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Thursday, May 5, 2022
--- On commencing at 9:31 a.m.
Welcome Remarks


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone, and welcome to EB-2022-0072, the annual update to Enbridge's Gas Supply Plan.  This is Day 1 of 2 of a stakeholder conference.  My name is Michael Millar.  I am counsel at the OEB, and I will be acting as your host in conjunction with Khalil Viraney, who you will see on my screen to the left.  I will actually be in and out today.  I am scheduled for a couple of other things, so I will be here as much as I can, but you will be in Khalil's capable hands when I have to step out.

Folks will have seen the kick-off letter from the OEB, and you will know that questions were filed with Enbridge on April 14th.  Enbridge has prepared some responses with a compendium that they circulated, and I understand we're going to go through over the next couple of days.  They also filed some separate answers with that compendium, and there will be opportunity for questions throughout their presentation.
Appearances:


I think we can move straight to appearances.  As I say, I am Michael Millar.  I am joined by Khalil Viraney and Lillian Ing from the Board.

David, can I turn it to you to introduce your team, and then I'm going to do a roll call, because I think that is the most efficient way, rather than having everyone kind of jump in at once, so David, I will turn it over to you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Michael, and good morning, everybody.  My name is David Stevens.  I am counsel assisting Enbridge with this matter, and with me today are the three witnesses or spokespeople who will be making the presentation today, and that is Jason Gillett, Nicole Brunner, and Steve Dantzer.

Also with me are Anton Kacicnik and Richard Wathy from the Enbridge regulatory group, and also with us today is Bonnie Adams, who will be helping us with projecting the presentation as we go along and other things should they need to be shown on the screen.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thanks, David.  So I am going to go through the list more or less as I see it on the screen.

Mr. Elson, why don't you start us off.

MR. ELSON:  Good morning, Kent Elson for Environmental Defence.

MR. MILLAR:  And next I have Mr. Mondrow.

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

MR. MILLAR:  And I see Ms. Wainewright.  Linda, are you there?

MS. WAINEWRIGHT:  Yes.  Sorry, Linda Wainewright, Six Nations Natural Gas.  Good morning, everyone.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Brophy.

MR. BROPHY:  Good morning, everybody.  Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Jarvis.

MR. JARVIS:  Good morning.  It's Ian Jarvis, representing the Building Owners and Managers Association, BOMA.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Ladanyi.

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning.  Tom Ladanyi here for Energy Probe.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Aiken.  Sorry, Roger, are you with Energy Probe as well?  Go ahead.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I am.  I have a problem with my video.  I will fix it later, okay?  Thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  But just so that if the court reporter missed that, that was Roger Higgin.

Next up, Mr. Aiken.

MR. AIKEN:  Good morning.  Randy Aiken on behalf of the London Property Management Association.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning, Mark Rubenstein, counsel for the School Energy Coalition, and I am joined with my colleague, Fred Zheng.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Zheng is there as well.  Thank you.

Mr. Musial.

MR. MUSIAL:  Good morning.  It is Kevin Musial for TCPL.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Good morning.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

MR. MILLAR:  Who have we got next?  Ms. Chatterjee.

MS. CHAN:  Good morning, everyone.  This is Jaya Chatterjee on behalf of Kitchener Utilities.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Garner.

MR. GARNER:  Mark Garner on behalf of VECC.

MR. MILLAR:  Ms. Girvan.

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

MR. MILLAR:  I have an Khaled Abu-Eseifan.  I'm not sure who that is.  If you are there, perhaps you could introduce yourself.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Good morning.  This is Khaled Abu-Eseifan from Kingston Utilities.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you.  Mr. Pollock.

MR. POLLOCK:  Hello, everyone.  Scott Pollock, counsel for Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.

MR. MILLAR:  And the names kind of shuffled around a little as I was speaking, so have I missed anybody?

Hearing nothing, can I turn it over to you, Mr. Stevens.  I had asked before if there were any preliminary matters, and Mr. Stevens was not aware of any, nor was anyone who happened to be in the room when I asked.

But before I hand it to David, anything anyone needs to unburden themselves with, or can we get straight into the presentation?

Okay.  Hearing nothing, I will turn it over to you, David.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Michael.

As Michael mentioned, earlier this week Enbridge circulated a cover letter and a compendium for the stakeholder conference, very similar to what was done last year.

At tab 1 of the compendium we have included an agenda setting out the proposed sort of timing and order of topic areas for the stakeholder conference over the next day and a half, and it is our plan to use that as a guide and hopefully keep to it.  It may well be that some things go quicker than others, but we will wait and see.

A couple of comments just leading into it.  One, separate from the compendium, Enbridge also circulated some minor evidence updates yesterday.  Hopefully everybody received that, and certainly we can answer questions.  I don't know if there will be any questions, but we weren't planning to speak directly to those.

Then the other comment I will make -- and Jason will speak about this in his introduction -- is that the presentation over the next day and a half is really intended and structured to be responsive to the questions that we have been asked.  It's not sort of a run-through from page 1 to the last page of the gas supply update, but rather focused on the areas where there was the interesting questions.

MR. MILLAR:  David, I'm sorry to -- sorry, it's Michael Millar.  I'm sorry to interrupt you.  First, I suppose we should mark this compendium, as we have entered it on to the record.  I think that is the traditional practice.

MR. STEVENS:  I think that is a good idea.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So we will call that K1.1, and that is the compendium. 
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MR. MILLAR:  And David, sorry, one other administrative matter which I apologize.  I forgot, we traditionally do a land acknowledgement, which I forgot about.  So I apologize for that.  I am going to pass it quickly to Lillian to do that, and then we will hand the mic back to you.
Land Acknowledgement:


MS. ING:  Good morning, everybody.

The Ontario Energy Board acknowledges that our headquarters in Toronto is located on the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnabeg, the Chippewa, the Haudenosaunee, and the Wendat peoples.  This area is now home to many diverse First Nations, Inuit, and Métis peoples. We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas of the Credit.  We are grateful for the opportunity to gather and work on this land and recognize our shared responsibility to support and be good stewards of it.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Lillian.  I will pass it back to you, David.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  Thank you, Lillian.  So just a couple of other quick preliminary notes.  I don't want to step on what Jason is going to say too much, but just a couple of things to highlight.

One is that, consistent with what's happened in the five-year Gas Supply Plan and the subsequent stakeholder conferences for the annual updates, it is Enbridge's plan to seek to answer as many of the written questions as it can through this process, but we have also left ample time for question-and-answer, for follow-ups, or additional questions as they may arise, but it is not Enbridge's intention to provide undertakings and have sort of a further round of discovery beyond this.

So as I say, we will do the best we can to answer the proper questions that arise today.

And the only other comment I make is I think everybody on this call will have received an e-mail from the Enbridge regulatory group advising them of a stakeholder session and introductory session for Enbridge's rebasing case to be held in June, and there will be more details about the rebasing case and the plans at that time.

The witnesses here have a little bit of information, but it may well be that more detailed questions and follow-up about proposals, et cetera, for rebasing are not -- are better to proceed elsewhere.

With that, I will turn it over to Jason.

MR. GILLETT:  Okay.  Thank you very much, David.

Good morning, everyone.  So as you heard in the introduction, my name is Jason Gillett.  I'm the director of gas supply at Enbridge Gas.  I just have a few introductory slides to go through in order to set the agenda and the process for the next couple of days.  You will have to excuse me if I cough or continuously sip water.  I am dealing with a lingering cough here, so please excuse me ahead of time.

First, I want to read a quick note the Board that helps illustrate the purpose and intent of -- actually, Bonnie, you can go to the first slide here, the stakeholder conference scope.  Thank you very much, yes.
Stakeholder Conference Introduction

Conference Scope, Format, & Approach


I wanted to read a quick quote from the Board that helps illustrate the purpose and intent of not just the Gas Supply Plan, but of the annual update process itself.  The Board's framework states that:
"A principled base approach to Gas Supply Planning is an effective means of guiding the distributors' approach to developing a Gas Supply Plan."


They go on to say:  
"In assessing a Gas Supply Plan, the OEB will focus on determining whether or not a distributor has successfully balanced all of the guiding principles," end quote.

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

So our goal today is to walk through the presentation and answer any questions that we received as they relate to the materials.

We did receive a large volume of questions, the vast majority of which will be addressed in today's presentation, and we will focus our slides on answering those questions.

Although the process does not require written responses to the questions, we did decide to file the compendium, which did have answers for a few of the questions that did not sort of fit cleanly into the presentation, or did not lend themselves to it.

And similar to last year, this was not intended to change the scope of the stakeholder conference, or to set expectations for an interrogatory-type process, but rather to try to be responsive to questions that, again, did not lend themselves to being done so in slides.

Finally, similar to the process to the initial five-year plan, as David mentioned, we do not plan on providing undertakings after this session, as outlined in our letter.

If you could go to the next slide, please.

The Board has outlined its expectations for the day in the framework and in its initiation letter, and we have planned our approach based on those expectations.

This is the second annual update stakeholder conference since we filed the initial five-year plan, and we've made best efforts to group relevant questions into common topics.  And for each topic, we will deliver a short presentation providing additional information and answering as many of those questions as possible.

Some questions did not have a natural place in the flow of the presentation, so we will address them in sort of as side comments during the most appropriate slide.

And then after each presentation section, we will transition to Q&A specific to that topic.

If there is a section of the presentation that is more appropriate to a specific question, we may recommend that those questions be held until that time, as it is possible that the presentation will answer them.

Given the volume of information provided in the update and the number of questions that we received, we're hoping that those participating can help us stay on schedule as we move through the next day and a half.

We received a question from Pollution Probe asking what approvals we were seeking in this process.  Similar to last year and according to the Board's framework, EGI is not seeking any approvals as part of this update process.

Go to the next slide, please.
2022 Highlights & Agenda


Our presentation will cover the seven topics that are in front of you on the slide, as we go through and answer the approximately two hundred questions that were submitted.  In my introduction, I will talk a bit about market updates as we received a number of questions on that topic, and I will try to address the recent market volatility we have seen up front and provide a little bit of context.

Second, I will address our harmonization efforts and how they relate to the upcoming rebasing application.  And as David said, although we do not have final proposals, we did include some information that we thought would be helpful as sort of a heads-up, including potential methodology changes.

We have a section to discuss RSG, RNG, hydrogen.  We will go through operationalizing of the plan or load balancing, changes in demand forecasting, as well as contracting changes within the supply and storage portfolio.

And in the final topic, we will discuss questions we received on performance measurement results for 2021-2022.

Unfortunately, we accidentally filed a scorecard with a to-be-updated in the column header, which was an error.  So we received a question about final results, those are the final results.  We just forgot to remove that piece and we did file an updated scorecard with the compendium, which will be the same as what we initially filed minus the to-be-updated piece.

In the Board Staff report, there were a few recommendations that we have addressed as well.  Hopefully you saw those in the annual update itself, but we will answer some questions around load balancing, providing some general rules of thumb, as well as some requests for historical information and comparisons.

Next slide, please.
Market Update


So I want to talk a little bit about the market volatility that we've experienced over the last few months.  We received a question from SEC asking about timing of the evidence, and for us to comment on our reaction to the recent geopolitical and economic events.

For the last decade or so, the North American natural gas market has experienced low and stable natural gas commodity prices.  But since last fall, we have seen an increase of volatility and overall increase gas prices across North America.  And there are a few factors at play here, which I wanted to walk through to provide some context.

So first off, with LNG exports at sustained high levels, global markets are interconnected more than they were in the past.  So energy prices in Europe and Asia will impact the price paid for North American LNG exports and since North America's gas transmission system and markets are interconnected, this means the impact of LNG export prices ripple +back to impact all jurisdictions, including Ontario.

What we have seen is that market volatility has been driven by a combination of geopolitical unrest, which I am sure everyone here is well aware of, local weather events, and overall storage levels across North America.  And what we've experienced in the last number of months is it only takes a couple of these types of events to come together at once to drive volatility that we have not seen in the last ten years or so.

EGI continues to monitor this very closely, and we execute the Gas Supply Plan in line with those principles.  What we found is that the diversity of our portfolio has prevented our customers from being exposed to localized volatility, and instead we're just simply subject to the general market fluctuations that we have seen overall.

In addition to the diversity of the portfolio, the value of the Dawn hub and Dawn storage has been of benefit to customers in helping to mute that impact.

A number of questions asked us to provide some details of ICF's underlying modelling, or to have ICF create other scenarios.  And we received questions from -- I think it was SEC, Pollution Probe, and BOMA on this topic.

The ICF models themselves, those are proprietary and, as such, we do not have insight into the underlying Models, nor do we have the rights to them.

To include information from the ICF report in the annual update, we have to seek permission to do so, which we did and you will see that in some of the charts and graphs and information.

To have ICF provide more details or run more scenarios would require a separate consulting engagement at a cost to EGI.  This is not something that we are willing to do, as this information does not actually form the basis for the Gas Supply Plan. And also the time frame of an engagement would not allow for it to fit within the time frames of this update.

So this information is actually used by EGI to understand broader market trends and potential future developments.  We include the information in the annual update to provide that same macro level information to our stakeholders.

So to give an example, the long range forecasts in figure 8 of the update are not used as part of the demand forecast or in the Gas Supply Plan itself.

Another example is that we received a number of questions asking about power forecasts.  So the power forecasts created by ICF were provided as information only, as I said, and are not part of the demand forecast for the Gas Supply Plan.

Specifically for gas-fired power generators in Ontario, they are unbundled and semi unbundled direct purchase customers.  So EGI does not purchase gas commodity or upstream transportation on their behalf.

As a last piece here, just to address a question from Environmental Defence about what a 20 percent reduction in demand would do to the price we pay for commodity, in isolation, less demand for natural gas would theoretically result in lower prices.

However, as I mentioned earlier in the slide, the natural gas market is very interconnected across North America.  So it was actually very difficult to say to what extent this would occur should EGI itself purchase 20 percent less gas commodity.  So there's other factors that would come into play, including demand in other North American jurisdictions, as well as seasonal weather events would impact it all at the same time.
Q&A Session


I think the next slide -- I think we're going to do some Q&A based on sort of those introductory slides there.  

MR. MILLAR:  Jason, I am not sure if you can see.  I think a hands -- the hands-up feature works best.  I see Kent has his hand up.

MR. GILLETT:  Oh, okay.  I have trouble with the presentation on my screen seeing the hand, so it might be best if maybe people pop up with their video.  I don't know, Michael, if there is a better way to do that.

MR. MILLAR:  Yeah, I think hands-up and video on is the best way, because --


MR. GILLETT:  Okay.  Perfect.

MR. MILLAR:  -- then people can see it.  Kent, do you want to proceed?

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, I had a question, Jason, about -- just following up on our sort of 20 percent question, which is really not getting at what is an impact on 20 percent reduction in demand, but what's the impact if you plan for demand to be X and it ends up being 20 percent lower.

And I think what I am trying to get at is how important is it for you predict the demand correctly, and does it mean, if you have predicted one set of demand and you end up with a different set of demands -- or lower demand, I should say, then you have too many long-term contracts or too many short-term contracts?  Like, what does it mean?  How important is it to get it right?

MR. GILLETT:  Thank you, Kent.  I appreciate the context behind the question.

So the demand forecast forms the basis for the Gas Supply Plan, for sure.  But one thing you are going to see a lot in this presentation and what you have heard from us in the past probably more times than you need to hear is, there is a significant amount of diversity and flexibility in the Gas Supply Plan itself and in how we structure our portfolio.

So Nicole is actually going to go through -- you know what, Kent?  Nicole is actually going to go through more details on the flexibility later.  We thought of another way of conveying it this year that might be helpful, but just to answer your question now, you know, there is two pieces of the portfolio.  One is the gas supply commodity and one is the upstream transportation portfolio.

The gas supply commodity, we have almost -- the entire portfolio of commodity has flexibility year to year, because that is not purchased on a longer than -- I think the longest is a couple of years in term, but most of the gas supply we purchase is within that year.  So we have full flexibility on the gas commodity.

On the upstream transportation side we have significant flexibility there as well.  We actually have a, what we're calling the waterfall slide later in the presentation, so if you don't mind, Kent, we might wait until Nicole gets to that, and I think what you'll see is, we have a, you know, the 20 percent number.  We have enough flexibility in the portfolio to accommodate relatively significant swings in demand, and we structure it in a way that allows for that.

MR. ELSON:  Can I ask another question about, you were saying because power generators are direct purchasers they're kind of not relevant to your plan.

So how do they factor into your, you know, design day demand calculations, if at all?  Because I have seen those used as, you know, as being relevant for infrastructure builds, and so I am not sure how power generation would factor into that.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no, that's a good question.  So power generators, if they were to bid into an open season, as an example, to procure their own transport, that's where you would see them become part of a forecast supporting an infrastructure build, because in the case of our unbundled -- our fully unbundled power generators, they procure their own transportation.

So that's where you will see them come into LTC applications if they're trying to procure more and we need to build infrastructure to accommodate that.  That upstream transportation is not in our Gas Supply Plan.

So in both bundled -- sorry, in both unbundled and semi-unbundled, which is what the power generators are, they procure their own upstream transport, and so that transportation is not in the Gas Supply Plan.

Depending on, if they are semi-unbundled, we may do some load balancing for them, when you asked about peak day, but that is where the flexibility of the portfolio comes in.  That is more of a year-to-year concern, but the upstream side, they are accountable for that.

MR. ELSON:  And maybe I just have a sort of overly simplistic understanding of how you do your design day deficit forecasting, but, you know, you have your supply and you have your demand, but your capacity is based on what your pipelines can flow.

So wouldn't the power generation, if it, you know, contracts for more of that pipeline capacity or less of it, have an impact on your overall deficit?  I am not saying that it would, but I just don't understand how it doesn't.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  So let's use Dawn-Parkway as an example.  We as the gas supply group within the gas supply plan, we use a piece of Dawn-Parkway, but so do the power generators, and that is not within our plan.

They, as semi-unbundled and unbundled customers, they are accountable for procuring their upstream transport assets, and so their upstream transport is not in our Gas Supply Plan.

So if they need TransCanada capacity, they have to go out and get it.  If they need Dawn-Parkway, they have to go out and get that.  That is not part of our Gas Supply Plan.

MR. ELSON:  So they will have contracts out however many years, and if they don't need to use those and -- then you would have more capacity that you could use on Dawn-Parkway?  Or vice versa?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  If we had a shipper -- so if Enbridge Gas as the pipeline operator had a shipper decontract for Dawn-Parkway, that would potentially leave open capacity that the gas supply plan could then use if it needed to do so.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  I think that is the answer to your question.

MR. ELSON:  And when you are looking at your capacity, you know, do these power generators, do they have sort of long-term contracts and they're assumed to be using X amount of capacity for sort of five-years or 10 years?  I just wonder, because it's going to be a big potential increase or decrease in gas depending on where things go for power generation, so it could mean that you end up with less or more capacity.  Right?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  So I don't have the Dawn-Parkway or other contracts in front of me, so I can't say what the terms are, but I do know that we do have a number of power generators that have long-term contracts.

And the way those work is that that capacity that they have contracted for is theirs to use within the term of that contract.  I just, I don't have the details in front of me.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  Because like I said, those are not within the Gas Supply Plan, so it's not something that we include.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  It's not something that you have to supply, but it can impact what capacity you might have at your fingertips?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, it would.

MR. ELSON:  So you are saying that those contracts, your recollection is that they're sort of longer-term, but you are not sure, you can't put a number on it or say that with any certainty?

MR. GILLETT:  I believe those are posted publicly.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, okay.

MR. GILLETT:  So I don't have them at my fingertips, but they are posted publicly.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And those reserve a certain capacity to allow the generation facility to be operating at 100 percent all the time so that they know that they can flip the switch on and off whenever they can, right?

MR. GILLETT:  I cannot speak to that.  So we're starting to get into the realm of sort of the pipeline operator ex-franchise and unbundled contracting, which is not my area of accountability.  So I am going to have to maybe decline from answering that.

The only thing I will say is that how a customer power generator or not contracts is based on their own determination as to how they want to use that capacity, and it may or may not include running at 100 percent.  I can't speak to that, especially, like I said, because it is not part of the Gas Supply Plan or my accountabilities.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Thanks for that, Jason.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no problem.  Thanks, Kent.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Good morning, Jason.  My tab doesn't seem to have raised hand on it, so I thought I would go old-school on it.

Just going back over some things you said -- of course, we don't have the transcript yet, but I want to make sure I am understanding what you said.

I understood that you did not -- you were not going to do scenario analysis through ICF, and I get that.  But it is true, though, that ICF data does inform your decision-making.  Correct?

MR. GILLETT:  ICF commodity forecast data forms the basis for our landed cost analysis, correct.

MR. QUINN:  So the incremental transport analysis as an example, it informs that decision-making?

MR. GILLETT:  The ICF forecast form the basis of our commodity forecast when we do our analysis for things like incremental transport.

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough.  So where do we test that output from ICF?

MR. GILLETT:  So you are asking where -- maybe I can rephrase the question, Dwayne.  So are you asking where you would test the cost consequences of contracting decisions that are based off of the ICF forecast?

MR. QUINN:  No, not quite, Jason.  Basing your decision making on a model output, where do we get an opportunity to say, well, that model output, where do we test that model output in terms of how it compares to the market?

MR. STEVENS:  What do you mean by "test", Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Test.  If in the incremental transport analysis, if there's assumptions around the expected basis differential which provides the original supply price, and then Enbridge makes decisions based upon what it gets as a result from its incremental transport analysis, that then becomes a contract.  Being subject to review of those contracts, where do parties have an opportunity to test the data associated with the output from the ICF model.

MR. STEVENS:  I think it is certainly fair if you have questions to ask about the landed cost analyses and the inputs into it, and where they came from and how they're derived.

I mean, I believe Jason was speaking just more broadly to the request to update, you know, longer term market forecasts that ICF has requested.  And I think I am hearing you talk about more discrete items.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  You can differentiate it that way, David, but it comes down to asking questions about that.  And we didn't see answers in what has been presented so far.  Maybe some of it will come verbally, but there’s numbers we were requesting which would be hard to convey verbally.

So we will ask our questions later on in the context of the presentation when Enbridge is addressing them, but I just wanted to differentiate our ability to talk about ICF from what Jason had said.  We're not going to do revised scenario analysis and I accept that.

But there is a base case that is established by ICF model output which informs decision making, and I believe that we could and should be able to ask questions about it.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think we're sort of trying to get in the way of the questions you are asking.  We are, I think, providing some limits around how far Enbridge is prepared to go in the answers.

But as you say, there is going to be specific discussion about contracting changes and decisions later on in this presentation. So if there’s specific questions, probably better to ask them then.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I understand and I will try to respect what Enbridge has presented.  But I have heard proper, interesting or relevant are the questions that you are choosing to answer, and we may disagree on either any of those descriptive adjectives so --

MR. STEVENS:  I apologize if I have left the impression that we will only answer interesting questions, but that wasn't my intention.  And it's quite true we may have different views about what is in scope or what is relevant, but that certainly will sort of form a border as to what we're prepared to answer and what we're not.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We will just move on from there.  I wanted to make sure that we had some understanding on ICF data, but that is it for now.  Thanks, Jason.  Thanks, David.

MR. GILLETT:  Thanks, Dwayne.  I can see hands now.  I made room on my screen.  But, Mark, I see you are on video.  You are on mute, I believe.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry.  I will sound better this way.  I won't look any better, but sound better.

Mark Garner for VECC.  On your question about the market update, we asked a pretty specific question and it really got to this point.  When we're looking at the U.S. energy data, it looked different than your ICF data to a considerable extent.  And maybe it wasn't and maybe that is wrong.

But the point we're trying to get to you to consider or ask was, you know, there's a bit of volatility, or a fair amount of volatility that seems to be going on, and it wasn't clear to us that your forecasts would have the same resilience they’ve had in the past because of that, and what were you doing about that.

Jason, maybe another way to just ask the question is kind of like this.  Do you anticipate in the next year more volatility in the QRAMs than you have had in the past?  So are customers going to see more volatility in the next QRAMs?  Is that reasonable to say?

MR. GILLETT:  So I think you had -- sorry, Mark, maybe I will answer the second question first and you can remind me what the first question was.

Can I anticipate more volatility in the QRAMs?  I don't think I am in a position to be able to answer that.  If I could, I probably wouldn’t be here today.  I would be retired with all of the money I have made in the last four or five months.

I think the volatility that we're experiencing is -- I would call it unprecedented in the last decade, and I don't know that anyone has a handle on whether this is short term or long term, the components that are driving it, which ones will resolve themselves.  And there is even questions around how the market will respond in terms of things like production and, you know, filling storage and all of the things that come into play when the market comes together and drives this volatility.

So in terms of future QRAMs, I hope not.  But I am not in a position, I think, to be able to predict what is going to happen over the course of the next year.

Sorry, Mark, the first part of your question was?

MR. GARNER:  The first part was about -- the question really kind of went to your forecast seems out of date when I look at other data from -- like U.S. energy data, right, from the U.S. government.  Your forecast already seems to be wrong in the sense of the direction and the pricing.

So maybe you can respond to that.

MR. GILLETT:  When you say "our forecast", Mark, which forecast are you referring to?

MR. GARNER:  I was looking at the ICF report, and its forecast of where gas prices are going seem to be out of date already from where gas prices have gone.

MR. GILLETT:  So can you point me at specifically -- I just want to make sure I have the right table that I am speaking to.

Which table, when you say forecast from ICF, which one are you referring to?

MR. GARNER:  I can't say because I am not looking at it.  You can look at VECC 3 -- maybe the best way to do is if you look at VECC 3 and maybe give me a more specific answer than you have with what you just gave in the -- in your market update.

I don't want to put you on the spot, so maybe it is something you can come back at and take a look at.

MR. GILLETT:  Let me -- sorry, go ahead, David.  I see you have come up there.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  I was just going to point you to the table, but Mark is taking you in a different direction.  The table is also on the page that Mark references in his question on page 19.

MR. GILLETT:  Perfect.  Thank you, David.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, David.

MR. GILLETT:  The table will help because I want to make sure I am looking at the right forecast, but I think I have an answer for you.  Oh, here we go, yes.

So page 19, so figure 9 showing the annual natural gas prices; Henry Hub, Southwest, Pennsylvania, Dawn and Michcon.  Is this the one, Mark, you're thinking of?

