provides to capture small daily imbalances between the delivery areas.

David mentioned earlier in his notes that the LBA is one of those plan B options that we have, but it's interruptible and we have had it interrupted in the past.  So it's not something that we can rely on for peak day.  Again as a plan B, it's there, but there's risk.  We always say firm capacity for firm needs.  The LBA is not firm.

MR. QUINN:  Accepted, and if you were to rely on LBA for short-term like the 7000 GJs in 2011, you would have to pay a penalty that was based upon the then Empress to Union DBA rate, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't have the penalty structure underneath that in front of me, Dwayne.  It sounds somewhat familiar, but the concept is they do index their penalties to the approved long haul toll at the time.  But then there is sort of a tiering structure.  As the LBA balance grows or shrinks, there is a tiered structure of how the penalties work.

MR. QUINN:  And it would be in the order of 2 percent which is what your evidence has provided, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  The first tier is 2 percent, I believe.

MR. QUINN:  Right, so 10,000 GJs a day would be -- I guess it depends on the contract.  I'm going to get into too much detail, but I can calculate the penalty sufficient for our needs at this time.

Okay.  Page 78 of the compendium, the package provided, I think this is what you're referring to -- Steve was referring when he was providing some of the overview.

Yes, so it's actually page 79 is where the table is.  You're talking about contracting changes between the Union north and Union -- sorry, Union northwest and Union northeast.  I see it's up on the screen now.  Thank you.  So this -- I think this is what you're talking to, Steve when, you were aligning contract changes?  This is --


MR. JANISSE:  That's correct, Dwayne.  Yeah, northeast and -- Union northeast and Union northwest contract markets, correct.

MR. QUINN:  I think it's helpful for people to see that, because there is some significant changes in -- I don't want to say for the outer periods of 2022 to 2024, you've got some significant changes.  Our question is how would those respective changes for Union northeast and Union northwest affect your design day for those respective areas?

MR. DANTZER:  Ultimately, Dwayne, it depends on the customer, so if they are a customer that procures supply from the utility in which those contractual arrangements are made, it will ultimately feed into our design day calculation.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Let's be clear about two things here.  These are pretty significant changes.  We're not just talking about, you know, 1 or 2 percent growth or whatever.  You're talking about in -- so Union northwest as an example, the contract customer in your five-year plan was about 1,300, now it's going up to 4,800, so it's essentially more than tripling.  That's pretty significant.  You must know that there is a customer that's forecast to come on and you would know notionally what they're doing, so that would affect your need to have gas in Union northwest on a peak day, whether they go to direct purchase or not, you've got -- well, I shouldn't say that, because Union northwest, I guess, could be a different type of contract.  So let's deal with Union northeast.  You have got to get the gas to the Union northeast, and it's going down by a quarter or so, going from 5,300 down to 3,800.

Have you taken these changes in contracts and followed them through to your design day forecast?  That's the first question.

MR. DANTZER:  So right now they are not reflected in design day forecast, but there's a couple things at play here.  So the -- this annual forecast process is owned by our finance group, and it's calculated differently for each legacy company.  And so as we move closer to, say, for Union northwest, for those customers coming online in 2023, the forecasting process would be updated for the specifics of these customers, and they would ultimately, if they are part of our design day, they would be reflected in design day at that time, once those contract details are completed and we have more certainty.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Just, first I want to make sure this -- I was looking at the right chart.  It seems like I am.  And the next question will be how does that affect for design day.  I guess we will be looking for that in future updates that they come forward as it affects the design day in the application moving forward, so I'll leave the questions there for now.

Part of the presentation regarding the EBA, it was the Enbridge EBA, it was referring to the move from WTS to DTS.  I assume that's Western Transport Service versus Dawn Transport Service; is that correct?  I think this was Dave's area.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, that's correct.  So as customers in the EGA rate zone move between those services, then we would increase our purchasing to fill up the capacity that we've contracted for members.

MR. QUINN:  So again, some of you weren't around for the origination, but the Dawn Transport Service, but part of that was changing the billing system, and part of changing the billing system, there was a concern about how many options Enbridge provided to its customers.

Is Enbridge in any area of being concerned about the amount of customers that are still on the WTS and your ability to continue to offer that service?

