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Friday, May 6, 2022
--- On commencing at 9:34 a.m.
Welcome Remarks:


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  Welcome to day 2 of our stakeholder conference on Enbridge's Gas Supply Plan.  I am going to hand it over to David.
Preliminary Matters:


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  Good morning, everybody.  Just two quick preliminary items before we jump back into the agenda.

First thing is there was discussion I think primarily with Kent around what we were calling the waterfall table at slide 30, which shows sort of the remaining term and expiry profile for upstream contracts.

And Kent had asked whether we could supplement that table with more information about the other assets or the other supply sources that constitute the full portfolio for demand day.  And we talked about that, and we understand sort of the gist of what you were looking for, Kent.

It wasn't something that we could -- we did spend some time talking about it, and it wasn't something that we could come up with an easy and quick response that we could give you this morning.

So instead what we're proposing is, appreciating what it is that you are looking for to fill out the picture, that that is something we will turn our mind to next year and make sure that there is a more complete picture the next time that there is an annual update document to show in sort of graphic form the constituent parts of the demand day supply and the term associated with each.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks, David.  Thanks, Nicole.

MR. STEVENS:  And the second quick thing that we wanted to touch on is, Nicole just wanted to respond more directly to the question that I think was from Mike Brophy of Pollution Probe around the definition associated to RNG.

MS. BRUNNER:  Thanks, David.  So I -- the definition that we had in the voluntary RNG proceeding, so I will share that with you now.  So RNG, also referred to as biomethane, is a renewable energy source that has a lower carbon content then regular natural gas and therefore results in lower greenhouse gas emissions.

And then in addition to that we did just confirm yesterday that we could share that StormFisher, who provided us the small purchase of RNG that we were able to make earlier this year, is -- provided us carbon-negative RNG.

MR. BROPHY:  It is Michael Brophy.  Thank you very much for that.  So the StormFisher, you are just providing the stats on the RNG they sold you?  Is that what I am picking up?

MS. BRUNNER:  Correct, yes, they confirmed it is carbon-negative and that can be shared publicly.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then does that -- like, they did a, I think you called it an attestation or whatever.  How does it link to that?

MS. BRUNNER:  So they would have attested at the time that they were RNG, and now they've provided this information on top of that, to share that they were carbon-negative, and they actually did share it at the time.  I just didn't have it yesterday in front of me.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great, thank you.

MS. BRUNNER:  No problem, thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Nicole.  Thanks, Mike.

So those were the two items carrying over from yesterday that we wanted to address.

So next I think we propose to turn back to the schedule that we have in the compendium where we have three different topic areas to talk about today.

We're smack-dab on time, which is great.  I know that there might have been a couple carry-over questions from yesterday, Dwayne, and I am not sure, A), how long those might be, and B), when you were planning to ask them, but if that is something we should talk about before we jump in, let me know.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, David.  I don't know that we need to talk about it at the outset, because the content of this morning is portfolio and transportation contracting changes, and I think most of my questions would fall under that category anyway.

So what I would propose to do is allow you to stay on-track, and then, if I may, circle back to a couple of questions I wasn't able to communicate well yesterday and then carry forward with the questions I continue to have under portfolio and transportation contracting changes.  So I think we just stay with your agenda, and hopefully it all fits in this morning.

MR. STEVENS:  Perfect.  Thank you.  So with that I am going to turn it over to the Enbridge team to talk about portfolio and transportation contracting changes.
Portfolio and Transportation Contracting Changes

TransCanada Mainline

MR. DANTZER:  Good morning, everybody.  If we can go to the next slide, Bonnie, please.

Okay.  So before I pass it over to Nicole to talk about portfolio changes, I just wanted to address a few questions that Enbridge received from specifically Environmental Defence and Energy Probe related to the TransCanada Mainline.

I just want to start by reminding everyone that, since TransCanada is a separate entity, Enbridge must make its contracting decisions based on the same public information that any other company or market participant has.  TransCanada operates the mainline as it sees fit, and as an open-access pipeline it is obligated to treat Enbridge the same as any other shipper on its system.  Therefore, Enbridge cannot answer questions around potential future decontracting or whatever other plans shippers might have with respect to the mainline.  Enbridge can also not speculate why capacity is not available on certain sections of the mainline or how much capacity is available on certain sections, such as the Eastern Triangle.

As we have included on this line, TransCanada provides a summary of available capacity on its website for all of its shippers to access.  TransCanada also controls all operational aspects of the mainline, and this would include how much gas actually flows from Empress to Dawn, a question we were asked by Environmental Defence.

However, we can provide the amount of contracting that has a primary receipt point of Empress and a primary delivery point of the Union SWDA that is facilitated under TransCanada's LTFP service, and this information can be found on TransCanada's customer express section of its website under the current and future contract demand energy reports and totals to 1.49 PJs per day.

We also received a question from Environmental Defence asking why there was long-haul capacity available to serve the Union NCDA but no capacity available to serve the Enbridge EDA.

The Union NCDA and Enbridge EDA are two separate and distinct delivery areas.  Again, a system operator of the mainline, it is at TransCanada's discretion what capacity is made available for each particular delivery area.

We also received a question from FRPO asking if there was an across-the-board mainline toll decrease, and while we're not exactly sure what is meant by across-the-board toll decrease, Enbridge can confirm that tolls remain in effect as approved by the Canada Energy Regulator and Enbridge is not aware of any subsequent CER approvals regarding a toll decrease.

Finally, SEC asked for further details regarding TransCanada's market-driven service offering, and in the compendium we have included the open-season document that had been posted on the TransCanada customer express website at the time of this offering.

Next slide, Bonnie.

With that I will pass it over to Nicole.
Design Day Outcomes and Third-Party Peaking Services


MS. BRUNNER:  Thanks, Steve.  So I will start with an overview of the decisions that EGI made to manage delivery area design day shortfalls that we discussed in the previous section.

Overall, as a result of the new capacity coming online in the EGD rate zones, no incremental transportation capacity was required and we were able to manage the shortfall with third-party services.

In the Union rate zones, increased utilization of STS withdrawals and Hagar LNG were used to meet shortfalls first, followed by third-party services, and therefore very little incremental transportation was required for the 2021/2022 winter.  There was no shortfall in the Union South rate zone, and therefore no action was required.

So I will now walk through our peaking supply and share how we've met our design day shortfalls.

Next slide, please.

So starting with the summary of our third-party peaking services, EGI has a soft target for these services to be 2 percent or less of peak day demand.  This is the preferred strategy that was previously applied to the EGD rate zone to manage growth and is now being leveraged in the Union North rate zones as a means to meet peak day demand on a set number of days when required.  This increases the diversity of the transportation portfolio in the Union North rate zones and results in lower costs to ratepayers.

We received a question specifically if we had investigated the cost of winter peaking supplies via RFP, and wanted to share that these purchases were all through RFP and reduce the quantity of capacity required.

For Enbridge rate zone, these third-party peaking services were the only contracts required to meet the design day shortfall, and these were also the only contracts required in the Union EDA and the Union NCDA, so I will elaborate a little further as we received a few questions in those areas.

     So starting with the NDA.  This slide shows table 20, which is available on page 52 of the update.  This year, the shortfall in the NDA was able to be managed using the Hagar LNG plant for peaking purposes, instead of contracting for a third-party service as we had done in several other delivery areas.

The Hagar LNG plant is typically relied upon for system integrity approach purposes.  However, a small portion was determined to be available and has been repurposed this year to meet the needs of peak supply for 9800 GJs a day when required.

A question was asked by FRPO enquiring how much LNG costs are allocated between regulated supply and third-party services.  For clarity, Hagar LNG is not used to provide third-party services.  Hagar enabled us to reduce the use of third-party services in the NDA to the point where they were not required this winter.