MR. GARNER:  It must be, if it was in the IR.

MR. GILLETT:  So the gas -- there’s two sort of pieces to how the gas supply plan comes together.

The first is the demand forecast, and this chart that we're looking at does not form a basis for the demand forecast.

The demand forecast is using OEB approved methodologies that we have been using for years and will continue to use until, you know, rebasing and whatever decisions come out of that process.

So this does not form a basis for the demand-side.
What we use this for is on the construction of our portfolio, right.  We want to understand, you know, what do natural gas prices look like, are there certain points in North America where we're seeing more or less volatility.  Like it is a way to help us understand the future forecast for pricing.

What we rely upon for reacting to demand swings is the diversity and flexibility in the portfolio.  And like I said earlier, Nicole is going to walk through more of that.

We have a significant amount of flexibility.  So when you asked how were we reacting to the volatility we're seeing, we have the ability to buy gas at various points in North America, whether that is western Canada, Michigan, Chicago, you know, Pennsylvania, Ohio, or Panhandle fields zone.

We have the ability to buy gas from multiple different basins and trading points, and we have the ability to ramp that purchasing up and down.  And we can use Dawn.  We can buy gas sort of on more short term basis at Dawn.

So that flexibility allows us to react to demand swings.  But what we have seen in terms of volatility, like I said in my remarks, is these are North American-wide, right.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. GILLETT:  By using a diverse portfolio, we can react to localized volatility, but the volatility we have seen is generally North American-wide.  So it doesn't necessarily impact our Gas Supply Plan when prices are rising and falling overall across North America.

MR. GARNER:  Is another way to say that, you don't do any hedging on pricing, so --


MR. GILLETT:  No, we do not.

MR. GARNER:  -- and so there -- and maybe that is where I was going is, so there is nothing in the plan, because the contracting that you do -- and I now realize there is a Board history to all of this, but the contracting you do is basically all on sort of a spot market of picking up gas at the price you are picking it up, right?

So, I mean, not -- it's a rough way of saying it, but you don't hedge anything.  So you don't do any anticipation of pricing in your supply contracts for gas, right?

MR. GILLETT:  As you referenced, we -- you know, the Board history there, we are not allowed to have a financial hedging program, right?

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. GILLETT:  What we have done instead is we have constructed a portfolio that forms a natural hedge.

So in terms of commodity -- and again, not to steal Nicole's thunder here, but for commodity we do not just buy our gas in the spot market.  We buy gas on an -- I always call it the wedding-cake approach.  We buy sort of base load spot gas on an annual basis.  Then we will buy gas -- sorry, did I say spot gas?  We will buy gas on annual basis, base load gas on an annual basis.  We will then buy seasonal gas.  Then we'll buy month-ahead gas, and then spot gas is sort of used for balancing within the month.

So we layer in those purchases, and what happens is that that, combined with the diversity of basins and points that we buy in, forms what we call a natural hedge against the volatility, but we do not have an explicit hedging program, because we're not able to do that.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  And one final thing -- and maybe this is for later -- is that -- I guess where I am going with all of this is, if my client is looking at trying to say something about a Gas Supply Plan is -- and I guess that is why I was asking you about the potential volatility in the QRAM, is in your mind or your utility's mind, is there any argument for revisiting the Board's -- in these current times, the Board's policy of not hedging pricing on gas in order to protect customers from, you know, a particularly volatile period?

MR. GILLETT:  We -- at this point in time we do not intend to request review of that or to request that capability.  You know, not to take this too broad on you, Mark, but, you know, the last three years have been a bit of a roller coaster, right?  We have gone through a global pandemic, unprecedented -- some weather events that we have, experienced as well the recent volatility with all the geopolitical issues, and in every single case our Gas Supply Plan has been flexible enough and secure and diverse enough that we have been able to weather those relatively unscathed.

In fact, I would argue that Ontario is in an enviable position.  Because of its portfolio, because of its access to the Dawn hub, we have weathered those storms, so to speak, quite well.  So we don't see a need for a financial hedging program, in that our portfolio has been able to react.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you, Jason.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, no problem.  Thank you.  I don't see any other hands right now.  If we can maybe move on to the next section -- oh, David.

MR. STEVENS:  I was going to suggest the same, that rather than slavishly following the agenda, that perhaps we can at least do the next presentation before we have a break.

MR. GILLETT:  Perfect.  Yes.  We could sit here in silence for the rest of the time if we want.

[Laughter]
Harmonization

Guiding Principles


Okay.  Perfect, yes, so I will go on now to the guiding principles slide.  So I am going to talk a bit about the status of our harmonization activities, but first I wanted to review some of the fundamentals of the gas-supply planning process and the Board's principles.

In our initial five-year plan presentation and again in last year's annual update, we spoke about the importance of the guiding principles in our decision-making process.

There are three principles outlined in the Board's framework.  The first is cost-effectiveness, which is achieved by appropriately balancing the principles and executing the Gas Supply Plan in an economically efficient manner.

The second is reliability and security of supply, which is achieved by delivering gas at the various receipt points to meet planned peak day and seasonal gas delivery requirements, and this also includes ensuring diversity of suppliers' terms, basins, and purchase points.

Finally, we have public policy, which ensures that the Gas Supply Plan supports and aligns with public policy where appropriate.

And for clarity, cost-effectiveness does not mean the lowest cost.  Reliability does not mean reliability at any cost.  And support for that policy does not mean support at any cost.  Rather, the intent is to strike a balanced approach to the benefit of customers.
Gas Supply Planning Process


Can I have the next slide, please.  Gas supply planning incorporates information from many parts of the organization.  The common starting point in developing the plan for either the EGD or Union rate zones is the creation of the demand forecast, which is an in-depth analysis that focuses on key factors in packing demand.

EGI then uses SENDOUT to optimize existing storage and transportation assets to determine the optimal mix of commodity purchases and storage utilization ordered to meet its forecasted demand requirements.

And as a reminder, SENDOUT is a gas supply planning tool that is used by a number of local distribution companies in North America.

Subsequently, EGI must consider the appropriate quantity of upstream transportation and storage contracts that are required to serve all sales, service, and bundled direct-purchase customers to meet their annual seasonal and design day demands.  The plan does not include any excess upstream assets, only those necessary to meet firm customer requirements.

Each year the plan is finalized and received approval in the third quarter, and the results of each plan are communicated to key stakeholders throughout EGI and we use to support ongoing negotiations.

One key step alluded to earlier is the evaluation of transportation, supply, and storage options.  This evaluation must have a long-term strategic focus, taking into consideration EGI's future requirements -- sorry.  Future requirements.

Once the assets are acquired, EGI will execute on its plan for each rate zone where we implement a layered approach to procuring supply at various points throughout the year.

Supply purchase decisions are made regularly throughout the year in order to allow EGI to continuously update its supply purchase plan to account for changes in customer demands.

In issues update we provide more information on load balancing to illustrate how we operationalize the plan, and Nicole will speak to that a bit later.

We received a couple of questions from Pollution Probe regarding IRP and how that process relates to the Gas Supply Plan, and I believe a couple of the questions referred to a process document that was filed as part of the IRP proceeding itself, and it showed where the Gas Supply Plan fit within the overall IRP process, and we also discussed this at last year's annual update.

As far as the Gas Supply Plan is concerned, that diagram from that proceeding has not changed, so there is no updates required.

The Gas Supply Plan itself does not evaluate IRP alternatives or IRPAs, as it is not accountable for determining the facilities needed to distribute gas throughout the province.

Instead, the Gas Supply Plan determines the average and design day needs of customers, at which point it procures upstream assets required to deliver gas at points on our system that feed the broader geographic areas.

The constraints on our system and therefore the identification of any incremental facilities is done outside of the Gas Supply Plan.

When a system constraint is identified, the appropriate teams evaluate potential IRPAs to defer or eliminate the need for infrastructure.

There is potential that a supply side IRPA may be chosen, which is then where the gas supply plan comes into play.  If a supply-side IRPA requires a change to the gas supply plan, it would be incorporated into the plan itself.  And since last year's annual update no IRPAs have been -- no new IRPAs have been incorporated into the plan.
Gas Supply Harmonization


Next slide, please.  We received some questions regarding EGI's harmonization efforts and its plans for rebasing.  And as David mentioned earlier, EGI is planning to hold a stakeholder session in June on rebasing, and then we plan to file our rebasing application by the end of 2022.

A number of questions we received are better addressed at that time.  Until we receive approvals as part of our rebasing application, we will continue to use established and OEB-approved methodologies.

We received a couple of questions from LPMA regarding harmonization of storage contingency space and changes in planned UDC.  In my next slide I will talk a bit more about the information we were provided, as it relates to design day methodology, but beyond that, we're not prepared to discuss most details of our rebasing application, as they're still being developed, and we simply don't have the answers.

Having said that, there were a few questions that we can answer right now.  We received one question from CCC about NGEIR and I can ensure we do not plan to request a review of NGEIR.  We also received a couple of questions from Board Staff regarding aggregate excess and whether we will be proposing a change.

So to answer directly, we do not plan to propose a change to the existing aggregate excess methodology.  This methodology has been in place for over 20 years and has been reaffirmed a number of times, including in NGEIR.  And we're not aware of anything that has changed that would cause us to request a review of it.

Our bundled customers which are served using the aggregate excess calculation continue to exhibit the traditional load balancing needs that were -- that that methodology are based on.

Go to the next slide, please.
Gas Supply Harmonization


We received a number of questions regarding the information that we provided on our potential proposal for harmonizing the design day methodology in rebasing.

So this information was included in the annual update as a heads-up on what we are considering.  Unfortunately, we're unable to answer some of the questions that were submitted and instead those will have to wait until the rebasing filing.

For information that we can provide, I wanted to try to answer your questions grouped by topic to hopefully help you understand some of the proposal where we are able to answer.

First off, I wanted to highlight something we said in the annual update which is important, which is that the potential shortfall of 100 to 150 TJs a day was calculated in isolation.  Rebasing is a complicated, multi-faceted activity and we're still in the process of bringing all of those pieces together.

In order to be responsive and provide the estimated impact in the annual update, we did this analysis in isolation of all other rebasing activities and potential changes which were in flight at the time.  So in other words, out of necessity we had to hold all other assumptions stead any in the upstream processes that feed the design day calculation.

So the estimated impact is a helpful piece of data to have, but we need to keep in mind it will change in our rebasing evidence once we have the full picture and the impacts from other rebasing proposals are incorporated together.

We received some questions from Board Staff about whether we have experienced a shortfall of 100 to 150 TJs in the Enbridge rate zone.  We have never witnessed a shortfall, a 100 to 150 TJ shortfall in the Enbridge rate zone.

However, I will also say that design day planning is not driven by historical failure to deliver scenarios.  Instead, design day planning is about understanding the risk of design scenarios occurring to ensure the utility has the assets required to meet the needs of its customers.

In other words, design day modelling is done to avoid future failure to deliver scenarios entirely.
Weather and Design Day Demand Methodologies


Harmonization design day methodologies ensures a level playing field across the franchise, ensuring the gas supply needs for EGI customers are treated consistently.

So in other words, we need to ensure that customers residing anywhere from Windsor to North Bay to Ottawa, all have the same prospects of having their home heating requirements met in the winter.

As a supplier of last resort, it is critical for EGI gas supply plan to treat customers equally and not apply different risk profiles to customers based on their geographic location.

We received a question from Board Staff asking whether this potential shortfall would require new infrastructure.

So we have not determined how we would meet a potential shortfall, but what I can say is that we would plan to follow the existing approach of aligning with the Gas Supply Planning principles.

So one example is the use of peaking services.  So later in the presentation, Nicole will talk about how we have started using peaking services in the Union North Rate zones and those have been used many times in the past by EGD and now we're using them in the Union North.

Peaking services are riskier than firm transportation.  However, they do tend to be less expensive on an annual basis.  And so this is a tool that we would first use to see how much risk we're willing to take in order to reduce costs.

Our overall approach is also to use existing infrastructure and available capacity where we can, and this would not change in the future.

We do need to look at the economics of our options as well.  So as an example, long haul may be more expensive than short haul, so that needs to be take into consideration.

So we will come forward with more details in the rebasing evidence.  But what I can say is we are very sensitive to the cost implications of changing this methodology, and we plan to propose what we view as a proper balance between risk and cost.

This leads into a couple of questions we got from CCC on the ultimate cost of the shortfall, and how it would be spread across customers.  And we also received a question from VECC asking whether we plan to phase-in the approach.

I will highlight again that the estimated impact was calculated in isolation of any other changes.  So we're not able to determine how the costs would flow into rates as we have not completed our rates proposal evidence for rebasing.

Once that is complete, we will be able to calculate proposed rates and those costs will then be estimated.

At that point in time, we will also assess how to implement portfolio changes, which again we would intend that they would align with the Board's principles, as I mentioned earlier.

This leads into a number of questions from CCC, VECC, FRPO, and CME regarding more details of probabilistic versus set temperature approaches.

So we do intend to provide evidence on the details and the merits of each approach at rebasing, which will be an opportunity for stakeholders to ask those detailed questions.

We're just not prepared to do that at this time, as I mentioned earlier.

Finally, we were asked to provide the consultant report itself, which we're not willing to do at this point in time.  The report is going to help inform our rebasing evidence and we want to make sure that it is paired with our evidence to ensure that proper context can be provided.

We do plan to file that report as part of the rebasing application later this year.

Now, transitioning to Q&A, let me try to pull up the hands here.

Question-and-answer period.
Q&A Session


MR. GILLETT:  Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, thank you, Jason.  I am trying to respect the limitations on what will not be provided, but this 100 to 150 TJs -- I understand and respect it is done in isolation, but prior to providing that number as an output as to where you are at on this panel, what we would be seeking -- and maybe this is where Board Staff was going -- but from do you have empirical experience to support that kind of need?

In other words, were there -- were your simulations verified to show that they replicate the actual experience of very cold days extrapolated to peak day conditions in a way that confirms that the 100 to 150 is in any way reasonable?

MR. GILLETT:  So we -- sorry, Dwayne, I am just maybe going to unfortunately repeat some of what I said before.

We plan to include evidence supporting what the proposal looks like.  So that estimated impact, like I said, was done in isolation.  That will change, because all of the other pieces of rebasing need to be incorporated.  So right off the bat, it will change.  In what way, we don't know.

But in terms of a justification and our analysis behind the set temperature versus probabilistic approach will come with rebasing.

We're trying to strike a balance between being responsive to stakeholders' desire to get a peek at what we're hoping to do in the future.  But at the same time, we're just not prepared to provide detailed evidence until the right time, which is when we file our application.

MR. QUINN:  I don't think I was asking for detailed evidence.  What I was asking for was more of a simple process that the probabilistic would be associated with the probability of experiencing a peak day, given past historic weather trends.

But you have actual weather and you have actual consumption.  When that amount of load is taken into account for the temperature experienced, it becomes a -- well, a relatively simple arithmetic exercise to extrapolate that to a peak day to verify consumption sensitivity to weather changes.

And that is what I am asking. Has that been done before, you know, 100 to 150 TJs will be needed?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Dwayne, as Jason's been indicating, the sort of context history and justification for the proposal is it will all be clearly in scope within the rebasing case.  And the necessary evidence will be there and questions will be answered.

As I understand the way the gas supply process works, it uses the demand forecast as an input.  And what we're really talking about is future changes to the demand forecast.

So it's not something, as I understand it, that is directly within sort of the scope of what the gas supply plan 18 does.  They instead take this information and go from there.  So that will, in part, explain, I think, why Jason doesn't have all of the details here.

But, you know, more generally, there is no reflection right now in the Gas Supply Plan that's being presented of this potential future shortfall.

As Jason has indicated, the Gas Supply Plan right now reflects current Board methodologies.  It will only be in the future -- if and when there is an approval of these updates -- that the Gas Supply Plan will be updated.

So all of that is sort of a roundabout way of saying it is not that we're never going to answer these questions.  It is simply that in the context of the 2022 Gas Supply Plan update we're not in a position and we're not prepared to answer detailed questions about the rebasing proposal, but rather, we wanted to give -- we simply wanted to give a heads-up and a flavour of some impactful changes that may be requested.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I will try it this way then, David.  Jason, for 2022, the winter we just experienced, '21 and '22, when you had your coldest days in, like, the example, EGD rate zone, did your model predict the amount of consumption that you actually experienced based upon the coldest day that you did experience?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, Dwayne.  Are you asking with our current design day methodologies --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  -- did our design day model match what we experienced?  Is that what you are asking?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Design day model match what you experienced based upon the actual temperature experienced, not necessarily the peak day design temperature.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  Because what I was going to say is we did not -- we did not experience a design day in --


MR. QUINN:  Right, I get that.

MR. GILLETT:  -- last winter.

MR. QUINN:  So the coldest day you had, when you put that into your model as to how much consumption you would expect, if it's -- Toronto would be maybe a 47 heating degree days -- I can't remember what you used for -- well, it depends if it is Ottawa or Toronto.  But let's just say you used 47 heating degree days, which I think is closer to Ottawa, and you experienced 45 heating degree days.

When you do your calculation for what consumption you would expect associated with 45 heating degree days, did your actual consumption reflect what your model would predict?

MR. GILLETT:  Understood.  I don't know the answer to that question, Dwayne.  I don't have information on what the consumption was on those specific heating degree days and how they compared to the model.  I don't have that detail.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will leave it at that, because I -- let's put it this way.  We would expect that before Enbridge would increase the amount of gas it believes it needs on a design day, we would be looking for the comparison of models to actuals in a way that utilities do test before they make significant changes to their existing modelling, because there has to be a reason as to why you are changing the model, and hopefully it is based upon historical experience and applied knowledge.

But I am just going to leave it at that for now.

MR. GILLETT:  That information is coming, Dwayne, with the rebasing application, right?  That is the time that we will have our evidence prepared and ready to be able to answer those sorts of questions.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thanks, Jason.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no problem, Dwayne.

MR. ELSON:  Can I ask a question, Jason?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  You mentioned costs that would arise from this change in design day methodology and the increased requirements of 100 to 150 TJs per day.

And I can understand those costs from like an infrastructure perspective if you need to build more infrastructure to accommodate this, but I don't really understand the costs from a gas supply perspective, because it is not changing the actual amount of consumption.  It is just changing your forecasting methodology.

So, like, what are the costs from a gas supply perspective?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no, good question, Kent.  So you are right, this is not saying that we are planning to buy 100 to 150 TJs more of gas.  You are right.  It is not the demand-side.  It is a design day change, which means the costs would come from us procuring assets to be able to serve a design day need.

So there is a number of assets or tools in our tool box, so to speak, and I mentioned a bit in my speaker's notes, right?  So if we have an increase in design day, we could look at long-haul firm transportation, we could look at short-haul firm transportation, right?  So those are examples of incremental annual cost, because there is demand charges related to them.

We could look at peaking services.  Those have an incremental annual cost, but they are negotiated a year ahead.  So we don't know what those are right now.

Another tool in our tool box is incremental winter purchases, if upstream transport is not required, which means those aren't made until sort of the weather event happens.  So there is no, you know, predictable annual cost.  It is more about when you buy that gas at that point in time.

Our intent is to evaluate all of the different tools in our tool box, some of which would include potential annual cost increases, others which may not.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So you would have to, in essence, reserve pipeline capacity going into Ontario either along the main line or into Dawn or Niagara, and there is a price to pay for that even if you don't use it.

MR. GILLETT:  Exactly, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.

MR. GILLETT:  So one of the tools you want to use upstream transport on the Canadian main line, TransCanada Canadian main line, then there is firm demand charges for that capacity, year round, whether or not we hit that peak day.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, okay.  So, like, what is the magnitude of cost from a gas supply perspective?

MR. GILLETT:  That is the piece that we're not comfortable sharing at this point in time, Kent, because those tools in the tool box, so to speak, all have very different costs.

Long-haul from Empress is, depending on which delivery area it is, can be quite costly compared to short-haul.  Peaking services are relatively inexpensive in comparison, but hold more inherent risk than upstream transportation do -- or does.

So until we have sort of figured out that balance of cost versus security and reliability, we're not comfortable giving a range of costs quite yet.  We do intend to, just not at this point in time.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And so the cost is like a demand cost, not a commodity cost.  It is like you have to pay for the capacity, or some portion of it.

MR. GILLETT:  Right.  Yes.  Procuring the assets would be -- it would be an upstream asset cost.

MR. ELSON:  And when you say assets, you don't mean a physical asset.  You mean --


MR. GILLETT:  Contracts.  Yes, sorry, contracts.  Service contracts, correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  In the Gas Supply Plan, we don't really talk about, like, physical assets.  We talk about contracts.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And do you have any way to -- like, how much does your -- how much does that amount of demand cost right now based on your current portfolio?  Like, you know, 100 TJs a day.  You know, based on your current mix of, you know, a variety of solutions, what is the cost of that?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't have that information, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  And the reason is, it really does depend on the composition of the tools that we use.  So peaking services for that volume -- and again, I don't have numbers in front of me, but to try and be helpful -- peaking services might be, you know, let's say 10 or 20 million dollars, and they may serve a percentage of that incremental peak day demand, but then for the remainder, do we look at short-haul, do we look at long-haul, which pipeline?  It really does depend.  So we don't have those numbers today. It really depends on which tools we want to use.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  I have another question, but maybe Khalil has a follow-up on that.

MR. VIRANEY:  I was just trying to understand your design day methodology.  I understand that it is an output of the design day methodology.  Apart from that, is there any test of reasonableness involved in terms to align it with the operational experience and to kind of conclude that it is a good business decision to kind of plan for those quantities?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  So that analysis and that justification will form part of our evidence for rebasing.

The design day calculation is naturally a predictive process, right.  Your goal is that you have the assets, so you always have them available if you hit that design day.

And so part of our analysis, in terms of what the right methodology should look like, is looking at what other similarly-situated utilities are doing, what we feel is a reasonable methodology based on our operational experience, all of those things will come together to form a justification for wanting to change it.

MR. VIRANEY:  But you are not planning to implement this in the next annual update.  Is it something that you will be doing at some later point in time?

MR. GILLETT:  So until we receive Board approval, we will not be changing any of our approaches to the Gas Supply Plan, especially Board-approved methodologies.

So as an example, for next year our plan will be using the same design day methodologies that we have today.  Until we receive Board approval for changes in rebasing, those will not change.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  You're welcome.

MR. ELSON:  Jason, in the plan and the presentation, it is set up here as 100 to 150 TJs per day.  What's the reason for the range?

MR. GILLETT:  We did not want to give the impression that we had a level of precision that we do not have.  Rebasing, like I said, is really complicated.

Everything is being looked at, right, as we bring the utilities together and all of those pieces need to come together before -- because all of those pieces are upstream of the Gas Supply Plan.

So depending on what we propose and what the Board approves, those will flow through to the plan and the plan will then look a certain way.

If we were to say 112 TJs, that's a level of precision that we do not have.

So where our analysis was landing was in that hundred -- because I recognize it is a broad range.  It was landing in that 100 to 150 TJs.  So it is to reflect the fact we just don't have further precision than that at this time.

MR. ELSON:  But that precision is because there is other factors in rebasing that could impact your design day requirements.

But you do -- if I am understanding it correctly, you have an idea of the design day requirements specifically relating to this change.  You're just saying there is going to be potentially other changes, and so we don't want to predict or give an idea that there is going to be a design day requirement of X, because in addition to design day methodologies, we're going to do other things.  Is that right?

MR. GILLETT:  Right.  So I will use demand forecasting as an example.

The team accountable for our demand forecast is assessing, you know, how the legacy utilities did things, how other peer utilities are doing things, and they will come forward with whatever their proposal is for the demand forecast.

That will have implications on the Gas Supply Plan.  We don't know -- we didn't know at the time, we don't know what that is going to look like.  That is being developed.  So we just held it constant.  We just assumed there are no changes to the demand forecast.  We held it constant.

And that's what I meant earlier when I said this was done in isolation.  It sort of ignored the fact that all of these other parts of our proposal are under development.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.  And I think that's a helpful analysis that you have done, looking at it in isolation so that the Board can understand the impact of this specific change.

I think it would still be helpful to have an idea of where we are in that range to understand what it means in isolation, with a caveat that the actual design day requirements will not come out to that specific number.

But if you could provide more, you know, granularity in isolation, are we talking about 125?  Or like you said, 112?  That would be helpful.

MR. GILLETT:  I understand the question, Kent, for sure.  I am a little reticent to give a clear answer, I don't have that in front of me.

Again, this was a point in time, right.  So rebasing is so complicated, things need to be done iteratively as people refine their thinking, as analysis comes in, as it all gets incorporated together.

So the analysis done when we were writing this evidence for the update may be different in even two months as the different components of rebasing get more clarity.

So I am a little reticent to do that.  I am more comfortable saying that it is within that range at that point in time in isolation.

MR. ELSON:  So let's -- one of the reasons I ask is because I am trying to understand the cost implications, and I didn't know what number to use.

So I will use 125, acknowledging that is not what you are saying it is.  But let's say you have 125 TJs per day increase and just going back to those questions on cost, and I was asking about -- well, putting aside how you will deal with this design day increase, looking at your current portfolio, you know, what's the cost of meeting 125 TJs per day on sort of a marginal basis.

You made reference to, you know, you might have peaking services which would be 10 or 20 million dollars, but that's only for a portion.

I was having trouble putting into perspective what you meant when you said 10 or 20 million dollars to meet a portion of that.  Do you mean like, you know, usually peaking might be addressing 25 percent of our demand, and so that 10 or 20 million dollars would deal with 25 percent of the 125 TJs, or is it -- did you mean something different?

MR. GILLETT:  I already regret giving you a level of precision I do not have, Kent.  So that ten to twenty million, what I was trying to convey there was -- and I don't have the numbers in front of me.

If you were to meet 150 TJs by long haul, you very quickly get into, you know, essentially tens -- hundreds of millions of dollars.

If you meet the entire thing by peaking services, it may be in the millions.

I don't have that information in front of me and I am going to actually argue that it is not helpful to do at this point in time.

What we're talking about here is a rebasing proposal for generally like, you know, let's say January 1st, 2024.  But we need Board approvals in order to make changes to our methodologies.

So the actual implementation of any changes wouldn't be until winter 2024-2025 as an example.  It is just an example timeline; I am not saying this is how things would go.

We don't procure the assets until the plan is created and we know what we need.