MR. GILLETT:  So maybe I'll jump in here, Dwayne.  So those services -- and I apologize, I don't recall which proceeding it is, but I believe that those services have different provisions in them where if the amount of that service being contracted as a total drops below a certain threshold, Enbridge has the ability to revoke the service.

So you had asked, do we have concerns about the service right now.  As a gas supply team, the answer is, no, we don't.  I will say that those services are absolutely -- you know, to go back to my utility integration slide, those services are within scope, obviously, of what we're evaluating as part of rebasing.  So those services, along with all the other different DP services that we offer as a utility are being evaluated and will -- you know, the utility will come forward with their proposal for how to harmonize those.

As they stand today, as they operate, we don't have concerns.  But again, we're still working through those details on those services and what they'll look like at rebasing.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Jason.  Would it be possible to provide how much WTS service remains?  The reason I'm asking is that people who do direct purchase and have maybe relied historically on the WTS and maybe are comfortable with buying their gas out west, to the extent that Enbridge were in any way -- and I'm not saying you're saying this, but if you were contemplating withdrawing that service, they would want notice.  They wouldn't want to end up signing like, say, a three-year contract when they could be phased out, you know, during rebasing.

So first off, if you give us the data, then we know if we're anywhere near 50,000 threshold for the minimum amount of volume to be able to continue to offer a service.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I don't -- we don't have those numbers with us, Dwayne, so we can't provide those.  I will speak to your concern about notice for customers, and I completely agree.  Customers require notice because they have potential supply arrangements, and if you recall on the Union Gas side, we went through something similar with our Dawn reference proceeding.  I think that was back in 2014.

MR. QUINN:  2015.

MR. GILLETT:  '15.  Yeah, so during that proceeding we have the same types of concerns, right?  If we're going to modify services and where customers are obligated, we need to respect the fact that they may have entered into long-term supply arrangements.  So, you know, I can assure you we're aware of that, and that will be part of any sort of transition plan should we decide to do something different with any of our in-franchise services that impact customer supply arrangements.

MR. QUINN:  Would you be able to bring tomorrow and provide to us what the WTS amount is?  It should be something that is readily retrievable.

MR. GILLETT:  I would say we'll take it away, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  All right.  Best efforts.  I'm fine with that --


MR. GILLETT:  No, hold on.  Sorry.  Just, what I will say, it's not really relevant to this proceeding, again, just to go back to one of my earlier slides there, you know, what's not within scope of the Gas Supply Planning process is the determination of our services, so I will say as part of an annual update, you know, the future of, you know, a rebasing application and how it relates to in-franchise DP services is not within scope of what we're doing here.

MR. QUINN:  Accepted to a degree, but when you talk about there has been a shift from WTS to DTS and that's part of what you planned for, if this is the only place we'll be able to get that type of information, unless you can tell me where else we can get that type of information, I'm just trying to say the market should be informed.

MR. STEVENS:  And Jason has told you the market will be informed with lots of lead time before any decisions need to be made.  I'm starting to get uncomfortable with the amount of homework that we're being given here.

MR. QUINN:  I'm trying to help you, David, to some degree, but I'll move on.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, but I say that sort of as a blanket our basket is full statement now.

MR. QUINN:  I'll leave.  I'm not going to debate that.

One of the things we talked about was gas coming in at Ojibway.  It's secured by utility.  It's not obligated, and yet it's relied upon for the Windsor area.  Enbridge receives gas, and it is provided at Niagara of a term of 21,000 GJs, I think it is, for the Union south area former Union Gas.  It arrives at Kirkwall, correct?

MR. JANISSE:  The TransCanada contract delivery point goes to Kirkwall.

MR. QUINN:  It's not obligated to Kirkwall?

MR. JANISSE:  Again, I'm a bit confused by what you mean by obligated --


MR. QUINN:  Just say if it comes to Kirkwall and it's your contract and you have control of it, can it be used for meeting the obligations of the Dawn Parkway system?

MR. JANISSE:  I think that's a facilities or transmission planning question, so I can't speak to it. Jason, you were about to chime in?

MR. GILLETT:  I was going to say the same thing, Dave.  I will say it's not the same consideration we have at the Ojibway and Sarnia delivery points.  Again there's a nomenclature issue, but I think in terms of how our transmission planning group is hydraulically modeling it, that's not within the purview of this team.

MR. QUINN:  I just, we can talk about further -- last time we'll ask that question.  I see the efficacy of contract rates in your control utilized fully as you're doing in other areas of your system.  But that's a point for another day.