Switching topics, there was a question from OEB Staff about long-haul capacity that an industrial customer turned back to EGI in 2019 in the Union NDA.

There are currently eight T service customers with assignments of long-haul capacity from EGI.  Each, year these customers have the option to turn back the assigned capacity to EGI.  If a customer elects to turn back the capacity, we must then decide if we would like to keep the capacity in our portfolio, or turn it back to TCPL.

The capacity turned back to the NDA was 386 GJs, and EGI has decided to turn the capacity back to TCPL effective October 31, 2022.  This is because the Hagar LNG facility is proving to be a cost-effective way to meet peak days in the Union NDA, and EGI could also seek third-party services.

EGI short-haul capacity is currently also more economic than long-haul capacity from Empress, and it is contracted until 2031 and cannot be turned back until that time.

EGI's plan addresses shortfalls on a delivery area basis rather than delivery zones.  So capacity from Empress to the Union NDA would not be considered firm to any other delivery area that had a shortfall. So we couldn't use this capacity to meet a shortfall in a different delivery area.

Next slide, please.  This is the supply option analysis for the Union WDA.  EGI purchased 1700 GJs of third-party services to meet the shortfall in the Union WDA, and this amount is equal to 2 percent of peak day.

For the remaining 1,000 GJ of shortfall that existed, EGI purchased long-haul transportation for just a one year term.

In response to a question from FRPO, because long-haul was the only option available after using the peaking services for the 2 percent peak day demand, no landed cost analysis was completed.

Table 24 classifies the path of GLGT as unavailable.  To provide clarity here in response to a question on this, this path would consist of both Michcon to Emerson 2 on Great Lakes, plus Emerson 2 on the Union WDA on TCPL.

EGI believes the backhaul capacity is available on Great Lakes to Emerson 2.  The capacity that is not available is from Emerson 2 to the Union WDA.  EGI continues to monitor the availability of capacity from this point.

In terms of cost, there was a question enquiring how these rates are calculated in the supply option analysis table.

For transportation options, we take a look at the average forecast shortfall for the next five winters, and apply the transportation tolls and an estimated cost of supply on peak day based on historical pricing at this supply point.

A similar pricing methodology is used for third-party services, except historical third-party service pricing is used instead of transportation tolls.

Third-party services are typically priced -- priced using a small fee to ensure the supply will be available when called upon and a commodity fee based on an index price as typically Iroquois or Dawn.

Next slide, please.  So that is all for the peak day requirements.  I will now move into average day requirements.

EGI contracted for 40,000 dekatherms a day of Vector capacity starting November 1, 2021, for five years, with the ability to negotiate renewals at that time.

Vector provides a comparatively priced reliable and flexible transportation option that offers supply diversity at Chicago as well as along the Vector route, and has the ability to support and supply this on the market.

Vector pipeline held a non-binding open season for existing capacity from January 14th to February 5th, 2021.  EGI submitted a bid for existing capacity and through subsequent negotiations contracted for 40,000 dekatherms a day of new capacity from Chicago to Dawn at a toll of 16 cents per dekatherm per day for a term of five years beginning November 2021 and expiring October 31, 2026.

This was the first time that Vector's capacity has been made available in a number of years, which allowed EGI to purchase the capacity without supporting a facilities build and the long-term commitment that goes along with that.

Purchasing this capacity increased EGI supply from Chicago and offers flexibility to access supply at other points in Michigan.

At the time of purchase, landed cost analysis of gas flowing from Chicago along this route was competitively priced.

Prior to this, EGI held 80,000 dekatherms a day of Vector capacity for the Union rate zone, and 65,000 dekatherms a day for the EGD rate zone.  As part of this process, EGI also negotiated a permanent reduction favourable to ratepayers in the toll of an existing Vector contract effective November 1, 2022, that will be discussed further on the next slide.

Due to the complexity of negotiation in pulling in the renewal of EGI's Union rate zone contracts, EGI leveraged the Q1 analysis provided by ICF in March and committed to the new capacity and extension of existing capacity at the end of March 2021.

We also received a question related to reconciling this purchase to the quantities and dollars showing QRAM.

In the EGD rate zone, the Gas Supply Plan is not updated on a prospective basis in QRAM.  However, the new blended rate for Vector is utilized in Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1, line 10.13.

The variance in quantity and volume purchased is then captured in Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 2, page 4, as they're actualized.

Similarly, in the EGD rate zone, the variance associated with the 20,000 a day contract would hit the PDGA as the forecast changes in volume and transport contracts are captured.

Next slide, please.

As mentioned on the previous slide, EGI negotiated a toll reduction on its existing 80,000 dekatherms a day contract from Chicago to Dawn as part of the new contract negotiation.

The toll was reduced from 18 cents to 16-and-a-half cents on a permanent basis.  This toll reduction is valued at approximately 1.3 million U.S. over the three-year term, and will apply to all further term extensions.

It is a permanent reduction in tolls on this quantity in the favour of ratepayers.  This renewal extends three years from the current expiry, which was November 2022, and secures access to reliable and diversified from the liquid Chicago trading hub.  Next slide, please.

So looking forward at a purchase we made for next year's gas supply plan that we wanted to share, in the Union North East delivery area, EGI has purchased 4,000 GJs a day as incremental long-haul capacity to the Union EDA for a five-year term, starting November 1, 2022.

This capacity was purchased out of a new capacity open season held by TCPL from February 7th to 9th, 2022.

Capacity on the TCPL system has become scarce and EGI elected to take this opportunity to purchase existing capacity without having to support a facilities build.  The 4,000 GJs is equal to EGI's projected EDA shortfall for 2022 and 2023 winter, and will likely result in EGI relying on less third-party services for this delivery area.

This shortfall was increasing slightly above 2 percent and forecast to continue to go -- to grow.

Per past practice, EGI has taken proactive steps to reduce the future risk in the Gas Supply Plan portfolio by contracting for this transport.

In response to FRPO 19, this additional long-haul capacity does increase EGI's injection rates in the Union EDA.

EGI still holds 26,351 GJs a day of STS withdrawal rates in the Union EDA.  Also in response to a question from FRPO, and that is shown in line -- in appendix C, line 37.

And lastly, we also hold 25,000 GJs a day of TMB from Parkway to the Union EDA which is also in appendix C on line 15.

And with that, I think we get to the Q&A.
Q&A Session


MR. LADANYI:  So can I start off with a question?  Yes?  Okay.  So this is for Steve.  And I think at the beginning of Steve's talk, he was trying to respond to one of my interrogatories -- or let's say pre-conference questions, and that was number EP 2, and I think he responded to everything except part C, and perhaps he did, but I didn't understand it.

So the preamble is that it said in the evidence:

"EGI expects that long-haul capacity may be available."

By the way, I don't know if I identified myself to the court reporter.  It is Tom Ladanyi for Energy Probe.  Anyway.

"EGI expects that long-haul capacity may be available at various times over the next five years through existing capacity, open seasons, because of decontracting line maintenance and integrity work."

And the part C, I just asked:

"What will EGI do if the expected decontracting does not take place?"

So what would you do in that circumstance?

MR. DANTZER:  Yes.  So that is really just a general statement that these are the different sort of ways that capacity can be -- can become available in the future.  It's not really targeted to say that there will be decontracting, there will be maintenance, there will be integrity work.

It is just -- these are just differing ways that capacity might become available in the future, is what that is intended to mean, that statement in our evidence.

MR. LADANYI:  But you are still relying on it, because it is what happened in past years, isn't it?

MR. DANTZER:  What's that, sorry, decontracting?

MR. LADANYI:  That's right.

MR. DANTZER:  It is certainly one of the ways that capacity can become available, yes, and we are aware of that, that it has happened in previous years for sure, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  But has it also happened that decontracting did not happen to the extent that you expected?