So it's done sort of the year before.  We don't know at this time what long haul will be available, what short haul will be available.

Peaking services especially are tricky because those are negotiated right ahead of that season.  They typically don't have renewal rights, right, because there is risk on the counter party providing them as well.  So they need to incorporate all of that into their calculation.

So we do not have that level of precision in terms of cost impacts because to construct the portfolio to meet those needs, we don't have that information today.

We will have that closer to that point in time.  What we will try to do in rebasing is to give as much information as we can to be helpful in the Board making their decision.  That is what we can commit to.

I don't have that for you today because it is not going to be helpful because it is going to change and it's not what we're -- we're not seeking approval today.

MR. ELSON:  You're not seeking approval for anything, right, at this stage.

MR. GILLETT:  Right.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  These are still helpful, at least for my understanding.  So I do appreciate those answers.  And just...


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Dwayne Quinn from FRPO.  I will try to be better when I interject to announce my name.

One of the things that Jason didn't say and I it is helpful, even if you said 125 was the right number, he can't tell you how much it is going to cost in part because it depends on the location.

So whether the need is 125 in Toronto, 125 in Ottawa, will have a significant impact on the choices he will have as to what assets might be able to help meet his demand.

So even if we can get precision on the number, we need to know the location and the location is going to be essential to be able to say what are our alternatives to serve that in an economic fashion.

So I am less concerned about that.  I understand Jason's limitation in being able to speak to that at all.

Where we were going before was, where Khalil was going, Khalil used the term, test for reasonableness, we were looking for verifiable acknowledgement, actual experience, is consistent with what your model predicts.

So these are the type of things, yes, I understand, I come from rebasing, and we will be looking for that type of rigour, and then Kent will get some of his questions answered when he sees the outcome of what is in your rebasing applications.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, no, thank you, Dwayne.  That was helpful.  You are right.  It is a good point to bring up.  If you want to leave your video on you can keep helping me here.  I am just kidding.

That 100 to 150 is split.  I mean, the Enbridge Gas Distribution zone is split between the CDA and EDA.  Obviously, most of the demand's in the CDA.  But to Dwayne's point, the TransCanada main line, all contracts are point to point, so they do need to be procured, either to the CDA or the EDA, so capacity into both of those areas, Toronto to Ottawa, will matter.  That is another level of complexity as well.  So, yes, I appreciate that, Dwayne.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.  And, you know, generally you are looking at, in terms of your options, short-haul, long-haul, or peaking.  What is your sort of division between those three overall?  Is that something that you have an idea in terms of your overall portfolio?

MR. GILLETT:  I would say that that approach would generally align to what we do today.  When we procure our assets they're in alignment with the Board's Gas Supply planning principles, right, around cost-effectiveness, security versus supply, and public policy.

We generally look at the right balance between risk and cost.  We look at location.  We look at diversity of supplier.  We look at all of those things in conjunction.

I don't foresee us deviating from -- we would not deviate from the Board -- I shouldn't say I don't foresee.  We will not deviate from the Board's principles.  We just, we need to do that assessment when we have all the data, but that is how we do it today and we intend to do that same in the future, right, striking that right balance.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  I mean, you are able to disaggregate, I take it, the demand costs versus the cost per cubic metre that you pay for the actual gas.  Is that fair to say?  And I think about it -- go ahead.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry.  Yes.  The cost of transportation is the --


MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. GILLETT:  -- demand charges are --


MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. GILLETT:  -- separate from the commodity cost of the gas itself.  They're planned separately.  They're contracted and done separately.  They're tracked separately.

Transportation providers are not in the business of supplying commodity, and so they're just, they're naturally separate things.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.  Yeah, it is like capacity and energy in the energy context.

MR. GILLETT:  It is like a garden hose, right?  You buy the hose, you've got it laying there, you pay for the hose once unless you want to go on a payment plan for your hose over the year, which is kind of what demand charges are, and you pay for the water as you use it, right?

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, yeah.  You had had a comment about, you know, wanting to have the same approach to design day for, you know, Thunder Bay as in southern Ontario.  But I assume you have different design day temperatures.  You are just saying the methodology would be the same, right?

MR. GILLETT:  Correct, yes.  Very different temperatures from northern Ontario to southern.  You are right.  What I meant was methodology.  A set temperature approach uses different weather stations and different areas of the province to kind of come up with the calculations.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Okay.  And in terms of your survey -- and it may be that you say to me, wait until you read it at the rebasing case, but I am just curious.  You know, you look at a bunch of different jurisdictions, and did you look at jurisdictions that had themselves looked at it recently?

And I ask that for two reasons, you know.  One is because I think it is more relevant if a jurisdiction has updated their methodology recently rather than just relying on the same thing for the last, you know, three decades, and also because, you know, temperature is changing with climate change, and so some folks may have looked at it from that perspective.

Do you have any comments on looking at it from that perspective?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't have any information on which of the peer utilities had recently reviewed their gas supply methodologies.  What I will say is that, as with any sort of benchmarking study, it is a point in time.  And so what would be included in the study is what is being actively used by those utilities at that point in time, which is still relatively recent.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Do you have a comment, David?

MR. STEVENS:  No, no.  I think that captures what Jason said.

But certainly the full report will be filed and, you know, to the extent that there is, you know, questions about what's not there, then I suppose we will deal with it there, but I certainly understand your point, and I would imagine that the experts who have undertaken this exercise would have similar thoughts in mind.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And I think my last question is more in the nature of a request for your rebasing hearing, and this comes in part from the OEB trying to improve and make its processes more efficient, and they have been looking at application requirements.

And we would request that you include in your pre-filed evidence answers to the kind of questions that you have been getting at this stakeholder meeting in relation to design day methodologies.  It is definitely going to be an issue that stakeholders are very interested in, and it is a lot more efficient if as much detailed information is put on the record as part of the pre-filed evidence so that we don't have to ask interrogatories to get that same kind of information, because you know those requests are coming, because if we have to write interrogatories on it, then the answers to the questions that arise from the information that you provide get bumped to the technical conference, and then any other further details get bumped to the hearing.

So from our perspective -- and I am just putting this on the record.  I know you're not going to put any commitments on the table today -- the more you can provide in the pre-filed evidence in terms of this design day issue, you know, we would very much appreciate.

And in particular, from our perspective, in relation to the costs, you know, we would find it very helpful to have an estimate of the gas supply costs that would arise specifically from that change in design day methodology.  And if it does equate in isolation to, say, 125 TJs per day, some sort of order-of-magnitude idea of what that is going to cost ratepayers in terms of transportation costs.

And I think it would be helpful to have that in isolation from the forecasting changes or other changes, because we would want to know what the impacts are of changing that design day methodology.

So we're happy to wait until rebasing, but we would very much like to see that in your pre-filed evidence so that some of the detailed questioning on it doesn't get bumped into the hearing and the technical conference, which are always compressed in terms of time, and also, Dwayne's question and Khalil's questions about matching an empirical connection between the design day demand and what you are actually seeing in terms of demand at those temperatures, you know, presumably would serve the same purpose of making the proceeding more efficient.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  I certainly acknowledge your comments, and happily, there is a transcript from today's session, so that can be referred to the folks who are charged with this item within the rebasing case.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks, David.

MR. GILLETT:  Thanks, Kent.

MS. GIRVAN:  Hi, it is Julie here.  I have a question.

MR. GILLETT:  Hi, Julie.

MS. GIRVAN:  Hi.  Yeah.  This has always been a source of confusion for me, but you talk a lot about the rebasing case.  So with respect to gas supply, what approvals or relief are you seeking from the Board in that case?  It is just not clear to me.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps I will start, Julie, and then Jason can continue.

First, as you have been hearing, I think there is approvals that are going to be sought from the Board in terms of underlying demand methodologies and future demand forecasts that will inform what the Gas Supply Plan has to meet.

I think there will be, as Kent has been talking about, some indication of the costs associated with changes that are being proposed.

It is an interesting question, as to how the five-year Gas Supply Plan -- which is due to be renewed in 2024 -- aligns with the rebasing case.

We have been talking about this internally, and I don't want to step on Jason's toes.  But it doesn't make sense from our perspective to propose a five-year Gas Supply Plan based on parameters that might change in the rebasing case.

It also doesn't make sense to prepare a full five-year Gas Supply Plan based on an assumption of everything that's going to be determined in the rebasing case before it is determined.

Either one of those strike us as somewhat wasted effort.

So it leaves it as an open question as to when the Gas Supply Plan will be refreshed to reflect the Board's decision in the rebasing case.

I think we know it is going to be either for the winter of 2024 or the winter of 2025, but I am not sure that it is clear yet.

MS. GIRVAN:  So in the context of that case, you are not filing a Gas Supply Plan?  You are going to wait for the Board to make some decisions?  It is just not clear to me.  Again, maybe you can help me with that.

MR. STEVENS:  There's certainly going to be -- the problem is it is an iterative process.  Information, indicative information about what the Gas Supply Plan will look like will be filed.  But Enbridge can't proceed and implement the Gas Supply Plan based on new parameters until they are approved.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  I guess maybe we will get into that a bit at the rebasing meeting.  But, yeah, it is just still not clear to me what approvals you are seeking with respect to gas supply in the rebasing proceeding.  That's really what I am looking for.

MR. STEVENS:  And I can't promise all of the answers will be forthcoming at the meeting in June, but it is certainly something that can be talked about further.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thanks very much.

MR. STEVENS:  Jason, please jump in and correct me if what I am speaking about is at odds with your understanding.

MR. GILLETT:  No, my toes are unstepped on.  That was perfect, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  It is Michael Millar here.  I am seeing there's other hands and by all means we certainly have time in the schedule for this.  I do note we are a little past the time we were going to take a break.  It looks like we have two more question.

I am, to some extent, in the hands of the company as to whether they would like to take a break now.  But even if they don't, before too long we will want to take a break for the court reporter's benefit.

So Jason, David, what do you think?  Would you like to take a quick break now, or would you like to see if we can tie off these questions before we stop.

MR. STEVENS:  I think I would turn to Ian and Michael and just ask if they're planning to have lengthy conversations, or really quick conversations.  It would be great if we could get this done in five minutes, but if that is not the case, let's take a break now.

MR. MONDROW:  Michael, let's just --


MR. MILLAR:  Let's go ahead and do our best.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  Jason or David, am I correct that internally -- sorry, let me do it the other way.  For the purposes of the Gas Supply Plan framework from the OEB, there is a five-year approval and then there are four updates, then there is another five-year approval.

But internally, you actually do a five-year Gas Supply Plan every year.  Is that correct?

MR. GILLETT:  We do a five-year forecast.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  But we do a one year procurement of assets.  Like so the assets are procured year to year.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  And we have a rolling five-year plan.  For cases where we have contract terms that go two, three years, we're able to see that far out, most assets are procured the year the plan is created.  So that is where we make adjustments to our portfolio.

MR. MONDROW:  That is helpful.  But I guess one level up, you actually do a full Gas Supply Plan every year and then you procure for terms generally based on a year forward or the upcoming season.

But for the OEB's purposes, they have set a framework that has a full plan every five-years, but you actually plan every year.  You don't have just updates in between full plans.  You have a full --


MR. GILLETT:  I see what you are asking, Ian, yes, that's correct.  We do a full refresh of the five-year plan each year.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  So the issue, David, that you raised is given the timing of the rebasing, does it make sense to have an OEB five-year plan review as the basis for what then becomes four years of updates prior to resolution of, to Julie's question, for example your design day demand forecast methodology being reviewed and adjusted or not.  That is, you want to have that nailed down rather than have a full five-year plan and then a year later, your planning methodology has been changed and we're kind of in limbo.

That is the issue you are raising, right David?

MR. STEVENS:  That is what we're grappling with.  I mean, it is certainly something that we will have to form the basis of further discussions if there is going to be a departure from the Board's framework.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  We are sort of wrapping our minds around what makes sense, what's efficient and how the expected timing for these various processes overlay.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  And that is because it's not so much that it would impact your internal needs to plan, because you plan every year.  But it would yield a full five-year review from the perspective of the OEB's Gas Supply Plan planning requirements, followed by potentially another one in a year or two, that is another full five-year review.  And that is the issue we're talking about?

MR. STEVENS:  That's fair.  The way the Board's framework is structured.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Maybe this isn't quite the way that you would phrase it, but I would say there is a more searching review of the five-year plan than there is of an annual plan.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  And if the five-year plan is presented at a point in time when changes to important inputs like demand forecast are in flux, then that may not be a particularly useful way to look at things.

And so depending on the Board's expectations of when the plans get filed -- typically they get filed sometime in the first quarter of the year -- we may be into a bit of a mismatch.

So it is a question of when this next five-year plan will be presented to the Board for approval.

As you indicate, Enbridge Gas won't be particularly changing its processes.  It needs to be ready for the up coming winter each and every year, and it goes through its planning process to do that.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes.  So it is the regulatory process really that we want to harmonize, if possible.

And then just I guess one follow up.  So Julie tried to explore this a couple of times.

Jason, it is my understanding that the OEB approves the design day forecasting methodology, and you are now using two different ones and you are going to harmonize, and the issue will be which one and you are going to have an external reporting of the discussion about that at the rebasing.

Then the other is the aggregate excess methodology.  But you are saying you are not going to change that.  That is approved by the Board as well, but you are not proposing to change that.

So is there something other than the design day forecast methodology that the Board actually approves in respect of -- or as an input into gas supply planning?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  There is two other major ones I think are good examples.  One is the demand forecast.

The demand forecast is created using OEB approved methodology.

The other example I will use is our services, specifically our bundled services.  So for our bundled customers, we incorporate into the Gas Supply Plan because we're accountable for those assets.

So should we make -- should we propose changes to bundled services as an example, those changes would ripple through to the Gas Supply Plan.

So I would say demand forecast, design day forecast, services are three pretty solid examples of upstream components that require Board approval that would impact the plan.

MR. STEVENS:  Just for context.  Another component of the demand forecast is average use.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  Great example.

MR. STEVENS:  So again that is something where there is different approaches being used at the moment by the different utilities.  So there is a bunch of moving parts.

MR. MONDROW:  Fair enough.  Thanks, appreciate that.

MR. GILLETT:  Thanks, Ian.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  So Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

Good segue from Ian's question, and I will just kind of lay it out quickly and you may not, you know, have the answer right now.  But it may be something Enbridge can think about and get back either today or tomorrow.

Similarly, I was trying to segment into buckets the things that Enbridge can do and change or respond to, and other things where you can't because you need a specific OEB approval.

So I put them into just a few simple buckets in my mind.  But maybe, you know, there is better buckets to put it into.

So there is a set of things that Enbridge, you know, can go ahead and change.  I think that is in part the purpose of this process and the annual review.  And Enbridge has done, you know, some continuous improvements over the last few years and made changes.

So there is certain things that fit in that bucket.  I don't know exactly what that boundary is.  There is things where, you know, Enbridge is -- and you kind of laid out a list.  I don't know if that was meant to be comprehensive or just indicative of things where, you know, Enbridge cannot make a change until the OEB approves it.  So it is helpful to know that difference.

And then there might be even a bucket where, you know, Enbridge could make changes but you prefer to get Board approval or review even though you don't need it because it gives you more certainty that the Board actually agrees with it or something like that as well.

So I guess if there is any clarity -- and I am not talking about rebasing per se, because that will come -- but in this process, having a better understanding on the improvements and changes that can be done, because, you know, rebasing will be a little ways away and, by the time you get decisions and implement them, even further away.

So it just helps to set those boundaries, if there was any clarity or -- you know, the bucket diagram would be best for me, kind of these silos of things that you kind of have these bullets would be great, but whatever makes sense.

So I will just kind of lay it out there.  I don't expect that you're going to be able to create those buckets on the fly.

MR. STEVENS:  We're happy, I think, to talk about what changes we're making in this plan.  I am just sort of trying to -- it is so open-ended that I am just not sure how we would even tackle this.  At a high level if something is Board-approved I don't think we have latitude to change it without getting a subsequent Board approval.

But what doesn't fall into that list -- I just, I am not sure what it is that you would be looking for, Michael.

MR. BROPHY:  I will use just two quick examples.  One is IRP.  You know, it's been about eight months.  We're heading close to a year since the OEB's IRP approval -- or decision, and it indicated, you know, there is a lot of siloed processes that need to be fixed.  Enbridge indicated they're going to need time, you know, feeding into the gas supply processes was one of them.

And so, you know, it sounded, you know, from Enbridge's testimony in the IRP proceeding that, you know, the IRP groups working with all these other diligently to now, you know, make those changes and do that true-up.

So, you know, I think you have got the green light from the OEB, go ahead and do that, unless, you know, there is something on the list you provided that says, no, you can't.  So that would be one.

The second would be, I think it was a year or two ago Enbridge agreed in, I think it was a settlement agreement, to do an update to your model, because your R-squared was so low in that, right, so you agreed.  You are off doing that.

I don't know where you are at on that, but, you know, I think that is one thing you said you would do, and presumably you are doing that.  You don't need approval to go and head off and do that.  So --


MR. STEVENS:  Maybe I can speak to those things at least.  I mean, as Jason talked about, IRP for the most part is downstream of the Gas Supply Plan.  The Gas Supply Plan reacts to the needs that are indicated.

So if IRP indicates different needs -- maybe there is a reduced demand associated with IRPAs or an IRP project -- then the Gas Supply Plan would react.

I don't think that there is any IRP plans actually implemented right now that would have that impact.  Jason also talked about how you could have a supply-side IRPA, and that might be implemented within the Gas Supply Plan also.

There is no barrier to that happening, but it hasn't happened yet.

The R-squared example that you mentioned, I think, if I remember correctly, that has to do with average use forecasting, and that's something that is under review for the rebasing case and will be presented in the rebasing case, but it is definitely something that can't be changed without OEB approval.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  But maybe I have that wrong.  Maybe I misremembered what the R-squared has to do with.

MR. GILLETT:  Well, and actually, maybe if I could add, David, those two examples that you just gave are outside of the Gas Supply Plan.  So those would not be things that we necessarily talk about here.

I mean, IRP, I did talk about.  I confirm that there are no IRPAs in the gas supply plan.  So as far as it goes, or as far as it impacts Gas Supply Plan, we have addressed that.

I think what you're -- maybe what you are asking, Michael, actually strikes at the heart of the annual update process itself.

Any improvements or changes that we can make to the Gas Supply Plan without Board approval, that is what we have been disclosing in these updates.  And so I will use an example.

Today, so we -- Nicole is going to talk a bit more about it.  I have already mentioned it.  We're now using peaking services in the Union North rate zone, which is not something we traditionally did.  We looked at Enbridge Gas Distribution, saw that they did it, we looked at it, said, you know what, that is a good idea, we're going to look at doing that in the north now.  That was a continuous improvement item, did not require Board approval, but we disclosed it in the annual update because it is something that we have gone ahead and changed and it is different from the previous year.

So the purpose of this annual update is to talk about what has changed from the year before and the year before that, and that is what we have been doing.

So if you go back and sort of put all the updates side by side, you will see those continuous improvement items disclosed and discussed, because those are things we could do without Board approval.

What we're saying now is we're hitting a point where, you know, not to reuse a cliche, but low-hanging fruit has been grabbed.  We're now looking at fundamental changes, which is the Board-approved methodology changes that you require approval.

So I think we're actually addressing the buckets you are talking about as part of the annual update, unless I misunderstood.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  Okay.  Well, that is helpful.  Thank you.  You know, I get that there are no IRPAs that have been brought forward or put in place, as you have indicated.

It sounds like, you know, Enbridge -- I don't know if it is you or somebody else -- has done a review, and based on that review you are saying there is no changes to your gas supply process required in order to, you know, align with the OEB's decision.  So it is, you know, business as usual from your perspective.

Is that an accurate representation?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, you said in relation to IRP specifically?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  We are ready and waiting for a supply-side IRPA to be incorporated into the plan.  We just don't have one at this point in time.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  You're welcome.

MR. ELSON:  I just had a real quick follow-up on -- David, you made a comment about it not making sense to sort of redo the entire Gas Supply Plan before --


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. ELSON:  Yeah, Kent Elson for Environmental Defence.  Sorry about that.

I will start again.  I am just following up on your comment, David, about it not making sense to redo the Gas Supply Plan, and I just wanted to clarify that we weren't suggesting that that be something that needs to happen before rebasing to get a cost estimate.  You know, we're just really looking for an order-of-magnitude cost from a gas supply perspective of the increase in transportation costs that would arise specifically from that design day assumption, like what are the marginal costs, in other words.  So I just wanted to clarify that in case there was confusion there.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't know.  I see Mark and Ian's hands are up.  I don't know how long this is going to take.  I know we're really pushing ourselves --


MR. MILLAR:  I think -- it's Michael Millar.  I think we need to take our break.  We are 40 minutes past where we were going to take the break.  But I still think we're relatively ahead in the schedule, if I am not mistaken, so I think we will have a bit of time to pick those up.

David, does that sound right to you?

MR. STEVENS:  It does.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Great.  Why don't we take 15 minutes, so that would bring us back at 11:35 or so.

MR. GILLETT:  Right.  Thank you.  I had to slow down my sipping of the water.  So, yes, much appreciated.
--- Recess taken at 11:20 a.m.
--- On resuming 11:38 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Welcome back, everyone.  I think we still have a couple of questions left on the previous presentation.  So, David, let me turn it over to you.  I think Ian Mondrow was next, but I am not positive about that.

MR. STEVENS:  Ian kept his hand up the whole time we were off.  He must be really eager.

MR. MONDROW:  I didn't intend to, I think -- I think Mark was waiting.  Go ahead, Mark.

MR. GILLETT:  I thought you shared my passion for gas supply, Ian.

MR. MONDROW:  Yes, I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just had a question about the comments you made about the interplay between the rebasing application and the next gas supply, and you're thinking it through and did your comments, at least on a preliminary basis, make some sense with me.

I just want to make sure I understand the timing here.  Your next full five-year Gas Supply Plan is for what date, 24-25?  It is 24-25 winter and that is the beginning of the -- sorry.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, go ahead, David.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe it is 2024-2028.  I think the last one was 2019-2023, if I remember correctly.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It started the 24-25 winter, November 24.  That is usually my recollection of when you begin the cycle.  Correct?

MR. STEVENS:  I think my recollection, Mark, is that when there is a year referred to, it is the winter.

So it would actually start the November prior.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  So November 2023, is that right, Jason?

MR. GILLETT:  This is part of the problem and exactly why we plan to sort this out and figure out what is the most efficient way to do it.

Our current plan was filed, I believe, in May of 2019 for the winter of 2019-20, I believe.

To David's point, it signals the winter, that following winter.

So if we filed in 2024, the next five-year plan, it would be for winter 2024-2025.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So you would file that in May 2024, whatever.  And the planning of that -- that planning cycle would have started when?

MR. GILLETT:  If we filed in May of 2024, that Gas Supply Plan would be began in 2023.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So assuming that the -- I raise this because parties have a chance to make comments sort of in the context of this,  So, David, this is something we want to flag as well.

So I just want to understand, if you were proposing essentially to delay the -- your next five-year plan until after the decision in the rebasing case, and obviously with sufficient time in advance so you would be able to engage in your normal planning cycle, what year are we talking about that you would -- we would be talking about that you would file the next year five-year plan?

MR. GILLETT:  So depending when we receive Board approvals, we would need those approvals in time for the creation of the plan for the following year.

So as it stands today, if I go to the timelines, we begin it in May, right.  That is when we start receiving all of the inputs for the plan kind of in that May time frame.

Let's assume we received Board approval for, you know, let's say January 1, 2024, just throwing a date out there for nice and easy math, we would have those approvals in time to begin the planning process May of 2024, to file in 2025 for that winter of 2025-2026.

So depending on when Board approvals come, like, that is kind of how the time frame would flow.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And for the sort of what I will call now then the bridge years, or the period between the end of your current plan and the beginning of that next plan, what would you think about you would file?  Essentially just another annual update using the previous forecast, similar to what you are doing in the context of these annual updates?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think we have reached a conclusion on this, Mark.  But what has been discussed is whether to essentially add one more year to the annual update process.

So rather than filing a full five-year plan for approval for the 2024 winter, rather file a fifth annual update.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, that is helpful.

MR. GILLETT:  That's probably the better way to go at it, David, thank you.

MR. MONDROW:  I think it is me now.  Ian Mondrow, Teresa, for IGUA.

Jason, I just want to return for a minute to the issue of -- the nexus between the Gas Supply Plan and integrated resource planning has come up a couple of times and I want to, maybe in my own mind at least, try to clarify it, lest there be additional confusion when submissions are made.

So if I am understanding, Jason, your view, with which I tend to agree, the IRP process now mandated requires Enbridge to consider alternatives to investments to meet the demand for distribution service.  And the Gas Supply Plan isn't about investments to meet distribution service.  It is about meeting the demand for gas.

And so it seems to me that -- and I think this is what you have said effectively -- IRPAs may influence demand for gas, but you take over as a gas supply planner once that demand has been established, and then you procure gas and associated resources to meet that demand.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  That's correct.  So that's right.  Gas supply, we deliver gas to a broad geographic area, so Union South as an example.

IRPA is about alternatives to infrastructure investment in those distribution assets to distribute the gas throughout that area.

So once we've delivered the gas to that broader geographic area, we stop our analysis.  We don't look at constraints on the system and infrastructure investments, that sort of thing.

So if there was a demand-side IRPA put in place that reduces demand, that will just naturally flow through the Gas Supply Plan.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  That is what I was going to say.  So one example of an IRPA is targeted -- geo-targeted DSM which would reduce demand, and that would impact gas supply planning because there would be less gas demand to meet under that example.

Another example would be a supply-side alternative to infrastructure, which might increase the demand for gas in a particular area at least, which the Gas Supply Plan would then react to.

But in both cases, you are reacting to demand changes to the extent they're driven by planning alternatives to infrastructure investment.

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.  Yes.  That is a wonderful way to describe it, yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.  And thanks for the compliment.

MR. GILLETT:  You're welcome.  I wanted to reward your passion for gas supply and having your hand up the whole time.



MR. MONDROW:  It is that old -- you know, there is a psychology to that, right.  You want to keep it going, the enthusiasm.

MR. GILLETT:  That's right.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't see any more questions.  Khalil, I wonder whether it would make sense to at least do the presentation part of the next section before lunch and maybe we could consider -- then take the lunch break and answering the questions after lunch.

