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Tuesday, April 27, 2021
--- On commencing at 9:31 a.m.
Welcome Remarks


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  Welcome to day 2 of our technical conference.  I think we're going to get right into things, so I will turn it over to David.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  Good morning, everybody.  Just before we resume with the presentation, I wanted to give updates or information about where and how we propose to address the four things that were left over from yesterday.


And so in no particular order, first there were some questions that FRPO sent out yesterday evening related to costs for the NEXUS capacity.  Those questions will be addressed as part of the contracting changes discussion.


Next, FRPO requested that Enbridge provide detailed information about degree days and monthly demand for the figures in Table 1 to assist in understanding alternatives to the storage that Enbridge Gas is procuring.


As part of the contracting changes presentation, the Enbridge Gas representatives will speak about how Enbridge determined the amount of storage to procure and/or make use of for the Enbridge Gas distribution in Union Gas rate zones.


We are not prepared to prepare the detailed information about degree days and monthly demand.  It doesn't specifically fit into the way that Enbridge has made its determinations, and Enbridge does not believe that it's necessary or relevant to provide this information.


Thirdly, we indicated that we would provide a link to the ESO100 (sic) standard that is being developed and potentially used for SNG.  Joel Denomy sent out an e-mail this morning with a link to that standard.


Finally, in an exchange with FRPO, with Dwayne, questions were asked about the WTS service and around the current status of that service, in terms of the take-up or usage.


I understand that Jason has done a little bit of homework on this, and Jason is going to speak briefly about the current status and -- or current utilization and future plans for WTS.


MR. GILLETT:  Thank you, David.  Good morning, everyone.  Yeah, so yesterday when Dwayne and I were talking about the WTS service, I didn't have numbers in front of me in terms of their current usage, so we looked at grabbing the last two-and-a-half years' worth of usage of the service just to understand the trend, and as I had indicated yesterday, there has been a steady decline in customer interest of the service, so about two-and-a-half years ago, so January 2018, we had 100,000 GJs -- oh, sorry, I'm getting some --


(Reporter Appealed):  Yes, could everyone turn their microphones off, please?  I'm getting feedback.


MR. GILLETT:  So January 2018 we had about 100,000 GJs a day of customer interest in the service.  That's continued to decline quite rapidly.  As it stands today, last month, I believe, we have about 20,000 a day of interest.  And as Dwayne and I discussed yesterday, there is a provision within the service that allows Enbridge Gas to eliminate the service if interest falls below 25,000 a day.


So just to confirm that as things are today, the customers have contracted for less than that threshold.  But as mentioned yesterday, we have agreed that there is a two-year notice period requirement.  So if Enbridge were to do anything with the service, we would obviously respect at least the two years' notice period.  But I think we've also demonstrated in the past that we're very willing to work with customers who require maybe a bit longer than that.  So that's the current state, and I think I can turn it maybe back to David.


MR. QUINN:  If I may -- it's Dwayne Quinn -- can I just do a follow-up question in that area?


MR. STEVENS:  Sure, go ahead, Dwayne.


MR. QUINN:  Just, Jason, I understand a little bit of where this came from.  In our view there is no marginal -- there is a small marginal cost in the administration, but obviously the system support WTS continuing.  With Enbridge's recent re-upping of purchasing from the west, you are clearly already -- you are -- I'm [audio dropout] upon some information, but you've signed up for the North Bay shortcut for a portion of your Enbridge needs, correct?


MR. GILLETT:  Yes, we have the North Bay LTFE service in our portfolio; that's correct.


MR. QUINN:  And that will extend out to year 2030?


MR. GILLETT:  I don't have the expiry date in front of me, but it is a long-term commitment for that service.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's the premise.  I just want to make sure I get that on the table.


At the time that this was being discussed in the Dawn access proceeding -- I don't have the proceeding number in front of me -- there was concerns that it would be [audio dropout] on the utility to have multiple delivery points that weren't being utilized by the utility and others, and therefore eliminating -- made some economic efficiency for everybody, including ratepayers, of course, but to the extent that Enbridge is going to be having a -- having long-term capability from Empress continuing, we would ask Enbridge give that consideration in terms of, yeah, you can give people two years' notice, but two years' notice based upon what cost to remove that service versus the ongoing value of having flow from Empress to your EDA -- EDA or CDA, but let's just say EDA may be more valuable to you, so it's more of a comment than a question at this point.  I didn't know you had that much decline.  I hadn't seen any reporting on this stuff for some time, so that's a good update.  Notice to market is helpful, but also consideration of what makes sense for Ontario is probably the paramount consideration at this point.  So I'll leave those -- I can put the rest in our comments, but I would just ask that that be given some consideration.


MR. GILLETT:  Okay.  Thanks for your comments, Dwayne.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.


MR. STEVENS:  So with that, I think we will dive back into the presentation.  It's certainly our hope on the Enbridge Gas side that a lot of the heavy lifting has already been done.  You will see that we are about three-quarters of the way through our slides.  So we are hoping that we can move efficiently through what's left to discuss.


So with that I will turn it over to Dave Janisse to lead the discussion about contracting changes.

Contracting Changes


MR. JANISSE:  Okay.  Good morning, everyone.  So in this section of the presentation we're going to talk about the contracting changes that occurred during 2020, so we can hop into that slide then.


So there's three significant contracting changes that we're going to talk about.  We've got renewals of Vector capacity, as well as renewals of NGTL capacity for the EGD rate zone, and we also have a purchase of NEXUS capacity in the Union rate zone that we will discuss.


So hopping to the next slide, I'm going to discuss the NEXUS capacity purchase first.  So we do discuss this purchase in detail on page 31 and 32 of our annual update.  And I'll hit the highlights here.


So we purchased 25,000 dekatherms a day of Clarington to Kensington capacity on the NEXUS pipeline for a term of 17 months.  So this 17 months' term starts November 1st, 2020 and it gets us through two winter periods.


The transportation rate associated with the capacity is market-based, and it was awarded to Enbridge through a bidding process for available capacity on the NEXUS pipeline.  The landed cost of the NEXUS Clarington to Kensington transportation service is approximately 1.6 cents U.S. per dekatherm per day, more than the basis differential between the points, as we forecasted.


So our goal in purchase in this capacity was to increase diversity of supply on the NEXUS path by increasing access to Clarington at the purchase point, which we found to be a very liquid and active trading point.


The alternative we considered was to continue to purchase and supply at Kensington, and the forecasted premium over the term of only 1.6 cents is a very reasonable cost to achieve the goal of getting the extra diversity, and it's among the lowest premiums the company pays for supply diversity within the portfolio.


Clarington is located in NEXUS supply zone and Kensington is located in what NEXUS refers to as market zone one.  Market zone one starts at Kensington, which is located in Ohio, and ends in the Detroit area.


When we were bidding for this capacity, we were competing with capacity bids from shippers that were seeking capacity anywhere in the NEXUS supply zone to anywhere in the NEXUS market zone.  This explains why the exact basis differential, the slight premium to the base differential that we see at Kensington was required to secure this capacity.


I want to take a bit of time to talk about FRPO's questions that we received last night.  Yesterday, FRPO sent questions about the historic NEXUS costs and asked us to reconcile these costs that were included in the analysis put forward to the OEB as part of the NEXUS cost pre-approval to the NEXUS tolls present today that we have in the information before us in this proceeding.


So in the NEXUS pre-approval proceeding, there was a landed cost filed which had an option that assumed a maximum possible capital cost tracker adjustment.  That landed cost in the option for the Kensington to Dawn path was 89 cents U.S. per dekatherm.  Included in that cost is the cost of St. Clair to Dawn path.


The landed cost we filed as part of our average day optional analysis in this proceeding, which is on table 17 on page 45 of evidence, we have also included it in slide 39 of the presentation today and there is more detailed information broken out in FRPO 25, attachment 1, which I think it might be worth bringing up on the screen.


As you can see, it is in column E, and then the NEXUS to St. Clair to Dawn path.  The cost of that path today is 94 cents U.S. per dekatherm.  So the 5 cent U.S. per dekatherm increase in the cost of this path relative to the capital cost tracker adjustment in the NEXUS pre-approval proceeding, that increase was driven by increases to the cost of the St. Clair to Dawn portion of the path.  The St. Clair to Dawn portion of the path is derived in the Enbridge Gas C1 rate schedule, which is approved by the OEB.


The cost of the NEXUS path, including the cost impact of the capital cost adjustment, have been included in the relevant QRAM proceedings since the onset of the company incurring NEXUS costs.  The capital cost tracker adjustment and its impacts were contemplated during the Board's pre-approval of the cost consequences of the NEXUS contract.  

If we can go back to the presentation, and then I will move on to the next slide.  Here I talk about our Vector capacity renewal, which is discussed in detail on pages 47 and 48 of our annual update.


During 2020, we exercised our right to extend the existing 65,000 dekatherms a day Vector contract for the EGD rate zone by three years.  This capacity provides the portfolio with access to supply at Chicago.  It also provides delivery flexibility within the path, including access to Michigan storage.


The capacity was renewed at the existing negotiating toll of 18 cents U.S. per dekatherm per day, which I will note is among the lowest fixed demand charges that Enbridge pays for upstream capacity.  Go to the next slide, please.


Another key renewal for us in 2020 was related to the capacity that the EGD rate zone holds on the NGTL pipeline.  This is discussed in more detail at page 48 and 49 of the annual update.  We exercised our right to renew two FTD contracts that provide access to purchase gas at the AECO Hub and transport that gas to Empress.


We have a ten-year North Bay Junction LTFE commitment for capacity from Empress to North Bay Junction for 265,000 GJs per day, and this is to meet the requirements of the Enbridge rate zone.  The NGTL capacity we've renewed provides supply diversity from Empress, and Enbridge's total capacity on NGTL is 125,000 GJs a day.


We elected to renew the contracts for a three-year term and by doing so, we were able to take advantage of a five percent toll discount that's included in NGTL's tariff.  So the longer contract term also allowed us to take advantage of better pricing for liquid extraction deals that the company executes in its AECO supply purchases.


NGTL is a liquids rich natural gas pipeline system, and we are able to contract with gas liquids extraction plants that are located near Empress, and we receive payment for the extraction of natural gas liquids that are unnecessary for the purpose of delivering natural gas to our customers.  The revenues that we receive from the liquid extraction are treated as a natural gas cost reduction, and they flow one hundred percent to system customers.


The last item I'll discuss in this section is related to storage capacity.  Storage is discussed on pages 32 and 33 of the annual update.  The Union rate zone holds 100 PJs of cost base storage at Dawn, and we have forecasted that in-franchise customers will require 97.1 PJs of this capacity and the remainder will be sold to the market as short-term market-based storage.  The revenues earned from the sale of this excess utility storage is shared with ratepayers 90-10.


The EGD rate zone holds 99.7 PJs of cost-based storage and 26.4 PJs of market-based storage, which is acquired using the blind RFP process Jason spoke of yesterday.  Of the 26.4 PJs of market-based storage currently held by the EGD rate zone, 20.1 PJs have been purchased from Enbridge Gas or an affiliate of Enbridge Gas.


We purchase market-based storage only for the EGD rate zone.  The annual forecast cost associated with the purchase of market-based storage for this zone are set.  They were set into rates back in 2018.  

The EGD storage and transportation deferral account captures the difference between actual storage costs that we incur and the forecast is included in rates, and we seek disposition of this deferral account as part of the non-commodity deferral disposition each year.  The prudency of EGD's market based storage cost is reviewed at that time.


There was discussion yesterday about the methodologies we use to determine storage requirements in each of the rate zones.  In the Union rate zones, the methodology for determining in-franchise storage requirements is called aggregate excess.  This methodology was approved by OEB and it has been used for some time to determine legacy Union in-franchise storage requirements.  The legacy EGD, all of the cost-based storage is utilized by in-franchise customers and we purchase an additional 26 and a half PJs of capacity at market base rates.