MR. DANTZER:  I'm not sure I can really answer that.  I mean, I would have to have a specific scenario, but, you know, all it is intended to say is that capacity can become available in the future, and here's the ways -- here is a few ways in which that can be -- that can happen.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will have to think about that answer.  Okay.

I think also Nicole said that short-haul contracts are running until 2021.  Did you mean to say that?  Or did you mean to say -- maybe I heard you wrong.  Maybe you said 2031?  So '21 is in the past.  It was somewhere at the beginning of your talk when you were discussing Hagar.

MS. BRUNNER:  Okay.  So in the Union NDA?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  We have short-haul contracts on TransCanada that run until 2031 and cannot be turned back until that time.

MR. LADANYI:  So '31.  Sorry.  Either you misspoke or I heard wrong.  Anyway, thank you.  So these are all my questions for now.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  I think Dwayne is the next hand that I see.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, David.  I think the best place to start would be on page 34.  I am just trying to figure out if that is page -- it is PDF page 34.  So it was where -- 27 of your slide deck, thank you.  Okay.  This is where I wasn't able to get my question across here yesterday.

So if we look at the actual basis on the left, and just at a glance, most of it is above zero.  Would you agree with that, from the blue line that is ahead of the red lines?  Like, the actuals?

MS. BRUNNER:  I didn't do an average of what it would be for that term.  It looks to me pretty evenly dispersed.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you provide the averages then?  That may be the best way so we don't get into an eye test in what average.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Can you do an average for that period and provide it?

MR. STEVENS:  Is that, Nicole, something where the data can be accessed really quickly to be able to do it?

MS. BRUNNER:  It is, yes.

MR. QUINN:  It is in a graph, David.  It is an Excel spreadsheet, I trust, or some form of spreadsheet.  It just takes minutes to provide the average by quarter.  That is what I was looking for.  The actual is helpful because you can see the volatility.  I get that.

So that is actual basis differential between Chicago and Dawn.  Correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. BRUNNER:  On a daily basis.

MR. QUINN:  On a daily basis.  Correct.  If you could -- now, that is 2021.  If you could add 2020 into that also, or does that start at 2020?  I can't even see that.

MS. BRUNNER:  So this was in response to number 16 --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- that you asked of your questions, yes.  So --


MR. QUINN:  I just -- I thought just a longer frame of reference, Nicole, might help everybody, including the Board, to see the longer-term base differential over that period.

You would have that data in the same database you would have this data.  Correct?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I am in your hands, Nicole, as to -- I mean, I appreciate if somebody's plotted this graph then the data presumably is easy enough to create an average.  Is that similarly the case going further back?  I am mindful of the fact, Dwayne, that we're not looking to set up a process here where we're asking and answering follow-up questions and writing and providing undertakings.

We don't want to be obstructionist, but we also don't want to create expectations that this is an ongoing discovery process.

MR. QUINN:  I understand, David, and I apologize if my -- sometimes even in trying to be precise in our questions there is a number of questions I'm not going to go over that Enbridge has provided their answer to, but because of what I say versus what Enbridge heard and what is produced, it is not as helpful to me or most importantly to the Board, and where we need clarity that --


MR. STEVENS:  I appreciate.  But this one was pretty black and white in terms of the term you asked for.

MR. QUINN:  No, the term -- that's correct.  But what I was surprised -- because I asked for and I should have used, and I am going to ask now, a published source of Chicago to Dawn basis going forward.  So not ICFs, because we can't -- Enbridge has told us numerous times you can't give us what ICF does in their model.  It is their model.  I get that.

But you have published sources of information such that if you could take that period of --


MR. STEVENS:  Well, that sounds like you are getting into your next questions, and I think I want to finish up on the looking-backwards part of it, and I think Nicole offered and, you know, we can see what we can do when we go away this morning to come up with, rather than this sort of picture view, give you an average of an --


MR. QUINN:  By quarter.  Yeah, just -- I was just going to say by quarter, David, to be precise, because then it just -- it becomes apparent for people, with the volatility that are there in these lines, and Nicole and I already differ on where the average might come out, and that changes over time.

So if you just say, by quarter, what the actuals were, then it becomes a more discrete line like the red line that paints a clearer picture for people looking at it.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something, Nicole, we can do for the period of time represented by the blue line?

MS. BRUNNER:  2021, yes, I can average each quarter of the prices to get one number per quarter, if that is what you are looking for.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Well, we will see if we can do that and turn it around, Dwayne, today.  Again, we're not looking to create written answers that follow after this process.

MR. QUINN:  On a best-efforts basis if you could take it back to the first quarter of 2020 to give a longer time frame, because you can see if you look at this graph, David, you've got 20 percent of the graph is -- or 25 percent, maybe, actual, and then the rest is forecast.

If you can create a longer actual time frame, that would be helpful.  If you can't, I will try to find a source for myself --


MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Well, we will look and see what we can do, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  So as you distinguished the going-forward part is a second part of that, where we had asked for those numbers, not expecting to get ICF's forecast, but what is available publicly in terms of data for Chicago to Dawn for --


MS. BRUNNER:  So I don't think you asked for a go-forward.  I provided that just to share some context from the Appendix D landed cost analysis for the Chicago purchase that we made.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you provide the go-forward from a published source for the period of time that is reflected in the graph relative to ICF's forecast?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, Dwayne, I am not sure that is the exercise that we're going through now.  I mean, I 
suppose -- you are going to include what you are going to include in your submissions, I have no doubt, regardless of what Enbridge provides you, and I suppose we will address that as it comes along, but I don't think, you know, on the second day here, after -- frankly, the team has gone to a lot of work to answer all of the questions they did receive, that we're planning to take a next step and go to further research.

MR. QUINN:  It's not a lot of research, David, frankly.  It is just Enbridge being able to publish something.  So I am not taking my data which is available from market sources that aren't published and try to put it into a document where Enbridge will contest the source of that as something you can't verify.

So as opposed to us getting into a need to wrangle over whose data is right, I thought if Enbridge produces the data, then the Board has Enbridge's view on what the market says about the --


MR. STEVENS:  But that is what -- I shouldn't step on Nicole's toes.  But I believe that is what Nicole is trying to represent by the ICF numbers here; this is data that was available to Enbridge.

Sorry, Nicole.  I shouldn't be stepping into your shoes here.

MS. BRUNNER:  No.  That's true.  This is the data that we had at the time of making the decision.  Anything else I would pull -- like there is a lot that has happened since then.  It's looking at a different time frame and there is like many details I would need to understand to really see what information you are after.

And I also -- ICF is published with permission.  I would have to seek permission from a third party to publish something that I subscribe to, and I certainly couldn't turn that around within the day.

MR. QUINN:  I don't need it within the day.  Within the week is what we would ask.  And to be specific -- because you are talking about what we're looking at.  In the time frame of the decision-making, so choose the end of March because that is when you made a conscious decision to purchase, what did the market say about what the Chicago to Dawn --


MS. BRUNNER:  So what's relevant when we make the decision is the forecast that is in front of you provided by ICF.

So ICF models decision -- or models the forecast based on demand and supply dynamics in North America.

So when I look at -- sorry, the world I guess I should say.  So when I look at that forecast, that is what we would have had at the time and what we would have considered at the time to make our decision.

MR. QUINN:  So you do not test what ICF produces with any test for reasonableness as to what the market is saying?

MS. BRUNNER:  I am not saying that.

MR. QUINN:  That's what I'm asking.  We can't ask about the ICF model and how they came to those conclusions, that is off limits.

The only other test for reasonableness is something produced in the market, and that is what I am asking you to provide it.

MS. BRUNNER:  So ICF is our source for information when we're making these long term decisions.  They've been tested and accepted in front of the Board as an expert on many occasions.

So I think that is a very reliable source of information for us to be providing here.

MR. GILLETT:  If you don't mind, Dwayne, if I can jump in here real quick.  I am just looking for a bit more precision on the wording we're using here.