Would that work for everybody?

MR. VIRANEY:  I think that works.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  So with that, then, I will turn it over to Nicole who is going to speak about RSG, RNG and hydrogen.
RSG, RNG and Hydrogen

MS. BRUNNER:  So in this section, I will speak to how Enbridge has been looking at RSG, RNG and hydrogen in the gas supply portfolio.

At rebasing, Enbridge will share the full picture of how we are actively pursuing energy transition in other areas of our system.

Next slide, please, Bonnie.
Responsibly Sourced Gas


So I will start with an overview of responsibly sourced gas, or RSG.  This is an emerging trend in the natural gas industry.  RSG refers to gas that is certified as conforming to certain environmental, social, and governance requirements based on one of the certifications that exist.

Three certifications have emerged that I will share more information about on my next slide.  These certifications each focus on different ESG attributes, including providing transparency into the carbon and methane emissions in the production process of the certified natural gas.

According to Platts, as of this past October approximately 14 percent of North American natural gas was expected to be certified by the end of '22.

This is also expected to continue to increase as announcements and commitments from producers continue to be made in the producing regions that Enbridge buys.

Several large utilities have committed to buying significant portions of their portfolios as RSG, such as Énergir or Virginia natural gas, who each have committed to 15 to 20 percent of their supply.

Process-wise there is no overhead for the buyers of RSG, given that certification is the responsibility of the producer.  The cost of certification is just like all other cost producers pay as part of doing business, like their overhead costs.

Additionally, RSG purchasers use existing NAESB contracts in relationship with suppliers, further limiting any need for overhead from buyers.

EGI has over 100 active NAESB contracts with producers and marketers who represent various producers in marketing their supply.

It is difficult for us to quantify on a percentage basis which would be able to sell as certified gas.  However, many suppliers have enquired and expressed interest in selling certified gas to Enbridge or have shared their plans to certify portions or all of their supply.

At last year's annual update EGI shared that a premium was being sought for certified gas that ranged as high as 15 cents.  Over the past year the market has developed rapidly with both increased supply and demand leading to a lower estimated premium of less than 5 cents being sought by producers, and this is expected to continue to decline or become negligible or non-existent.

Suppliers have recognized RSG as a cost of doing business and a means to improve their ESG performance and reduce emissions, and utilities through their purchases have encouraged this responsible production.

As this market continues to develop, EGI expects that any premium sought to decrease will decrease further, and RSG will eventually become just a standard offering by producers and marketers.

Next slide, please.  So Enbridge has been closely monitoring the evolution of the RSG market and developing further understanding of the certifications.

Three key certifications each with different attributes and requirements have occurred.  So the EO100, MiQ, and Trustwell Project Canary certifications as shown on this slide.  Each of these focus in general on ESG attributes that align with the spirit of public policy.

Project Canary looks at environmental programs, water, land, air, and community, spill prevention, waste management, emergency response, and well integrity.

EO100 looks at corporate governance, accountability, and ethics, fair labour and working conditions, Indigenous people rights -- people's rights, and climate change and biodiversity and environment.

The MiQ certification aims to provide transparency on methane emissions, which I will share more about on the next slide.

The last two, EO100 and MiQ, each have a different focus, and a new partnership has formed between these two certifications to jointly certify natural gas based on both methane emissions requirements and wider ESG metrics.

A couple of questions were asked about Enbridge's preference between the certifications, and at this time we don't have one.  If cost was not a differentiator, because they each bring a different value, we have been towards diversity between these certifications.

There was also a location on the -- or a question on the location of incorporation of these organizations, and none are Canadian.

Next slide, please.  So a key consideration when analyzing RSG is the transparency that it provides for emissions in the production process.

The emission requirements for RSG in production are primarily driven by meeting metrics related to leak rates at the production site.

There were a few questions specifically focusing on quantifying the reduction in emissions, which is difficult to do, as we would need to know the base line emissions in the production before certification existed to calculate the difference.

Emissions involved in the production of natural gas can vary widely between region and producer.  A general rule was provided on page 32 of the annual update filing.  For every 0.8 percent decrease in production, methane intensity reduced by about 3 kilograms of CO2 per GJ.

Each certification has different requirements.  MiQ speaks to leak rates and grades gas from A to F, requiring maximum leak rates, as shown on this slide.

Project Canary uses a benchmark process and rates silver, gold, or platinum based on comparison to peers and industry averages based on several approved protocols for calculating emissions.

EO100 looks broadly at the five principles listed above, and although there is no quantification listed for GHG emission reductions, one aspect of the principles is that the operator strives to reduce production -- or, sorry, to reduce production and release of greenhouse gas emissions.

Next slide, please.

EGI has received bids for natural gas that has been certified for RSG in our standard request for proposal process for natural gas at several of the locations that we purchased.

On two occasions to date the offers we have received have been either the lowest price offered and so we have transacted and procured RSG or they have been low enough in the range of offers that the RSG was the lowest price available to meet the full quantity we were buying.

So I will walk through these purchases to provide a bit more context.

The first purchase was in January for a partial month buy.  We saw offers to fill gas for a January quantity of gas that we required.  We received offers back from low to high with a range of 25 cents.

We required a certain quantity of gas, so purchased the lowest-priced option first and move our way up the stack of responses to procure the required quantity.  This is standard process when procuring natural gas after receiving multiple offers.

The third lowest out of five bids was RSG, and part of the required quantity.  In this instance, EGI transacted RSG without any cost to ratepayers.  This gas was certified by EO100.

In the second example, in a standard RFP, RSG was the lowest-priced offer we received, and we were able to procure this gas without any incremental cost to ratepayers.  This gas was certified by both EO100 and MiQ.

In both these examples, EGI was able to procure RSG with no incremental cost to ratepayers, and this is the approach that we intend to continue going forward.  We will not be setting a specific target, just encouraging participation in our RFPs.

We also do not colour-code our molecules, so RSG that we buy is part of system supply, fuel own use, et cetera.

Procuring RSG provides a way to allow EGI customers to have transparency into the EGI/ESG attributes of the gas they consume at no incremental cost to ratepayers.

In recent customer engagement results, EGI received feedback from customers supporting the inclusion of RSG in the gas supply portfolio, even if a premium was required.

Of the business customers surveyed, 51 percent were supportive of the inclusion of RSG in the gas supply portfolio when considering paying a premium for the RSG.

Of the residential customers surveyed, 61 percent were supportive of paying a premium for RSG.

In their responses, 25 percent of customers supported EGI purchasing RSG as 50 percent of its portfolio, even with a premium that equated to an increase of $4.81 a year.

However, as stated earlier, at this time EGI does not intend to pay any additional costs for RSG, as the premium is expected to continue to diminish.  RSG provides a free way to provide transparency into ESG attributes, including the carbon emissions and production.

Next slide, please.
Renewable Natural Gas

Another fuel that can be used to support energy transition in the gas supply portfolio is renewable natural gas.  RNG is a carbon-neutral fuel that can help us fight climate change.  Just as a reminder, RNG is created by capturing methane emissions from organic waste landfills and wastewater treatment plants.

The market for RNG is in the early days of development in comparison to the market for conventional natural gas. Unlike conventional natural gas, RNG supply is scarce, and there is no active RNG product that trades on the ICE, intercontinental exchange.

Instead, supply projects are priced based on the producers' economics to support the viable production of RNG and cost recovery of the project development.

The development of supply projects are typically supported by long-term contracts with the utility, such as those in Quebec and B.C., who each have the ability to recover costs associated with RNG.

As RNG producers come online, they're seeking long-term arrangements of approximately 20 years with buyers to support the economic feasibility of their projects.

The market is developing quickly and as other utilities are able to enter into long-term contracts, lower cost RNG produced in Ontario is being purchased by these out-of-province buyers on contracts.

The longer that Enbridge waits to begin procuring RNG on long-term contracts, the higher price it will be subject to paying for that RNG.

Several questions related to the procurement of RNG by out-of-province utilities were asked.  Enbridge isn't privy to the exact details of the contracts that underpin these purchase arrangements, including whether the BC utility uses a certification process for their RNG contracts or a third party to do so.

From regulatory filings, Enbridge has gathered that the BC utility is able to pay a maximum of $31 a GJ, adjusted for inflation, for RNG.

And Énergir in Quebec pays a range of prices, but is trying to seek a blended average of approximately $15 a GJ for RNG.

Mechanically speaking, Enbridge is also not privy to the details of the arrangements to move this gas to BC, which was asked by multiple parties.  We know that several of the contracts that have been arranged have gas being procured in Ontario into our distribution system.  This means they're likely physically consumed within our distribution system.  But, on a nominal basis, this gas can be exchanged or transported to a hub in BC.

Marketers may act as third parties to facilitate these types of transactions, swapping gas at Dawn for gas at a hub in BC, or using transport on a pipeline that could connect these two locations.

This means that the market for RNG supply and RNG supply under development Ontario is able to be accessed by parties in other jurisdictions at an increased competition for access to this supply.

Enbridge could, just as these utilities have done, access supply outside of Ontario and from across North America, either notionally or through one of our upstream transportation contracts.

Supply in other areas where credits associated with environmental attributes of gas are actively traded, typically have higher prices for RNG as this credit is unmonetized.

Enbridge filed market research in the voluntary RNG application, and is aware various parties continue to complete reports around this, and will continue to provide updates as we learn more on this topic.

EGI is at a disadvantage to jurisdictions -- to other jurisdictions as a result of several factors.  Without cost recovery certainty, EGI is unable to procure long-term contracts resulting in the need to purchase short term small quantities of RNG to support our current voluntary program.

Jurisdictions able to support long term RNG projects have had an early-mover advantage selecting the projects that are most in line with their goals, either lower CI or most economics for example, to develop and continue to lock in projects that are coming online in the next few years.

This leaves less supply and less options on the market for EGI to pursue.

Today Ontario customers who seek RNG are having to pay prices that are competing with large off-takers like Fortis and Énergir, and usually at lower quantities.
Voluntary Renewable Natural Gas Program


Next slide, please.  EGI's voluntary program has allowed gas supply to begin procuring RNG for our customers.  On page 36 of our filing, EGI shared that there were 835 customers enrolled in the OptUp voluntary RNG program.  By way of update, there are now over 1,000 customers who are signed up, demonstrating interest in RNG as a means to support energy transition.

This is a lower take-up than the forecast at the time of our application for this program in 2020.  We have noted that sign-ups are largely correlated with marketing campaigns and within the current marketing budget are maximizing the impact that we can have.

Enbridge has not collected demographic information from the OptUp participants.

We do still consider the program a success as it has raised awareness and education amongst our customers.  It has met the requirements from the government's Made In Ontario energy plan.  It's provided us an opportunity to get to be in the RNG market understanding the counterparties and their dynamics, and it has enabled us to actually procure RNG.

Customers in this program pay two dollars a month on top of their gas bill to go towards funding RNG purchases.

A question was asked about the consumption of the customers participating in the OptUp program.

At an average of 22 to 2400 m3s a year, their total consumption would be just under 2 million m3s a year.  This is not a relevant number, though, based on how the voluntary program works.  Rather than factor in individual customer consumption, EGI's program takes the total funds received from the two dollar a month contribution and pays the premium associated with RNG with these funds.

We do not consider in any manner the consumption of the customers enrolled.

So using these funds to cover the premium over conventional natural gas, EGI purchased 1,000 GJs from storm fisher.  EGI issued an RFP to procure RNG, and got the lowest cost of RNG available in the RFP.

This is a single transaction with one counter party, so we will not be publicly releasing the pricing information.  However, once more transactions have occurred, EGI will share a portfolio price for our RNG.

It is difficult to forecast a price for RNG in the market as prices are based on the economics of each project being developed.  The quantity purchased to date is much less than one percent of the annual purchases in our portfolio.

And depending on enrolment in the program, EGI may be able to procure more RNG with the funds received within the year.

In addition, EGI did not contract for a third party certification company to verify the carbon intensity of the gas we received.  EGI used a declaration form with the producer that -- EGI used a declaration from the producer that the supply was in fact RNG to support the current voluntary program.

Next slide, please.
Hydrogen


So as stated earlier, the RNG market is developing and economic and available supply is being procured by utilities in other jurisdictions who are able to support long-term contracts with cost recovery.

EGI conducted customer engagement surveys on the subject of RNG as filed in appendix A. It showed 54 percent of general service customers were supportive of including the cost of RNG in their portfolio at some capacity at an increased cost in their annual bills.

This response was similar with general service business customers, of which 52 percent supported including RNG in their portfolio.

This support is indicative of the need to further evaluate the role of RNG in our portfolio.

Many existing gas customers, including municipalities, have enquired about how to get RNG supply with various teams at Enbridge.

I can't answer for certain on what percent of municipalities have expressed interest in displacing natural gas with RNG.  However, EGI has been able to work with the City of Toronto who was able to produce and then procure RNG for their own use under a direct purchase agreement.

There were several forward-looking questions about how EGI plans to increase the use of RNG for our customers.  Without cost recovery certainty, there is currently no means for EGI to be able to support a long term contract and incorporate more RNG into our portfolio.

Once we have been able to evaluate the role of RNG in our portfolio, Enbridge will take the necessary steps to be able to support long-term contracts and incorporate more RNG in our portfolio.

This may include evolving the current voluntary program, which would require an application.

Next slide, please.  Following the OEB approval of the low carbon energy project, EGI began blending and procuring hydrogen for customers in October of 2021.

We have had only a few short months of blending, however at this time have procured over 100 GJs of hydrogen with a heat content of around 12.8 or roughly one-third of the heat value of natural gas, in a max blend rate of 2 percent.

Commissioning began in October and we reached steady state blending as of January.  As filed in this project, EGI will provide a rebate to customers who are impacted by this lower heat value that is approximately nine dollars annually and will be adjusted for the cost of gas that the hydrogen is replacing.

To procure hydrogen, EGI currently paying the equivalent of Dawn gas that would have otherwise been purchased to supply this market.

On average, since October this is roughly 6.12 a GJ, which is approximately 24 cents m3, and forecast to be an average of $4.68 a GJ or 18 cents m3 over the next five-years.  We will provide a full update on this project and next steps for hydrogen inclusion in support of energy transition in the rebasing application and then in 2026, as required for the OEB decision in the Low-Carbon Energy Project. 

The Canadian Federal Hydrogen Strategy speaks to opportunities for blending up to 20 percent of hydrogen in the natural gas system.  EGI is planning to undergo a study of our system to inform an appropriate blend percentage and impacts to our system.  This will be further discussed in the rebasing application.

I believe that is my last slide, and ready for Q&A or discussion on timing here.
Q&A Session


MR. STEVENS:  I assume that there is a number of people who will have questions.  I see Fred's hand is up.  I am just trying to determine whether we're best to take lunch now and come back with questions or whether it is something that we would get through quickly now.

So I see two hands up, one camera on, two cameras on.

I guess we're in your hands, Khalil.  Maybe it makes sense to have lunch now, but what do you think?

MR. VIRANEY:  Can the parties give some sense of how many questions they have or how long they will take?

MR. ZHENG:  I have about two questions, maybe five minutes, maximum.

MS. GIRVAN:  It is Julie here, Julie Girvan on behalf of Consumers Council of Canada.  I thought we were breaking at 12:00.  That is what the agenda says.

MR. VIRANEY:  It does show it.  That is why I was canvassing.

MR. STEVENS:  If this was only going to be five minutes I thought it would be efficient to get it done, but it feels like it's going to be much more than that, so I wonder whether we're best to have lunch now.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, I have another commitment at 12:30, so...

MR. ZHENG:  I can wait until after lunch.  That is fine with me.

MR. BROPHY:  That sounds right to me as well.

MR. LADANYI:  I just have a short question, so I can either -- I can ask it now or I can ask it later.

MR. STEVENS:  If it is okay with you, Tom, I think it might make sense just to do all the questions at once, because after they seem to lead into follow-ups.

MR. LADANYI:  Yeah, let's break for lunch.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yeah, so I think we should just break for lunch.

MR. STEVENS:  Shall we take an hour as scheduled?

MS. GIRVAN:  Sure.

MR. VIRANEY:  So I guess we will be back at 1:10.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Yes.  That is fine.  I was just going to suggest that we could start at 1:00 again and try and make more headway.

MR. STEVENS:  I think we are actually a little bit ahead of schedule, Mike, so we should be okay.  People --


MR. VIRANEY:  We are good for time, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  1:10 is great.

MR. VIRANEY:  See you at 1:10.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:11 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:11 p.m.

MR. VIRANEY:   Everyone is back, so we can start now.  I believe we can start with the questions.

Michael has to leave at 1:30 for a call, so he may wish to go first.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that, Khalil.

I just had a couple of questions and I won't take like too much time.  I can come back.  I am expecting a quick call and I didn't want it to go off in the middle of a question, so thanks for that.

Nicole, you had gone through a couple of things that I just wanted to get some clarity on.  One thing you had mentioned that RNG is a carbon-neutral fuel, and for the RNG that you purchased from Storm Fisher, you get them to certify, I guess just in writing they agree that the producer has certified that it is RNG.  Does that sound right?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  So do you have a definition for what renewable natural gas is that you are using?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So when we speak to RNG, we're just speaking to natural gas that is created by capturing methane emissions from organic waste, landfills, and waste water treatment plants.

I note your point there are different levels of carbon intensity associated with it, so calling it consistently carbon neutral could be overselling the benefits of RNG in that statement.

MR. BROPHY:  That is kind of where my head went because if your definition of RNG is that it is carbon-neutral, so no GHG impact.  Then I was assuming you would get some certification that the gas they're supplying is carbon neutral.

But it sounds maybe like that's not the case, right?  It is -- they're saying RNG and it actually could have emissions higher than natural gas.

MS. BRUNNER:  That is possible, I guess.  But there is a big range of what the carbon intensity could be for RNG and I don't think that is the case with Storm Fisher.

MR. BROPHY:  Are you aware, has Enbridge ever shared like the written definition of what they consider RNG is?  Or does that not exist?

MS. BRUNNER:  I assume one was provided in the voluntary RNG program, but I don't have that open right in front of me.

MR. BROPHY:  I don't recall it from that, that is why I asked.  But it would be helpful if you do find it maybe to just close the loop later.  That is something that would be interesting because, you know, there can be a broad range of what people think RNG is and one of the -- I think you tried to address one of our questions in your presentation about it looks like -- I think it is Fortis BC has been buying RNG in Enbridge's franchise territory and claiming it under BC.

So it sounds like -- you said what they do is it is through gas procurement contracts.  They just nominally move it out there, rather than -- because when it is produced, a lot of producers are separating the credits and just selling the credits.

So what we thought is maybe they're just selling the credits to Fortis BC, and then they can apply it to their gas out there and it is basically the same thing.

So do you know?  Are they, you know, stripping away the credits, or they're just taking the RNG they put into your system and nominally transporting it out to BC?

MS. BRUNNER:  I am not aware for all of their gas what they're doing.  But in a recent regulatory filing that was filed with the BCUC in December of last year, they listed the contracts with RNG producers that they have, both contracted and anticipated.  And there were two RNG producers in Ontario that they listed that produce RNG.

So I would assume in those scenarios they're not separating the credits.  They're doing a nominal swap or a transport to BC.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, that's very helpful.  Okay, and then so when that happens, then, the gas that is coming into your system it is basically just methane.  So for, you know, emissions purposes, it's basically the equivalent of methane.  There is nothing special about it, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  So I think the producers would be injecting RNG in those scenarios into our system, but then it would be nominally transported to BC.  So it is likely being consumed in our system, but the benefit of the carbon emission reductions is being recognized in BC.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, that's helpful.  So then I think I know the answer to this, but I will ask it.

So then the RNG that you purchased under the program since October 2021, have you done the calculations on how much emission savings have come from that, if any?  Or are you aware if there are any emission savings?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yeah.  We haven't done the emissions calculations specifically.  We did have a general idea of the carbon intensity score, but I don't have that information in front of me.

But, no, we haven't done any emission reduction calculations.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So do you know if emissions have gone down?  Like knowing that RNG could be higher emissions, are you sure they have gone down or you haven't done any calcs yet?

MS. BRUNNER:  It is at a lower CI than conventional natural gas, the RNG that we received.  But we haven't done the specific calculations that I have to share.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That is helpful.  I did have a question on this sustainable natural gas, but because I know it came up a year ago and Enbridge was asking for feedback.  I think part of the feedback from stakeholders was, well, what's the purpose.  There is already enough terms around people would just get confused.

So my take away from what I thought happened a year ago is that Enbridge had decided that there wasn't really any value to it, and then it popped up again this year.

So did you come to a conclusion from the last year?  And if you did, what is it?  Are you pursuing that, or are you not?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So from my read of last year, it looked like a lot of the confusion was around the term sustainable natural gas and the differentiator from renewable natural gas.

They're very different products.  Renewable is responsibly sourced gas, which we formally called sustainable natural gas, is a term that's been now accepted industry-wide and is used very commonly for gas that is certified.

I think, as I shared in the presentation, we're not intending to pay a premium or increase cost to ratepayers through the inclusion of responsibly sourced gas.

However, we do see it as a means to help provide transparency to our ratepayers on the ESG attributes of the gas that they're burning.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, that's helpful.  And I guess the take away I got from your presentation is that whenever you did procure it, it was the lowest cost and that is what you are always proposing.  So it is irrelevant in your decision making, you know, to the extent that it comes when you purchase gas at it is lowest cost, then you might get something in addition from it.  But it is not any part of your decision making.  That's what I had heard.

So I think -- that is correct, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  For the most part, I agree.

The only thing is if we were to potentially receive two offers at exactly the same price, one was certified and one uncertified, you may perceive that could be a decision making factor.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Then we will probably put some comments in when we submit some stuff around the terminology again.  I think you said it had even shifted from a year ago to the renewable natural gas away from sustainable or whatever.  That kind of evolution has been...


MS. BRUNNER:  I think responsibly sourced gas recognizes that it is a change in the way that the gas is produced.  So responsibly sourced as opposed to responsible natural gas has been an intentional term.

MR. BROPHY:  I guess similar to a year ago, the thought process we had is the less terms, the better.  Because, you know, the more you add, the more confusing it gets.

Then if you add something, you know, what's the real benefit, tangible benefit, right?  So RNG if it is a lower emissions and provides benefit, great.  And then, you know, if there is a definition as you mentioned even better for the responsibly sourced -- you know, it is a lot of qualitative labels on there, so it is hard to determine exactly, you know, what ratepayers or Enbridge or whomever would be getting out of that, that is tangible, right?

It seems to be a lot of qualitative metrics, not really quantitative metrics, as far as, you know, reductions in emissions or anything like that.

So if you have any other comments on that, great.  If not, you know, we can just kind of put some comments in our submission.

MS. BRUNNER:  The only comment I would make is it does provide transparency into the emissions and the leak rate of the natural gas that we're procuring.

So if we flip to slide 17, it is just titled "responsibly sourced gas emission reductions".  It is just trying to show the -- on the left side there, the leak rates or the calculated intensity MiQ for one example refers to here.

So you can see that to achieve a different level or grade of certification, the producers are required to have that maximum leak rate.

So it's not necessarily a large emission reductions, but it is a transparency into the level of intensity and leak rate that a producer has.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So I guess that would be for Enbridge's purposes scope 3 emissions, right?  Because they're upstream of yours.

As part of Enbridge's net zero goal, the leak rate of the producers isn't -- you're not including that in your net zero commitment, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  Actually, I don't think it counts as scope [inaudible] emissions.  I am not -- I am quite confident on that at this point.  But it is just a way for us to support clean production or cleaner production of natural gas in the industry.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Well, thank you very much.  I will end there.  Thanks.

MS. BRUNNER:  No problem.

MR. VIRANEY:  Who would like to go next?  Just before people start asking questions, please identify yourselves for the court reporter before you start asking questions.

MR. ZHENG:  This is Fred from -- for SEC.  I will go next, because Michael touches on some of the questions I want to ask already.

So I am curious -- so when you're procuring RSG in a regular RFP process, how do you weight the value of the certificate against other considerations?  Or is it sort of the last factor that you look at when procuring RSG?

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.  So we actually don't apply any value to the certificate.  So when we receive bids in an RFP, you can kind of think of them as a bit of a stack from lowest to highest price.  We're typically buying the lowest-price gas first and moving our way up the stack to get to the quantity that we need to buy.

So I would say the certification doesn't move the order of that gas in the stack.  We're still looking at lowest price only.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  And besides the regular RFP process, are there processes designated just for RSG supplies?

MS. BRUNNER:  There's not, no.

MR. ZHENG:  There's not.  Okay.  Next question is, I am not sure if you mentioned, but does Enbridge have plan to have some sort of commitment for RSG in the future?

MS. BRUNNER:  So at this time, no, we don't have a target that we're after.  We're just going to encourage participation in our RFP process.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Next question is regarding RNG supply.  So it is more of a technical question.  So for the voluntary program, so certain customers paying extra little bit for the supply of RNG, but RNG will be supplied to the entire system, I am guessing, in a certain geographic area.

How does the specific paying customer, quote unquote, benefit from the supply of those RNGs?  Could you just help me understand that a little bit?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So our voluntary RNG program is just a pilot program.  At this time customers who wish to participate pay an extra two dollars a month, and then we pool the sum of that $2 and apply it towards the extra costs that is associated with RNG.

So they physically aren't burning the RNG.  This is something that customers are doing because they're interested in supporting the use of renewable natural gas in Ontario, not specifically for their own physical consumption in any way.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  And would that program be available to customers other than residential customers down the road?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So right now it is available to anyone who is a general service customer at Enbridge.  So it would be residential, business, general service.

They're able to sign up through our website, and through some marketing campaigns we provide links to that to try and reach out to different types of customers.

Going forward, we may look at ways to evolve that program to include customers who are not general service or who are general service but want to participate in a different way, actually, I should say, but at this time the program is just for general service and only based on that $2 a month contribution.

MR. ZHENG:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. BRUNNER:  No problem.

MR. LADANYI:  I was on mute.  Tom Ladanyi here for Energy Probe.

So my questions are all about the hydrogen proposal and project.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So this construction of this hydrogen blending facility was completed in 2021.

So is this facility in rate base?  Or you said owned by Enbridge?  Or who owns this facility?

MS. BRUNNER:  I am not actually sure.  I believe it is an affiliate, but David may have more information on that one than I do.