As we mentioned yesterday, legacy EGD had a consultant review completed, which evaluated the amount of market-based storage that could be purchased that would provide a net benefit to in-franchise customers.  I think yesterday I said it was Deloitte that conducted the study; it was in fact ICF.  

ICF's report was completed in January 2017 and it was filed in the 2017 rate application for the EGD.  The study specifically assessed whether a reduction in natural gas supply costs could be achieved by acquiring incremental storage space within the Gas Supply Plan.


ICF provided multiple weather-driven price scenarios, and legacy EGD gas supply modelled the expected cost impact of adding various amounts of incremental storage capacity at varying storage prices and demand levels to the Enbridge portfolio.


The study concluded, and ICF recommended that the overall gas supply portfolio cost could benefit by adding up to 20 BCF of incremental storage across most of the scenarios modelled.  Since this study was conducted, Enbridge has added approximately 2 PJs of additional market-based storage capacity to get to the 26-and-a-half that we hold today.  We have found that this amount of capacity has been working very well for us after the past few years.


While we recognize the study that I spoke about is now about five years old, we do note that the study did contemplate scenarios where storage prices increased as much as 50 percent with all other factors held equal.  In fact, storage prices have come down a bit since the time that report was done.


As Jason said yesterday, we feel the conclusions in that study remain relevant today and for the purposes of supporting market-based storage held by the EGD rate zone.


Our approach to procuring storage for the Enbridge rate zone has not changed from the five-year Gas Supply Plan.  So that said, we are looking at methodologies that we use to determine storage requirements, particularly with regard to how we might harmonize these methodologies when they are applied to a combined gas portfolio in the future.  This work is just beginning, and we expect to have more information about it as we move closer to the company's 2024 cost-of-service application.


Just to address some other questions we did receive in written format about storage, we got a question about information that was on Table 4 in page 33 in the update.  And I will note we filed an updated version of this table with our presentation last week.


So VECC and CCC asked for more information about the 9.5 PJs of contingency space that was identified within the Union storage requirement, and you can see that on line 9 on the table on the screen.  Contingency space is related to utilities' needs as a system operator, and it provides reserve capacity and operational balancing that are necessary to meet the services offered by the utility and ensure integrity of the storage, transmission, and distribution system.  The amount of contingency space required by the Union rate zone was approved by the OEB as part of the 2013 rates proceeding.


Similar to the Union rate zone's use of contingency space, the Enbridge rate zone plans to hold approximately 10 PJs of space within the cost-based storage at the end of the withdrawal period, and this is to manage late season balancing requirements.


Something I will note is that contingency space requirements are something we're investigating as part of our harmonization efforts.  Again, this work is just beginning.


Okay.  And I think that kind of concludes this section of the presentation.
Q&A Session

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you.  It's Michael Millar here.  I ask that if you have some questions on this section you can raise your hand and I think turn on your camera, especially if you're going to be up soon.  I see Michael Brophy, so why don't we begin with you, Mike.


MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  Good morning, everybody.  Just a quick question.  So I know yesterday we've gone through kind of the list of stuff that was a little more meaty that you would be looking to work on and bring forward at rebasing, rather than low-hanging fruit or stuff you can deal with in the interim.


So one of the things you mentioned today wasn't on the list but I'm assuming that probably is, and that's, you're going to be looking at analysis similar to kind of the model yesterday you talk about, you have to kind of go through it all and look at the pros and cons, probably hire a consultant.  Sounds like you're going to be doing the same thing to harmonize the methodology and treatment for storage as well.


So is that then one of the major things on the list for rebasing as well?


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, maybe I'll take that one, Michael, and good morning.  If you go back to my utility integration slide, there was a line item there.  It was the second one under OEB approvals, and it was around in-franchise use of storage space and deliverability.  So storage is absolutely one of the items that the utility will be looking at as part of harmonizing the two legacy groups.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you. I must have missed that line.  That's it.  That's the only question I had.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mike.  Shy group this morning.  There we go.  Mark Garner from VECC, you're up.


MR. GARNER:  Sorry, yes, thank you.  Just a quick question, and this is probably where I got confused.  The contingency gas, that's not the same as the cushion gas, right?


MR. GILLETT:  You know, it's funny, Mark, because I think, similar to what we had discussions about yesterday, there's always nomenclature issues, especially when talking to the storage engineers.  I believe when we say cushion gas, I believe -- there has been different names.  Cushion gas, integrity gas, contingency gas.  I believe that the term cushion gas is somehow embedded within that contingency piece, but to be honest, we're not -- we don't have expertise in the storage planning side.


But I will say that there has been different sort of terms that have been used for basically the gas that's held in reserve in order to not just operate the storage itself but also to provide the services that we have as a utility.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So --


MR. GILLETT:  I don't know if that answers it.


MR. GARNER:  So if I can say it back to you, so you're not quite sure, but it would at least include what I call cushion gas, integrity gas, but it may include you saying some more attributes than that for the storage operation?


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, exactly, yeah, and there's a breakdown of what those different things are and its various components, but the general concept is it's to operate the physical storage and to provide the services that we have.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you.


MR. GILLETT:  You're welcome.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mark.  I saw -- I thought I saw Mark Rubenstein, but his hand appears to be down now, so let's move to Dwayne.


MR. QUINN:  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I have a number of questions, but I'll start with the recency effect in terms of the comment.  Sorry, Jason, but cushion gas is not part of contingency space.  Contingency space is there for operational purposes, such as storage hysteresis.  The cushion gas, as Mark was referring to, is more frequently referred to as base pressure gas, and base pressure gas is what's utilized as the offer in the bottom of the pool to make sure everything is going to work.  So contingency space is over and above base pressure gas.  I just didn't want that left on the record, because I don't think it left the right impression otherwise.


So you can check on that and take it subject to check, and to the extent that David want some homework he can bring back a clarification, but I just didn't want the record to be incorrect.


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no, thank you, Dwayne, and I'll stand by my earlier comment that definitely I'm not a storage engineer, and so the information we provided is the outer bounds of my expertise, so, no, I appreciate your comments.  Hopefully didn't cause any confusion there.


MR. QUINN:  Yeah, no, I just -- I understand it's something -- we can't be an expert in all things, Jason, but there is some history with contingency space which we may see again if you're looking at harmonizing.


Okay.  I'm going to go back to the NEXUS questions, and I appreciate the overview that Dave provided, but what I want to do is go back to FRPO 25 that was put up.  I want to make sure -- there was lot of numbers in the air, but let's get some specificity.


Can you define for us, Dave, segment A and segment B as utilized in the attachment?


MR. JANISSE:  Specific to the NEXUS path, Dwayne?


MR. QUINN:  Yes.


MR. JANISSE:  Yes, so if you -- actually, it's disclosed over on the far right column, but effectively, segment A is the NEXUS Kensington to St. Clair portion and segment B would be the St. Clair to Dawn portion, and that's in the comments section.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So when we're talking about the -- specifically the demand charge associated with the NEXUS pipe, you've got a 94 cent charge.  When 89 cents was given to the Board, it included the St. Clair to Dawn portion, correct?


MR. JANISSE:  That's correct.


MR. QUINN:  So comparing apples to apples, what is the cost of the segment A portion with the addition of the capital tracker?


MR. JANISSE:  It is the 86 cents or the 87 cents you see in segment A, and that is the same price that was included in the landed cost analysis filed as part of the NEXUS pre-approval proceeding.


MR. QUINN:  So when was the capital tracker and the actual cost of the NEXUS pipeline provided to the Board as a basis for increasing the toll from the 77 to the 86.7 cents?


MR. JANISSE:  The potential impacts of the capital cost tracker, so the -- I'm going to say 87 cents, just to conform to segment A there --


MR. QUINN:  Not the contemplated or presented that this might happen.  When were the actual costs that would substantiate a rate increase presented to the Board?


MR. JANISSE:  The actual costs of the NEXUS path were included the applicable QRAM proceedings as they were charged to the company.


MR. QUINN:  The details of the cost overruns of the NEXUS pipeline were presented as part of that application?


MR. JANISSE:  No.  The costs, the actual costs of the NEXUS pipeline were presented in the QRAM application.  The discussion of any impacts of the capital cost tracker adjustment and those potential impacts on what that rate can be and what it turned out to actually be were included and discussed in the NEXUS pre-approval filing, and the rate that was included there did not change from what actually happened.


MR. QUINN:  The rate that was put into the landed cost analysis said up to 89 cents.  You landed at 86.7, but the negotiator was 77 cents plus the capital tracker.  So to the extent that the rate was increased, there had to have been some substantiation to the Board of the reasons for it, and ideally supporting evidence.


But you're saying that was not provided to the Board?


MR. JANISSE:  I think you put a lot into that question, so can you break that down for us a little bit more?


MR. QUINN:  When the costs went from 77 cents to 86.7 cents, what was provided to the Board as evidence of the need to increase that toll?


MR. JANISSE:  The 86 cents had already been contemplated as part of the NEXUS pre-approval proceeding.


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, in the proceedings it said up to.  It says up to 89.34 cents if there is a capital overrun.  But to the extent that the rate is going to 77 cents, that had to be substantiated on the basis of this is the new toll as a result of this capital cost overrun.  It sounds like it's just -- it was not presented to the Board.  I think that's what you said in your answer that --


MR. STEVENS:  I think, to be fair, Dwayne, I think what Dave said is the numbers were included in the QRAM application, and it's Enbridge's position that the Board pre-approved the NEXUS contracts.  The Board expressly noted in its decision on the NEXUS contracts that there was a capital cost tracker, and in fact that was viewed as a risk mitigation measure or protection to ratepayers.


The Board didn't approve a toll.  They pre-approved the contract.  Enbridge has reflected the costs of the contract into its gas supply costs, and that would have been reflected in QRAM applications.


MR. QUINN:  David, it's -- it's a fact that it is -- was Union's parent company that was a partner in the pipeline.  We're just trying to say did the Board receive evidence of substantiation of costs, incremental costs of building that pipeline that hadn't been reflected in the rate.  And I think the answer is no.


MR. STEVENS:  In the time we had since yesterday, we haven't gone through every QRAM.  But we have not found specific evidence that discusses the cost overrun.  What we have found is the Board's endorsement of the contract, including the capital cost overrun tracker, which was recognized as something that could result in different tolls.  And as Dave Janisse has explained, Union went so far as to present as one scenario a toll that includes the impact of the capital cost tracker that are actually seen in the rate that's now being paid.


MR. QUINN:  It was demonstrated as a result of an interrogatory from Staff, but it was on the record as an upper bound.  But the actual rate increase wasn't a blank cheque from the Board, and ought to be supported with some kind of evidence or data.  If you don't have it today, if you don't find it are you willing to file with the Board, and confidential as it may be, file it so the Board has that information?


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, file what, Dwayne?


MR. QUINN:  File the submission that NEXUS would have made to Union and any other shipper that entered that similar type of agreement that substantiates what their costs were and the resulting toll that results from it.


MR. STEVENS:  Is that question -- without answering it, Dave and Jason, is that question clear to you, or that request?  I just want to make sure we understand the request, and then we can talk about it at a break.


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, So I guess the part I'm struggling with a bit is that NEXUS is a FERC-regulated pipeline.  It's not an Ontario Energy Board-regulated pipeline.  So any justification around the construction costs or the creation of its rates and tariffs would have been done through the FERC.  Are you asking us to file what NEXUS provided to the FERC?  I'm just not clear.