So when you're saying what the market is saying,  what we're trying to respond is, to us, when we want to see what the market is going to look like -- like maybe that is maybe a better way of saying it -- we use the ICF long-term forecast because as modelling and forecasting experts accepted many times in these types of proceedings, ICF is our authoritative source for that.

So when you say, you know, do you test against what the market is saying, our response is ICF is what we're expecting to happen in the market.  So we use their long term forecast, as Nicole said, to perform landed costs.

This is how we've done all of our landed costs for years, and it has served us quite well.  That is what we did in this situation, and what Nicole is showing here is that data to try to be responsive.

I don't know if that helps or not.  I just wanted to add that piece.

MR. QUINN:  I understand your perspective on it, Jason, and I don't want this to get into a debate.  And David I am sure will try to help me to not get into a debate.

The fact of the matter is, we can't test ICF's data.  That is how we started out yesterday, David, if you remember.

We can't test ICF's data, so we're looking for some other relevant source and we would expect and appreciate that the utility would not just take one source of data and say, yeah, they made a couple of good calls in the past, so let's just go with it.

Jason, you made a comment yesterday that if you knew what the market was going to do, you would be really well off.  And ICF, while they are experts -- I'm not saying they're not -- they're not perfect either.

And so as a prudent utility to examine what they're saying and how it compares against the market such that there is some test for reasonableness is only prudent.  I can't come up with a better word.

So we're asking for market sources of data -- it doesn't have to be one day, it can be one week -- to be able to get approval.

But you have done it in many proceedings where you used publish data from one of your providers with permission, and to use what the market said around the end of March about the Chicago to Dawn basis for the period shown in red on slide 27.

MR. STEVENS:  So just to make sure that I understand what you are asking for, Dwayne, and to jump ahead what I am going to suggest is that this is something that I would like to have your permission to talk about further with the Enbridge team at a break before responding.

But I want to make sure I understand what your request is.  I am hearing your request to be to provide other forecast or forecasts that were available for the same time period, looking forward, in terms of the Chicago-Dawn basis.

MR. QUINN:  David, I am not saying another party's forecast.  I am saying just the market.  The market publishes information...


MR. STEVENS:  What is the market?  I mean, is the market other ICF-like players?

MR. QUINN:  Platts, publications, whatever international or continental exchange, whatever you are using as reference data that everybody has -- if they pay for this subscription, everybody has the same data.

This is what the transaction price was from parties who may have purchased the Chicago-Dawn basis a year out.  They take all of those purchases and they put them into a database and say here's what the market is now transacting, not unlike a futures market for NYMEX or any other thing.

But the information is publicly available and produced for people in this case who have a subscription, like utilities, so that they have the same information as everybody else about what is going on in the market.

MR. GILLETT:  So this is the issue, Dwayne.  So you say publicly available, but you acknowledge those are subscriptions.

And just like ICF, so this is -- this is really the issue that we're running into is there are other companies that provide forecast data.  You pay to get access to that data.  If you want to share it publicly, you seek permission as we have done in the market update.

We've chosen for a number of years now to use ICF as our source for landed cost analysis.

By taking other subscription data -- which is not publicly available, right; you pay a subscription for it -- and using -- like blending it or doing some other sort of calculation with it, now all of a sudden we're generating our own forecast and that is a piece that we're not sort of in the business of doing.

What we've done, as I have said in the past, is we have relied on ICF's long-term forecast base case as our source of data for landed cost analysis.  We did that in this scenario, the same as every other landed cost.  We stand by that approach.  And I don't know what else really that we can provide.

Like you said, there is other subscription sources out There, and our feeling is ICF is the right one.

MR. QUINN:  Well, you might feel ICF is the right one and that's fair.  I am not asking you to take somebody else's forecast that they have created in a proprietary way.  I am asking for published data.

You know what I am asking for, it is whether the company wants to provide it.

So it is published data -- and of course, Jason, you would respect as I would that that data is a year old.  Hundreds of parties have it out in the market.  It can be verified.  And that's what we're looking for is the verifiability of information such that we have a test for reasonableness of what ICF has produced here and what I am hearing Enbridge has relied upon to make its decisions.

MR. STEVENS:  I think we have enough information that we can have a further discussion amongst ourselves, Dwayne.  So rather than spending further time on this, why don't we agree to take this away and we will respond to you after the next break.

MR. QUINN:  In the alternative, if you were to come back and say no, we're not going to do this, and I have experienced that once before, I think.

What I would ask is:  What is it you could produce and what are the barriers to it being produced?  And then we will have a future opportunity to ask for that in the next appropriate regulatory proceeding, where we will go as far as asking the Board to make sure that we get what we need and the Board should see, in terms of that if it's available in the market.

So I can move on.  I see you are taking a note.  But I just want to make sure we have clarity before I move on.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  I have written down my understanding of what we have been talking about, and we will engage on that at the next break and respond thereafter.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I am going to ask a few more questions.  I see Tom has his hand up.  And just so that when I shift gears, Tom, I will certainly appreciate that that was a longer conversation.

Okay.  So another question in the deck that I provided was question 17:

"Please explain why in wanting to source gas from Chicago in its pursuit for diversification why Enbridge did not consider entering into an exchange agreement to move gas from Chicago to Dawn at market rates on a seasonal or annual basis."

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So we chose to use a contract because it has renewal rights.  We control the delivery.  And then on an ongoing -- or, sorry, and then we were able to use this negotiation to renew our existing Vector contract at a lower toll to the benefit of our ratepayers as well.

And then we do purchase supply on an annual and a seasonal basis.  So that -- some of that is moving of pricing that an exchange may provide is there as well.

MR. QUINN:  But that -- well, I don't want to get into a gas supply philosophy.

You are purchasing, to be specific and make sure the record is clear, you are purchasing Chicago supply at seasonal or annual prices.  Is that what you are telling me?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  So you are still at risk for your decision to contract versus take the market rate.  So in fact you are not diversifying.  You are going with more of the same.  Is that not correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  So eastbound capacity on Vector hadn't been available for a long time.  This is an opportunity for us to get into this contract without supporting a build.  So this was a clear opportunity for us to get a reliable and flexible pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  I understand.  Okay.  I think I will leave it at that.

No, I am going to ask -- let me ask this question. Can you provide to us the amount of assignment that you've done on the Vector pipeline since the start of 2020 up until now?

MS. BRUNNER:  I am not sure I know what you mean by "assignment."

MR. QUINN:  When you assign your capacity rights to a third party for them to manage.

MS. BRUNNER:  So I'm not sure if that's in scope with the Gas Supply Plan, David, or how this relates to this, but...

MR. QUINN:  If you want to check for a reference, and Jason would probably remember this, if you go back to the FT RAM decision, the Board determined that assignments or in-scope of gas supply costs, so it is gas supply.

MR. STEVENS:  So your question, Dwayne, so I understand it, is how often or when Enbridge has assigned its capacity on Vector to third parties?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  It strikes me typically that is something that would come up in the context of the deferrals proceedings.

MR. QUINN:  To be clear, David, before, because that is where we have asked questions about the history versus the forecast, and so it has been asked there, but it was relevant -- and I am struggling to draw all the proceeding numbers, but it was in the 2012/'13 time frame that the Board made decisions on how assignments would be treated.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  I think though, Dwayne, that the assignments piece -- I don't recall the exact words either, but the assignments piece is definitely something that flows into the gas costs, right, revenue shared with ratepayers and that sort of thing.

I can say it does not form a part of our Gas Supply Plan, which is why I think Nicole asked that question, is because when we do our design day forecasting and then when we do our portfolio analysis and landed cost analyses, like, we don't think about things like assignments or pipeline releases, when we purchase that contract, that comes later, if there is opportunities to get some revenue that gets shared with -- primarily with the ratepayers, but that is not at all part of the gas supply planning process, which is why I think Nicole asked that.