MR. STEVENS:  The nature of the facilities was described, Tom, in the LTC application that approved the low-carbon energy project.

So if you are speaking about the hydrogen production, that is not part of Enbridge Gas Inc.  If you are speaking about the facilities that are used to receive and blend the hydrogen with conventional natural gas, my recollection is that is part of the distribution system.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  And so there was a pilot project in Markham, and it says it was a closed loop.

So explain to me -- can you explain to me how this worked.  So there were a number of customers in Markham.  I guess they were volunteers who agreed to be part of this closed loop, and they were not getting gas from the rest of the Enbridge system?  They were getting some kind of blended gas only for them?  Is that what you were doing?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, it was explained in the LTC application, but the idea is -- don't hold me to this number, but my recollection is something in the order of 1,800 customers are receiving blended gas service.

Those are customers who are in close proximity to the hydrogen production and blending facilities, which are near the -- near and around the Enbridge technical training centre.

And when they say closed system, the intent there is to indicate that the gas supply within the area serving those 1,800 customers does not extend beyond those 1,800 customers.  So that the hydrogen is only being delivered to customers within these particular identified loops.

MR. LADANYI:  So if I look up that particular leave-to-construct proceeding, I would have all these answers?  I would find out technically what was done to isolate the customers, would I?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Could you give me the docket number for that proceeding, please?

MR. STEVENS:  I will look for it as you ask some more questions, and I will -- when you see me pop back up I will let you know.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.  So Nicole mentioned, I think it was eight dollars -- I couldn't write fast enough -- that was given as a credit to the customers because of the lower heating value of hydrogen compared to natural gas.  Did I get that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  I think it is about nine dollars at the --


MR. LADANYI:  Nine dollars.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- gas rate that was in the filing, and I do -- I have that filing number for you.  It is EB-2019-0294.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MS. BRUNNER:  And that is an annual number.

MR. LADANYI:  I will look it up.  So it is some kind of an annual credit that's at the end of the year given to customers?

MS. BRUNNER:  Mm-hmm.

MR. LADANYI:  Is that what it is?  It is not calculated -- but it is based on their consumption, so somebody could get more and somebody could get less; is that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  And maybe the very last question -- but I will look up this docket, by the way.  Am I assuming that Enbridge is still evaluating this and has not decided to proceed with hydrogen injection beyond special pilot projects?  Is that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  You will hear more about that in the rebasing application.  I know that they -- we are committing to look at our system further to see where it is appropriate and to determine the rate blend percentage, but that will be part of the rebasing application.

MR. LADANYI:  And --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to close the loop on that, Tom, the Board's conditions of approval for this pilot project are clear, that Enbridge would have to seek supplementary approval in order to expand the scope of the hydrogen blending activities.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Energy Probe did not participate in that proceeding as far as I recall, so I wouldn't know that.  But I will look it up and I guess at the rebasing proceeding, we will be able to ask other technical questions regarding hydrogen injection into the system?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.  Thank you.

MS. BRUNNER:  No problem.

MR. ELSON:  I have a couple of questions -- unless anyone else has their hand up.  I should check that first, I didn't see anybody.

MR. VIRANEY:  Dwayne has his hand up.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thanks.  Nicole, I was in transition and I might have missed the context.  $6.12 per GJ, was that the cost of the hydrogen?  Or what did you attribute the 6.12 to?

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.  For hydrogen, we pay the price that we would have otherwise paid for Dawn gas.  So we paid, between October and now, an average of about $6.12 a GJ based on an indexed Dawn price.

MR. QUINN:  So do you have a measure of what that would have cost otherwise in the market?

MS. BRUNNER:  For hydrogen?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  I do not.

MR. QUINN:  So in evaluating the ability to roll it out further, you would have to know what your hydrogen cost would be, would you not?

MS. BRUNNER:  If we were going to pay something different than the price of Dawn gas, then that would be something we would look to understand.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  But it's being subsidized, the 6.12 is a mechanism to match it to the Dawn price.  But the hydrogen cost, you would agree with me it is generally speaking a lot higher price?

MS. BRUNNER:  Generally speaking, it is higher than the price of gas.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I trust your application will tell more, so I will leave it there.

MR. STEVENS:  Just for context, Dwayne.  For this particular project, because the hydrogen is being supplied by an affiliate, there was an agreement for the -- just for the purpose of this pilot project that the hydrogen would be supplied to Enbridge Gas at the cost which Nicole has indicated.  So there is no delta that is being collected and will be recovered anywhere.

MR. QUINN:  I understood that, Dave.  I wasn't saying that.  But to Tom's questions, and I am sure others are interested, your ability to roll it out would be the ability to get hydrogen from other sources besides an affiliate who may not be willing to subsidize the cost like they're doing in the pilot.

So I just thought in terms of from an information point, Enbridge would know the cost to buy from the Ontario market.

MR. STEVENS:  Certainly, as I think Nicole has agreed, if Enbridge is seeking to expand this, then there is lots of information that will be provided.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  The next one was another point of Clarification, and again I might have missed it in transition.  But the application on page 36 had said there was 155 RNG facilities.

Did you confirm that in your presentation, or is that correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  I think we filed that as part of the compendium.  It is actually 155 operational bio-fuel facilities.  There was just a mis-classification in the written evidence.

So a bio-fuel facility is not necessarily producing RNG.

MR. STEVENS:  That is set out, Dwayne, is in the evidence corrections that were set out under separate letter  on Tuesday, I believe.

MR. QUINN:  I didn't get through all of that, David, so I will look for the detail in that.  Thanks, Nicole.

MS. BRUNNER:  No problem.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  This is Khaled from Kitchener Utilities.  I have a question about the pilot project in Markham.  Did you need to do any retrofitting for the customers, any adjustment for their appliances or meters, or any other than the blending infrastructure?

MS. BRUNNER:  So there would be more details in the application that we referred to earlier.  But at this time, I don't believe there were any customer specific retrofits.

Instead we were handling it with a monetary rebate to account for the difference in the volume.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to continue on that -- sorry for jumping in.  I was involved in the LTC application, so I have some recollection of it.

There was no requirement at 2 percent blending to make any adjustments to customer equipment or customer connections, or anything on the customer side of things needed to accommodate the blended gas, if that is what you are asking.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  So the 2 percent was based on that?  So that is why you decided 2 percent?  Why did you decide on the 2 percent only?  Why didn't you go to 5 percent?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, that is discussed within the evidence for that case.  But that was considered to be a demonstrably safe level to accommodate without having to have any adjustments on the customer side of things.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Which isn't to say that the number couldn't be higher.  But at that time, 2 percent was considered to be a fair approach.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.  Just a couple of questions starting off on RSG.

You mentioned how it gives you more transparency in terms of the carbon intensity of the gas, and I am still trying to kind of struggling as to how much, in terms of tons of CO2, you are saving when you have a RSG certified gas versus sort of standard.

Can you comment on that or just, you know, give me an idea in terms of tonnes of CO2 per cubic metre?

MS. BRUNNER:  So it is difficult to calculate the reduction in the emissions, because you would need to know the baseline of the gas that was being produced prior to certification.

So we've given a general rule on page 32 of the application.  It is three kilograms of CO2 per GJ for a 0.8 percent decrease in production methane intensity.

MR. ELSON:  So what is that in terms of -- that's comparing it to like the average gas, like certified gas versus average gas?

MS. BRUNNER:  So that's for 0.8 percent reduction.  I used that as a -- just a general rule because it came out to three kilograms of CO2 per GJ.  So it is not comparing it to the baseline of what natural gas would be.

There is lots of different variations in those baselines and publicly available studies that point to different numbers for different regions.  So it really becomes producer-specific.

MR. ELSON:  I guess I am trying to compare it to your general portfolio of gas.  How would it compare to your general portfolio of gas in terms of carbon intensity?

MS. BRUNNER:  So I wouldn't have that information, because I don't have the baseline for what the average natural gas production in our portfolio would be.  It would be different by each producer.

I can speak to --


MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MS. BRUNNER:  No, that's fine, go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  I think as this progresses we would -- you know, we asked the same kind of questions last time and we would ask them again next annual update.  So if you folks are able to crunch some of those numbers when you next come back to everybody, that would be helpful for us in particular.

But let me ask a couple of more questions in the same vein.  On page 17 in the MiQ certification, you talk about like the percentage or the ratio, I guess, of carbon emitted to natural gas produced.

What are the units that are being talked about there?

MS. BRUNNER:  So I think it wouldn't necessarily matter what the units are, as long as they're the same.  It is the methane emitted you could think of it in, you know, tonnes over natural gas, you know, as long as you have the same metric units.  

MR. ELSON:  For comparison purposes.  Got it.  So you're looking at, you know, how much does your methane -- how much methane do you have.  I don't understand what a ratio of methane in tonnes to, I guess it is how many tonnes of CO2 per cubic metre, and then a reduction of 2 percent to 0.5 percent?  Is that what that means?  Like -- or what does the .05 percent mean?  What does that equate to?

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.  So I like to think of it as the leak rate.  So if you are producing, you know, a set quantity of GJs of gas, 0.5 -- or, sorry, .05 percent was also released to achieve an A grade, versus 2 percent of that being released to achieve an F grade.

MR. ELSON:  So let's say you have a cubic metre of gas and you are in that .05 percent.  How many -- what's the -- how much carbon per cubic metre is being emitted -- I should say carbon equivalent is being emitted in that sort of stringent range?

MS. BRUNNER:  So you would say, then, that .05 percent of a cubic metre was released.

MR. ELSON:  How does that equate into, like, tonnes of carbon that I can sort of understand?  I mean, to me, like, I know that there is, what is it, .0018, roughly, tonnes of carbon emitted when you burn a cubic metre of gas.  And I am just trying to get an understanding of the delta between, well, .05 percent and 2 percent here.  What are we talking about in terms of tonnes of CO2e?

MS. BRUNNER:  So it is different than the ratio that you would apply to when you burn gas.  It is actual gas being released in the production process.

MR. ELSON:  I know, and I just can't equate that into a tonnes -- like, there will be an equivalent value, right, in terms of tonnes of CO2?  I mean, maybe that is something you can take away and let us know tomorrow, but it would just give this a bit more meaning to someone like me who works in tonnes of CO2e.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yeah, so we -- I don't know if kilograms of CO2 are beneficial for your --

MR. ELSON:  That's fine, yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  Okay.  So 3 kilograms of CO2 per GJ, if you were to move from an E level here with 1 percent to --

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- a C level here with .2 percent.  So for every .8 percent reduction, it is 3 kilograms of CO2 per GJ.

MR. ELSON:  Sorry.  If you were to move from E to which?

MS. BRUNNER:  Move from E to C.

MR. ELSON:  E to C.  Because that's a -- yeah, it is not a .8 -- I know what you mean when you say a .8 percent reduction --

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  Yeah.  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So that means that a .8 is equal to 3 kilograms.  So .5 is equal to whatever ratio of 5 to 8?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  All right.  I think I can work that out.  We will find out.

And in terms of the EO100, I couldn't see anything in that chart which let me understand what the carbon intensity difference would be.

MS. BRUNNER:  There is less quantitative requirements for the EO100 versus MiQ or Project Canary.

For EO100, there is a principle that says the operator strives to reduce production and release of greenhouse gases, so it is more of a continuous improvement focus on greenhouse gas emissions as part of the EO100.

And then I did mention that noting the difference in these two, these two certifications have formed a partnership.  So a lot of gas that is MiQ-certified or EO-certified is being certified now by both to recognize that difference.

MR. ELSON:  In terms of MiQ, is that -- like, when you bought that gas, where was it on this scale?  Is it -- when you buy it, does it just mean we have measured it on this scale or we meet at least a threshold of C?  How does that work?

MS. BRUNNER:  The producer goes out and gets certified and achieves a level on this scale.  So I know for the transaction that we had that was certified by both MiQ and EO100, the producer had received an A level on the methane emissions slide there, so the top level.

MR. ELSON:  But it would still be certified even if it was F level?

MS. BRUNNER:  Technically, but you would be aware of that in producing and in the conversations leading up to procuring.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And the Trustwell by Project Canary, what is their requirement, in terms of carbon intensity from production?

MS. BRUNNER:  I find that one a little bit more complex to explain.  They use a series of industry benchmarks that producers must meet.

So a few examples that we've heard of and a few articles that I have read, the producers have been using the one future upstream targets, it is called, and the leak rate maximum there is a .28 percent in production compression and gathering.

MR. ELSON:  Now, you say .28 percent.  Do you mean .028 percent?

MS. BRUNNER:  No, .28, so it is similar to that --

MR. ELSON:  To C range here.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.  And you said that it is .28 in -- and then you named two things in...

MS. BRUNNER:  Production compression and gathering.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And in terms of the -- is it MiQ, MiQ?  I don't know if I am saying it right.  MiQ?

MS. BRUNNER:  I say MiQ.

MR. ELSON:  You say MiQ?  Okay.  In terms of that certification, is that also talking about production compression and gathering?

MS. BRUNNER:  I believe it is only speaking to production, but I am not confident in that.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And Trustwell you said has a couple benchmarks, like it's a -- you're qualified to meet the one future, you know, standard, but they have other standards that they can certify you to?  Is that how I have understood it?  Correct me.

MS. BRUNNER:  I believe it is industry benchmarks that they look at --

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- with leak rates.  So one futures was one example that I read of a producer who had less than a 0.28 leak rate.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  And was certified.

MR. ELSON:  So what are the other benchmarks in terms of leak rates?

MS. BRUNNER:  I am not sure.  It's not information that I have based on their website or publicly available sources.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  So in the event that we were offered gas-certified, these would be great questions that I would be asking.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Okay.  And so one future is one of those benchmarks?  Or that is -- is that a supplier?  I'm sorry, I just don't know what that is.

MS. BRUNNER:  That is a benchmark that a couple of suppliers -- there is articles about them out there publicly -- that they have met in order to achieve certification.

MR. ELSON:  Got it, okay.  And you don't know what the leak rate is for your standard portfolio?

MS. BRUNNER:  I don't.

MR. ELSON:  No.  And you probably can't figure that out because most of the time when you buy gas, they don't tell you.

MS. BRUNNER:  That's right.  It varies by producer and region.

MR. ELSON:  So you would have to figure out, okay, this is where we're getting it by region and look at third-party sources to see what the leak rate is on average.

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  To get even an approximate that is what we would have to do.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MS. BRUNNER:  And I am not sure -- it would be very approximate.

MR. ELSON:  Well, we would be curious about that next year, but for now that is obviously a complex question.

Just to confirm, you know, you are planning to have zero incremental costs for RSG, and if that were to change you would seek approval from the Board?

MS. BRUNNER:  So we are definitely planning on having zero incremental costs for RSG for our ratepayers, and I believe, yes, we would have to seek approval with the Board in order to be able to pay more.

Sorry, David, I saw you pop on.

MR. STEVENS:  Whether it would be approval, Kent, or something that was identified as a future plan for people to comment on, I think is an open question.  Last year when we talked about SNG we were just talking about it in the context of getting people's comments and understanding whether that was something that Enbridge should go ahead with.

MR. ELSON:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. STEVENS:  I am not sure -- it would really depend on the context, I think, whether Enbridge deemed that it needed to get formal sort of pre-approval in order to do this.  That might or might not be the case, but hopefully that is moot, given the comments that Nicole has made around the relative pricing as this sort of product develops.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  Are you including RSG in promotional or marketing materials or planning to do so in the future?

MS. BRUNNER:  We shared our transactions in social-media sources and -- just to share it with our customers.

We also had customer engagement results that you would have seen as Appendix A to the proceeding.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  When you say you shared your transactions on social media, what do you mean by that?

MS. BRUNNER:  We just shared that they occurred.

MR. ELSON:  You tweeted about it, or you paid for, like -- I don't know, promotional messages or something?

MS. BRUNNER:  Actually, no.  So if you flip to slide 20, it is a Tweet that I snipped for the voluntary RNG program.  We had a similar tweet for the RSG purchase, just sharing the purchase we made.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I have seen some, you know, promotional material put out by Enbridge through some social media platforms.

Would this have been included in those kind of messaging, or is that something you can't comment on?

MS. BRUNNER:  I can't comment on that.

MR. ELSON:  A couple of questions on RNG.  You said your participation rate was lower than forecast, and I admit I could look this up myself.  But you might know the answer off the top of your head.  How much lower than forecast was it in terms of participation for RNG?

MS. BRUNNER:  In the voluntary RNG proceeding, we forecast the first year of participation to be 16,000 customers, and our most recent participation number was just over 1,000 participants.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And how many cubic metres a year of RNG are we talking about at the current participation rate?

MS. BRUNNER:  So we bought 1,000 GJs of RNG.

MR. ELSON:  So that is like a contract for 1,000 a year?  Or just a thousand for one year?  I wasn't sure what that meant.

MS. BRUNNER:  It was a 1,000 GJ purchase delivered over a small number of days.  It is just a one-time purchase and delivery.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So that was for the -- like for 2022, or what year is that supposed to be attributable to?

MS. BRUNNER:  So that was using the revenue that was collected to date from the two dollar contribution that the customers make when they sign up for the program.

MR. ELSON:  Right.  And 1,000 GJs you multiply it by, what, 26, to get cubic metres, something like that?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes, something like that.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Do you have a cost per -- well, actually maybe I will ask you a different question.

How much did you generate in terms of revenue in the program?

MS. BRUNNER:  So we contracted for the 1,000 GJs based on actual participation forecast for 12 month's worth of revenue.

So the revenue generates as the customers sign up.  So 1,000 GJs, and it's been launched since April, is -- call it 100 or so a month that would have signed up, and their two dollars of contribution begins to add up from when they sign up.

Then we forecast that out for 12 months and purchase with that revenue.

MR. ELSON:  I may be able to follow that if I look at the transcript, but what did that come up with in terms of a revenue number?

MR. STEVENS:  On a full year basis, Kent, I think it is as simple as two dollars times 12 times 1,000.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  That's what I was thinking, but I wasn't quite sure.  Okay.  So 2,000 times 12 times 1,000, so you used that to pay for your first 1,000 GJs and then you will use the same amount for your next purchase?  Or will it be -- or your next one will be bigger because you are forecasting more?

MS. BRUNNER:  There should be a snowball effect here where we have the initial 1,000 participants still contributing and then as more participants sign up, they will contribute as well.

So the quantity of money that we have should increase to be able to buy more.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So you had 24,000 for your first Purchase, if I am doing two times 12 times 1,000.  Then your next one is going to be building up because you might have -- it could be more than twice that because you will be looking at your additional customers.

MS. BRUNNER:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And you don't have a cost per carbon of avoided CO2, do you?

MS. BRUNNER:  No.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  How do you make sure -- let me ask one more question.  You said you are going to provide the cost per cubic metre once you are able to sort of anonymize  it.  Do you expect that to be in your next plan?

MS. BRUNNER:  It really depends on enrolment because the enrolment will trigger our next purchase.

So hopefully if enrolment continues to grow, we will have the opportunity to purchase again once or maybe twice more even before the next annual update, at which point we can determine if it would make it anonymous enough to provide a portfolio price of RNG.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, okay.  This RNG, like these are from Pre-existing facilities, so it is not like an incremental RNG construction, right, because you can't do long-term contracts?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  This current purchase was just from an existing RNG --


MR. ELSON:  Further to Mike Brophy's questions, how do you make sure they're avoiding double counting?  You don't actually receive the gas necessarily.  So how do you make sure they're not saying that they are selling the gas to multiple parties?

I mean, I assume that honest people wouldn't do that, but how do you make sure that doesn't happen?

MS. BRUNNER:  For these smaller purchases that we are entering into to support the voluntary program, we just use an attestation form or declaration from the producer that the gas they were supplying us is RNG.

MR. ELSON:  And do you also include on that attestation form that they're not selling the credits for the same gas to other people, like that is the piece -- of course, they're giving you RNG.  The question is are they then selling credits for the carbon reductions to BC or to some -- you know, Vermont or something?

MS. BRUNNER:  Do you mean the environmental attributes?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  Then that is covered in the contract language.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  In the contract or the attestation 

-- or is that the same thing?

MS. BRUNNER:  The attestation.

MR. ELSON:  Actually, I forgot I had a question about RSG.  RSG is just about certifying your current -- your current practice.  It doesn't require that you have a reduction from before.  Is that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  I don't understand your question.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  Like maybe go back to the MiQ chart and I apologize.  It is because I worded it poorly.

MS. BRUNNER:  That's okay.

MR. ELSON:  If we go back to paragraph -- sorry, at page 17, it is saying that, you know, you might be in class E certified or you might be class A certified.

But that just might mean before you got certified that's how carbon intense your production was.  You don't have to actually achieve incremental reductions, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  That's right.  Only if you were planning on moving up the stack of grades which you have to.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So even if you are lower than average, it doesn't mean that you have actually done anything special to achieve that.  It might just be that you are in a different area and you and your neighbours have lower production values?

MS. BRUNNER:  So there is not necessarily a change.  It is really the transparency that it is providing us to the practices of the producer.

MR. ELSON:  It doesn't give you any insight on whether they have done something extra, like it doesn't give you insight on incremental changes?

MS. BRUNNER:  No.  I would say through our support of RSG and the purchases that we've made of RSG and that other utilities have made of RSG, it has become so common that it is encouraging those who may not just generally qualify for a certification to go seek one.  It's becoming almost table stakes to be certified.

MR. ELSON:  But I mean like MiQ, certifying doesn't mean you are meeting a standard.  You're just saying you could be anywhere from stringent to pretty terrible and, you know, number F here.

I think what I am saying is -- or confirming, which is my understanding, is that you don't have to actually improve your processes.

MS. BRUNNER:  So as I said, I think the conversations through the procurement process requesting the grade levels would clear that.  So, you know, if a producer is offering us level A certified gas, as was in the example that I provided, at the lowest price compared to all other producers out there that we're receiving bids from, encouraging that they're certified and still the lowest price.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So now if you are choosing between two equivalent bids and one of them is an A and one of them is an F, you are going to pick the A.

MS. BRUNNER:  I have the opportunity to have that transparency into what I am buying and what I am providing to our customers.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  You said about hydrogen that we will hear more about it in rebasing.  Does that mean that you are working on procuring more hydrogen?  Is that something that you can give us some insight on?

MS. BRUNNER:  So as part of the rebasing application, there will be further discussion on hydrogen as part of energy transition.  That may or may not include more purchases for the Gas Supply Plan.

MR. ELSON:  We will have to see.  Okay.  Those are my questions, thank you.

MR. VIRANEY:  Ian, I believe you are next.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks, Khalil.  Ian Mondrow for IGUA, but I think Mike Brophy wanted to jump in.  Do you still want to jump in there, Mike?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, if I could.  I just had a quick qualification question and then I will just save my residual questions until after Ian.  He graciously allowed me to ask the clarification.

So it came up in relation to a discussion with Mr. Elson, and you are actually on the right slide here.  So you were talking about, you know, reductions in upstream emissions due to, you know, reduction of leaks and that kind of thing.

And I am still, like, trying to get my head around this kind of thing and the benefit of it, but Enbridge typically looked at emissions from natural gas from the perspective of where it is used by your customers and, you know, the emissions factors, you know, applied.  It used to be 25 times the global warming potential of CO2.  I think it is now 30, 30 times the renewed number natural internationally, so a shift there.

But, so -- and I think that is what is used when you, you know, you calculate emissions benefits programs like DSM and other things done by the utility.

So, you know, when I am starting to look at this material, which I haven't followed very closely, when you go upstream -- because, you know, it is great to do that, like, natural gas, you know, has a higher emission than just when you burn it -- it looks now like now you are casting the net, you know, more broadly because you are transporting and selling a product that has emissions -- broader life-cycle emissions that came from upstream.

So you are trying to now decrease not just what the emissions are from your customers on burning gas, you know, at that point, but also influencing reduction of emissions upstream of where it is produced, which is terrific, right?  That is a great initiative.

So I just -- I guess my question is, is that a shift, and we would certainly support, you know, Enbridge doing that, because it reduces emissions even beyond what you have traditionally done, and then I guess if it is, then, we may, you know, submit some recommendations on, you know, some metrics so you can track and get credit for that, because right now you don't get credit for any of this.

If you put in place things so that people upstream have to do a better job to give you the product you purchased for your customers, you know, it is largely invisible, with the exception of the Tweet you mentioned.

So, you know, if that becomes material, you can kind of track the impact you are having in driving cleaner operations of natural gas upstream of you.

Hopefully that made sense, and I don't know if you have any comments on that.

MS. BRUNNER:  That does make sense.  The certifications are strictly with the production of natural gas, but there are, as you mentioned, other ways upstream that we could look at to continue to encourage responsible practice upstream of us.

I do think of it as a bit of a spectrum.  So there's 
-- or a timeline, I guess, from the time of production all the way through to the time of burn, and this is just focused on that kind of production.  There is many items that happen along the way that we can look at further.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So it sounds like it is open to that, and then just kind of sorting out kind of what it really means.  Okay.

Okay.  I am going to stop there and hand it to Ian, and then I will come back when he is done.  Thank you.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks, Michael.  Ian Mondrow for IGUA.  I just want to clarify something, I think it is on -- if I am keeping these projects straight -- on the hydrogen blending, Nicole.

So you mentioned in passing almost a credit -- I think it was you.  So as David's described, the volumes burned of hydrogen blended gas are higher volumetrically than non-blended gas.  And so it is my understanding that the customers in Markham that are fed off of this loop get a credit on their bills to compensate them for the higher volumetric charges they incur because the gas they're consuming is blended.

That is the credit you referred to, correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  That's correct.  We bill in m3, but the heat value of the gas that is blended is slightly lower because of the blend of hydrogen.  So they get a credit to represent that difference.

MR. MONDROW:  Right.  And it is a pretty minor cost at the moment, but the cost of that credit is recovered from all of your distribution customers, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  I believe so.  But once again, I think I would point you to the decision related to that proceeding.

MR. MONDROW:  I believe so too.  I just -- if we are going to put it on this record, I just want --

MR. STEVENS:  That is my recollection also, Ian.

MR. MONDROW:  Yeah.  Thanks, David.  I appreciate that.  And David, actually, my next question may be for you, and I was just trying to think about this, because there was a discussion on this RSG topic, and I think it was Kent asked if -- if you were to pay a premium and include that -- and with pre-approval, and I think you kind of weren't 100 percent sure whether you needed pre-approval to pay it, and I would tend to agree with that, but do you think that if -- off the top of your head -- if you wanted to recover that premium from customers, you would need OEB approval to do that, I would assume.  Would you agree with that?