MR. QUINN:  That's walk back on this, Jason.  I think we talked yesterday -- and Dave can possibly confirm --Enbridge Gas contracts get a different rate, correct?


MR. GILLETT:  So as an anchor shipper, we were able to negotiate a lower than max tariff rate, that's correct.  And that's sort of standard practice on U.S. pipelines.  They're regulated a little differently than Canadian pipelines, so they will have a max tariff rate set by their regulator.  And then shippers, if they're able to, can negotiate a less than posted tolls.  And there's a number of pipelines we've been successful in doing that with, and NEXUS was one of those.  I don't know if that's helpful.


MR. QUINN:  So when the rate went from 77 cents to 86.7 cents, did Union receive documentation from NEXUS that says these were our actual costs over and above what we contemplated as the cost of construction, and therefore your new rate is this?  And show your determination of that new rate?


MR. GILLETT:  You're asking about as part of our contract with NEXUS, do we have notice from NEXUS as to what our finalized rate would be?  Is that what you're asking?


MR. QUINN:  Would be, or was a couple of years ago.


MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, what it was.


MR. QUINN:  Yes.


MR. GILLETT:  I don't have that on hand.  I can't answer that question without going back and looking into it.


MR. QUINN:  That's what we would like to have looked into, David, and filed with the Board because obviously it's -- yes, it is between a 10 and 15 percent increase.  It was less than the 15 percent.  But still as a shipper, a pipeline doesn't come to you and say you know what, we had a few overruns here, so here is your new rate, without giving you information that supports the rate increase.  That's what we're asking.


MR. STEVENS:  I understand the request.  Can you help me with what the Ontario Energy Board would do with that information?


MR. QUINN:  It's due diligence on behalf of the Board in terms of protecting the ratepayers in terms of the price that ratepayers are paying for the pipeline.


You have a not -- you have a potential for conflict between Union and its parent company.  That was a big part of the NEXUS proceeding, and this is the final establishment of the rate that ought to have some evidence to support it, and there wasn't, to my knowledge.  I haven't seen it.  Yes, I could have missed it in the QRAM filing because we don't spend much time in QRAM, although that may change.  But at this point I'm asking the question.


None of the witnesses nor yourself know if anything was provided to the Board.  I think it is appropriate that the Board has information that supports a rate increase that is embedded in the long-term contract.  

     MR. STEVENS:  Again, I take issue with the notion of this being a rate increase.  It was always contemplated, and I'm not convinced about what the Board could or would want to do with this, but I understand the question, so I think it's probably most productive for us to talk about it on a break and get back to you with our position.  

     MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I think I'll move down into the storage.  Sorry, I was looking...


In terms of storage, the ICF study, I didn't look it up.  I will look it up at the break myself, because I can ask my questions later, but in the ICF study do you know offhand, did it look at the alternative of forward purchase fixing for purchases of gas at Dawn as an alternative to storage in part of the ICF study?  

     MR. JANISSE:  The study looked at the potential cost benefit to ratepayers of purchasing gas spot through the winters versus having storage.  

     MR. QUINN:  Okay.  You said spot, as opposed to a forward fixed purchase, like sitting here today purchasing January-March, that was not considered?  

     MR. JANISSE:  So as I mentioned yesterday, we are not permitted to purchase fixed-price gas.  That was out of three months' term.  So we could not sit here today and purchase a fixed-price contract for January or February.  

     MR. QUINN:  Sorry, you used the word "term" before, Dave, and maybe I understood term to mean January to March as a three-month term.  Are you saying you cannot purchase more than -- fixed gas more than three months in advance?  

     MR. JANISSE:  Yeah, correct.  It's both term and lead time.  So purchasing gas on fixed prices is a form of financial risk management, for which the OEB told us that we would not get cost recovery of those costs.  

     MR. QUINN:  Well, it's different when it's commodity purchase, but to the extent that it's going into load balancing, with the cost to be allocated to load balancing, it's an alternative to buying storage as a risk management tool.  Would you agree with that?  

     MR. JANISSE:  Not entirely.  I think you're -- 

     MR. QUINN:  I'm not sure what -- which part don't you agree with?  

     MR. JANISSE:  I think that you're claiming the benefits of storage are exclusive about the costs side -- 

     MR. QUINN:  No, I -- Dave, I'm saying it's an alternative.  It's a risk management tool.  You can buy storage.  You can buy landed gas.  You could wait to buy delivered spot gas.  There's many different ways.  You can by a buy-and-sell contract where you're selling in summer and buying in winter.  These are different risk management tools.  That's all I'm saying.


Would you agree as a risk management tool that buying forward fixed prices could be considered a risk management tool?  

     MR. JANISSE:  I think I don't -- I don't like to term it as risk management tools.  What I will agree to is that for the purposes of load balancing we can use storage and we could also time the purchases of commodity.  

     MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's all I was trying to get to.  I'm not saying that they are equivalent tools.  They are just different tools.  The reason I'm asking those questions is I will look at the ICF study.

David, we are going to make a request, and I'll make a request in our submissions to the Board.  This is data.  All we're looking for is data.  So Union and Enbridge are doing their harmonization.  We're asking as to how much involvement stakeholders might have in these discussions about harmonization.  I understand the companies want to look at themselves first, but if we're thinking along side view and could it potentially provide ideas that may be helpful to ratepayers and maybe to the company, it would be good for us to have some data, some real data, as opposed to you making up data.


So I ask again if we can get the monthly data requested, and then you can tell me by the end of the day if you are at all still considering it or if it's a fine no.  If it's a fine no, then we will ask for it in our submissions.  But I think that's just cumbersome for the Board.

     MR. STEVENS:  I think it would be appropriate for you to address it in your submissions, Dwayne.  The company is not prepared to provide that information.  

     MR. QUINN:  All right.  Well, that's unfortunate, since this is an information-providing session about gas supply and how the company is supplying the gas to the ratepayers who are paying for it, but I have to accept your answer at this point.


In terms of the harmonization efforts, is what you're saying, Jason, is you're going to look at contingency space as applied to the Tecumseh pools?

     MR. GILLETT:  So I don't want to -- I mean, I already -- I learned my lesson about 15 minutes ago.  I don't want to speak directly about storage operation and planning.  I will say that storage planning is part of our harmonization activities.  The exact scope of that, I don't have the details of, but as a general concept we are absolutely looking at sort of our different methodologies and processes and practices as it relates to pretty much everything the company does, but storage is included in that.  I wish I could provide more details, Dwayne, but storage is somewhat of a unique discipline, and so it's not an area that I have experience or expertise in.  So I just, I can't get any deeper than that.  But it is part of our harmonization activities.  

     MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And I accept that, Jason, with the understanding that to the extent that Enbridge were to look to apply and Union has the storage contingency space, we would be looking to provide evidence in terms of utilization of that space by Union and how Tecumseh has operated for over 100 years without the need of contingency space, but it's not 100 years, but it's many, many decades, so I'll leave it at that.


I think the other questions I had were more storage-related and maybe were about diminishing returns.  If anybody else has questions, please proceed.  These are my questions for now.  I'll take a look at this and see if I can refine a question or we'll defer to another time.  Thanks for your answers.  I appreciate it.  

     MR. GILLETT:  Thanks, Dwayne. 

     MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you very much, Dwayne.  Michael Millar here.  I see next on my list is Ian Mondrow from IGUA.  

     MR. MONDROW:  Thanks, Michael.  Good morning, everyone.  I can't actually see any pictures except the Enbridge folks on my screen, so if you see the top of my head or the bottom, I understand.  I apologize.  

     MR. GILLETT:  Perfect framing, Ian -- 

     MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  Good morning.  Astrit is controlling the screen, so you guys are on it, which is appropriate.  I had one follow-up from the discussion we had yesterday about the blind RFP.  I had sent a note to David, and I think he passed it on to you folks and suggested, as I recall, the response that you may be able to address it this morning.


So yesterday we talked about, there was some discussion of the blind RFP for storage, and I think what we established was that, Jason, you were very clear that Enbridge would be very open to receiving bids for the provision of extra-jurisdictional -- physically extra-jurisdictional storage as long as those bids included the transportation cost to get the gas to and from Enbridge's franchise territory, to and from the storage facility.  


We also established that the results of the RFP are subject to some commercial sensitivity, and so there would be another process in which those would be explored within the Board's confidentiality framework, and it struck me after the discussion when I was thinking about it that there was an intermediate question which we might ask and you might be able to answer, and that is whether in the April 2021 service commencement RFP there were any extra jurisdictional storage providers that provided responses or bids to provide service, so not the details of whether you contracted or not, so on what basis, but just whether you got bids from anyone outside the jurisdiction.


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no --


MR. MONDROW:  Is that something you can answer?


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, and I appreciate the question, Ian.  It was a -- we appreciate you trying to twist it around and come up with a way that we could answer it.


So I would say I don't -- we're not comfortable answering around the bids that we received, but to try and be responsive to your question, the bids that we received included -- I think previous -- I mean, what we've called them in the past is synthetic storage, right?  Sometimes they're storage service bids that are sometimes clearly not underpinned by physical storage, necessarily.  Like, there's -- they have some constraints around them that they look like what we would have called synthetic.  We actually tried to -- we didn't use that distinct -- we didn't distinguish those that way during the blind RFP process.  We wanted to keep truly neutral.  So long as the storage services that were bid met our actual needs, we would accept them and not differentiate except for around how the flexibility they have.


So the reason why I'm giving this little rundown first is what we can say is that we received bids within that blind storage RFP that could have been underpinned by Michigan storage.


MR. MONDROW:  Okay.


MR. GILLETT:  As a potential.


MR. MONDROW:  I'll leave it there for now.  Thank you for your doing your best to answer, so I'll leave it at that.


MR. GILLETT:  Okay.  Thanks, Ian.


MR. MONDROW:  Thank you, Michael.


MR. MILLAR:  I see Michael Brophy next.


MR. BROPHY:  Hi, everyone.  I had two questions that came up -- well, they were in my mind before Dwayne started his discussion, but I've been able to cement them a bit.


I doubt we are going to get into too much detail, but it would help me in relation to this and where it fits into -- potentially I can say for next year or where it should fit.


I guess the first one came up in relation to a discussion of cushion gas, that kind of stuff, regardless of the term that gets used.  I understand there might be different terms.


Enbridge and Union -- I guess the consolidated Enbridge, together, you know, over the last year or so has made investments to enhance its storage infrastructure; for example, increasing some pressure, being able to put more gas there and take it out, and provide flexibility.


I think the majority of those, if not all of them, have been done kind of outside the regulated utility and under -- I guess you still needed OEB approvals to do it, but you weren't requesting any funding because the cost and all the benefits would just flow to Enbridge rather than ratepayers.


So when things like that are done, how does that interplay then into this plan and the elements?  Is it just that okay, it was set at a point in time, maybe it's on that 2017 study and review, and then it will get looked at again in rate base or in rebasing?  Or is it really an element of what fits into these annual plans?  I'm sure you're balancing all those changes off annually, but it's a little unclear to me.  Maybe you can just help me with that.


MR. GILLETT:  Michael, are you asking -- just because there is quite a bit there.  Are you asking about methodologies to determine cost-based storage that were set in NGEIR and whether we are going to be revisiting those?  Or are you talking about shifting the line between regulated-unregulated?


Maybe because I guess, my general answer is that the methodologies by which we set the cost-based storage requirement for in-franchise customers, that is something we will look as part of harmonization that requires Ontario Energy Board approval.  Some of what you've talked about around the storage projects we've done, that the utility has done as part of the unregulated storage, looking at all those different items would definitely be something at rebasing.  That's not something that would be done as part of the gas supply planning harmonization.  We don't set those.  We don't have anything to do with setting those.


I would say what you're talking about is likely a broader rate-basing question.  I'm not sure if I understood your question properly.