MR. QUINN:  Well, this is --


MR. GILLETT:  It doesn't formulate part of our approach.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  If you [audio dropout] operationalize in the Gas Supply Plan, then I guess that is where I find the context, Jason, is that now you look forward, you contract what you did, and now you operationalize your plan.  If part of that is assignment, that's all we're asking, is, was it assigned over the last couple years, and since this is an update as to what you planned for and what actually happened, to me that is in context.

MR. STEVENS:  It does strike me that it is really backwards-looking and it is something that we would be dealing with in the context of a deferrals case rather than in the context of planning for the future, Dwayne.

I am just, I am mindful of not going off on directions that don't sort of fit with the mission of what we're doing in this process.

MR. QUINN:  Well, that's a good segue, then, David, because my last question was:

"Please reconcile the transport cost in Appendix D for Vector transport, which were the transportation costs for Vector in the last two QRAMs."

So we have struggled with this over the years in the gas supply updates.  I understand you are not going to go into a lot of pricing, but decisions are being made based upon, as you have said numerous times, ICF's wisdom in terms of what is the forecast from their perspective, but then where the rubber hits the road is what actually goes into ratepayers' costs.

And so I was trying to get a comparison between the transportation costs and Appendix D or Vector specifically with the transportation costs shown in the last two QRAMs for that segment of pipe.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes, so I did respond to that in my speaker's notes.  I just shared the references in the QRAM where it would be -- where you could note this new capacity.

So this might be a bit repetitive, but in the EGD rate zone the Gas Supply Plan --


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Nicole.  I will save you some time, because I can go back to that in the record.  I didn't try to flip through the PDF.

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure, yes.

MR. QUINN:  What I am saying is if you can take what is shown in the QRAM for the quarterly costs for your transportation costs that are shown in the QRAM, so I would like that compared to the prices you provided in the pre-filed evidence in the lines that you prescribed, show those costs, and then say, how did you get to the costs in the QRAM that ratepayers are paying for.

MS. BRUNNER:  So I provided the reference in the QRAM of where these costs would show up.  And it would be the forward -- like, if you -- we don't have the QRAM schedules here, but if you look at Exhibit C, tab 1, Schedule 1, it's line 10.13 is the Vector line, and that would now reflect the new Vector blended rate from the old and -- or from the existing and this new capacity.

MR. QUINN:  Well, if you could just -- if it is just something you know exactly where it is, show us -- I'm saying a hand calculation, if you put it in a spreadsheet if you want, when -- show us what the actual per unit transportation costs that you have in the QRAMs versus, again, what you reflected in this gas supply evidence, because I am having a hard time reconciling the two, and it might be just the way I am looking at it versus the way Enbridge is, but the two don't match.

And David, to be precise here, we have struggled with this since the outset of the Gas Supply Plan, where we struggle with, where do we get a chance to understand how the Gas Supply Plan -- I will use your words -- is operationalized, and what are the outcomes for ratepayers?  And so [audio dropout] a plan, you say:  Appendix D says this, so this is what to expect.  And then we see the costs in rates and they don't reflect that we don't have time, often, in the QRAM proceeding to do the kind of discovery to try to help us understand that, and we're stuck in the middle between when you operationalize the plan there were some differences and those don't seem to be reconciled.  That is what I am trying to --


MR. STEVENS:  The difficulty I am having, Dwayne, is I am hearing the back and forth between the two of you, and I am hearing Nicole point you to various things and your response is, well, these things don't match.

And as a bystander, I am not sure what these things are.  What are the particular items where there is a mismatch that you are asking for an explanation.

MR. QUINN:  The unit cost for Vector transport will save during 2021 versus what you have in appendix D as what the land -- expected landed cost is based upon the expected transportation cost.

So it has a unit cost that is in appendix D, and in QRAM you should be able to come up with a unit cost by the number of units you have and the costs you paid, and so we can compare those two unit costs.

MR. STEVENS:  I thought -- I understood Nicole to be saying that the QRAM shows the blended unit cost of the different components of the Vector capacity.

MR. QUINN:  Well --


MR. STEVENS:  You are shaking your head, but this is where as somebody listening, you are saying, well, these things don't match.  But it's not clearly articulated to me what is this thing that doesn't make sense to you.  What is the particular number?  What is the particular line?  What is the particular spot?

MR. QUINN:  I get it, David.  I get it.  I will take the same opportunity at the break and I will pull out the QRAM.  I will go to the two lines, I will provide it back to you and then Enbridge can tell us what the unit cost is and then we can move forward.

So I have some more questions, but I respect that we've gone a little sideways here and I see Tom has been patiently waiting.  So, Tom, if you want to proceed, I will come back with my next questions after you are done or somebody else if they want to step in.

But I will stand down for now.  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  Tom Ladanyi for Energy Probe.  Thanks, Dwayne.

My questions are also related to Vector.  You said that Vector was a competitively priced toll and I am trying to understand, what are the alternatives to Vector for shipping gas from Chicago to Dawn that you can make a statement that this is competitively priced?

MS. BRUNNER:  If you look at appendix D, when we say competitively priced we're comparing it to the other opportunities or paths that would bring gas to Dawn.

MR. LADANYI:  But not necessarily from Chicago?  From somewhere else, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  From the basins that are available to us on upstream transportation paths.

MR. LADANYI:  And just for interest, I am trying to understand how this all works.  It could be another shipper that's on Vector that's actually shipping gas from Chicago to Dawn, and then you would buy that supply at Dawn.  Is that right?

So you're evaluating really the prices at Dawn?  Not necessarily its -- so the alternatives are not all equivalent, in my mind.  Is that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  So in this scenario, I am evaluating buying gas in Chicago and moving it myself to Dawn versus buying gas, say, in the panhandle or Nexus or other upstream pipelines and bringing those supplies to Dawn.

MR. LADANYI:  So the competition really is at Dawn between various sources of supply.  And one of the alternatives is you buying gas at Chicago and shipping it to Dawn, or you buying gas, let's say, that Nexus ships to Dawn.  Is that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  Or me buying gas at Nexus and shipping it myself to Dawn.  We're looking at all of the different upstream pipelines that we would buy the gas at the basin and bring it there.

MR. LADANYI:  In the physical sense, there is no other actual pipeline that ships gas from Chicago to Dawn, is there?



MS. BRUNNER:  No.  Not that I am aware of.  Not with the same path, no.

MR. LADANYI:  That's right.  And if I understand it right, Vector is an affiliate of Enbridge, isn't it?

MS. BRUNNER:  They are.

MR. LADANYI:  So how could the OEB be confident that you are not giving preference to Vector?  Like what should the OEB look at and say, well, you know, is Enbridge fairly evaluating alternatives to choosing its own affiliate?

MS. BRUNNER:  So appendix D presented the opportunities that Enbridge had for upstream portfolios, portfolio capacity to bring gas to Dawn.

So you could see that it's competitive to the other options that we had to bring gas to Dawn.  You can also know that we had followed affiliate relations code and negotiated arm's length and all of those things associated with dealing with an affiliate.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will accept that.  Just before I completely leave that, so is another alternative -- let's say gas coming from western Canada over Great Lakes to Dawn -- would that be an alternative to --


MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.  You could look at appendix D, there's several alternatives that are listed.  But, yes, you could look at Great Lakes to Dawn and compare competitive in appendix D, the landed costs and availability.

MR. LADANYI:  So the gas that is actually being traded at Dawn, some of it originates in western Canada, some of it originates in the U.S.  And the same with the gas that arrives in Chicago; some of it is actually from western Canada, too, isn't it?

MS. BRUNNER:  Likely, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  It would have come through other systems to Chicago?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  The Alliance pipeline system connects western Canada to Chicago.