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I think it is fair to say that there is an approval for gas cost recovery that happens in the ordinary course.

I guess I am having trouble with the premium idea now, just given the way that Nicole's described it.  You know, it is not quite the same as RSG versus conventional gas, whether there's a clear delta between.

It is an all-in price from a producer that doesn't necessarily show any premium, and there may not actually be any premium.  As Nicole says, it may be table stakes now.

MR. MONDROW:  Yeah, no, I agree with that.  In fact, as I understand your update, you are not paying a premium.  You are paying the next best price in the stack until you procure what you need to procure.  So, so far, I am pretty sanguine about that.

But there was a question about, you know, if you wanted to -- if you were going to pay a premium, but maybe it is too academic to worry much about now.  I just, I struggled a bit with --

MR. STEVENS:  The difficulty I have is what that ends up meaning in the context of, you know, gas supply choices that are being made.  I mean, if it is very clear that you have got five choices of X and one choice of X plus 50 percent, and the 50 percent is a premium, then that is going to be an issue that the Board would likely expect to be highlighted and discussed.

But I just don't think we're talking about that sort of level or that sort of issue here.  I think it probably is academic.  Last year when we were talking about it, it was a bit of a different environment than now.

MR. MONDROW:  Fair enough.  Okay.  Well, we will leave it for if and when that happens.  Thanks.  That was it.  Thanks, Nicole.

MR. BROPHY:  It looks like I might be next again.  So, great.  Thanks, if I have jumped in the queue.  It is Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

So I just had a couple of questions, and they were things that we had submitted, and I think they were in this section, so I just didn't want to get past it without talking about it.

So one is, we had asked if Enbridge had done an RNG potential assessment.  I know places -- utilities like Fortis B.C. did that, right, because they're -- I think, as you said, they're ahead of you, and so they have done that kind of thing.  And you probably have a copy of it or have seen it.

Has Enbridge done anything like that for purposes of Enbridge or Ontario?

MS. BRUNNER:  So we filed market research in the voluntary RNG application, and an update to that here as well, just in our prefiled application.  I would say that is the most -- sorry, David, go ahead.

MR. BROPHY:  I was just going to say if Enbridge is looking to be expanding what it is seeking to do for RNG, then I think it becomes appropriate to update what Nicole was talking about that had been filed previously.

But right now, we're not there yet.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I think, Nicole, you had mentioned like survey results and that kind of thing.  I am specifically talking about like a potential of, you know, what Enbridge could potentially leverage from the market and, you know, we will get into the policy stuff I think later in this stakeholder conference.

But I think you probably saw Ontario they've put out a whole bunch of policy things that hadn't, you know, been in place last year and they're now in place.

One was around biomass which would feed into RNG like, you know, total linkage to the types of things we're talking about.

So it sounds like you don't have a potential study to the extent that you're looking to grow, you know, use of RNG than one might be higher, but that is in the future.

MR. STEVENS:  I think that it just becomes relevant in the future is really what we're saying.

Right now, efforts are to increase the up take with the voluntary RNG program, but the need for supplies is not there yet, because as Jason explained and Nicole explained, there's no certainty of cost recovery right now.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Fair enough.  So the next question I had is:  Enbridge had indicated previously that your aspirational goal for RNG was 5 percent.  Is that still your goal?  Or is there a newer number?

MS. BRUNNER:  Which reference are you referring to?  The 5 percent?

MR. BROPHY:  It would have been -- I think it is in your original Gas Supply Plan, right, that started this 
five-year thing.  I have to go find the exact reference.  I didn't pull it up, but I had that noted down.

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  So we did -- do intend to try to increase the use of RNG within our system.

5 percent is an aspirational number that is out there in a few places, but not necessarily how we would achieve that 5 percent is out there.

So I think your question is what would be required and there are many different ways that we could get to that 5 percent through potentially increased voluntary participation, or inclusion in our greater portfolio with certainty of cost recovery.

There would be a few different means we could use to get to 5 percent.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Then when I looked at your scorecard you filed with your compendium, it said your RNG penetration is zero percent, which I think kind of undermines and under estimates that you have -- the stuff you have done, because you have done stuff, right?  But I guess it is lost in the rounding.

So do you know what the percent is?  I guess because you only -- you had no decimal points there.  It looks like nothing has happened.

MS. BRUNNER:  I did calculate the percent.  I think I shared in my speaker's notes that it was less than one percent.  But also, it is a line of zeroes, but it's .000002 percent.  So five-zeros-two percent.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  We're not at 5 percent yet.

MS. BRUNNER:  No.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I guess the -- I think the last question I had was on the clean energy project and it was around -- so since that was commissioned, what the percent of hydrogen blended was into that closed loop gas stream.  I think the --

MS. BRUNNER:  It varies up to that maximum of 2 percent.  That is the best information that we have at this time.

MR. BROPHY:  It varies.  So you did get up to 2 percent at one point?

MS. BRUNNER:  I can't actually confirm that.  That is just the maximum they will allow to be blended into that --

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- loop.

MR. BROPHY:  So I guess -- well, Enbridge somewhere must know how much hydrogen has been blended, but it sounds like you don't know.

MS. BRUNNER:  No, I don't know.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  I will stop there, thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't see any more hands.  I did want to just provide a clarification about one thing that I had indicated a few minutes ago.

I believe it was Ian who was asking about whether ratepayers bear the cost of the rate rider associated with the Low Carbon Energy Project to compensate the customers for the difference of volumes that they're consuming.

And given that Enbridge is in an IR term right now, there is no incremental amount being recovered by ratepayers.  So it could be said that Enbridge is bearing that cost, except to the extent that the company finds itself in an earnings sharing position.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, thanks, David.

MR. VIRANEY:  Nicole, it is Khalil Viraney from the OEB.  I just have one question.

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.

MR. VIRANEY:  I believe you are already purchasing RSG?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. VIRANEY:  And what is the benefit of purchasing RSG for ratepayers, in terms of the gas supply plan?

MS. BRUNNER:  So I think the biggest benefit is the transparency that it provides to our customers for the gas that they're purchasing, both in methane intensity reductions and other production practices and responsible production practices.

In addition, it encourages the use of further certification when large procurement -- when utilities with large procurement portfolios seek RSG and encourage RSG.

So I know of other producers who have asked how interested we are in it, and tried to kind of determine if we will value it in our purchases as a differentiator.  So I think that also provides a benefit just in greening the production of natural gas that customers are burning.

MR. VIRANEY:  Well, my -- I am relating it to the Gas Supply Planning principles and I am trying to see what benefits are there, in terms of the guiding principles.

MS. BRUNNER:  So I would say it is in the spirit of public policy that looks at, you know, general emission reductions.  It is also reliable and diverse supply that just like any other natural gas supply that is just slightly different in that it has been certified but without any costs to Enbridge.

So I don't think it is contrary to any of the gas supply guiding principles.  It is aligned with them just like all other natural gas is that we procure.

MR. VIRANEY:  But your annual update, in your annual update you haven't tied RSG to any of the guiding principles.

MR. GILLETT:  Maybe I can add something here, Khalil.  I think Nicole has it right here where there is a general recognition of public policy that aligns with energy transition, reduction in carbon emissions, greening the fuel supply.

The way we're viewing it -- and hopefully others can see why in the discussion -- the way we're viewing it is, this is essentially a no cost way of getting better transparency into our gas supply sources in terms of how it is produced, and provides a motivation to producers to become certified.

So it is a free -- it is a free move for us to encourage producers to essentially improve or at least prove their production practices, and for us to purchase that gas in support of general ESG public policy alignment. I think that’s kind of the way we look at it.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay, thank you.  Does anyone else have any questions for Nicole?

MR. MONDROW:  Ian Mondrow.  Just one follow up on what you said, Jason, and I don't recall -- I may have just missed it, seeing in the evidence that you require all your RFP respondents to declare whether they have the certification or not.

I thought you didn't.  Some do.  Or they have approached you directly and said they do and you said, well, you know, bid into our RFP, because now you've told us that, that is interesting.  But that is not a requirement for bidding, is it, to disclose whether they have certification or not?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, actually, I will maybe let Nicole answer this one.  That is her area.

MS. BRUNNER:  No, it is not a requirement for bidding.  It is a voluntary declaration that some producers have made to us.

MR. MONDROW:  So that means there may be other RFP respondents that also have certification.  They just haven't told you.

MS. BRUNNER:  There may be, yes.

MR. MONDROW:  But in any event, it is not -- you don't make it known to your bidders that you would like to see that.  Some of them just volunteer that information, I gather?

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  In conversations with them we have encouraged that they participate and share with us if they have certified gases as their bid, but you are right, it is not a requirement in the bid process.

MR. MONDROW:  Is there any reason that you couldn't, within your bid process, request just even a check box that the respondents indicate whether they're certified or not, and if they are, which certifications?  I mean, is there any downside to doing that?

MS. BRUNNER:  I don't think there is any reason that we couldn't.  I just wouldn't want to discourage others from participating who may provide gas at a lower or different rate.

So I am not sure I would want to require it for that reason.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  All right.  Thank you.

MR. VIRANEY:  So I guess we are scheduled for the afternoon break, and I think we are a bit behind.  So I guess we can have the 15-minute break, and we will be, I think, back at 2:40.

MR. QUINN:  Khalil, just a process question that I was trying to alert you and Michael Millar to.  I understand that things will carry on this afternoon and we will get as far as we get, but it doesn't look like we're going to hit Friday morning's agenda.  I'd like to make sure when I come back on, as I am not available after three o'clock, that we will be -- that Enbridge will have staff tomorrow morning to answer any transportation contracting questions.  David, I guess I will ask you.

MR. STEVENS:  Yeah, certainly.  The same witnesses are going to be present tomorrow as today.  I think it is pretty likely, Dwayne, the way that things are going, that we will keep pretty close to the agenda as it is written, hopefully be able to finish close to the same time, but I don't anticipate us taking a big bite out of what is scheduled for tomorrow.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will read the transcript, David, so I don't retread the ground, but ultimately I will ask my questions tomorrow morning.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  So 'til 2:40?

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.  We will be back at 2:40.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 2:25 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:41 p.m.

MR. VIRANEY:  Is everyone back?

MR. STEVENS:  The Enbridge witness who will be speaking to the next section is here.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  So can we go on air, please.

Just before we start, I would like to remind once again that when you ask questions, please identify yourself.  Thank you.
Load Balancing


MS. BRUNNER:  I can get started, then.  So as Jason shared earlier, a new section to our filing this year is the section to explain the load balancing in the Gas Supply Plan.

On a planned basis, EGI uses storage withdrawals, seasonal or peaking services and supply purchases to balance for winter loads.

EGI has agreed to file in its rebasing application demonstrating that it has fully considered the opportunity to reduce storage costs through inclusion as part of its load balancing portfolio as cost effective market based alternatives to the purchase of third party storage.

As part of that review, EGI is engaging ICF Consulting to evaluate storage and other market based alternatives to meet our load balancing needs.

Next slide, please.
Operationalizing the Plan - Dawn and Chicago


So when we are operationalizing the Gas Supply Plan, EGI constantly monitors whether customer demands, commodity prices and market conditions to adjust the utilization of our load balancing assets to balance the system.

When EGI is making daily decisions on purchases, we are consistently looking at our position in comparison to our storage targets, applying forecast weather and demand and adjusting our supply purchases as required to ensure that those targets are met.

We received questions regarding table 1 on page 13 of the filing, which is shared here on the screen.  This table demonstrates how Dawn purchases are used for load balancing in the EGD rate zone, as an example.

On a planned basis for the 2021-2022 winter, close to seventy percent of the annual Dawn supply was to be purchased in the winter.

On an actual basis, we have purchased 83 percent of the total planned Dawn supply during this past winter.

This winter was colder than normal, the majority of that cold weather hitting in January which was 16 percent colder than normal, and into early February.

Specific to March purchases in the EGD rate zone, we received questions as to why there were no planned purchases in the month of March.

This is a function of the op6timiation of timing of the purchases in SENDOUT to achieve the lowest cost to fill storage over the summer after the February inventory target was met.

Next slide, please.

EGI supply procurement strategy varies by location, as EGI considers factors such as the liquidity, pricing and volatility and operational requirements.

In response to a question from FRPO, we have provided the equivalent of figure 5 on page 14 of the filing, but updated for the combined EGI rate zones and looking at Chicago purchases.

As you can see, for winter 2021-2022, EGI purchased almost all of our Chicago gas ahead of the season to ensure security of supply and avoid market volatility related to the conditions there for daily supply.

Also in response to a question from FRPO, we are provided the Chicago to Dawn basis for 2021.  We have plotted this for context to the ICF forecast used in the landed cost analysis provided at appendix D.

In 2021, Chicago prices were impacted by the overall market volatility that was discussed by Jason earlier.

With that, I will switch to the Q&A slide and answer questions.

Question and answer period.
Q&A Session


MR. VIRANEY:  Does anyone have any questions?

MR. QUINN:  Hi, Nicole.  It is Dwayne Quinn from FRPO.  I am just looking at your graph.  Could you provide a source?

MS. BRUNNER:  Sorry, there is an echo.  Can you repeat that?

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, it looks like you are speaking, Dwayne, but we can't hear you.

MR. QUINN:  I wasn't speaking.  I am just trying to reduce the echo here.  I will try it this way.  Can you hear me, Nicole?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  Sorry, you were looking at the graph.  I got that part.

MR. QUINN:  I see your Chicago Dawn basis graph.  Could you provide a source for the data in that graph?

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.  So that orange line is the ICF forecast from the same base case that was used in the Vector landed cost analysis in appendix D.  And the blue line is the daily Chicago settles based on the gas early   index in that area.

MR. QUINN:  All right.  If I heard that correctly, the red line is ICF's forecast.

MS. BRUNNER:  Per appendix D.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Is it possible to overlay the actuals versus their forecast?

MS. BRUNNER:  The actuals to the end of 2021 that were requested are overlaid in the first portion of the graph, and then their forecast is as of the time that we entered into the contract for Vector transportation that is in appendix D.

MR. QUINN:  I may have to digest this a little bit more, because it doesn't reconcile with the data that I am familiar with.  And so I will defer further questions, if I may, until tomorrow when I am in a better environment hopefully to be heard also.  So I apologize for the background noise.

But ultimately, I understand the forecast is ICF's forecast, but it doesn't necessarily reconcile market data.

MR. STEVENS:  If you do have a follow up question tomorrow, Dwayne, then I am sure we can bring this slide back up.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thanks, David.  Appreciate it.  Thanks, Nicole.

MS. BRUNNER:  Welcome.

MR. VIRANEY:  Does anyone else have any questions?  I guess we can move to the next presentation.

MS. BRUNNER:  So I will start off this section and then pass it --


MR. QUINN:  I apologize, Nicole, I was changing gears thinking somebody else was going to ask questions, but is there a reason on the previous slide where you show the monthly purchases, why there is -- there are no planned purchases for March.

Sorry.  Not that slide, sorry.  You had the monthly forecast.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  One slide up from here, sure.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  In the EGD rate zone, we meet the February inventory target and then SENDOUT would optimize what the best time of the summer to get back to our fill target would be in order to make purchases.

So typically March supply would be priced higher than supply at other times later into the summer, when you are in the real summer season.  So SENDOUT would plan the purchases to be then rather than in March.

MR. QUINN:  And SENDOUT is taking into account the live price throughout the winter?  Or is it planned ahead of time?  Actually you went from zero plan to actual 3 percent.  So it is tracking live March prices to optimize itself throughout the winter?

MS. BRUNNER:  So SENDOUT would be used to develop the planned numbers, and then on an actual basis, we would be purchasing based on the factors that lead to variances in demand.

So that is what drove an actual purchase of 3 percent of our Dawn supply in March.

MR. QUINN:  So you said something that is interesting.  You said variances to actual demand.  There is no storage target associated with this plan or Enbridge Gas zone?

MS. BRUNNER:  We would also consider variances in demand in order to maintain the ability to meet the storage target.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Again I will defer until tomorrow, but thanks again for your answers.

MS. BRUNNER:  Welcome.
Demand
Transportation Portfolio Term

MS. BRUNNER:  So I will start this section and then pass it off to Steve.  

This is the waterfall graph that Jason referred to earlier in the day.  And we thought that prior to sharing the demand forecast it would be good to open with some information on transportation and commodity portfolios to set an order of magnitude for the robust flexibility offered by the Gas Supply Plan.

I am sharing this specifically in response to questions to the potential for future demand reductions posed by Environmental Defence and CME.

As Steve will share in a moment, the demand forecast appears to be relatively inelastic to price changes.  However, should any demand reductions happen, the flexibility built into the Gas Supply Plan is robust and could accommodate a significant change in demand within the year or for future years.

For context here I will speak to both the transportation and supply contract expirations.  Supply is approximately 85 percent of the costs in the Gas Supply Plan that are updated in the QRAM, and transport is the other 15.

So if I start with the supply or commodity, this is the greater of impact to ratepayers.  The chart on the top right of the slide shows the breakdown in terms of supply contracts.

The majority of our supply is procured on terms less than one year.  Only 37 percent is purchased on an annual or longer basis, and the vast majority of that is annual, with just a small portion that is purchased on terms up to three years.

These contracts provide flexibility to meet demand fluctuations for 85 percent of the gas supply and transportation costs, and over 60 percent of them do not extend beyond one year, providing a significant ability to reduce our costs if demand were to suddenly decline within a year's notice or less.

Within the year, 25 percent of our supply is purchased at Dawn.  This is a lever we could pull almost immediately to reduce supply if demand declines required us to do so, and on an ongoing basis we evaluate our level of Dawn purchases being delivered, even within the current month.

The larger graph illustrates the upstream transportation portfolio held by EGI combined for all rate zones and the expiration dates associated with each path.

Between November 2023 and 2024, we see 50 PJs of annual transportation contracts or 5 percent of our upstream portfolio expire.  And with notice in November 2023, we could adjust or reduce the contracted quantities if we were to see a material decrease in demand.

You will notice a steep decline in 2026 in this chart.  With the flexibility on our contracts, by 2026 EGI could have no Vector or Great Lakes capacity and could reduce gas coming from Empress, Panhandle, and via short-haul if demand were to decline to a level that required us to do this.

Compared to November 1, 2023, this is a 28 percent reduction in upstream transportation contracts that then continue to reduce each year following 2026, decreasing again sharply in November 2030, and de-share from that point on.

Although EGI is not forecasting this to occur, if demand reductions were to occur, the flexibility in the portfolio would provide gas supply and optionality in how we manage our portfolio in response, and we have tools to manage the costs with this flexibility.

So on that, I will pass it off to Steve to talk about demand.
Demand Forecast - Annual & Design Day

MR. DANTZER:  Good afternoon, everybody.  So, yeah, I am Steve Dantzer from Enbridge, and I am going to be starting with an overview of the annual demand forecast.

So we received a number of questions that relate either directly or indirectly to our demand forecast, and so I am going to spend a bit of time on this slide, jumping around a bit and addressing all of the relevant questions that touch on the annual demand forecast.

As a reminder, the annual demand forecast that underpins the Gas Supply Plan is based on OEB-approved methodologies, and these methodologies have not changed since we filed the five-year Gas Supply Plan.

In accordance with the framework, forecast reflects public policies that are in effect, such as the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, and I will talk more about this on the next slide.

One area of questioning that we received relates to our demand -- related to our demand forecast was on the topic of potential future natural gas price changes and similarly future carbon price changes and what the long-term demand impacts could be under various scenarios.

As was discussed earlier and as part of this year's annual update, Enbridge has not rerun its budget cycle in Gas Supply Plan under the premise of these various price and demand impact scenarios.

However, I can say that with respect to demand impacts, generally speaking, the price increase of 10 percent resulted in an approximate 0.5 percent decrease in annual general service demand.

As mentioned during last year's update, natural gas demand is relatively inelastic to price changes.

Along this theme, Environmental Defence asked about the importance of demand forecast accuracy under differing forecast periods, specifically five-year, 10-year, and 20-year forecast periods, and what the impact to prices would be if demand was considerably lower under each of these time lines.

Enbridge does not forecast gas prices, and we have not commissioned a study in this regard as part of this year's annual update.

However, as Nicole just outlined, the strong diversity and flexibility that we have in our portfolio can mitigate significant demand fluctuations.

Another question from Environmental Defence was to provide a breakdown of gas purchased by Enbridge for its customers versus the amount purchased by direct purchase customers.

As outlined in our supply forecast, found on table 6 on page 28, Enbridge has forecasted annual gas purchases on behalf of customers in the range of approximately 523 PJs to 537 PJs for the five-year period covered in the plan.

The annual demand forecast also reflects approximately 240 PJs of gas purchased by direct purchase customers for which transportation and/or storage services are procured by Enbridge.

On this note, OEB Staff asked if Enbridge expects the current portion of direct purchase customers to remain at the current level over the five-year forecast period covered under this plan, considering the forecasted increase in natural gas prices.

Over the past five to ten years, Enbridge and its predecessor companies have experienced a negligible amount of migration at levels easily managed by the flexibility inherent in our plan.

With respect to Enbridge's expectation of additional migration to direct purchase over the five-year period covered under this plan, Enbridge cannot speculate, as this is entirely customer-specific, depending on each customer's future gas supply needs.  If there is migration, the plan has the flexibility required to accommodate these demand changes.

We received a question from LPMA in regards to increasing general service volumes in all rate zones over the forecast period and whether there are factors other than the addition of new customers making up the increase.

Although the increase -- although the addition of new general service customers is the main factor that contributes to the increase in total general service volumes, other factors include positive economic outlook impact, positive economic outlook inputs within the forecast period, such as high employment growth and GDP.

LPMA also asked what the impact would be to the demand forecast if we excluded general service customer additions.  If new customer additions were excluded, general service volumes would see an average annual decrease of approximately 0.5 percent over the forecast period.

As Jason mentioned earlier, BOMA had a number of questions related to ICS Natural Gas Strategic Report that was referenced in the plan [audio dropout] report as a result of questions received from this annual update.

However, what I can say in regards to the hypothetical 2 percent demand reduction referred to in the question, is that, generally speaking, if a customer's volumes were to decline by 2 percent, that customer would see a total bill decrease in the range of 1 percent to 2 percent.

CCC asked what the actual growth rate was for 2021.  While we include actuals in table 32 for the last three-year period as compared to previous annual updates in the five-year plan, actual demand growth for 2021 is still being finalized, and actuals will be included in next year's update.

Next slide, please.

So as I mentioned on the previous slide, the framework requires us to reflect policy initiatives in our demand forecast.  As a result, we've reflected federal carbon pricing under the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, which is fifty dollars a tonne for 2022.

On this note, we received a question from LPMA asking for approximate demand impacts if the federal carbon charge was increased by 15 dollars per tonne in place of the 2 percent increase embedded in our demand forecast for the period covered by this plan.

So in response to this question we provided the chart on this slide for the years covered in the period of this plan.  As noted earlier, the annual demand response is relatively inelastic to price changes.

And finally, on this topic we received a specific question from OSEA if Enbridge takes any steps to harmonize the carbon pricing schemes from other jurisdictions within Ontario, carbon pricing policies and -- sorry.  Carbon pricing policies and programs are administered by the federal or provincial governments, depending on the jurisdiction.

Enbridge must comply with the carbon pricing policy in the jurisdiction that we operate in, and we have no authority over the policy in place.  As carbon pricing policies and programs are government run, it would be at the government's discretion to harmonize programs across differing jurisdictions.

For further clarification related to additional questions on this charge, under the Greenhouse Gas Pollution Pricing Act, the federal carbon charge applies to the end use emissions created in the combustion of gas and not the production of gas.

Charges associated with the emissions created from the production of natural gas are specific to the jurisdiction the producer operates within and the producer's level of performance.

All gas burned in Ontario would be subject to the same federal carbon charge.

Next slide, please.

So this year's plan shows that total annual demand over the course of the five-year forecast period decreases by approximately one percent as compared to last year's plan.

Compared to last year, low annual demand forecast is mainly in the legacy Enbridge rate zone and this is due to less demand from commercial and industrial customers, partially offset by new customer additions.

We received a question from OEB Staff related to contract market changes in the EGD and Union Northwest rate zones when looking at the 2022/2023 year included in this year's annual update compared to the same year forecasted in last year's update.

The numbers I am about to reference can be found in table 3 on page 25 of the plan.

So for the Enbridge contract market 2022-2023 forecast, the increase in this year's update of 2983 TJs is primarily attributable to an increase in the number of contract rate customers, as well as demand growth across other existing accounts.

For the Union Northwest contract market 2022/2023 forecast, the decrease in this year's update of 2331 TJs is primarily due to updated forecast information for a particular new large volume customer.

This customer was forecast to be included as a system supply customer in last year's update, but has since changed to be responsible for their own gas supply as part of this year's update.  Therefore, this demand has been removed from our forecast.

We received a question from Energy Probe regarding how many commercial industrial customers are expected to install gas-fired generators over the next five-years.

Enbridge is not privy to this level of information from its customers.  However, this information will be included in future demand forecasts as customers inform Enbridge of their increased requirements in the future.

Before we jump to the next slide, I will also remind everyone that we received a number of requests to expand some of the tables we included in the plan.  We have responded to this request as applicable in the compendium that was filed a few days ago.

Next slide, please.
Design Day and Average Day Position


So this slide shows a snapshot of the EGD rate zone design day position, and this is table 11 which is found on page 45 of our evidence.

Looking at the EGD rate zone design day position, CDA design day demand is up marginally, which has driven net design day demand up.  Similarly in the Enbridge EDA, demand is p marginally with no shortfall forecast for 2021/2022.

We received a question from LPMA in reference to the in-franchise supply, line item 8 in the table on the slide, for the EGD rate zone and why this doesn't appear in the Union South design day position.

This is just simply a difference in naming convention between the EGD rate zone and Union rate zone.

Per Union South, the in-franchise supply or supply that shows up at the distribution system without the use of contracted upstream transport assets, it shows up in a few different line items in Union South design day table.  And this is as follows:

So it shows up in the Union South table on line 4, line 5, line 6, and line 8.

Next slide, please.

So similarly, this is a snapshot of the Union South rate zone design day position and again this is table 25 found on page 57 of our evidence.