MR. BROPHY:  I think that probably is the answer, that in these annual plan updates, to the extent those changes occurring, you're just following the past decisions, be it NGEIR or other things, and your policies and manuals and not making adjustments, but then that they kind of be looked at as a whole at rate-basing.  I guess the part I wouldn't even begin to talk about here is all those things kind of play together and gets pretty confusing fast for somebody like me.  So I think that's helpful.

And I guess on the same kind of theme, I think Dwayne was asking about one of the contracts with the pipeline that's an affiliate of Union and, I think Vector was an affiliate of Enbridge, or maybe still is.  So then again with those kind of contracts that get done, it's the same approach, that they now get looked at again in rate-basing?  Or -- or it sounded like there is a bit of push-back in your discussion with Dwayne looking at those types of contracts, even if it's with affiliates, is not part of this annual process.  Is that -- does that sound right?


MR. GILLETT:  Just to clarify something, Michael.  So we're not pushing back on looking at contracts as part of the annual update.  The questions that Dwayne had were around the NEXUS contract specifically.  We sought pre-approval from -- so the Board has a framework, the long-term-contract pre-approval process, and we sought pre-approval of the NEXUS contract back in 2015-2016, I believe, and the Board ultimately approved it.


So the cost consequences of that contract, including the capital cost tracker we were talking about earlier, that was approved by the Ontario Energy Board.  So for us, the purpose of going through that lengthy process to get pre-approval, that framework is there to prevent some of what is happening now, which is trying to look back and re-litigate those tolls and all those sorts of things.


So that's just an exception, I would say, because what we're trying to convey is that the current NEXUS tolls are exactly within line of what was pre-approved by the Board.


But if you have questions about the Vector capacity that Dave talked about or anything like that, that's absolutely something we can talk about during this proceeding.  Just the NEXUS one, because it's pre-approved, is a little bit of a different animal that way.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, no, that's very helpful.  I think I have a better understanding.  Thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Michael.  Why don't we move to Mark Rubenstein?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.  Two questions.  Can you hear me?  I want to follow up on your response to Ian and maybe I misunderstood what you were saying.


You mentioned, when you were talking sort of in general terms about the market and you mentioned synthetic storage, you said something to the effect of, you know, what we normally call synthetic storage in Michigan.


My understanding -- and maybe I'm totally wrong.  But my understanding was synthetic storage was essentially things that look like storage but there is no actual storage that underpins whatever that service that is being offered to you.  But my understanding in Michigan there is actually physical storage, so can you help me understand what you were referring to?


MR. GILLETT:  Yes, absolutely, Mark.  I apologize if I misspoke.  What I was saying was that in the past in our RFP processes, we've distinguished between physical and synthetic storage.  We changed that practice for this RFP because we did not want to disadvantage the non-physical storage providers.  The whole point of the blind RFP is to ensure we're not giving preference to Enbridge Gas as a storage marketer.


So one of the things we thought we could do is that we didn't choose storage based on physical or synthetic.  What we did instead was we said we have a set of minimum requirements that the storage service must meet, and those minimum requirements were around firm injections, firm withdrawals and different times of years, things like that.  So long as a storage service met our requirements and the price was right, it was the lowest price, we could choose it.  

So that was my comment around physical versus synthetic.  You're absolutely right; there's a tonne of physical storage in Michigan.  So what I was saying to Ian was that we can't -- due to market confidentiality, we're not comfortable commenting on whether we received Michigan bids or whether Michigan bids were successful.


But what I can say comfortably is that bids we received that could have been underpinned by Michigan storage, because there were these what we would have called synthetic storage products.  They were -- they were in the bids, and so in theory those could have been underpinned by Michigan storage.  Right?  So it has --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think that's that last part that confuses me --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so let me expand on that.  So it was a Dawn injection withdrawal requirement.  And so a storage provider could bundle physical Michigan storage along with transport, bundle the pricing together, and offer to storage product that somehow underneath the hood, right, it's a black box, so it could have been underpinned by physical Michigan storage.  I'm just saying it's a possibility that it could have been.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My second question relates to your conversation you had with Dwayne.  I just kind of wanted to understand where this all plays out.  So maybe -- and I missed some of this.  I apologize.  The move from, what was it, 77 cents to 89 cents, whatever the change was to the NEXUS pipeline due to the 87 cents, I forget the numbers, due to the cost tracker that, you know, you say was pre-approved -- I'm not disputing that.  What year did that come into effect?  The increase.


MR. GILLETT:  So I'll maybe turn it over to Dave.  My understanding is that the -- well, actually, I'll let Dave answer.  He has more of the details.


MR. JANISSE:  Yeah, the increase happened -- it was the same time that the NEXUS pipeline service started, so we were never paying that lower rate.  The capital cost tracker was included in NEXUS from day one.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Remind me what year that was, sorry?


MR. JANISSE:  The NEXUS contract started in November of 2018.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thanks.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mark.  I have Dwayne next on my list.


MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Michael.  I just went back through the storage questions.


Specific to your presentation and what was offered this morning, I think I heard that Dave said something about in addition what the study in ICF came up with there was an additional 2 PJs added to that.  Did I get that right?


MR. JANISSE:  No, the ICF study concluded that there could be benefits by adding up to 20 BCF, and in reality we -- since that study was done we added 2 PJs.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I misunderstood that.  Thank you.  The question is then, your comments -- and I think perhaps -- what you actually said, but I kept getting a sense you said you felt it was working well.  How is that assessed?  How does Enbridge assess whether its storage is working well?


MR. JANISSE:  So I think a number of ways, and I think those principles would relate to the framework principles that we have been -- we've been providing reliable, secure supply to the system customers, and storage is one of the major assets that underpins that reliable secure supply.  I would also say that the overall cost of our portfolio is cost-effective, so we have been doing -- we've been bundling that portfolio together to do it, and that's the basis of what we're saying, the portfolio has been working for us, including the storage, the market-based storage that underpins part of those deliveries.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So focusing on the last principle, it's cost-effective to what?


MR. JANISSE:  I think what you've seen is we have gone through cold and warm winters and we haven't seen massive rate or cost impacts to customers, and I think that the analysis that was done was shortly after there was a large cost impact to customers in the Enbridge rate zones after a cold winter, where spot purchases or commodity purchases that were happening during the winter period had to be done during times when gas was very expensive, so it created a large cost impact to customers, which prompted that study to see if there was better ways to manage the gas supply portfolio, and that study supported the use of storage to do so, not only the current use of storage, but in addition to that current use of storage.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  The '13/'14 winter -- polar vortex winter, yes, Enbridge -- and this is on the record in NGEIR -- or, sorry, natural gas market review proceeding the following year -- Enbridge stated that they didn't know how risky their Gas Supply Plan was, so, yes, it changed, but comparing ourselves to that doesn't give us a lot of comfort, in terms of cost-effective.  I understand there is a sense and Enbridge feels it's working well, but at some point we would like to have some data or evidence that would say this is the -- a better approach, and we need to help create some of that, but we don't have the data, so we'll have to wrap our minds around that.  Cost-effectiveness is good amongst a set of principles you said -- you had said earlier, and we would submit that there's other ways of looking at that, but I don't -- I don't -- there isn't anything on the record in terms of your assessment that demonstrates cost-effectiveness; is that correct?


MR. JANISSE:  I think we referred to the ICF report that did that exact study of cost-effectiveness of having storage in the portfolio, and that report is filed publicly as part of the 2017 Enbridge rates proceeding.


MR. QUINN:  That said that you could do it better with more storage.  You selected more storage, but we're saying is that the right amount of storage.  Anyway, I'll leave it for another day, Dave.  It's just diminishing returns going back to what was said before that these are the plans, but we're saying the Gas Supply Plan in terms of an annual review ought to say, here is how we're performing, and we're going to get into performance metrics later and I'll ask similar questions in that area, but assessing performance is part of the annual review, not saying we're following what we said we'd do five years ago, but how are we doing today, and that's the focus of some of our questions.  I'll leave it at that.  Thank you for your answers.


MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Dwayne.  Ian Mondrow, I see your hand is up again.


MR. MONDROW:  Yes, thank you, and I've got to get my picture on the screen.  Now I know I'm centred.  Maybe it should have -- I'm better without it, but I just want to follow up, everybody, but maybe comments for David in particular on this NEXUS topic that Dwayne has raised.  I know you're going to talk about it at the break.


You know, I must say that I have some sensitivity and appreciation for Dwayne's question.  I know that the OEB approved the capital tracker, and -- but there has been no -- I guess Dwayne's question effectively is when and how did Enbridge Gas or Union, I guess, report on the engagement of the capital tracker to increase the tolls from the initial tolls still within the approved cap but up to a higher level.  The -- your comment, Dave, that this toll has always been at the current level since November 2018 I guess took the wind out of the sails of my concern, but I must say I do have a sympathy for the notion that given -- and particularly an affiliate relationship -- that even within the pre-approved capital tracker there is a legitimate question about what due diligence Union or Enbridge did in respect of the toll increase.  And so not really going to ask for an answer from the witnesses at this point, but as you talk about this over the break what I'm interested in is what information the company could provide on the steps it took to verify that the toll increase that became effective when service began -- I gather was November 2018 -- was legitimately imposed by NEXUS under the capital tracker it contracted for.  So some indication of how you satisfied yourselves or whoever it was that satisfied themselves that the increase was contractually appropriate would be helpful, and I think Dwayne's question then goes to when and how or if you explained that to the OEB, so that would also be useful to know.  So I'm just going to leave that with you to include in your discussion.


MR. STEVENS:  Understood.


MR. MONDROW:  Thanks.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Ian.  I am not seeing any more hands.  Going once, going twice.


David, we're a little bit ahead of schedule, but I don't want to interrupt a presentation halfway through.  Is it fair to say you're not likely to get through the performance metrics presentation in twenty minutes or less?

MR. GILLETT:  I'm confident Jason can do full just it to it in 20 minutes or less.


MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we do that, and then we'll move to our break.  That will give people time to think about their questions.  Over to you, Dave or Jason.
Performance Metrics

MR. GILLETT:  That sounds good.  Thank you, Michael.  In the next section, we will reference appendix H of the annual update and I'll start by mentioning that the performance metrics that we filed in the initial update had the 2019-2020 results truncated.  So we have refiled that with our written responses, and again I mentioned earlier, we apologize if that caused any confusion.  Hopefully, folks have had a chance to review the updated tables.


As a reminder, these metrics only began with the initial five year plan, so we can not go further back than that then to compare the metrics.  

The purpose of the performance metrics is to demonstrate how the Gas Supply Plan is performing across each of the planning principles from the framework, which again are cost-effectiveness, reliability and security of supply, and public policy.


Some of the metrics represent binary actions that EGI is either compliant or not compliant, and these metrics are scored with a C, indicating EGI has appropriately complied with the requirements, or an NI indicating that EGI's performance with respect to the metric needs improvement.  

Other performance metrics are statistics which allow EGI the Board and stakeholders to monitor trends over time, or use to context EGI's actions over that particular gas year.


Overall, we've met all the compliance metrics which are shown as Cs in the results and we feel that as a package, performance metrics is performing as intended.  

These metrics are not set in stone.  EGI may include additional topics in the performance metrics table, including those related to emerging items such as public policy considerations as they become relevant.


Although we are not proposing changes for this year, we may propose changes in the future years should they be warranted.  Just a note; I don't plan on going through each item line by line because many of them are sort of self-evident.  But we are very happy to answer any questions people have during the Q&A.  I don't want to walk through each one line by line if not required, so please ask your questions at the end.