MR. LADANYI:  And Alliance is another Enbridge affiliate, is that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  I believe so.  They're upstream of Vector.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will leave it at that.  Thank you very much.

MR. QUINN:  I paused in the event somebody else wanted to jump in, but I think the rest of my questions should be shorter.

Steve, when we were -- I was making some notes and you referred to 1.49 TJs.  Can you help me with specifically what that referred to?

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah.  Sure, let me just pull my notes up.  So that's -- so we were asked a question about Empress to Dawn flows and our response -- if you look at TransCanada's CD report, you will see contracts with a receipt point of Empress and a primary delivery point of the Union SWDA and this is on TransCanada's CD report.

The total for that contracted path is 1.49 TJs per day.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so you can't tell us if that's Dawn LTFP?

MR. DANTZER:  It is Dawn LTFP, yes.

MR. QUINN:  So all of it is?  Is there any other capacity held on those paths that is not --


MR. DANTZER:  I believe that it is all Dawn LTFP.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  I thought I heard it out of context, but I got it right.  Thanks for your clarification.

MR. DANTZER:  Yes, no problem.

MR. QUINN:  The Hagar facility, we asked about the LNG and I thought there was an allocation.  I thought third parties could still contract from Hagar, but I wasn't part  of that proceeding.

So can you tell us what the cost would be?  There was 9800 -- I assume that is GJs.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Demand?  Is that the demand?  You said 9800 per year, but I assume that is 9800 per day for the year?

MS. BRUNNER:  It is 9800 that we're able to use on a peak day from the Union NDA.

MR. QUINN:  So it is a demand, then?

MS. BRUNNER:  It will meet a demand, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Can you tell us what the cost of that is?

MS. BRUNNER:  So Hagar is a system integrity asset that they have just determined we can free up this portion of to use for the Gas Supply Plan.  So we provided a comparative cost in the Union NDA supply option analysis table, which I can get to here in the filing.

MR. QUINN:  We can do this later.  If it is just the landed cost analysis for the NDA that was done, I can look it up if it is in there.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  It is in the evaluation matrix for the delivery area within the body of the document.

MR. QUINN:  And it has the cost?

MS. BRUNNER:  And it has the cost, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  That is all I needed.

As you were going through that, you continued to use this 2 percent metric.  Can you -- I don't want to say confirm.  My understanding is that 2 percent is for your LDA contract with TransCanada.  Correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  It is described yesterday in the transcript as the inherent overrun as part of the long-haul service that we have, but it is referring to the first year of that LDA.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, Dwayne, just to jump in here, it's Jason.  I was reading in the transcript last night and I misspoke.  It is the LBA tolerance.  So I believe I said it was authorized overrun.  I was incorrect.  Yes, thank you for mentioning that.

MR. QUINN:  I wasn't trying to --


MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, same concept, right, an interruptible balancing piece that we can use as sort of a plan B.  But yes, I just wanted to confirm that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you confirm that you said it is interruptible?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Have you ever been interrupted on your LBA?

MS. BRUNNER:  I can't confirm if we have or haven't.

MR. QUINN:  Could you take -- well, I was going -- I don't want to say take it subject to check, but can you check on that and tell us if that is the case?  So if you have ever gone over 2 percent or even tried to use 2 percent -- let's start there.  Have you ever been interrupted?

MR. GILLETT:  From a planning perspective, Dwayne, the thing is we have to rely upon our contractual legal rights under the service, and that's -- that is interruptible.

So past history does not predict future behaviour.  The fact is that that is an interruptible component, so that is what we rely upon for design day demand.

MR. QUINN:  And that's your OBA then that dictates that it is interruptible?

MS. BRUNNER:  The LBA is interruptible.

MR. QUINN:  No.  Actually -- but you also have an operational balancing agreement with TransCanada, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  At points on our system, correct.  What we're relying upon in this peak day -- or, sorry, the peaking service discussion is the LBA, and that is interruptible.

MR. QUINN:  Just so we don't get caught in acronyms, is your operational balancing agreement interruptible?

MR. GILLETT:  I don't have that information in front of us, but we don't rely upon the OBA for the Gas Supply Plan.  That is not something we take into consideration.

MR. QUINN:  Even in your contingencies, when you look at a plan and say we're 2.1 percent short, you don't look at your flexibility in other avenues you would have for flexibility, including your operational balancing agreement?

MR. GILLETT:  The operational balancing agreement -- and we're getting out of our area of expertise, Dwayne, so probably going to have to pretty quickly start to decline answering, because the OBA itself, it is meant for daily operations.

So when two pipeline companies have interconnects with each other, there has to be some sort of way to manage the imbalances day to day.  So nominations are a planned delivery and receipt between two pipeline systems, but naturally day-to-day things happen and things don't go according to plan.  An operational balancing agreement is meant to capture those imbalances in some sort of commercial framework, right, to recognize the work and facilities that are needed to balance those.

That is not something that we plan on for peak day.  That is something that is meant to capture daily operational imbalances.

Now, I have just hit the wall in terms of my expertise, but that's just what an OBA is, versus, when we're working with TransCanada, we have to rely upon our contractual services, so FT, STS, LTFP, those sort of things, and what those provide.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  I will just -- I will leave it at that, Jason.  I am not going to pursue that further.

Another thing that came up in this discussion which was very surprising to me is I thought I heard that there was no capacity available from Emerson 2 to the WDA.  Did I hear that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  To the Union WDA, yes, that is something that we watch.

MR. QUINN:  To the Union WDA?

MS. BRUNNER:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  The Union WDA is on the TransCanada northern Ontario line.  Correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry?

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.

MR. QUINN:  When you say it is not available, it's not been offered?  Or have you talked -- have you asked TransCanada for that capacity?

MS. BRUNNER:  We watch for it.  I was just trying to pull up a slide of Steve's that had the --


MR. QUINN:  Yes, that is different, Nicole, than what I am asking.  I understand those -- that's the existing capacity open seasons.  But it is different to go to a pipeline and say, do you have this capacity available.  You haven't done the latter?

MS. BRUNNER:  I'm not sure if we've had discussions with them on that path directly.

MR. GILLETT:  I will jump in here.  So you referenced an existing capacity open season.  What we rely upon, Dwayne, which is what all shippers have to rely upon, is what is publicly available on their website is actually a daily capacity number.  That is the number that TransCanada is, that day, willing to offer on their system.

So when Nicole says that we watch for it, what she means is we -- we use that daily capacity availability to determine what paths are available, because that is what TransCanada is willing to offer.

I just thought that might be helpful to know that there is new capacity, existing capacity, but there is this daily capacity piece on their customer express website.  That is what they have available for those contracts.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I need to refresh my understanding in that area, and maybe there is a constraint out of Emerson 2, because there should, in my view, not be a restriction on the northern Ontario line, but there may be between receiving gas at Emerson 2 to move to the northern Ontario line.

So I will leave it at that.  Thanks, Jason and Nicole.

Lastly -- and I don't think -- I went through the transcript last night, and if you've already covered this tell me, but we had asked a question in -- I think because it is all about transportation here -- in table -- I referenced question 30 in our pre-stakeholder meeting questions, page 60 and table 28, where I say:

"Please explain why the costs for available capacity on Nexus is lower than Rover in table 28 and higher in Appendix D and G."

Did you go over that already?

MS. BRUNNER:  I didn't share a response to that.  Let me just pull up my information here.  So Appendix D -- this is --


MR. QUINN:  Yeah --


MS. BRUNNER:  -- table 28?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  And [audio dropout] we have to take it offline if you haven't prepared for that.  We asked the question, but the Nexus price is lower in table 28 and then it is higher in Appendix D and G.  And I was trying to reconcile that.