We received a question from FRPO asking whether we use SENDOUT as part of contracting analysis for incremental storage in Union South rate zone.

Enbridge does not use SENDOUT for purposes of evaluating incremental storage requirements in the Union South rate zone.  This is due to the fact that the -- that storage requirements for the Union South rate zone has been fully satisfied through cost of service storage, and there is still cost of service storage that goes unused and this is known as the excess utility storage base.  That has been the case to date.

FRPO also asked what is driving the higher rate of demand in Union South.  This is due to increased contract rate demand growth in the Windsor region on our Panhandle  transmission system.

Another question from FRPO asked for a description of line 4 on this table, non-obligated supply.  This non-obligated supply is a feature of T2 customers, such as power plants and other large volume customers.

The non-obligated portion of a customer's deliveries is not obligated to be delivered every day of the year, like the obligated daily contracted quantity or DCQ portion is.

However, the non-obligated portion of customer's DCQ is planned to be delivered on design day because all customers are assumed to be consuming their firm design day demand on design day.

FRPO also asked what the control point is for Union South design day demand.  Enbridge interprets control point to mean the applicable design degree day assumption, and the control point is London for Union South with a degree day assumption of 43.1 HD.

FRPO asked what the amount of obligated DCQ at Parkway was during the 2021-2022, and this amount was approximately 249 TJs per day.

We also received a question in regards to the most recent Parkway delivery obligation offering moving direct purchase customers' obligated delivery point from Parkway to Dawn.

This offering was made after the plan that's been presented here, and therefore it is not incorporated in this update.

However, Enbridge has agreed to share the results of this process in the 2023 rates proceeding and will share the impact of the results of that offering on the Gas Supply Plan in the next annual update, once they are incorporated into the plan.

Not related to design day, but I will quickly cover off a few other questions from FRPO related to inventory.

So we received a question asking to provide a 10-year history of when Dawn and Tecumseth switched between withdraw and injection.  Enbridge operates its storage pools in an integrated manner, and how these pools are filled and emptied varies from year to year, based on a number of factors.

As far as the Gas Supply Plan is concerned, how these individual pools are operated does not matter.  Instead, it relies upon the space and deliverability provided in aggregate throughout the year.

On a planned basis, the integrated storage pools are operated in a way that generally aligns with the following dates.  The withdraw period for Dawn is November 1st to March 31st, and the injection period is April 1st to October 31st.

The withdraw period for Tecumseth is November 1st to April 30th, and the injection periods is May 1st to October 31st.

Just to note the difference between the two approaches is that legacy Enbridge STS contracts with TransCanada allow for firm injections through April, whereas legacy Union STS contracts do not.

On a planned basis, Union plans for zero inventory on March 31st.  However, it maintains 6 PJs of gas in storage for integrity purposes, and this gas has not been used in the past.

Again not related to design day, but I will cover a few questions related to integrity assets that were asked by FRPO and LPMA.

LPMA asked why there is no contingency space for legacy Enbridge, but there is for legacy Union.

The difference simply reflects a different approach between the two legacy companies in terms of how they manage inventory and plan to mitigate certain risks.

Union held incremental assets that were specifically set aside

[Technical interruption]


for purposes of reviews in implicit approach ensuring certain inventory balances were maintained to manage contingency risk.  So Enbridge did not hold commercial assets for Tecumseth or Welland.

Next slide, please.  Finally, this table shows the average day demand for each day of the forecast period for system sale service customers.

The highlighted column shows average day growth for Enbridge for EGD and Union rate zones, as a reminder, average day demand is calculated as a total system sales service customer demand divided by the number of days in the year.

We received a question from OEB Staff in regards to the average annual demand for the EGD rate zone increasing by approximately 10,449 TJs over the five-year period of the plan, what the drivers are, and whether this increase is heat-sensitive or other load.

And so the increase is comprised of, number one, general service demand increase of approximately 2.3 percent over the five-year forecast period, which is mainly driven by customer growth, partially offset by decreases in average use per customer; and number two, contract market demand increase by approximately 2.4 percent over the five-year forecast period.  This increase is driven primarily by higher demands between the first two years of the forecast period due to the expectation of recovery from COVID-19-related demand impacts, partially offset by DSM-related impacts in the latter half -- latter three years of the plan.  And so the majority of this demand increase over the forecast period is anticipated to be heat-sensitive load.

With that, we will move into the Q&A.
Q&A Session


MR. VIRANEY:  Are there any questions?  Yes, Kent?

MR. ELSON:  I have a couple of questions, starting with that waterfall diagram.

MR. VIRANEY:  Kent?  Kent?

MR. ELSON:  Yes?

MR. QUINN:  Dwayne, would I be allowed to ask a couple of questions before they take my phone off on the plane?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, please do.  I was actually holding off so that you could, so go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  I was double-muted.

Steve, thanks for your answers, and I will have to consider again looking at it in the transcript, because there was an awful lot there that I couldn't take notes on.

But the one thing you said was Union has system integrity space.  Enbridge manages those risks differently.  Can you tell us how Enbridge -- for the Enbridge Gas rate zone, the risks that Union has identified that it has used a system integrity space for, how are those risks managed in the Tecumseh or Enbridge Gas Distribution storage space?

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah.  So Dwayne, it is really -- like I said, it is an implicit approach.  So they don't -- Enbridge -- legacy Enbridge does not set aside incremental assets above and beyond assets identified in their plan.  What they do is operationally they manage inventory balances to manage contingency risk within their operations.

So they don't -- it is really that they don't --


MR. QUINN:  So they --


MR. DANTZER:  -- they don't hold specific assets above and beyond assets required for system customers.

MR. QUINN:  But what you're saying is they hold extra gas in inventory to --


MR. DANTZER:  It is the way they operationally manage their gas.  It is not -- it is really storage planning, but it is the way that they're able to manage their gas to ensure certain balances at certain points so that they can protect against certain risks, I guess.

MR. QUINN:  Well, that is more than I guess.  I am asking for specifics.  Can you help us with how they do it, in terms of using the storage molecule I am hearing to be able to replicate or provide risk management that is otherwise provided out of Dawn, Union Gas Dawn, using system integrity space?

MR. DANTZER:  Well, so as far as I understand -- again, we're delving into storage operations here -- but as far as I understand, they don't empty, say, at the 
end of --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. DANTZER:  -- March totally.  They would hold a certain balance back for purposes of contingency.  Does that make sense --


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, can you repeat that again?  Can you say the last part again --


MR. DANTZER:  So as far as -- yeah.  So Enbridge doesn't fully empty -- as far as I understand it, at the end of the period they don't fully empty their storage facilities.  They would hold a certain amount back for purposes of planning for contingency events.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I risk holding you people up, because I am not hearing very well.  I'm going to have to shut down my involvement, but thanks for the answers.  I might follow up tomorrow once I read the transcript of the list of your responses to our questions.  So thanks for those answers, and we will talk tomorrow morning.

MR. DANTZER:  Sure.  Thanks.

DR. HIGGIN:  Hello, it is Roger Higgin.  I don't know whether -- I had my hand up.  You want to go first, Kent?

MR. ELSON:  Oh, sure, why not.  It doesn't make a difference to me.  Do you care?

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So my questions are straightforward understanding of table 3 in the evidence, and also, you just went through that.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So basically, I would just like to understand better what this, I believe -- but you can say or not -- material change to the '21 update to '22.  That's the 8,464.  And then the next question would relate to, what were the factors that drove that and will they continue.

So would you like to give me some idea as to what drove that significant change, starting with EGD general service?  Just talk about that one, the first line.

MR. STEVENS:  So Roger, if I can, just to make sure we're all on the same page -- it is David Stevens.  Perhaps, Bonnie, could you pull up page 25 of the evidence, which has table 3.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  I believe it is the same table that's been extracted, David.

MR. STEVENS:  It wasn't what was on the screen.  So I just wanted to make sure that we all had the same thing in front of us so there is no confusion.

DR. HIGGIN:  So just to repeat my question, I will just look at the EGD general service and what I am calling a material change to the demand forecast of 8,464 between the two forecasts, and I am trying to understand what were the drivers that affected that.  Is it price?  What is it?  I would like to understand that a little better.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.  So the way I understand it, it is really primarily an updated average-use assumption embedded in our forecast as part of this year's update compared to last year's, driving that decrease in general service volumes.

DR. HIGGIN:  So average use -- how can we put this.  The way average use has been dealt with is by averaging over two or three years, correct?  That is how normally it was done prior to the merger and so on.  That is how it was done.  Am I correct on that?

MR. DANTZER:  I would have to check with finance on that, again.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So what about the other factors that one would expect, first of all DSM.  What about gross?  That is addition of households.  And then the other is lifestyle, the COVID, because people have been working at home.  Are those factors in there or not?

MR. DANTZER:  So DSM would certainly be a factor.  In our 2022 update there are no COVID adjustments.  So that is not a factor.

DR. HIGGIN:  And so --


MR. DANTZER:  And growth would be offsetting that decrease as well, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  So the second question, Steve, relates to the fact that you are carrying this variance through into the future, into '23 and beyond.

Why is that?  Is this a non-repeating?  Or why are you carrying it forward into your future forecasts?

MR. DANTZER:  Well, again, the variance, the explanation that I have is primarily that updated average use assumption, and --


DR. HIGGIN:  But that won't repeat, Steve, will it?

MR. DANTZER:  Well, this table compares our demand forecast prepared for the 2022 annual update compared to the years included in the 2021 annual update, last year's filing.  So for the forecast period, that average use assumption -- that average use assumption would be reflected throughout the forecast period.

So when we compare this year's plan to last year's, we would see a decrease consistently as a result of that.

DR. HIGGIN:  I think I've got it.

So next year, though, there will be a new average use forecast, right?  Next year.

MR. DANTZER:  There would be -- it will be an input again into next year's forecast, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  I think I understand it now.  Thank you very much, Steve.

MR. DANTZER:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Can I go ahead, Khalil, or do you have a question?

MR. VIRANEY:  No, you can go ahead.

MR. ELSON:  I had a couple of questions starting with this waterfall chart.  I think it was attempting to answer some of our questions about how changes in demand in comparison to your forecast may or may not have costs.

So I am just trying to understand the chart in general, so I apologize if I ask basic or stupid questions.  But here we go.

So this is, you know, it starts in November -- well, I guess November 2021 and we're looking at, like, 2700 TJs a day, but that is like a lot less than the overall demand, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  It would be upstream -- this is the upstream transportation portfolio.  So this is the contracts that cause about 15 percent of the supply and transportation costs that ratepayers pay that are bringing supply to our system.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So I am looking at the Y-axis and starting in November 2021, that capacity isn't meant to address all of Ontario's demand for natural gas, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  No.  This is just the capacity that we are -- have long-term contracts on.

MR. ELSON:  The rest of it is short term -- like, would you call the rest of it peaking service, or what would you call the rest of it?

MS. BRUNNER:  So these are the assets that we would use to meet all of our peak day demand.

This would reflect the whole upstream transportation portfolio.

MR. ELSON:  I thought your peak day demand is something like 8,000 TJs a day?  No?

MS. BRUNNER:  So there would be storage withdrawals for example, or purchases at Dawn that would layer on top of this as well to help meet peak demand.

This is getting gas to Ontario for the most part, these contracts.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So in addition to paying for pipeline capacity to get to Ontario, the difference between, you know, this 2700 TJs and the 8,000 TJs for your design day demand is storage -- and what else?

MS. BRUNNER:  You could include STS assets that are used with the storage and transportation service withdrawals that we have contracted with TCPL, Dawn to Parkway assets, peaking services, spot gas or gas purchased at Dawn.  There would be a few other things.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  When you are talking about spot purchases, and purchases at Dawn, like this is to make sure that you have enough long term capacity and then you can manage the rest of the demand with short term, which is less reliable but reliable enough.  Is that roughly correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  Not exactly.  These are the pipes that bring gas to Ontario.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  So what I was trying to reflect here are pipes that are -- that have large demand -- demand charges on them related to the contracted capacity, to show how we could adjust our portfolio costs to reflect any demand changes.

So Dawn supply that we're purchasing for example on the day, you know, there's no demand charge that is going out till 2035 that is locking me into that contract.  Same with the peaking supply or peaking contract.  It is typically just for two or three months in the winter and more flexible than these.  But you are right, I guess I could layer those on top of this in some form, but they have less of a long term demand charge associated with them.

MR. ELSON:  So the first go-to is a whole lot of other options that can be ratcheted down is, I think, the gist of that?

MS. BRUNNER:  I shared that 25 percent of our portfolio -- of our purchases are at Dawn.  So theoretically within the year, if we have a warmer than normal winter for example, that is one of the first things that we adjust.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  Do you mind if I jump in?

MR. ELSON:  Please do.

MR. GILLETT:  Nicole is doing an excellent job here.  I want to maybe tie it back to our conversation earlier in the day, and this is sort of the point that we're trying to demonstrate, which is the upstream transportation portfolio -- which is reflected here in the waterfall diagram -- that is traditionally -- we sort of had an ah-ha moment as a team, that is traditionally what's gotten a lot of the attention when it comes to flexibility.

Everyone wants to talk about the upstream transport portfolio, what are the expiry terms, when do things fall off.

What we started to realize was that it would be helpful to illustrate what proportion of the cost is actually tied up in this piece that gets all of the attention.

And so the point -- you actually made a really good point earlier.  This is only a fraction of our demand that's covered by these long term transport contracts and it is only about 15 percent of the costs to our customers.

That 85 percent of costs that Nicole is referencing, we have a lot of flexibility on.  That is gas we buy within that year at Dawn, right, that is STS withdrawals that we can move around the province.

So 85 percent of those costs have significant flexibility beyond I think what gets most of the attention, which is the upstream piece.  So we were actually trying to put that in perspective with the broader portfolio, so hopefully that ties to the conversation you and I had earlier.

But like I said, I will hand it back to Nicole.  I wanted to make that link, if that is helpful.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, that is helpful.  So what we're looking at on the screen is 15 percent of the cost, but it is also only like 33 percent of how you meet your design day demand, right, and the rest of it is through other means.  Because your design day demand -- maybe I have this wrong, but it is around 8,000 TJs.

I am basing that from page 26 of your Gas Supply Plan, but I may have that wrong.  So if this is 33 percent -- well, let me just start there.  Is that roughly right?  Like this is about 33 percent of your design day demand, if we're looking at 2700 TJs?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  In reference to the 8,000 TJs in table 4, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, okay.  And so you don't have -- you still have transportation costs in relation to the rest of those, that other 66 percent, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  It depends on the asset.  Like if I am buying Dawn supply, there is no transportation costs associated with that actual supply purchase.  But there may be transportation costs associated with getting it to the delivery area which --


MR. ELSON:  It is more expensive gas because you are buying it at Dawn, is that right, instead of buying it somewhere else?

MS. BRUNNER:  Not necessarily.  But it is different priced gas that then I use some of the short haul contracts to bring to the delivery area.  So you would see the darker black that says short-haul Union Northeast for example, that is a TCPL contract that I believe is Dawn to the Union Northeast or Parkway to the Union northeast as an example.

MR. ELSON:  So do you have like tons of flexibility for that other 66 percent that is not shown here?  Is that all on a non-contract basis?

MS. BRUNNER:  I'd say the majority of it is, yes.  We're on shorter term contracts.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  Like the peaking supply that we buy two percent of our portfolio is on a three month contract that we enter into each November just for the winter.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.

MS. BRUNNER:  Prime example.

MR. ELSON:  So if you've got -- you have 33 percent here that is, you know, longer term contracts and the other 66 percent is something else which is generally shorter term, what percentage is storage, in terms of the percentage of the 8,000 TJs per day?

MS. BRUNNER:  I don't have that number.  I'm sorry.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  The thing that I am trying to figure out is like how much flexibility you have to make that change.  It seems like there is a lot, but I am just trying to sort of understand it a little bit better --


MS. BRUNNER:  Sure -- oh.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MS. BRUNNER:  So 25 percent of our supply, like, of the 530 or so PJs that we purchase a year, 25 percent is purchased at Dawn.  So that is 130 or so PJs a year that I don't have to necessarily buy, if demand were to degrade to that level, and that is a decision we could make within the month, within the season, to some extent, right?  Like, we don't have to --


MR. ELSON:  Yeah, but that is an annual demand as opposed to a design day demand, which is kind of apples and oranges, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  All right.  And so in terms of -- let me go back to -- so the box in the corner, the top right corner, is that talking about commodity or transportation costs there?

MS. BRUNNER:  So that is the distribution of the supply terms for commodity.

MR. ELSON:  For commodity.  Got it.

So you can have a lot of flexibility in your commodity, because there's only 40 percent of it that is long-term, that is more than -- that is a year or longer.

MS. BRUNNER:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And in that box of 40 percent a year or longer, what's the sort of average term in there?  Or maybe I will start with this.  How long does it go out?

MS. BRUNNER:  Almost all of it is a year.  There are a few contracts that extend.  The longest that we ever contract for is three years.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  It is a very small percentage of that number.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  Okay.

MS. BRUNNER:  Just to clarify one point.

MR. ELSON:  Mm-hmm.

MS. BRUNNER:  So some of these contracts are average-day contracts that you would see on the waterfall graph.

So if we took Vector, for example, if demands were to decline, that contract isn't -- sorry, let's use a different one.  The Panhandle, for example, if demands were to decline, that contract isn't necessarily required for the peak day.  So I think regardless of which demands declined we could reduce some of these contracts in some manner, if that helps you at all.

MR. ELSON:  So you're not talking about the box.  You're talking about the waterfall right now.  And you're saying that -- but you pay the demand charge regardless of how much you actually use on a design day, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  So some of these contracts expire, and at that time we would no longer have to pay the demand charge.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And, you know, if -- you know, your first one to expire here is -- what is it?  The long-haul Union North, at least it looks like to me.  The colours are a bit close.

And in that case it expires in November 2023.  When do you look to renew that?

MS. BRUNNER:  So that particular contract, I believe, is on an annual renewal at this point.  So we get to decide every year.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Okay.  But your flexibility doesn't really come from renewing or not renewing these contracts.  It comes from everything that is stacked on top of this to get to your 8,000 TJs a day, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  I would say that adds additional flexibility on top of what is provided by this waterfall, and you are right, those would be levers that we may pull first prior to getting into this waterfall.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  It depends how long-term of a trend the demand decline was.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, and I am just trying to figure out how big that space is on top of this waterfall, because your storage isn't -- I mean, you can pull as much from your storage as possible or as little, but it is still a fixed price.  You are paying effectively a demand charge for this storage, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  So about 200 PJs, if I am simplifying, is cost-based storage.  And then there is a portion, I believe 26.2 PJs, that's storage contracts that are commercially based and based on the demand charge.

I do -- sorry.  I do -- I can share that our longest storage contract expires in 2026 of this year -- sorry, 2026.  So there is also some flexibility there as well that we could pull.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, okay.  I mean, I would be interested -- it is not essential, but if you could figure out, you know, what the other pieces are, you know.  If this is 33 percent and storage is X percent and then what amount is at, you know, very flexible remaining percent, I mean, that would just be helpful for me.

If it's 2 percent, that is quite different from if it is 25 percent.  I suspect it is the latter, but if you could provide any insight on that today or tomorrow, that would be helpful.

MS. BRUNNER:  So I think it is everything up to the peak demand, is the other assets that don't have the long demand charges that these assets have that we're showing here.

MR. ELSON:  Well, there's storage too, right?  And we're just not sure how much storage is playing a role in terms of your peak demand.

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  So do you mean the cost-based storage or the market-based storage?

MR. ELSON:  Both, because both of them have fixed costs that you pay for and can't really -- they're not -- they're less variable costs.

MS. BRUNNER:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  I will move on from that and -- but that is helpful.  Thank you for that.  I appreciate it.

If you -- what's the connection between the transportation contracts and the commodity price?  Because I assume there is a connection, or maybe I am wrong, which is that, you know, if you are relying on a certain transportation contract you have to get your gas from a certain place, and that might have an impact on how much that gas costs; is that right?  Or are they delinked?

MS. BRUNNER:  I am not sure I understand your question.

MR. ELSON:  What is the link between which transportation contract you are using to purchase your gas and the commodity price that you pay?

MS. BRUNNER:  So each transportation contract reaches back or most reach back to different areas that we buy gas at --


MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- so we would have different commodity costs at those areas that we buy gas.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, okay.  And then you just need to juggle and optimize those costs.

MS. BRUNNER:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, okay.  I had a question about the non-obligated line on page 35, and Steve, I think you provided an answer, and I didn't quite get it.

So this includes, for example, power plants, and you said that power plants don't have a right to get gas all the time, but they're assumed to be operating on the design day.

So if they're assumed to be operating on a design day, why is it listed as a supply asset here that is effectively reducing the demand on a design day?

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, Kent, can you repeat that question?  I was kicked out of the meeting and I just got back in.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Line 4, non-obligated, one of the examples is power plants, and you said that power plants are assumed on your design day to be using their full contracted demand, and if that is the case, then why are they listed here as reducing the demand?  Like, why are they listed as a supply asset?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.  So Jason kind of touched on this earlier.  So these are a semi-unbundled customer that we refer to as in, like, a T service customer.  And really, it has to do with -- the purpose with this table, it's kind of a basis of presentation.  So it nets out to zero.  We don't procure assets for these customers, or we don't procure commodity or upstream assets, as Jason mentioned earlier.

So it is just a way the modelling is done and this table is prepared.  So it nets to zero on a bottom-line basis.

MR. ELSON:  Because the demand should be 254 TJs higher, but you have just taken it out --


MR. DANTZER:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  -- you've just taken it out of the supply line --


MR. DANTZER:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  -- because that is how you do it.

MR. DANTZER:  That's right.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And why do you could do it that way?  Is that because the demand -- you want the demand line -- why do you do it that way?  I --


MR. DANTZER:  Well, it is a good question.  It's really how we do our SENDOUT modelling for Union South and our Dawn-Parkway system.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Got it.  Okay.  I had -- I am just looking at your design day position charts previously on page 34, and I just recall in -- I think it might have been the Hamilton pipeline proceeding or in a previous supply plan proceedings -- that there is a threshold at which having a shortfall is something that you have to fix, and there's some amount of shortfall that is something that you can manage.

Do you know what I am talking about?  And where is that threshold?

MR. GILLETT:  Maybe I can jump in here, Kent.  So this is where there is a separation between the gas supply planning process and the facilities planning process.

So the idea is that Enbridge Gas customers should have equal access to the Dawn Parkway system, alongside all other shippers.

And so we're not privy to the Dawn Parkway -- actually I should maybe validate.  You're talking about the Dawn Parkway shortfall and as the pipeline operator -- I see you nodding, yes.

So we're not involved in that process. So as a pipeline operator, the facilities design and operations groups manage what kind of shortfall do we have, what kind of risk is there, do we need to trigger an open season.

We're not privy to that and it is not part of the gas supply planning process.

What happens is if we require incremental capacity, we bid-in like any other shipper to -- we have an account manager and everything, and we get put alongside all other shippers.

So it is kind of long-winded answer to basically say that is not part of our process and we're actually one step removed from it in order to ensure equal access for all shippers; we're kind of in the same position as everyone else.

MR. ELSON:  But you are the -- it is the same corporate entity, but two parts of the same corporate entity that are not supposed to sort of -- clued is the wrong word, but you know what I mean.

MR. GILLETT:  We have an information sharing and access structure in place that ensures that that information -- it does not flow to this team.

On the same side, or the other side of the equation is that they don't have privy to what our future plans are, in terms of asset requirements.  It is like I said, to kind of put that wall up between these two processes.

MR. ELSON:  So when you show a shortfall here, are we really talking about your distinction is between what you need to contract for versus what the planning -- the facilities planning team needs to build, and it is those folks that have that threshold, okay, we can have a certain amount of shortfall before we have to build something and so it is not in your court?

MR. GILLETT:  Actually, I am glad you brought this up.  We're using the same term for two completely different things.

So Dawn Parkway shortfall is the concept that there may or may not be a shortfall between what physical capacity Dawn Parkway has versus what they have sold.  That is separate from this.

This is a shortfall where we said, we have -- we've got model demand.  We have the current portfolio and there's a shortfall between those two things, which means we need to go out and determine how to address that shortfall with something.

It may be Dawn Parkway.  It may be long haul, TransCanada, short haul Vector Dawn purchases, peaking services.  Earlier today I talked about all of the different tools in our tool box.  It is us looking at our tool box saying how do we address that shortfall.  Hopefully that makes sense.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  It does.  And it actually flows into another question.  Back in your original plan, I guess it was 2019, there were supply solutions in there and then in the Hamilton pipeline case, the evidence pointed back to the Gas Supply Plan and said, look, here's the Gas Supply Plan and this is why we need to build this pipeline.

And at a high level, what's changed since 2019 such that you don't have that shortfall or problem any more?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  So good question.  So you're talking about the Hamilton -- I believe it was called the Hamilton Kirkwall loop, the Dawn Parkway expansion?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  We were a bidder in that open season.  So what happened there was we had the Gas Supply Plan at that time that you are referencing identified a shortfall.  We looked at all of the tools in our tool box.  We said you know what, Dawn Parkway is the right way to address it.

We bid into that open season.  At the time, it triggered a build application, right.  So we as a shipper bid in.  The operator of the pipeline said, oh, we need to build.  We had the LTC application.  It was then withdrawn, as you are aware.

We were then informed sometime later that we were awarded that capacity.  So even though the LTC was pulled, put into abeyance rather, we were still -- they were still able to award us that capacity.  So we took that capacity, integrated it into the Gas Supply Plan and it addressed the shortfall.  Then we carried on for the past two years.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  That is because of what, turn back?

MR. GILLETT:  I believe so.  I don't have that information.  But from a gas supply perspective, the bottom line was our bid was still able to be to be accepted and we were still granted the capacity.

As the operator, they would look at things like turn back to see whether they could do that without a build.

MR. ELSON:  When would you need to bid into that open season again, based on your currented plan?

MR. GILLETT:  There is no open season at this point in time.  So I can't -- that's one of the things that I would not be aware of.

If there's a shortfall that we feel could be addressed by Dawn Parkway, we would submit that request to the individual that we work with and they would take that away and figure out does the capacity exist, can we accommodate that, do we need to now launch an open season that we have to bid in for.  That whole process would kick off again.