The last question area -- I guess I touched on the storage.  I started to ask questions about storage and it was outside the process, so I asked about getting the monthly volumes to support and to understand storage assessments that Enbridge is doing with its respective areas.

But as part of the blind RFP process, you said it was outside the process to look at Dawn forward purchases between January to March.  And I thought if I heard correctly, you can fix gas for up to three months on a fixed price basis, is that correct?

MR. GILLETT:  I'll pass it to you, Dave, in a second. I want to clarify something.

When we said it was outside the process, we were referring to the Scott Madden consulting engagement.  So Board Staff recommended that Scott Madden come in, review our blind RFP process end to end, and suggest ways to improve it that would align with Board Staff's request and principles.

That engagement evaluating the methodology by which we determine our market-based storage needs, that was not part of Board Staff's request.  So when we say it's outside the scope of that engagement, I want to clarify that's what we meant.  Sorry, Dave.  I'll pass it to you to answer the other part of the question.

MR. JANISSE:  Just to answer your questions about fixed prices, our risk policy allows us to use fixed prices for commodity purchases inside a three-month term.

MR. QUINN:  To the extent you receive the storage bids and I accept the distinction of being outside the process, it is inside the process of Enbridge to test those values of storage versus an alternative to buy gas in the forward market at Dawn.  So was that undertaken in parallel with the decisions on the storage bids?

MR. GILLETT:  What I would say to that one, Dwayne, is the way that we determine the storage needs of really both utilities, but in this case Enbridge, is there is an established methodology that legacy Enbridge had put in front of the Board and has been accepted and approved, and that's what they have been using for a number of years.  That methodology is what we're planning to continue using because it's our view that it establishes the right level of storage for serving the Enbridge rate zone.  That's been demonstrated the last number of years since that went into place, and what we found is the way we plan and operate those assets, they're meeting our needs and we feel that they're appropriate.

We will be reviewing that methodology, along with all the others, right?  So back to my utility integration slide from earlier today, we do plan on evaluating both the legacy Union and the legacy EGD methodologies to kind of pick the best of both worlds and figure out what we want to put forward at the time of rebasing.

But it's our view that until that point, the methodology we use to determine the market-based needs for legacy Enbridge is appropriate and it's working for us.

MR. QUINN:  To answer my question, though, does it take into account the alternative of buying fixed gas at Dawn as opposed to buying storage to store summer gas for withdrawal in the winter?

MR. JANISSE:  So Dwayne, Jason referred to the EGD methodology and it was actually a report that Deloitte Consulting had done up, I believe it was in 2018.  And what they did was establish and look at market price trends that happen over different weather patterns and different prices that could be in effect in cold or warm winters, and that report came back and supported an additional amount of storage above and beyond what legacy Enbridge had been contracting.

The report informed an additional two PJs of storage at the time.  However, I will note that the Deloitte report did provide for a much higher amount of storage in there.  That, to answer your question, did compare it on a price basis of purchasing gas seasonally.  And the risk that would be involved in warm or cold winter periods.

So I think something else I would like to point out in this is that storage can help from a price perspective, but the other piece of value we get from storage is the optionality that comes with it.  So if you buy fixed price gas for delivery in let's say February to meet your anticipated needs for that month, and you get warmer than normal weather, you have to pay money to get out of that contract or you need to accept gas when you don't actually need it and you're buying gas you don't actually need.

With storage, that's not necessarily the case.  You can choose when you want to withdraw and if you don't need gas that day, you don't need to be withdrawing it.  So that optionality has value as well, and that optionality was looked at in that Deloitte report.

MR. QUINN:  You've lost the optionality from not buying the storage.  So if that storage cost you 80 cents, you don't have a choice whether you pay that or not.  You've already bought that, correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  So the optionality to the extent you buy or not buy gas, or withdraw or not withdraw gas, that's nice from an operations point of view.  But the financial cost should have diversity to it also.

So my question again is:  Was there an assessment of the opportunity to buy gas from January to March in 2022 when the storage bids were reviewed?

MR. GILLETT:  I'll go back to my original answer, Dwayne, which is that we are using the methodology that was established a few years ago for the legacy EGD zone.  Dave talked a little bit about it.  We feel that's the right methodology; it's working for us.  We will review it, but for now, that's how we're determining that need.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So the answer is no, then?  There was not an assessment done of the opportunity to buy gas at Dawn instead of buying that storage; correct?