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  You're right.  So that was not a factor in our decision-making, as you can see.  But I think what happened is that Nexus on Appendix D is actually the Clarington path that's represented instead of Kensington.  So I believe that route is maybe misclassified there, which results in that extra 15 cent toll back to Clarington.  I apologize, I should have shared that in my speaking notes on one of these slides.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  No, that does make some sense, but I don't have the increment in front of me, so I won't take time trying to look it up at this time.

Subject to some discussions you are going to have and I am going to look at for some information at the break, I think those are my questions.  So thank you for those answers.

MS. BRUNNER:  You're welcome.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.  Just a couple of questions, I think a bit quicker.  Starting on page -- I believe it is 43, just as an example here.

Just for clarity, can you confirm in your supply option analysis what the units are when you are looking at costs dollars per year?

MS. BRUNNER:  Millions.

MR. ELSON:  And so those are millions per year to meet the specific demand in the area, right?  Like, it is not a unitized cost?

MS. BRUNNER:  It is not a unitized cost.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  One comment -- we will add this in our documentation.  I know it is not something you can get now, but I think it would be helpful to have unitized costs next time around just so that we can see what those are and understand them a little bit better in between the different zones, so that would be something that would be helpful for us.  It's not quite a marginal cost figure, but it is -- you know, having these on a unitized basis would be helpful.

Is that something that's -- I assume that wouldn't be hard to do.  You just divide it by the quantity that you are seeking.  Is that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  I can't say for sure how hard it would be, but I think we can note that that is a request that you have out there.

MR. ELSON:  Cool.  Okay, thanks.  And then you were talking about your third-party contracts and how you have your sort of soft target of 2 percent or soft limit of 2 percent.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And that number historically comes from what you used in the Enbridge CDA, right?

MS. BRUNNER:  In the Enbridge rate zones, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And what was the historical number for the Union rate zones?

MS. BRUNNER:  So this is a first for us to have these peaking services in the Union rate zones.

MR. ELSON:  This is a sort of harmonization thing?

MS. BRUNNER:  It is a harmonization thing.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And when did that 2 percent number first arise?  Like it would have been a long time ago.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  It's been in the EGD rate zones or delivery areas for many years and as we talked about just based on that LBA versus TRs.

MR. ELSON:  Just looking at this document here, you know, a very simplistic look at it, it is a lot cheaper to have third-party services.  And so, you know, what analysis will you be doing as part of harmonization to say that 2 percent is the right number as opposed to, say, 4 percent, because it looks like there is potential savings there.

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  So we are going to be looking at our load balancing portfolio and all of the aspects of it as part of rebasing.

So we have engaged ICF to help us with that process as well.  And so I assume that is something that will be looked at.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  But this is separate from load balancing?  No?

MS. BRUNNER:  Similar.  This would be how we meet shortfalls in the delivery areas versus how we meet it at Dawn.

MR. ELSON:  So will you be looking at what other jurisdictions have in terms of a soft target for third-party supplies?

MS. BRUNNER:  That's something we could consider, a jurisdictional overview.

MR. ELSON:  I think we would have find it helpful to have -- it would be particularly helpful if you could do analysis and then say we can move from 2 percent to 4 percent or something higher, and so that would be particularly helpful.  Or, if you decide to stick with the 2 percent, an explanation as to why.

I think that would be something that, you know, will have a particular financial impact and so that would be something that we, and potentially other intervenors, would want to see in the pre filed evidence.  That would be great.

Thanks.  That's all for me.

MR. VIRANEY:  Any other questions?

MR. STEVENS:  Assuming there is no more questions, Khalil -- it is David Stevens speaking -- would it be okay to add a few minutes to the break now, just so we have time both to have a short break and also to continue to talk about the issue we've been speaking about with Dwayne around the pricing spread in Chicago supply?

MR. VIRANEY:  David, how much time do you need?  Do you think half an hour would be sufficient?

MR. STEVENS:  I was going to suggest if we just added ten minutes to what we ordinarily have, so that would be bringing us back at ten after.

MR. VIRANEY:  Why don't we take a break and we'll come back at our scheduled time, that is 11:15.

MR. STEVENS:  Perfect.

MR. VIRANEY:  So we will be back at 11:15.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 10:47 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:17 a.m.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much.  It is David Stevens.  I just wanted to follow up on three things I think that were left over from the discussions with FRPO in the last section.

The first had to do with providing averages for the information on the graph showing the basis differential between Dawn and Chicago, as I recall, for 2021 and before.

And I can advise, we looked briefly into it and we weren't confident that we could provide reliable numbers for periods before what is shown on the graph, so we're not prepared to do that, just for fear of giving something that is misleading, but Nicole does have information about the average basis per quarter for 2021.

MS. BRUNNER:  So I will give you six numbers here.  So the Q1 average -- and maybe we could flip to the slide here.  It just might help in context, Bonnie.  It's the graph slide.  I think it is maybe slide --


MR. QUINN:  27.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- 27, yes, thank you.

MR. QUINN:  While she is coming up with the slide, can you give us the source of this information?

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.  This is Platts gas daily.  This is the averages of the blue line.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's helpful.  Thank you.

MS. BRUNNER:  So Q1, there's that extreme spike for a couple of days where the price went over 120 dollars.  I am going to give you two numbers for Q1, because that extreme spike did not impact on, that is what caused the spread there.

So for Q1 without the extreme spike is a two-cent basis differential.  With the extreme spike would be $5.86, which I think is just reflective of the impact that that high number would have in the averaging process.

MR. QUINN:  Just for the record, Nicole, if you don't mind explaining which -- is this Chicago minus Dawn?  Dawn minus Chicago?

MS. BRUNNER:  It is Chicago minus Dawn, Chicago's basis to the Dawn hub.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MS. BRUNNER:  No problem.

So, sorry, for Q2 then it was one cent.  For Q3 it is three cents.  For Q4 it is minus seven cents.  And then I am going to give you a final number for just November and December, which is where the two lines overlap.  It is minus 12 cents.

MR. QUINN:  So November/December 2021.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will get the specifics off the transcript.  Thank you for that.

But you have Platts daily, and the data is here.  In a week could you provide what those figures were for 2020?

MR. STEVENS:  We're not prepared to do that, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  And can you help me with the reason you wouldn't be able to do that, David?

MR. STEVENS:  As we've explained before, we're certainly willing to answer the questions as best we can that we can be prepared for that were given to us a month before, but we're not prepared to go into further discovery process and give undertakings and do further investigation and responding after this.  As you can appreciate, it becomes a slippery slope.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I am not asking for a huge undertaking, but --


MR. STEVENS:  I know you are not, Dwayne, but you have our answer.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  So the other -- in specific relation to this slide, the other thing that we were talking about is providing additional information beyond the ICF forecast for the go-forward period.

So I am just going to provide sort of a summary of the Enbridge position on this, and if there is follow-up questions then this is probably the witnesses that are best to answer those.

Enbridge does not have any other forward forecasts as of the Chicago -- in relation to the Chicago-Dawn basis, other than the ICF forecast which has been provided here.

Enbridge may have access to some forward market data for this period that would be available through other sources, but that data is not something that Enbridge would be able -- that is readily -- it is not, number one, something readily available.  And number two, it is not something that Enbridge could share without permission, as we've, I think, established and there's a common understanding.

These are all paid services.  There's obviously value to the folks who create and keep up these information services in not having their data just turned around and made available to the public.  So Enbridge would need permission, and that would take some time.

Further, as the witnesses can speak to if you wish, the forward market data is not something that's relied upon by Enbridge when it does landed cost analysis and makes contracting decisions for longer-term contracts such as the Vector contract that we're talking about here.

And so on that basis, we don't have anything further to share.