MR. ELSON:  Is there a shortfall that you feel could be addressed by dawn Parkway?

MR. GILLETT:  In the current five-year -- sorry, the slide we're looking at right now you're asking?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  I am not aware of that, no.  I would say at this point in time, we've not bid -- there hasn't been an open season and I can't say what we would do next year.

We would run the next Gas Supply Plan, create it in 2023 and at that point in time determine the course of action.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.  I think the way that I understood what you just said is that you would look to see if there's a shortfall that you feel should be addressed by Dawn Parkway, and then you would get in touch with the person you get in touch with and let them know and then they would decide whether to do an open season or not.

I take it you are not going to do that this year, right?

MR. GILLETT:  So for this year's Gas Supply Plan, we would have to wait and see what the new design day position looks like, what our shortfall is, and then look at our options in the market.

And earlier in the day, we went through that process.  That is really just kicking off now, right.  So in the spring is typically when that process starts for us to get all of all of the inputs for the plan.

MR. ELSON:  But based on the demand you have on this screen here, which is forecasting out to 2025, you don't look at that and say to yourself, oh, those are shortfalls that we're going to need to get in touch and ask about potentially in open season or more capacity on Dawn Parkway -- or do I have that wrong?

MR. GILLETT:  It would depend at that point in time, Kent.  So one of the things we talk about quite a bit is the peaking services.  So in the past, we've had sort of a soft limit of about two percent of design day that we're comfortable contracting for third party peaking services, right.  They're relatively inexpensive, but they carry some more inherent risk.

So if you look at the Enbridge CDA shortfall as an example, those are all below -- and Steve and Nicole, please jump in if I have butchered any of this.  But all of those are currently below that 2 percent soft limit.

So that as an example, that peaking service option that we have we would look to likely utilize for those shortfalls.

But like I said, that analysis needs to be done sort of once the next Gas Supply Plan is being developed.  But at this point in time, that is an example of how we would apply one of those tools that we have in our tool set.

MR. ELSON:  By next Gas Supply Plan, you mean the supply plan after rebasing that is like the whole next -- the new new Gas Supply Plan, not the next annual update?

MR. GILLETT:  We are currently developing the Gas Supply Plan for the 2022-2023 winter.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  But you have the numbers right here and we can see there is a shortfall ranging from 2022 to 2063.  At some point, that is just for the CDA and then you have the additional one for the EDA, and also for Union as well.



When you look at those numbers, is there a point at which, you know, applying your 2 percent of design day soft limit on peaking services and whatever factors you have, you trip over into feeling that the shortfall should be addressed by contracting for more capacity on Dawn Parkway.  Is there a point at which we're getting there?

MR. GILLETT:  I would not be comfortable answering that on the spot.  I would say we'll go through our annual process this year and make that determination when we have all of the information that we need to make that.

MR. ELSON:  So we might see that in the next annual update?

MR. GILLETT:  Potentially, yeah, if that's the route we want to go down.  If that is the route that we want to pursue, then you would see that as part of an update, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And what you are going to look at when you're talking about that 2 percent soft limit for peaking services, that's like if I take this gross demand of, you know, 3,400 TJs and take 2 percent of that, then that's what that 2 percent limit is?

MR. GILLETT:  I would actually look at line 12 of that table.  That is the 2 percent that I am referencing.  That's 2 percent of the net peak day or design day demand.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So for the CDA you're within the 2 percent, but in terms of the EDA you're going over the 2 percent somewhere in the '22 to '23 to '24/'25 range, right?

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And are there other buffers other than that 2 percent soft limit on peaking?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, what do you mean by buffers?

MR. ELSON:  Well, like, I am describing the 2 percent as a buffer, in that you can have a shortfall but be comfortable with the shortfall because you are going to address it through peaking services.

So I am sort of colloquially calling it a 2 percent buffer.  Maybe that is incorrect terminology.

But is there something else that you have that provides this -- a similar sort of ability to manage a shortfall?

MR. GILLETT:  So I would -- I will rephrase it slightly differently, Kent.  We never go into a winter with a shortfall.  We bring that to zero, and what we're saying is that we currently have a soft limit of around 2 percent of that demand, peak day demand, that we would use peaking services to address.  So we never take a shortfall.

What this shortfall means is that those are shortfalls going into that winter.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  And so we have to address that with something.  We can't go into the winter with a design day shortfall.

MR. ELSON:  And your supply assets here are not including peaking services; is that right?  On this --


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  Peaking service -- yeah.  Peaking services, I believe -- and Steve and Nicole can correct me if I'm wrong -- would fall under line 9.  I believe that is correct.  I am seeing some nods.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  We'd contract for them once we knew what the shortfall was.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And that is why they are TBD.

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.  We used to say -- I am just going to call this point of clarification that we made.  We used to put zero.  What we meant at that point in time was we hadn't contracted for any.  Some stakeholders got confused and thought that meant we didn't mean to, so we changed it to TBD, so this is the first year that you will see TBD in there.  We're trying to reflect that, just means we enter into those deals closer to the actual winter.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And, now, is that 2 percent number based on the availability of peaking services?  Or something else?

MR. GILLETT:  The 2 percent -- so, sorry, are you asking why -- or how we determine the 2 percent soft limit?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.

MR. GILLETT:  Historically it's based off the fact that our FT contracts -- which, you know, these delivery areas are captive to the mainline, right?  They are sort of disconnected from the Dawn-Parkway system.  Our FT contracts with TransCanada have a 2 percent overrun option.  It's not firm, per se.  But it's 2 percent.

So what that means is if we have a failure to deliver with those peaking services -- because that's the risk, right?  That is one of the inherent risks of a peaking service, is it is a commercial arrangement.  We don't hold that capacity.

Should there be a failure to deliver, we do have -- we do have somewhat of a back-stop to cover it.  It's interruptible.  It is not firm, but it is something.  And so that is where we have typically stayed within that 2 percent, because we at least have a reasonable plan B to cover it, should it not arrive.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  So you have an imperfect plan A and an imperfect plan B, but two imperfect plans makes for overall reduced risk.

MR. GILLETT:  We feel that that level of risk is something we're comfortable managing considering the cost savings it brings to customers.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  That is sort of how we have balanced that risk.

MR. ELSON:  And the 2 percent overrun on the mainline, where does that come from?

MR. GILLETT:  It is just an inherent attribute of that service.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And the reason it is not always available -- maybe I will ask it this way.  How often is that 2 percent not available on the mainline?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't know if Steve has a better answer.  I don't know that it's a -- I don't believe that it is a service that -- it's a no-notice attribute of the service, I guess is what I could say.

So what would happen is, if we took that gas, if we overran our contracts, we would pay a penalty for that.

In theory, they can interrupt it by not providing that capacity, but on a normal sort of winter day we would get it and just have to pay a penalty for it.

But technically, based on the contracts and the tariff, TransCanada is not obligated to give us that overrun.  They don't design their system, assuming we use it.

MR. ELSON:  And your peaking service, they're obligated to give it to you, but you don't know whether they're going to their obligation or not 100 percent.

MR. GILLETT:  Obligated?  They are contracted to deliver that supply on a firm basis --


MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. GILLETT:  -- subject to commercial penalties.  But the risk with a peaking service is that it is an economic decision.  If we're going to charge them ten dollars but they can make twenty somewhere else they will pay that ten-dollar penalty, but we're stuck high and dry, and so we then need to be able to back-stop that.  So that is sort of the risk, is that it is technically an economic decision for that supplier.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Okay.

And you said that, you know, in the CDA you are dependent on the main line, and so you can increase, but isn't the CDA mostly -- mostly served through the Dawn-Parkway system, as opposed to the main line, or am I mixing things up?

MR. GILLETT:  The Enbridge CDA is served primarily through the TransCanada main line.

To get gas from Dawn-Parkway into the Enbridge CDA, it has to go from Dawn to Parkway, Parkway to the CDA, on the main line through short-haul.

MR. ELSON:  So line 7 here, when you're talking about EGI Dawn-Parkway, those 2,000 TJs per day are going through the main line for a short distance?  Like, I am not sure I quite understand that.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, maybe I could get Steve to -- I have sort of gotten into the cadence here.

So you are asking, Kent, you are asking about line 7, how that capacity gets to the Enbridge CDA?  How those supplies get into Enbridge CDA?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  Or just why they're all going through the main line, because the main line to me is north of the Dawn-Parkway system, if you know what I mean.  I am -- I just have a very simplistic question, which maybe isn't important, but --


MR. DANTZER:  Yeah, that is short-haul supply, right, originating from Dawn, and that goes from dawn to 
Parkway --


MR. ELSON:  Yeah.

MR. DANTZER:  -- and once you're past Parkway you're on to the main line for a short -- for a short jump in CDA.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  All right.  Okay.  I think my other questions will relate mostly to the next stages.  So I will follow up tomorrow.  Thank you, that is helpful, and I really appreciate you walking me through that.

MR. VIRANEY:  Who is next?  Ian.

MR. JARVIS:  Yes.  Thank you.  Can we go back to the same slide, page 34.  We just had a very simple question around curtailment.  That was an interesting part of the peak capacity day, and wondering how much of that is associated with commercial, rather than industrial customers.  Is there an answer to that?

MR. DANTZER:  Oh, no, I don't have an answer.  I can tell you what it represents is 75 percent of interruptible volumes.  That's been the sort of modelling assumption for Enbridge rate zones over the years, but the breakdown -- I am not sure, Jason, if you have an answer to that.

MR. GILLETT:  We don't have a breakdown in terms of commercial industrial, Ian, but what we can say is it is contract rate customers.  So those are typically our larger volume customers, so they enter into a contract rate agreement and if they have interruptible service as part of that, we assume that that curtailment occurs which nets off of the gross demand.

MR. JARVIS:  From BOMA's perspective, we're expecting with electrification and most of what we see is the DSM potential in there as during non-peak periods.  So we're expecting overall, again as far as commercial buildings  are concerned, a significantly higher peak, if you'd like, relative to the annual consumption.

And we're trying to figure out where curtailment fits within that.  You're right, we have many of the larger, large customers in that sector.  Nothing like the industrial piece.

I am just wondering how material the potential for curtailment within commercial buildings, hospitals, university campuses, big office complexes, how big that potential is and how that fits into, I guess, the overall big picture.

MR. GILLETT:  All of those different segments that you just named would all roll into -- they're typically -- because they're large enough, they're typically contract rate customers that would all form that curtailment line.

MR. JARVIS:  Is there a place you could point me to that would give a sense of that large volume, how much of that is industrial versus commercial?

MR. GILLETT:  I do not.  I do know as part of rebasing, we plan to propose changes to those services.

So the line that represents curtailment is, like I said, those contract rate services.  As part of rebasing, we will be proposing, you know, changes to services and so you would see some of that information there.

But that is not something that we need -- that we have broken down for the Gas Supply Plan.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay, that is helpful.  Thank you.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.  Mark?

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, it was just something Steve just said about the curtailment number.

Did you say that the curtailment represents 75 percent of -- on design day, not 100 percent on design day?

MR. DANTZER:  That's correct.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That is news to me.  Why is that?  Why isn't design day planned with 100 percent curtailment.

MR. DANTZER:  That's been the modelling assumption over the years for Enbridge rate zone.

You know, again it is just a modelling assumption.  I think historically it is found to have been a reasonably accurate number, and it's been deemed appropriate over the years.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I just have to say as a comment that I'm surprised, because I definitely asked the question about whether design day is 100 percent curtailed.  And I'm pretty sure I remembered the answer to say yes.

So is that curtailment number, if it is 75 percent, I guess I could work it backwards to find out what the excess shortfall is if you did 100 percent curtailment, it would give you a different number.

Just on that issue though, why as a practical matter do you design that way because you can't 100 percent curtail customers?  I still don't really understand.  You just told me you did it because we always do it this way, but I don't understand logically why that is done.

MR. DANTZER:  Well, yeah.  I don't know.  I mean the connection to operations to be honest.  But I think what we found is historically when you do curtail customers, sometimes gas still flows.  So I think that is some of the logic behind it.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thanks, Steve.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  It is Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

Just on Mark's question there, I know that there was a variance between the legacy Enbridge and Union approaches on curtailment, and that is one of the areas you were going to tackle on seeing what made sense.

I think -- I can't remember which one it was, either Union or Enbridge, one of them would actually go and do -- I am not going to use the word practice curtailment, but curtailment, right, even in years where it wasn't essential as a -- to exercise the muscle to make sure that -- because what they were finding is customers, you know, that said they had backup fuels like, you know, oil or whatever didn't even have those any more.

And so they went on the cheaper rate.  But had no intent of ever curtailing.  So it led to some issues, right.

And so I don't know if that's been trued up, whatever one of the legacy companies started doing that to get people to be more kind of honest or whatever the term is.  But you know, if that is not done, then maybe it is something that should be done because it led to a big discrepancy.  I don't know if it is that whole 25 percent you can't count on or what, but I don't know if you know anything about where that stands now.

MR. DANTZER:  No, sorry, I don't, Michael.  But again, this is just on a plan basis that we're looking at 75-25.  So it is not related to how things would work operationally.  I will make sure that is clear.

MR. BROPHY:  An operational recommendation like that, is that part of this process or where would those fit in?

MR. DANTZER:  Well, yeah.  It certainly would be beyond the scope of the Gas Supply Plan.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Michael, as described, there is going to be information filed in the rebasing case about the design of interruptible rates.

And recognizing that sort of the operationalization of those rates is slightly different.  I think the fact we will be talking about interruptible rates and therefore curtailment probably makes it a more appropriate place to talk about these sort of things.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Well, yeah.  We can include some comments and then if Enbridge moves forward fine.  If it waits until rebasing, then I guess we just lose a bit of time, but okay, thank you.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry, I have another question on that.  Conceptually to do that, to have a design day that doesn't take 100 percent curtailment, that must have a conceptual cost, right?  Because if you were doing it the other way or not doing that, wouldn't you then be doing your plan based on, you know, let's say more, you know, more contracting rather than relying on more expensive peaking or other things.

So there must be a cost to doing that, right, because that is the whole point of curtailment is to minimize other costs by being able to curtail a customer.

Has anybody ever done a calculation on what the cost is of not designing to 100 percent curtailment?

MR. DANTZER:  Sorry, I am not sure.

MR. GARNER:  You don't know?  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  I think to be fair, Mark, the difficulty we're going to have with some of these questions is the curtailment is part of the demand forecast.  It is an input or something that is provided to the Gas Supply team, but it is not something that is sort of within their range of operations and accountabilities.

MR. GARNER:  Surely that is not the issue, right, because once they're given that number, it is the assumption that one can curtail 100 percent.

But taking that concern, what I am also hearing from you, David, and other people is that this issue will become a live issue in the revival of the gas plan as part of the, you know, the next step, next stage, whatever we're calling it when you come forward.

You're saying curtailment will become an issue that you are going to address there, right.

MR. STEVENS:  I think there is two ways that could happen.  One is in terms of the design of interruptible rates, and another is in terms of just demand forecast more generally.

MR. GARNER:  Right, yes.

MR. STEVENS:  That's where this 75 percent assumption shows up is in the demand forecast.

MR. GARNER:  Yeah.  I guess you know what I am thinking in my head is really about, if that is a concern let's say my client has, where is the best way to suggest that be talked about.  And what I am hearing from you is probably the best way is going to be when you do the design of the rates, et cetera, you can also talk about the design day, what you are doing on design day because they will kind of go hand in glove in a way, I guess, but anyway.

MR. STEVENS:  It may be there.  It may be within the demand forecasting, but it strikes me it's a relevant item to be talking about in the context of the rebasing case.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  Okay, thanks, David.

MR. ELSON:  Sorry if I missed this, but what is the assumption in the Union rate zone for curtailment?

MR. DANTZER:  There is no interruptible volumes included.  So fully curtailed.

MR. ELSON:  So 100 percent?

MR. DANTZER:  Correct, yes.

MR. ELSON:  I mean I would just -- you know, further to my previous comment about putting information forward at your rebasing, you know, you are going to have to harmonize those assumptions, and so we would really appreciate seeing in your pre-filed evidence at rebasing what you choose and why you choose it and, if there is anything lower than 100 percent that you choose, you know, fully justify that, because you will surely get lots of questions from Mark and me and other folks, so we would appreciate that in your pre-filed evidence.

Further to Mark's other question, what is the marginal cost of, you know, 1 TJ per day?

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, Kent, 1 TJ a day of design day demand?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  Of meeting it.  The supply assets to meet it.

MR. GILLETT:  Gotcha.  Yeah.  Sorry, I just thought I would jump in here, because it's actually related to a conversation Ian and I had earlier.  It depends on which tool in our tool box we use to keep beating that analogy to death.

Different tools have different costs.  They have different risk profiles, and so really depends which one we use.

MR. ELSON:  But, I mean, that is the same for the IESO when they're procuring assets, right?  And they have a whole suite of assets.  But they still calculate a marginal cost.  Can't you guys?

MR. GILLETT:  I can't speak to what the IESO does for their -- in what you are referring to.

We have -- design day, it depends where it shows up, first of all.  So is it in the WDA?  Is it in the Enbridge CDA?  Is it Union South?  So first you have got to look at where does the design day demand hit, and then second, we have to look at which asset we are procuring to meet that. Right?  So if it is a design day demand in the south and we can use storage withdrawals or commodity purchase, maybe there is no incremental cost, because it is just a commodity purchase or whatever.

If it's in the WDA and we need to procure long-haul from Empress, then it is the long-haul tool.  So you go look at the TransCanada schedule.  You say, what is Empress to WDA?  Oh, it is, whatever, a dollar.  That is the incremental cost.

But that would be very different in the Enbridge EDA, where long-haul is very expensive, and so maybe we would look at short-hauls as an example.

So it really does depend on where the design day demand lands.  Ontario -- Ontario's a big place, and the difference between meeting demands in the MDA versus the Empress CDA versus Union South is very different from a cost perspective, and we have different options.

MR. ELSON:  And that's fair.  I mean, can you speak to, roughly, the marginal cost of a TJ per day in the CDA?

MR. GILLETT:  In the Enbridge CDA?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  I can't, because if you look at -- I don't know what the Enbridge to -- or, sorry, Empress to CDA tool is.  If you look at the cost of long-haul versus the cost of a peaking service or cost of short-haul, those are very different costs and very different assets.

MR. ELSON:  I mean, the way that you usually figure out a marginal cost is like if you were to theoretically ask yourself, okay, we have got one extra Terajoule -- sorry, one extra TJ per day.  Where would we need to get it from?  What would be your marginal additional TJ if you are looking at the Enbridge CDA?

MR. GILLETT:  It depends, right?  Is there short-haul capacity available on the mainline?  That might be our least expensive option.  Is there no short-haul?  Well, then we would have to looking at peaking services or long-haul, and peaking services are negotiated every year, and so depending on what kind of bids we get, it may or may not be cheaper than long-haul, so we would have to evaluate that.

I apologize if it sounds like I am trying to avoid the question, but I am not.  It really does depend on where it lands and what assets we have available to meet that demand.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, and I guess --


MR. GILLETT:  And it changes year to year, right?  Capacity on the main line, capacity on other systems.  Even the pricing behind peaking services changes every year.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah.  And the reason I ask is, you know, Mark asked in some ways a simple question, you know.  If you were to have -- the Enbridge CDA is a good example, you know.  The assumption here is, you know, the curtailment is 73 TJs a day, and if you change that assumption to 100 percent that's going to be roughly an extra 25 TJs a day that you don't need.  What is that worth, you know?  And I think that would be really helpful to have for rebasing, to have an idea, like what's the value of that and how do you come to it.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  So -- and then that -- so if you are asking kind of the reverse side now, so not, you know, what would we do to meet an incremental, what would we do if we had 25 less to meet.  It actually goes back to the conversation with Nicole around our portfolio.

We would look at, you know, do we -- are we able to eliminate something that has a demand charge?  What's coming up for renewal in the next year?  Is there Dawn purchases we can just back off on?

We would start to leverage that flexibility to reduce our assets.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. VIRANEY:  Mark, did you have any questions?  Mark Rubenstein?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.  Kent actually said what I wanted to say, which is, it would be very helpful if you would explicitly, from the discussion we had about the assumptions with respect to curtailment, if you could include that in the pre-filed evidence so that it is not, oh, someone needs to raise this by way of interrogatory, so it is clear upfront, because obviously it is an issue of interest to some parties.

MR. VIRANEY:  Does anyone else have any questions?

I have a general question on the Gas Supply Plan.  Does a high natural gas price environment impact the natural gas supply plan or, in other words, the planning process?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  Khalil, maybe I will go back to the start of the day.

I think you're likely referencing the current environment that we're experiencing, in terms of increased volatility and increased natural gas prices.

It does not drive any changes to the Gas Supply Plan.  The way the Gas Supply Plan is constructed, it's actually constructed in a way that lets us to react to localized issues, whether that's issues at different basins or points that we buy at.

What we're experiencing lately is just overall increased natural gas prices, and so what we found is that the Gas Supply Plan is -- is constructed in a way that allows us to react appropriately.  We don't see any need to make changes to the Gas Supply Plan itself.

MR. VIRANEY:  The other general question I have is on the ICF report.  Are you able to answer on the ICF report?

MR. GILLETT:  It depends what the question is.  I will try, knowing that that is a report purchased from a third-party consultant.  I just have to hear the question first.

MR. VIRANEY:  Well, Enbridge has included the ICF report and relied on the ICF report for basically identifying a trend of natural gas prices.  But the ICF report has generally been very North American-focused in the past and not included any global demand trends.

So is Enbridge satisfied with the current ICF report, or is there going to be a change in the approach to better include global trends in the pricing forecast?

MR. GILLETT:  So Nicole can jump in here if I get anything wrong.

What I would say is ICF does incorporate global trends, specifically in how LNG exports are impacting the North American market, because that is really the link, right?

So when we say that Europe and Asia markets are interlinked with North American, that link is LNG exports, and ICF absolutely incorporates that as part of their analysis, because then that sort of flows back through the rest of the North American market.  So I would say that we are satisfied that they incorporate that within their modelling.

I don't know, Nicole, if you have anything to add or correct to that?

MS. BRUNNER:  I agree.  The only thing I would add is if you look at figure 7, that is where they have the forecast LNG impacts.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.  There is information on LNG.  But somehow there isn't a clear link between LNG exports and its impact on North American prices.  You are right, there is a section on LNG.  But there does not seem to be a link between LNG volumes and its impact on natural gas prices in North America.

MR. GILLETT:  My understanding of the ICF model is that that link is there, that when they model their long-term North American natural gas forecast, it includes the impact of LNG exports and the impact that that will have on North American prices.

We didn't include the whole ICF report.  What we did was we included snippets with permission to try and give sort of macro level market information on North America.

This is not everything that ICF is able to do for people. But they do incorporate the LNG impacts in their forecast.

MR. VIRANEY:  So is it something that you will provide in the future, kind of more information on how the LNG exports impact the prices?

MR. GILLETT:  I would say that we've tried to do that here.  What we tried to do in our update -- remember this update was written before we were seeing the sustained volatility.

We have tried to explain how the North American market has reacted to everything, demand and supply.  If your question is will we have an updated market forecast in the next update, the answer is absolutely.

If you are requesting that more LNG information be provided, we can look at that.  But I would say the LNG impacts are incorporated within this update.  It is just maybe not as explicit as maybe what you were looking for.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.  Maybe in the future report, maybe more information could be provided.

MR. GILLETT:  Okay, understood.  Yes, we can take that away.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you.  Does anyone have questions?  We have eight more minutes.

MR. BROPHY:  Hi, Khalil.  It's Mike Brophy.  The reason I hesitated is I think I know what your answer is going to be, but I will kind of throw it out any way.

In our materials -- and I am assuming this is the place to chat about it -- was kind of your inclusion on any of the municipal energy plan and other things going on which are within that crux of policy, but now becoming more than policy with recent OEB decisions and things happening affecting gas flows and infrastructure and that kind of thing.

So I guess the question I had submitted -- I can pull it up, but I will just summarize -- was, you know, what do you include in that process.  I think you had indicated before -- well, maybe not today, but previously -- is that you're a taker of a lot of that stuff, has an input on what the demand will be.  Maybe you don't have visibility or include any of that stuff, but it is going to have some -- well, it is starting to have some larger impacts on things.

So I don't know.  Anything else kind of to share there?  Or was my intuition right?

MR. GILLETT:  What I would say sort of in general is, if there are impacts to the demand forecast -- whether that is -- well, anything really, it flows through from the upstream processes into the Gas Supply Planning and then we react year to year.

So all of the conversation we dedicated today to the flexibility that is inherent in the plan, should there be something that changes the demand forecast, we would execute the Gas Supply Plan as designed and utilize or use that flexibility.

So I can't speak directly to municipal policy.  We mentioned that that is sort of upstream of the Gas Supply Plan.  It is not incorporated in the demand forecast.  But just in general, anything that impacts demand we can react year to year with the plan.

MR. BROPHY:  That is helpful.  You know, when initially I read the ICF report, and I think that is where the 1.2 percent kind of increase in gas load, you know, number kind of came from, which is contrary to other reports and forecasts including, you know, IEA and other things.

They are at odds, but I guess, you know, you said earlier today that you don't really use that ICF report.  At that point, I was kind of wondering why even file it.  But I think you are putting it in there for kind of some high-level background rather than that's what actually you use in your modelling.  So --


MR. GILLETT:  I believe the framework actually -- if I am not mistaken, and David can correct me if I am wrong.  I believe the framework actually requires market update.  So it is to meet that requirement.  Even though you are right, it does not form the basis of our demand forecast, it is part of meeting the framework's requirements of providing market information.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I guess that kind of leads us to an angle and maybe we will put some comments in around, well, it came up earlier today, how do you validate that is correct or not especially if you don't have visibility into the more granular material from ICF and how it may or may not align or not align with other information that is out there.

So I guess it is a continuous journey to try and figure out what is really going to happen in the future, but, yeah, okay.

Well, it is a question we had submitted and we hadn't covered it yet.  So I just thought I would give a chance in case there was anything new we hadn't heard before on that.  Thanks.

MR. VIRANEY:  Any questions?  Comments?  Okay.  So we will resume tomorrow at 9:30.  And I will see you guys tomorrow.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, everybody.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  Thanks, bye.

MR. VIRANEY:  Bye.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:28 p.m.
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