On this particular slide, one highlight I would like to explain is the difference in diversity of supply terms.  You'll notice there is a shift towards longer term terms in the procurement of commodity.  This reflects the alignment of the procurement processes when we brought the two planning groups together, and it's moving towards fewer spot purchases which limits ratepayer exposure to price volatility in the day market.  Next slide, please.


As for highlights on this slide, I'll point out we did have two QRAM proceedings where bill impacts exceeded a 25 percent threshold for impacts to the commodity portion of the bills.  These were market-driven changes combined with some regulatory mitigations to rates and rate riders that had fallen off.  In both these cases, these impacts were communicated to customers as required by the Ontario Energy Board.


Maybe move to the next slide.  In this slide, you'll notice a slight shift in our transportation contract terms, which is due primarily to the North Bay LTFP service.  The increase in the number of receipt points was driven by the addition of Great Lakes capacity, which added Emerson 2 and Great Lakes St. Clair as potential receipt points.


We received questions from Board Staff about the reliability metric, so I thought I would spend a little bit of time on those.  This metric counts the number of days EGI experienced a failed delivery of supply regardless of volume or location.  So in 2018 and 2019, EGI experienced a failed delivery on 61 days of the year.  And in 2019-2020, EGI experienced a failed delivery on 74 days of the year.


These failed deliveries are primarily driven by pipeline constraints caused by planned summer maintenance activities and, in some cases, events of force majeure that impact our ability to accept the gas or the suppliers' ability to deliver gas as contracted.


Now, when a failure to deliver occurs, we call together what we call our upstream incident response team.  This internal team is made up of personnel from gas supply or gas-management services group, and other planning and operations teams.  And what we do is this team identifies whether there are immediate impacts to EGI's system or customers as a result of the failed delivery, and then we formulate plans to mitigate the impacts, such as purchasing supply at a different location.


For instances of failed delivery noted in these metrics, EGI was able to successfully either make arrangements to replace supply, or found the supply was not immediately required so would could take possession of it at a later date.


In all cases, Enbridge Gas customers were not impacted by any of the failed deliveries, as they did not occur during peak demand periods.  And although we haven't had any force majeures on pipelines we contract directly with, we have definitely had force majeures on pipelines upstream of those, which would actually show up as a supplier failure.


The next slide, please.  The final section here is public policy metrics, so I thought I would call out one line here, which is the RNG portfolio number which is still zero percent.  Yesterday Dave talked a fair bit about our voluntary RNG program.  As he discussed, with the launch of that program this month we hope to see this number begin to increase over time.  Again, this is dependent upon customer participation which will determine how much RNG we can purchase within the portfolio.  So this line item will reflect that.


And that, I believe, is the end of performance metrics.  So, Michael, hopefully I've met your timelines there.


MR. MILLAR:  You sure did.  Thank you very much, Jason.  I think we'll still take our break here.  It's probably good to give folks a few moments to think about what they've heard, and come up with their questions.  But we will keep it to fifteen minutes so --


MR. STEVENS:  Michael, it's David Stevens.  Can we add a few minutes to the break so we can talk about the question we've been asked to take away?


MR. MILLAR:  Would going until 11:10 help you, David, or would you like 11:15?


MR. STEVENS:  I'm in the witness's hands.


MR. GILLETT:  Let's go with 11:15.  I just want to make sure we can dig into it during the break -- if that's okay?


MR. MILLAR:  Yeah, I think we have time in the schedule for that, so let's come back at 11:15.

--- Recess taken at 10:50 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:16 a.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Welcome back, everybody.  We've just finished the presentation on performance metrics.  Was there anything arising from your discussions over the break that you need to address with the group?


MR. STEVENS:  Yes, if I may, please.


MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  So in our discussions this morning a request was made for Enbridge to provide copies of the information that it received from NEXUS in relation to the capital costs of the project and the impact on the capital cost tracker and therefore the rates to be paid.


We discussed this matter over the break, and the Enbridge team is in the midst of trying to find the notice that -- or information provided by NEXUS to Union Gas and to Enbridge Gas Distribution to set the actual tolls inclusive of the impact to the capital cost tracker.


We haven't in the few minutes available to us been able to find those documents just yet, so what I propose is that -- and I guess because we have -- I should also mention, because we haven't been able to find those documents we don't know for certain whether there would be any confidentiality concerns over them.


So what we would propose in this context is that, following the stakeholder conference, as soon as we're able, I would hope later on this week Enbridge Gas would, subject -- would provide copies of the letters or notices received from NEXUS or alternately an explanation of what was received and why it can't be produced for confidentiality reasons.


One piece of context that I would like to point out that I think is relevant is that the original forecast cost of the project was approximately 2 billion dollars.  The capital cost tracker allowed for the tolls to be increased to recognize costs up to an additional 15 percent, so in other words, the tolls could recognize a project cost of up to 2.3 billion dollars, approximately.


Enbridge's information is that the final cost of the project, the actual cost of the project, was actually in the range of 2.5 or 2.55 billion dollars.  In part, that was because there was a delay in the project, resulting from the fact that the FERC, as I understand it, lost quorum, and so it was some time before the FERC was able to issue a decision based -- versus when the decision was expected for the NEXUS project, but in any event the actual capital costs well exceeded the amount that is recognized in the capital cost tracker, and so indeed, the capital cost tracker did have the intended effect, as recognized in the Board's pre-approval decision, of protecting the interests of ratepayers.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks, David.


We're going to move to Q&A, and I assume if folks have any follow-up questions to that they can raise them at that time.  So I'll ask people to raise their hands, and I see our first participant will be Michael Brophy, so go ahead, Michael.
Q&A Session 

MR. BROPHY:  It's Michael Brophy.  I have a couple of questions.  I'll try and do them in a logical order.  If you can maybe pull up slide 52.  There.  And it's kind of hard to see, but I'm assuming the panel is familiar with it.


So the question I have actually relates to a few things, but I just wanted to use the one metric as an example just to set the question.  So if we look at supply base and diversity as an example there, so you've got the 2018/'19 results and you've got 2019/2020 results.


Which of those years is better?  Or more in alignment with what your goal is?


MR. GILLETT:  So I would say -- and maybe I'll turn it over to Dave for the details, but I understand what you mean by better -- oh, sorry, I'll hold up my microphone.  I understand what you mean by better.  What I would say is that the portfolio recognizes -- the current portfolio recognizes what we believe is the appropriate balance of the different principles.  And so I wouldn't say that the previous year wasn't good, it's just we're constantly evaluating the portfolio and adjusting, and the most recent one just reflects where we feel the portfolio should sit in terms of balancing those principles.


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


MR. JANISSE:  No, I don't.


MR. BROPHY:  So then if, you know, a year from now you have another column that has 2020/2021 results and it was 
-- the result was basically the same as what you had in 2018/'19, then you'd just say, okay, Enbridge thought that that's kind of the right balance, and it's still okay; is that --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, that's exactly what I was trying to convey, Michael.  I didn't want to say that one was necessarily better than the other.  You'll notice as an example that the Dawn -- the Dawn slice of the pie -- actually, first I'll step back.  Just to clarify, the pie charts, the supply basin diversity, relates to our supply purchasing strategy versus, you know, the contracts with terms is in relation to upstream contracts.


So you'll notice that the Dawn slice of the pie is primarily where a lot of the movement was.  That is a lot of the flexibility in our portfolio.  So as we see, it's kind of year-over-year changes in the province.  That's where we can easily make adjustments to our portfolio.  A lot of the other sort of upstream components have lead times in terms of notices, but that significant Dawn portion that you see there, it represents a lot of the flexibility that we have.


So I would just say maybe to your point that you'll see that fluctuate year over year as we make adjustments.  And again, it really is us reacting to what we see in the market and in our demands.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And I guess that's kind of a theme on a few of the metrics, where I look at them and I say, okay, are you doing better or worse, and some I wasn't quite sure, and this one jumped out kind of as a good example, because I had no idea whether it was better or worse.


But -- so I guess then, you know, there's a balance, there is no ideal balance if it changes based on your comfort level.  You know, it's more reporting metric.  And I am assuming then that, you know, if one of those slices and you say Dawn is kind of your balancing because you have the most flexibility there, if a slice like that becomes too big, then I guess that would be an issue.  I don't know what those right numbers are, but say it becomes 50 percent of the pie chart, then maybe you'd be thinking something might be wrong.


Is there -- is that the way you use it as well?


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so we don't want to buy too much of our gas at any single point, including Dawn, and so to your point, Michael, if we start to see that part of our portfolio grow to a point that we're no longer comfortable, what we'll do is we will look to diversify away from Dawn.


One of the contracts that Dave mentioned, the Vector contract, that's a good example of where we can diversify away from Dawn using what we feel is a very economic upstream contract, and so that's how we would sort of adapt to that.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then another question that's related, so I know -- I think yesterday we talked about certain things where gas supply is a taker based on decisions and other things that happen in the company, and sometimes you're a leader.


So on a metric like this, I think it would be heavily impacted by infrastructure or other things as well, right?  So is this one where you're not fully in the driver's seat, you're -- at least partly are a taker of what happens in the rest of the business as far as infrastructure decisions and things like that, or --


MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, which one are you referring to, Michael?  Which metric?


MR. BROPHY:  Well, I was going use the supply basin one, but actually, why don't we -- there might be a better --


MR. GILLETT:  Because I just -- I was going to just sort of disagree with how you were phrasing it, depending on the metric that you're talking about.


MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, yeah, well, I guess that was kind of my thought as I went through each one, which one you have, you know, full control over and which ones you're a taker on.  I think a lot of the policy ones, you've said that you're a taker on and can't really influence those directly.


MR. GILLETT:  To answer your question, and this is maybe what you're looking for.  On the topic of supply basin diversity and upstream contracts, I would say that gas supply is the driver of that.  That is our accountability, that is our expertise.


There are some constraints on that, that we talked a bit about yesterday.  So the Ojibway supply, as an example.  Our infrastructure and hydraulic modeling on our system requires that that 60 PJs a day be delivered at Ojibway, so that is an example where that is a constraint on our plan.  But that's a small part of the portfolio.  So in general, I would say this is within our control to react to both demand as well as market factors.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, that's actually kind of a good example, because what I'm also trying to think of for ones especially where you have full control on the metric and are driving certain outcomes, if there is a supply constraint, that would then potentially drive to an infrastructure project, right, to relieve that constraint?


MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, are you referring to an upstream transportation provider and a constraint?


MR. BROPHY:  Just constraints on you being able to accept gas to serve Ontario consumers.


MR. GILLETT:  I see.  Yes, so -- I don't know if this is what you're referring to, but as an example, the river crossings coming into the province, they have -- you know, I'll use Ojibway as an example again, because that's a nice clean one.  There is a presidential permit for that river crossing that does have a maximum capacity that can flow.


There are also hydraulic constraints on the system because of the nature of that market.  I guess maybe your questions is are there limits on what we can do based on infrastructure.  The answer is yes.  Depending on upstream pipelines, they have maximum capacities, custody transfer points into our system have limits.  River crossings permitting have limits.


So those are limits that are physical limits we have on what we can do.  But by and large, I don't believe that we've really found those to constraint us too much in terms of finding the right balance for the principles.


As you can see, we've been able to diversify our portfolio quite well, quite nicely, and so we don't find that is particularly difficult to get around.  There have been some historical examples of constraints.  The Parkway to Maple Corridor is a good example.  But right now, we're not really struggling with any particular point.


MR. BROPHY:  If I use as an example -- just below those graphs, your metric around percentages of contracts with remaining terms, kind of similar thing where 15 percent is better than 23 for the one to five year.


So what I was wondering is -- I know there's no incentives or penalties depending on which numbers you hit year-to-year.  But I'm assuming there are some goals you have in mind.  Is there a reason why you haven't listed any goals against the metrics where they're appropriate?  Is that something you'd be inter -- not interested in doing, but willing to look at?