MR. GILLETT:  The answer is that it's about more than just that.  Right?  It's also about balancing.  It's about being able to react to different types of winters that we go through.

I would actually say that the analysis that was undertaken by legacy EGD in 2018 was more comprehensive than simply looking at that year's spreads.  I would say the analysis that was done, it holds water and we continue -- we plan to continue doing that until we've had a chance to harmonize approaches and come up with a different plan.

MR. QUINN:  Well, maybe we can help you with that on that day.  Steve, when you were going through your initial slide, I had trouble following, but you made a point that I thought was worth capturing but no anchor to anchor it to.

So you talked about -- if I have this correct, a decrease of one heating degree day results in six -- a reduction of six percent.  I'm assuming that's in – it doesn't make sense.  It's annual load.


Can you help me with what -- was there some piece of evidence you're referring to that we can look at while you talk about what the impact of one heating degree day is?  

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, I'm just trying to find the reference here in my notes.  So we -- I was referring to the heating degree table that's Table 20 in our evidence.  And the statement was --


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, I just want to pull that up, unless somebody else is pulling it up here.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes, so it's in our -- it's in the annual update filing, Table 20.  It's on page 52.

MR. GILLETT:  Oh, Bonnie, it's page 55 of the document, the PDF.

MR. QUINN:  Bonnie's been quicker than I am at this point.  Okay.  That's helpful, thank you.  So, sorry, go ahead, Steve.

MR. DANTZER:  So, yeah, the statement was an increase to average daily temperature by 1 degree Celsius would lower the planned HDD in 2021 -- 2020, rather, slash, '21, between 7.4 and 10.7 percent depending on the region.  Total annual demand in 2020/'21 would decrease by approximately 46,000 TJs or 6 percent.

MR. QUINN:  What units are these are these actual plan?  Are these in TJs?

MR. GILLETT:  I believe these are in HDDs, right?

MR. QUINN:  Oh, those are -- sorry, those are HDD.  Okay.  This was -- I was really behind too then.

So you made a couple of statements, and we buy the transcripts, so maybe I can look at the transcript and look at this table and figure out what you were saying, but I think what you've got is some rule of thumbs that you're using which help inform some of -- impact of weather.  Is that the crux of what you're giving us?

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry about that.  I lost audio, sorry, Dwayne.  I didn't hear your question.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Sorry.  I see the HDD table now, and this is helpful to see, but you gave some parameters in terms of consumption that are tied to a 1 percent change, but I don't have context for that, but what you're trying to say is you have some rules of thumb.  Is that correct, first off?

MR. DANTZER:  Correct.  Yeah, that's a sensitivity analysis that was performed, and it was in response to a question that we received.

MR. QUINN:  Okay --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I would -- sorry, Dwayne.  This is Jason.  I would just say I wouldn't classify it as a rule of thumb per se.  I think -- I'm not sure, Steve.  I think it was Pollution Probe, maybe.  Somebody had asked a question around sensitivities, and so Steve had tried to be responsive.

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah, it was Pollution Probe 10A and B.

MR. QUINN:  Are those in the written responses later on?  If they --


MR. DANTZER:  The sensitivity, I do not believe so, no.  It's simply the 46,000 TJs or 6 percent I'm referring to.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I recognize the time, and I've asked a number of questions.  I will look at the transcript later tonight and the table, and if I have follow-up questions then I'll ask them at that time.  But I think, pending the information that I'm going to request in terms of NEXUS, those are my questions.  Thank you for your answers.

MS. DUGUAY:  Okay.  Pascale Duguay here.  Thank you very much, Dwayne, for your questions.  I do not see any hand up, so I think this concludes the first day of our stakeholder conference.  I would like to thank Enbridge panellists for their presentation today, as well as for answering thoughtful question from our stakeholders.  Thank you very much for our court reporter as well.

So we will resume tomorrow at 9:30.  There are two remaining topical areas.  Those are contracting changes, as well as performance metrics.  We are scheduled to wrap up mid-afternoon.  I know we were ahead of schedule for a little while today by about half an hour.  So anyway, we'll see how it goes tomorrow.

So unless there are any other questions, we are wishing you a nice evening, and we will see you tomorrow morning.  Thank you.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 4:41 p.m.
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