MR. GILLETT:  I'll maybe turn to Dave in a second.  But I think putting goals on the scorecard probably -- thinking off the top of my head, Michael -- I don't know that's appropriate.  The gas supply portfolio is something that evolves over time in reaction to the market, in reaction to demands on our system.  So a goal set one year might not be appropriate for the year after.


This is more about finding the right balance of the principles.  Dave, maybe you want to share a little bit more about -- I talked a little bit about shifting from shorter term contracts to longer term contracts, some of the thinking that your group does in that.


But I don't know that goals would be particularly helpful on the diversity side, because we're regularly adjusting that balance.


MR. JANISSE:  Just to follow on to Jason's line of thought and the discussion you had about what control we have over some of these metrics that we report, and the contract terms is on our upstream portfolio is probably a good example.


I think that in general, the lower the contract term we have, the more flexibility we have with respect to being able to re-contract if something in the market changed.  But it's not particularly something that we have control over with respect to what kind of a contract term is available to us.


An example we can use is we wanted to take advantage of the North Bay junction LTFP service.  But in order to get that discount, it came with a minimum contract term.  So it wasn't something we could particularly control in that event.  And there are other contracts, too, where you're either renewing or contracting at minimum terms in there, so just not something we can fully have control over.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you for that.  The next one is slide 51, and the question is on the design-day metric.  I see it's a hundred percent on both years.


I'm assuming your goal is to hit a hundred percent or greater on being able to provide gas on design day?  Is that correct?


MR. GILLETT:  I would alter that a little bit.  Our goal is to hit a hundred percent.  By hitting a hundred percent, it means we have enough assets to meet the design day needs of our customers.  But we don't want to go above a hundred percent, because that would mean we have excess assets which we don't want to have.


Our goal is to have a hundred percent of our firm design-day needs met for our customers.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And I think we got a little bit into a discussion this kind of item in relation to the IRP, so balance things off, making decisions.  My understanding was that the system is designed to allow enough supply to serve the needs of the system and the customers -- I guess including ex-franchise, to the extent that's baked in as well.


So my understanding would be that if your system was just able to meet one hundred percent today, and if you added a big customer, then you would be below a hundred percent, that would not provide you any flexibility.  

So my understanding of -- the way it was explained to me was you've got excess capacity in various lines and you can move things.  You can contract to bring gas in from different areas and increase it in one area versus another to provide you flexibility.  So your overall infrastructure that's built provides capacity that exceeds that hundred percent, but then you just end up trying to optimize your decisions on the way to buy gas and bring it in through that infrastructure in order to meet the hundred percent.


Does that sound right, or am I getting it wrong?


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no, I don't think it's quite right.  First, you mentioned something about ex-franchise.  Just to be clear, the gas supply plan is only for in-franchise customers.  We do not supply gas to ex-franchise customers within the plan.


When you say infrastructure, Michael, are you referring to our transmission distribution systems as a utility, or are you referring to our upstream assets that we contract on?


MR. BROPHY:  As a utility, the first.


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so the Gas Supply Plan does not do the hydraulic modeling for our transmission and distribution systems.  That's not part of the plan.


The plan is about identifying the annual and design-day and peak-day needs of our customers and ensuring that the gas required to meet those needs is delivered into the franchise at the points they're needed, at which point our distribution takes over and starts to distribute that gas.


So there's -- I mean, I think that's probably where we would stop in terms of the Gas Supply Plan, now the gas hit our system.  The distribution system, the way that it's managed and designed, I think those are -- that's well understood through the LTC applications.  And operationally, the way that they built those system incorporates forecasted growth for general-service customers and things like that.


So when you say excess assets, I'm assuming you mean where distribution systems built out to incorporate future growth.  That's a different concept than the Gas Supply Plan, just to be clear.  We don't procure the excess assets.  What we do is ask customers who are attached to our system, first of all, we try to forecast them, and then we construct our portfolio in a way that allows for flexibility so that we can go out and procure those assets to meet those needs of the incremental demand that comes on.


So at any given point in time we have the right amount of assets to meet those needs, but at the same we're prepared for future years where we may need to accommodate growth on the system.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  So just to clarify or make sure I've got a piece of that right, there's a group in Enbridge that do that, the modelling on what's needed in-franchise using the distribution system, I think you said dynamic modelling, whatever, whatever it's called.  That would indicate what's needed in order to provide the customers across the areas of Ontario, they would know the -- I guess that model looks at, you know, the different ways it can flow through the system, and then that would tell you where you need to be able to bring the gas into the Enbridge distribution and transmission system in Ontario, so then that then would feed to you, saying, okay, here is what we need when, and so then you're a taker on that, and you'd go and implement getting the gas to those points?  Is that -- do I have that right? 

So you're a taker based on the distribution and transmission system by that other group at Enbridge, and then because they are the ones that actually are feeding the gas to the homes and businesses in Ontario, and then you're just bringing -- your goal of the plan is just to make sure you can bring it to those delivery points in order to feed whatever that model tells you it's going to need?


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, so I think I would get a bunch of angry e-mails from our engineers if I confirm or deny a bunch of what you said, but I guess what I -- the way I would put it, Michael, is, you know -- I'll use an example.  So a good example is -- let's use the WDA as an example, the western delivery area, in the Union north rate zone.  We know how much demand is occurring in that zone, that delivery area.  As gas supply we procure the assets required to deliver enough gas to not just meet sort of the average day and the peak day needs for both the average and peak day needs of those customers in the WDA.


The WDA is a western -- or, sorry, is a TransCanada definition of a delivery area.  If you were to break it down physically, typically a delivery area would have multiple points where gas enters our system, so multiple stations, gate stations, we call them, with TransCanada.  Gas supply does not have to worry about how that gas flows into the gate stations.  We simply bring that gas into the TransCanada WDA and then gas flows as the two pipeline operators are setting up their system, and so any considerations for how gas hydraulically is required on the system is done by our operations groups, but from gas supply we're simply delivering it to the broad geographic area, so that analogy of the WDA applies really to all areas, right, whether we're delivering to the CDA or whether we're delivering to Dawn or Panhandle Ojibway.  How that gas is operationally flown on the system is up to our operation teams.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That's helpful.  I think that aligns with my understanding.  It was described a lot better than what I did, obviously.


So you said that you know demand for an area like that then comes from another group in Enbridge, and you receive that from them, right?  Is that true?


MR. GILLETT:  I'll go back to what Steve went through yesterday.  So in conjunction with our finance groups there's a number of groups that come into play when figuring out what the -- as an example, what design day is, so gas supply does rely on information from the finance group, because they do a lot of the demand forecasting, and the gas supply translates that into how we do our design day analysis to procure the assets.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Okay.  So I'll leave that there.


My last question is on the policy section, if you can maybe just pull that one up.  I can tell you the slide number if you need.


MR. GILLETT:  I think, Bonnie, go down to the last -- it's the last performance metrics slide just before the Q&A slide.  Yup, there we go.  Thank you.


MR. BROPHY:  That sounds right.  Okay.  Perfect.


Okay.  So percentage of RNG portfolio.  You know, I understand based on your explanation why it's zero now.  It will be something greater than zero likely by the end of the year based on what you said.


So we talked a little bit about yesterday on some of the benchmarking you've done on, say, sustainable natural gas, or there is also the RNG goals of utilities like Énergir, right, and fairly large amounts, like their RNG was 20, 25 percent as a goal over somewhere in the range of 10 years, so your -- well, I guess you don't have any goals listed on your scorecard, but even if you delivered on the pilot project approved by the OEB or your maximum objective out, say, even 10 years from now, it's going to be a very small number in these fields, I'm assuming, probably, with a lot of zeroes after the decimal point.


Does that sound right, that it's probably going to be a very small number that we're going to see over the years on this metric?


MR. JANISSE:  So I think as a percentage of our portfolio we're probably not going to see numbers like 50 or 75 percent of RNG in the portfolio, in the horizon that you suggested.  Something I would like to point out is our portfolio is very large, so trying to bring in new supply sources like RNG or even sustainable natural gas, particularly when the markets are emerging, the volumes that are available for us to purchase are relatively small, so therefore they're going to make up a small portion of our portfolio.


And you referenced other utilities putting numbers out like 20 percent in your example with Énergir, and I just want to remind that Enbridge Gas's portfolio is significantly larger than some of the utilities that you see there, so, I mean, I don't have the numbers in front of me, and I'm not looking to do any calculations today, but I would suggest that the same volume of RNG that would equate to, say, 20 percent of Énergir's portfolio would be a much smaller percentage number, significantly smaller percentage number on the Enbridge side.  So we just haven't put out those percentage numbers because they do end up becoming very small because of the massive amount of gas that we purchase.


MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, and that's kind of what I was thinking, because this is a portfolio number, so, like, I would think within a decade you wouldn't even pierce a 1 percent number, likely, so if that's true, and there's, say, areas or municipalities that are more interested as part of their plans to be able to access RNG, there may be something more valuable from a policy metric that, you know, would bring more value than just putting in a portfolio number, because it's going to be so minuscule.  That's kind of where my mind was going.


So if you see value in that, we can potentially try to put some things in the submission that maybe, you know, is food for thought around that, or if you don't see value then, you know, we may not waste our time on that.  I just wanted to check with you.


MR. JANISSE:  Yeah, so I see Jason came up mute, and I'll say something and pass it on to him.  You mentioned about it not getting to 1 percent.  I actually do hope that we do get something like RNG to make a percentage of our portfolio over time.  I think that there's certainly possibility there.

When it comes to putting a metric or a target -- and I'll use RNG specifically -- we are purchasing it as part of the voluntary program.  The amount of funding that we have available to us to spend on RNG is based on customer participation that, while we put out marketing for it, we can't necessarily control it.


So trying to put a target on there for something that we likely can't control does become a little challenging from that perspective.


And then to speak to sustainable gas, I spoke yesterday about putting portfolio metrics or targets on it.  When we're in new and emerging markets and there's fewer suppliers or fewer points you can purchase sustainable gas, the challenge that we see with having a target at this stage is that it may limit, or put pressure on us to limit the diversity in our portfolio, so diversity of counterparties that we may be contracting with and things like that.


We've kind of -- we've kind of put the thought of putting a target on ourselves, a performance metric we're trying to work towards a little out into the horizon, given the stage these markets are in right now.


I don't know if that helps.  And Jason, I hopped in and you were going to say something.


MR. JANISSE:  No, that was perfect, Dave.  Thank you very much, that was helpful.  The only small thing I would add is we are always open to feedback on the scorecard.


So, Michael, if you have some thoughts you want to share in your submission, you're welcome to.  I agree with what Dave shared as well, thank you, Dave.


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  Those are my questions on this, thanks.


MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you, Michael.  I'm not seeing any hands.  Are there some additional questions for these folks?  Okay.  Dwayne, over to you.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Michael.  I wanted to speak first to performance metrics and to the presentation specifically the -- I guess it is under the reliability section, so that's page 59 of the PDF.  That's it there, that slide.


Under the number of days of failed delivery of supply, I noted -- in preparation, I was almost astounded by the number of failed delivery of supply.  But then I was wondering; is this as a result of the temporary service protocol on the NGTL system?  Is that where the numbers are primarily came from?


MR. JANISSE:  No, none of the instances of failed deliveries we have on there was from NGTL.


MR. QUINN:  Where would the majority of -- or what would be the top three of locations where you would have had failure of delivery?


MR. JANISSE:  Jason kind of alluded to this in his notes when he presented.  The failed deliveries are really -- the majority of what you see there is driven by planned maintenance that a lot of our upstream pipelines will do during the summer months.


So it's noted as a failed delivery because what happens is these pipelines put out notices and say we're doing maintenance; you may see interruptions on this day.  But we still need to purchase the gas and nominate it in order for us to get as much as we can when they do reduce those.


Let's say a pipeline put out a notice like that and said during this month, we're going to be doing planned maintenance and potentially reducing deliveries.  That could be thirty days right there where we may have only been cut a few units, but we're still counting it as a day where either we were not able to accept gas because it was our downstream pipeline that was cutting, or a supplier couldn't get gas to where we were purchasing it because some pipeline they were relying on were getting cut.


So, yeah, the number 74 seems big.  But it doesn't take a lot of these types of notices for us to get into 30, 60 days of the failures.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Working that backwards, do you differentiate between your failure and the failure of your supplier in registering the number of days of failed delivery of supply?


You said sometimes it was the ability of the company's system to receive it versus the supplier's ability to provide it.  Is that an important differentiation?


MR. JANISSE:  What I mean by the company side, I mean the contracts we hold.  So an example I can use is Chicago purchasing.  If there was a maintenance activity that happened on the Vector pipeline for which we use to transport gas from Chicago to our system, that would be an instance where it would inhibit our ability to be accepting gas at Chicago from our suppliers versus let's say a supplier was relying on the Alliance pipeline to move gas into the Chicago area and they had scheduling reductions.  That would be the supplier unable to service at Chicago if they weren't able to find another way.


MR. QUINN:  To clarify that point, then, you're saying it's not your distribution/transmission system inability to receive the gas, it is other contracts in the value chain that you hold that may have been at fault?  Is that what you're saying?


MR. JANISSE:  That's correct.  None of these failures identified here was a result of Enbridge Gas's system not being able to accept something.


MR. QUINN:  I've heard there were no cost consequences visited on ratepayers by any of these interruptions.  And that includes any force majeure interruptions?


MR. JANISSE:  Again, I'm not sure we said there was no cost consequences.  I said that the ratepayers were not -- the reliability and things like that for the service to the ratepayers were not impacted.


There are times where if force majeure is called -- and I'll note there was no force majeures in the 74 
there -- but when that happens, then often we have to deal with the provisions of the commodity contract with our suppliers.  That will sometimes entail having to effectively sell the gas back to them at the prevailing market rate.


Now, often or sometimes, it can be a lower price so it's a wash.  But other times, there might be a few cents to the extent the market was different from our original purchase contract, and that is part of our commodity purchase agreements that are standard in the industry.


MR. QUINN:  That's great, that's helpful, Dave.  Going back to the questions I was asking in terms of storage, but this is your overall portfolio.  How does Enbridge evaluate cost-effectiveness as a metric -- or cost-effectiveness of your portfolio?  I see price-effectiveness, which on the previous slides -- sorry, two previous slides -- and that speaks to stability.  And you have diversity of supply, which speaks to percentages.  But how do you evaluate cost-effectiveness?


MR. GILLETT:  I think Dave tackled this earlier, Dwayne, where cost-effectiveness -- if we go back to the Board's framework, cost-effectiveness is about balancing those principles.  And so what we try to convey through all the different metrics in the scorecard is that cost-effectiveness, there's a bunch of different components to it.  One is we're not exposing ratepayers to a single basin or supply point.  We're not exposing them to a small number of suppliers, right?  So there is price volatility or counterparty issues.  We hold diversity within the portfolio.  It allows us to manage our purchasing to avoid things like local volatility.  So if something happens 
in -- we could use Texas as an example, from the issues occurring recently there.  If we see a point within our portfolio where there's pricing issues or reliability issues, we have the ability to adjust our purchasing strategy to accommodate that.


I'll go right back to the Board's principles, and maybe what I'll do, Dwayne, if you don't mind, is if I go back to the Board's words, "Cost-effectiveness is achieved by appropriately balancing the principles and executing the supply plan in an economically efficient manner."


If you look at the scorecard again, that's that balance that we are trying to achieve.  And when you look at things like the stability of the price within our portfolio, that's the end result to customers, is that we see low cost energy and we see stability in the price that they pay, and we have flexibility to adapt to changing circumstances.


MR. QUINN:  So are there any metrics, Jason, with that?  I understand stability, and stability is good.  Do you have metrics that you use to say it should be within certain standard deviations from what the market price is at Dawn during the year or anything that provides a quantitative analysis of cost-effectiveness?


MR. GILLETT:  I'd say that that's what we're trying do with the scorecard.  So like I said, there's some binary compliance items, but there's also quantitative measurement around diversity, term, there's -- we provided the reference price, we provided sort of our procurement strategy and how we layer in our procurement around, you know, annual, seasonal, monthly purchases.


I say these are all the different metrics that at least we feel drive us towards meeting the principles that the Board has laid out.  So again, if we're -- you know, if there's feedback on these metrics similar to the conversation we had with Michael earlier, you know, we welcome that as part of your submissions, but that is what we think the performance metrics are trying to convey, is how we balance those principles.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Dwayne.  Can I jump in for a second?


MR. QUINN:  Yeah, sure.


[Reporter appeals.]

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Mark Rubenstein.  Do you -- putting aside that you provide these metrics and you're trying to demonstrate to the Board and stakeholders that you're being cost-effective, do you look at these metrics internally?  Before the scorecard existed a couple years ago -- I forget when it -- yeah, two years ago or whatever -- what do you look at internally?


MR. GILLETT:  I would generally say most of this, so, I mean, if you go back and look at the last day and a half of what we have presented around our procurement strategy, how we analyze the portfolio, how we analyze and assess different paths and basins and supply points, the performance metrics here are trying to illustrate what our current Gas Supply Plan -- what the performance is.  These are things we look at on a regular basis.


So every time we look at entering in a contract, depending on the term, we look at our current portfolio to look at whether or not we can accommodate that, right?  So if someone comes along with a service and they want 15 years on it, we would look at it and say, well, you know what?  We may have enough in the long-term bucket that we're not comfortable exceeding where we are today as an example.

When we're looking at our Dawn position -- I had mentioned this earlier -- you know, we want to make sure we find the right balance of, you know, not purchasing too much supply at Dawn, but at the same time, you know, leveraging the flexibility that it affords us.


We monitor our supplier performance throughout the year in terms of their reliability, in terms of, you know, the failed deliveries and the causes of them.  So I would say that everything that's on these slides here are things that we look at as a gas supply team in terms of how we actually construct and operate the portfolio.


MR. QUINN:  It's Dwayne Quinn again.  Mark, sorry, are you finished?  I was pausing.  Thought you had a follow-up --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, but thank you very much.


MR. QUINN:  All right.  I guess going back to what I was talking about in terms of evaluate -- and I'm not suggesting that you set a goal per se, because I understand in some ways it's hard to set a goal when variability of weather as an example causes, you know, the challenge with performance as it pertains to what you expected to use versus what you actually used, but to the extent that you have, let's say, reduction in UVC, yes, you are going to have to adjust based upon weather, but what your performance is relative to that adjustment in weather and what value ultimately is achieved from the portfolio netting out the cost of UVC?


MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, Dwayne, are you asking me to comment on that as a metric?


MR. QUINN:  Yes, I'm just -- what I -- I was trying to make something up, Jason, to elicit that your numbers that you have for percentage of contracts of remaining terms, those are helpful to see, but ultimately what are you trying to achieve in terms of cost-effectiveness and how do you measure that in terms of your performance?  So looking at this as a performance evaluation tool, what quantitative retrospective analysis can you put into this that gives you confidence that your diversity of suppliers, basins, and adjustments you make throughout the year are providing that?


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no, I mean, I think -- you know, don't mean to sound like a broken record, Dwayne, so I apologize if I do, but I would again say these performance metrics were put forward as part of the annual -- or, sorry, as part of the five-year plan.  This is now our second annual update where we've included them.  These we believe right now at least are metrics that help us demonstrate how we're balancing those guiding principles of the Board.  If you or others have thoughts on changes or enhancements to the performance metrics, we welcome you to include those in your submissions.  You know, we're -- this is for -- this is for stakeholders to review and hopefully find value in, so if you have feedback on it, please include that in the submission.  We would love to look at it.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  All right.  Those are my questions in this area, thank you.


MR. GILLETT:  Okay.  Thanks, Dwayne.


MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Dwayne.  Mark Rubenstein, I see your hand up.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That was from before.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So no further questions on this topic area?  I'm not -- the only other hand I'm seeing is Dwayne, which I'm assuming is a legacy hand.  Does anyone have any additional questions on this topic area?  So I think if I can just pull up the agenda here -- I think -- David, correct me if I'm wrong -- that's the end of the presentations.  We have additional time for I think what we're calling general Q&A.  I note we were scheduled to take our lunch break now, but frankly, if there is, you know, around 30 minutes of questions right now, I think many of us would probably prefer just to get this done before lunch.  So I guess I turn to both you, David, and I guess the parties.  If people tell me they have two hours of questions, that may be excessive, but regardless, if they say it's more than 30 minutes or so, then we can take our lunch break.  If not, I think the general preference would be just to get this done.


So David, do you have any thoughts on that?


MR. STEVENS:  I agree completely.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Does anyone violently object to us continuing on now in the hope of finishing this before lunch?  Not hearing anything, I'm going to invite people to raise their hands if they have questions.  I guess, David, I think the intention here is just to catch any questions that may be left about the Gas Supply Plan and the updates?


MR. STEVENS:  I believe it's just a catch-all for anything that for some reason or another hasn't been covered or that people wanted to finish up on.  We certainly, I think, hoped that with the comprehensive subject coverage for the presentation that we've landed on most things already.
Additional Q&A

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So I do see that Michael Brophy has his hand up, so let's turn to you, Michael.


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  So I guess, Michael Millar, this is really kind of just a comment or question in general, including maybe to you as well, but I didn't have any specific residual questions on my list related to the deck right now, but I know we had a bit of a discussion kind of earlier -- I guess it was towards the beginning of yesterday -- around, you know, kind of process and, you know, even the fact that it changed a bit since the procedural order came out, which, you know, I think that Enbridge providing those written responses was more efficient, as I indicated yesterday, than what was posted in the procedural order, but I just don't know whether Board Staff had any thoughts on those issues or we just kind of leave it as is, and then to the extent that we have any comments on the process, either for this annual update or ones that should be considered on the OEB process for the next annual update, just put it in those submissions.


I can't speak on behalf of other parties if there's gaps that would be outstanding for this process, that may be more urgent about trying to resolve those, rather than just putting them in submissions.  But I don't know, Michael, if you have any thoughts on that.


MR. MILLAR:  I'm sorry, Michael.  I'm not quite sure what your question is.  I can't say Staff doesn't have any additional direction on -- are you talking about the scope of this proceeding or future updates?  I think whatever the question, Staff has -- we don't have anything more to report on that.  But I do want to make sure that I'm understanding your question.


MR. BROPHY:  Sure, yeah.  I guess it would relate to the scope kind of in the process and the level of detail that the OEB expects in these annual reviews, because I do sense a bit of tension in that level of detail and even the process.


I know -- I think Enbridge has been fairly responsive to the extent there has been questions that have come up, but it was stated off the bat there wouldn't be any takeaways and that there's pretty strict limited process for the annual review.  

So you know, if -- we were thinking about putting some comments in the submission around that, because the way it was kind of heading if there had been more substantive issues that we wanted to delve into in deeper detail and provide homework to Enbridge to go away and do undertakings, my understanding of their interpretation of what the Board set out is that's off the table here.


So I just -- we're happy to include that in the submissions.  I don't know what other parties -- where they sit, so maybe I'll just kind of end there.


I just wanted to kind of air those thoughts and make sure they are not a surprise to anybody.  And then to the extent other people have comments, they can make them.


MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Michael.  Yeah, I think Staff has nothing further to report on any of that at this time.  Certainly if that's something you want to pursue in your written comments, they will be reviewed.  I'm not sure exactly how they will be addressed because I don't know what they will be at this point.  But by all means, if that's something you want to raise in your submissions, please do so.


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's move to Nick.


MR. MELCHIORRE:  Can you see me and hear me?  Thank you.  I just wanted to talk about yesterday.  This is in reference to -- it's in the transcript at page 142-143 and it's in reference to page 22 of your February 21st supply plan with regards to the annual demand forecast.


You touched on this yesterday, and I just wanted to seek a point of clarification on line 5 of that for the year 2022-23.  You discussed yesterday about the doubling of the amount being related to new customers coming on in March of that year.


Can you provide a bit more detail as to what new customers are coming on?  And would this material increase be talked about in next year's annual review as far as achieving this objective?


MR. DANTZER:  Just to make sure I understand your question correctly, the increase as I mentioned yesterday is attributable to new customers coming online starting in March of 2023, if I'm not mistaken.


So yes, it is new customers coming online; that's the reason for the increase, the volume increase that we're seeing.


Sorry, did you have questions beyond that?  You're on mute.


MR. GILLETT:  You're on mute there, Nick.  Sorry, Nick, you're still on mute.


MR. MELCHIORRE:  Sorry, can you disclose the customer?  Are we talking about the North Shore?  Is that what we're talking about?


MR. GILLETT:  Unfortunately, we're not able to disclose -- this is contract customer growth and this is something that we've traditionally described as lumpy because that is, these are typically larger customers.  They come on when they want to come on.


So the most we can say, Nick, I guess, is that this is contract customer growth. It's in the northwest, so obviously it's making a big difference in the forecast there.


So not to be coy about it, but if you were to Google news releases as to what's happening in the area, I'm sure you can sort of -- that's typically how it works, and you can kind of draw a line between the dots there.


But unfortunately, because these are forecasted and in discussions with customers, that's just not something we can disclose.  But you're welcome to sort of consult with google there on that one.


MR. MELCHIORRE:  I will report to my client with my Google report.  But with respect to achieving that, would that be something that's likely discussed in next year's plan or the year subsequent?  When would we see more detail on that in your annual plans?  Or would we?


MR. DANTZER:  I think all I can say at this point is that to the extent there are further updates to the demand forecast we see this year, or further impacts to the Gas Supply Plan, that might be something that we would see in further updates.  That's all I can really say at this point.


MR. MELCHIORRE:  Okay.  Thanks for your answers.  Those are my questions.


MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thanks, Nick.  Dwayne, I see your hand up?


MR. QUINN:  Yes.  I took down my hand so I could put it back up for this section.


Yesterday, Steve, I was trying to follow up on the presentation you did regarding HDDs and resulting load.  I read through the transcript, and it's on page 127-128, to  the extent that's helpful for you.  But there was a 46,000 -- I guess it might be helpful so everybody can read along.  But yes, sorry, I'm not sure that's the page number.


Oh, one place when you originally talk about it, page 189 might be more helpful, Bonnie, because it goes through the discussion, and I was trying to ask a question at the end.  There we are.  Thank you.


So it comes down to it's 1 degree Celsius would lower the planned HDD.  First off, average daily temperature heating degree day 1 degree Celsius, that means 365 being degree day changes is what you're reflecting then, Steve?


MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, Dwayne, I'm not following you.  Could you maybe just repeat that?


MR. QUINN:  It says:

"So yeah, the temperature was an increase to the average daily temperature of 1 degree Celsius would lower the planned HDD in 2021."

Does that result in 365 heating degree day reduction, or do you eliminate the baseline months of July and August, or some other formula?  What does that actually change in terms of actual HDDs?


MR. DANTZER:  No, I think you're right.  My understanding is it's one a day, one HDD per day.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And of course those HDD changes, though, would be focused in the winter?  That's when your heating degree days would have an impact?  If you increase the heating -- or decrease the heating degree days to one heating degree day in July, the impact would be zero, correct?


MR. DANTZER:  I'm not certain on that, Dwayne, so I don't want to speculate, to be honest.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  What I'm trying to do is understand the numbers, Steve, so maybe you can help me with that because once you laid that out as, okay, we change this variable, you're getting 7.4 to 10.7 percent change depending on the region. 


MR. DANTZER:  Correct.


MR. QUINN:  And so the region, as I understand it, would have been on table -- before we -- I'm going to ask you about the 46,000, so it's 46,000 or 6 percent, so based upon the annual demand of 2020 versus 2021, an increase by 46,000.  So Bonnie, if you're able to pull up Table 21 of the evidence, which is on page 56 of the annual Gas Supply Plan.


What are you referring to in terms of the 6 percent change to the 46,000 TJs that would be a result of the one heating degree day change?


MR. DANTZER:  Just a decrease in total annual demand.


MR. QUINN:  So --


MR. DANTZER:  Bottom line, 2020/'21, bottom line, decrease of 46,000 TJs.


MR. QUINN:  So total demand forecast as reflected here is 1920.  You're saying it's --


MR. DANTZER:  Yeah, so this is actual versus planned, so we're a year out.  I'm speaking on a forecast basis, the 46,000.


MR. QUINN:  So if you're speaking about 1920, we're talking about the plan of 728, you're talking about 46,000 change relative -- that's the figure you're referring to for 2021?


MR. DANTZER:  That's my understanding conceptually, yeah.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, this is an area of interest.  I didn't ask questions or were asked -- it's a good question to try to drive what impacts these changes in heating degree days make.  Obviously we're -- if we're going into a period where Enbridge is assessing the methodologies for developing demand forecast for each of the respective areas and potential harmonizing them, knowing what the impact is and how it affects forecast and eventually gas supply plans and rates is of significant interest to us.

So possibly in the next annual gas supply plan, if you're going to refer to figures like that, if that could be put into the actual evidence as a starting point, I think it would give everybody a frame of reference and I think it would be very helpful.  I was just trying to get clarity when you went through it.  I didn't have that yesterday.


So thanks for the clarification.  I think I understand it now.  It's on the total demand for the entire franchise area, one heating degree day.  We just don't know if that's proportionally distributed based upon heating degree days or if it's annually distributed.  And you don't -- David is not going to provide us an undertaking to verify that, so it's not going to change substantively our submissions, but it's encouragement for Enbridge for the next update, if information like that could be provided ahead of time I think it's helpful for everyone.


MR. STEVENS:  So Dwayne -- it's David Stevens speaking -- as I think I indicated before, I think it will be most helpful to the parties and the process and Enbridge if items like this that you are interested in pursuing get included in your submission, so then Enbridge has the opportunity to respond and Board Staff has the opportunity to address that as they see fit in their report, rather than relying on what's in the transcript.


MR. QUINN:  I'll do as requested, but my concern, David, to be specific, is, I'm assuming this is on Table 21.  I don't know exactly how it's applied, but as opposed to Table 22, I don't know if it's for just your commodity, gas supply procurement of commodity or it's the total system.  I assume total system.  I'm seemingly getting verification from Steve on that.  Is that correct, Steve, that it is correct that it's on the annual demand basis versus the commodity purchases basis?


MR. DANTZER:  That's my understanding, total annual demand, but I think the more relevant table here is Table 1 in our evidence, not this Table 21 actual versus planned.  The statement -- the 46,000 refers to the forecast year 2021, right?


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So Table 1.


MR. DANTZER:  On page 22 of our -- of the update.


MR. QUINN:  Trying to find it here.  So Table 1 -- oops, too far.  So that is annual demand then, not gas supply commodity.  Yes.  Okay.  Those are the same figures in there as Table 21.


Okay.  That's understood in terms of the forecast basis.  All right.  Thank you, those are my general questions, Mr. Millar, at this juncture, so thank you for the opportunity.


MR. MILLAR:  All right.  Thank you very much, Dwayne.


This is the final final roll call for questions to Enbridge.  I don't see any hands.  Anything from Board Staff or anything anyone really needs to get off their chest in the form of a question?


MR. VIRANEY:  Michael, it's Khalil from the OEB.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Go ahead.


MR. VIRANEY:  I just have a question for Enbridge.  So is Enbridge supposed to provide some additional information, or is that now just maybe waiting for comments from intervenors?


MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking, Khalil.  Thanks for your question.  The one additional item that's left with Enbridge is to provide copies of the notices or letters or similar documentation from NEXUS to each of the legacy utilities, indicating the actual tolls for the NEXUS pathway, including the impact of the capital cost tracker.  And as I indicated earlier today, that agreement to provide that information is subject to the qualifier that we haven't looked and found the information, so we don't know if confidentiality attaches to it, and it could well be that if there is confidentiality then we will have to address that in the way that we respond.


MR. VIRANEY:  So then are you targeting this file?


MR. STEVENS:  I think we're targeting by the end of the week.  We will do it as quickly as we can.  I just know that the witnesses can't be in two places at once, so we haven't been able to confirm where the documentation is.


MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  Thank you.


MR. STEVENS:  I had hoped, though, by the way, that, you know, it is sort of a fairly discrete item, so I would hope it wouldn't particularly get in the way of parties otherwise preparing their submissions.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, David, and thank you, Khalil.  Again, I'm not seeing any more hands, so going once, going twice.  Okay.  Great.
Wrap-Up and Next Steps

Let's have a quick chat about next steps before we call it a day.  In the letter -- well, actually, the letter had been amended, but comments by the parties are currently scheduled to be due on May 4th, which I think is a week from today.  There had been some discussion yesterday about parties feeling quite squeezed by that.  I can't remember if it was Dwayne or some other party who raised it, but what are people thinking about that day?  Is that an achievable target?  Because I know we do have some things that may come in from Enbridge from them.  Mark, I see your screen is on.  Do you want to start?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean, I'm being squeezed by other things that are -- I mean, for a lot of people there is the OPG technical conference next week.  I can't -- so an extension of time --


MR. MILLAR:  All right.  I'll -- let me jump in, Mark.  Again, it's Michael Millar.  We did take this away, because we're alive to the fact that the OEB has a very busy schedule right now, so we have got sign-off for an extra week for comments, which would also give Enbridge an extra week to respond to the extent that they needed that.  So we did hear those comments yesterday, took that away, and that's what we can come back with.  So I hope that's helpful to the parties and that doesn't give Enbridge terrible heartburn either.  Again, if you need an extra week for your own responses, you can take that.


MR. STEVENS:  So to be clear, Michael, the suggestion is it would be two weeks and then two weeks, so the 11th and the 25th?


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, the 11th, and then if you need 'til the 25th -- obviously, you can file earlier if you're done, but you would have your two weeks to the 25th.


MR. STEVENS:  That works from Enbridge's perspective.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Great.  So I'm hopeful that's helpful to all the parties.  Dwayne, I see your camera is on.


MR. QUINN:  Yeah, no, I just -- thank you, Board Staff, for having consideration of that and getting the prior approval.  It's great to hear.  It helps out some of my colleagues also, but it certainly helps me out, so thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Great.  So I think that's it for 
-- oh, and a big thumbs up from Michael Brophy, so thank you for that.  It's nice to have the emojis available.


So I think that is it for today.  Are there any final matters we need to discuss before we adjourn?


MR. STEVENS:  Nothing from Enbridge.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And I'm not seeing anything.  So I do want to take this opportunity to thank the Enbridge witness panel.  I think that's been very helpful for the parties for preparing their questions and allowing us to go in a very efficient manner.  Certainly the court reporter for putting up with us forgetting to identify ourselves, and to Ashley for her help in getting the system up and running.


So with that, I think this technical conference is adjourned, and we will look forward to receiving your written comments.  Thanks very much.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 12:27 p.m.
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