MR. QUINN:  I am digesting all of that, David, and I will reserve a comment to the end when we talk about next steps.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Dwayne.  So those were our responses, but I think, to close the loop on the previous questions, I suppose we're in your hands, Dwayne, to talk about the excerpt from QRAM that you sent along in terms of the costs associated to the Vector pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, if Bonnie can bring that up on the -- oh, thank you, Bonnie -- Ms. Adams, sorry.

This is the document I was referring to, Nicole, when I was trying to reconcile what is in Appendix D to what's in your QRAM.

So -- and I don't have a transcript.  So I don't know, is that the same reference you gave me, ten --


MS. BRUNNER:  That's the same reference, yes.  And I have just been speaking at your math here.  I think I can help if you want to let me explain that 13.6 million?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  Sure.  So that is a dollar figure, right?  So let's go 13.6 million.  If I was going to try and build up to it, I would take the Vector capacity and back into the toll, as you have, but I think just our capacity numbers are maybe what is different.  I'm not sure what your 649 is, but --


MR. QUINN:  Just so that -- check line 4, Chicago supply, 649.

MS. BRUNNER:  Oh, okay.  I see your confusion then.  That is a supply number.  So let's look at the capacity.  So it would be 110,000 a day is our last leg of the Nexus capacity.  The costs for the Vector toll would be in there, plus the 65 of existing Vector capacity for the EGD rate zone.  So you get 175,000 GJs a day.  And then if you multiply that by 365 days in a year and then do some exchange, you'd have to multiply it by I think about 1.27, let's say, you would get 2, and divide by the quantity in 10.13, you would get to a blended toll of 16.74 cents.

So the new Vector contract is not updated in this page, except for with respect to the toll would be factored into that line, because we don't update the Gas Supply Plan on an annual basis in QRAM.

And then as the variances were actualized, they would show up as a variance in the PGVA.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That is a lot of math.  I think I follow it.

MS. BRUNNER:  Sorry.

MR. QUINN:  Is Enbridge prepared to just do a simple calculation, just as was laid out there, in a spreadsheet and put it on the record for parties -- because I am going to put it back to my words, Nicole, and you can tell me if I am correct.

You have contracted for additional capacity and so while the demand -- okay.  I shouldn't -- is the demand cost for the new capacity showing up in line 10.13?

MS. BRUNNER:  The toll impacts, what's in there.  But the quantity is not there because we do not update the Gas Supply Plan on an annual basis in the QRAM.

MR. QUINN:  I want to be precise.  You're saying the toll is there for the demand charges in line 10.13?

MS. BRUNNER:  The toll is there.  The toll impacts, the total value there.

MR. QUINN:  And what I think I hear you are saying is your quantity of gas delivered by that -- by the new capacity is not in line 4 under Chicago supplies?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So that is a different number.  That's the supply number, not the -- not to do with capacity.

MR. QUINN:  I understand, but it's the amount of gas that was purchased in Chicago for the year.

MS. BRUNNER:  So this is a forecast at this point.  When you are looking at the schedule, it is -- this looks like April's QRAMs because it is the year ending March 31, 2023.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MS. BRUNNER:  So it is the forecast 12 months of Chicago purchases.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So does that include the new capacity, or not?

MS. BRUNNER:  No.  The Gas Supply Plan would not be updated on a forecast basis in QRAM.  Changes are captured in the deferrals on an actual basis.

MR. QUINN:  So that is what -- I am trying to actually make sure the record is clear, because I think I understand it, but the words you are using don't reconcile with -- first off, would Enbridge be able to put this in writing?  If you do that, then I don't have to try to clarify the record here.

I know there is a subsequent document coming and the Board will be informed.

MR. STEVENS:  So when you say put it in writing, Dwayne, are you asking Enbridge to explain what's included in the line 4, column 1, and how line 10.13 is derived?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, David.  What I hear Nicole saying is it's a matter of almost lead and lag, where the demand charges -- sorry, the demand charges are in column 2 for line 10.13, but the quantity that will be purchased in Chicago to be delivered by that capacity in column 4 is not there.  And therefore, we have a mismatch between transportation costs and the quantity of gas associated with that transportation for the forward period.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something we could put together relatively easily, Nicole, the explanation?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  I could explain the math relatively easily, but the problem is I don't think I have everyone available to answer the full details behind line 4.

This schedule is created by finance.  I can provide the math for 10.13 very simply.

MR. QUINN:  What I am asking, David, is not today by like one week.  I keep throwing one week out there so that gives time for people to look at it for their submissions.

MR. STEVENS:  Recognizing -- I want to repeat our sort of general premise, that we're not prepared to be providing undertakings and making this an ongoing discovery.  But I also want to get through today, as you do.

So for this one particular item, I think we can proceed as you have suggested and try to provide something in writing that is helpful.

MR. QUINN:  I am -- I will say this properly.  Thank you.  And I hope you understand, David, this is where we struggle sometimes when we have Gas Supply Plan over here, deferral account proceeding over there, QRAM over here.

And in this case here where, you know, Nicole has great experience, she's saying, well, I have to rely on finance for this number.  So even internally at Enbridge, it is hard to get one person who understands how all of the moving parties come together that formulate a rate the Board will actually approve.

So when we're trying to look at this from the outside, we have a harder time than ourselves saying, okay, well the Gas Supply Plan says this, but the QRAM says that.

And again in the QRAM proceeding, we have a couple of days to throw in a few questions and hope we get our answers.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.

MR. QUINN:  This is what we understand, that this is complex information and it is hard to even test it, let alone understand it.

MR. STEVENS:  I appreciate that, Dwayne.  But, you know, had your question initially pointed to everything that you are pointing us to now, then we would have had that ready to go today.

We will take it away and provide something in writing that we hope will be helpful in response.

MR. VIRANEY:  David, do you want to mark this as an undertaking?

MR. STEVENS:  I am in your hands, Khalil.

MR. VIRANEY:  We might as well mark it as an undertaking for the record.  So it would be undertaking J2.1.  Can you describe it for the court reporter? 
UNDERTAKING NO. J 2.1:  ENBRIDGE TO PROVIDE DETAILS ABOUT THE WHAT IS INCLUDED WITHIN LINE 4, COLUMN 1 FOR THE VOLUME OF CHICAGO SUPPLY, AN WILL ALSO PROVIDE DETAILS ABOUT THE DERIVATION OF THE TRANSPORATION COSTS FOR THE VECTOR PIPELINE AT LINE 10.13


MR. STEVENS:  Certainly.  Enbridge will provide details about what's included within line 4, column 1, for the volume of Chicago supply, and will also provide details about the derivation of the transportation costs for the Vector pipeline at line 10.13.

I suppose we should make this an exhibit.  The document we are referring to, Khalil.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, absolutely.  This will be Exhibit K2.1.
EXHIBIT NO. K2.1:  EXCERPT FROM THE ENBRIDGE MARCH 2022 QRAM APPLICATION TAKEN FROM EXHIBIT C, TAB 1, SCHEDULE 1, PAGE 1.

MR. STEVENS:  For the record, Exhibit K2.1 is an excerpt from the Enbridge March 2022 QRAM application taken from Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1, page 1.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, David and Khalil.  Khalil, do you want me to -- I have copied you, but do you want me to formally submit it to the Board Registrar, because -- it obviously is their schedule, but I have altered the schedule with what sounds like now incorrect math because we have a mismatch between quantities in that document.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, please.  So if you could also -- if you send it, just mark it as an exhibit.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will read the transcript and make sure I get the exhibit right and send it to the Registrar, copying you and David and Michael Millar.  And hopefully if  there is anything else that needs to be done, let me know.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Just so the record is crystal clear, I am sure it is, notwithstanding that this is marked as an undertaking, please don't -- Enbridge is not creating this sort of as a precedent that an undertaking process is something that it is comfortable with in future gas supply consultative processes.

With that, I think we can turn to the next segment of our presentation.
Supply and Storage Portfolio
Supply Portfolio


MS. BRUNNER:  That's me again.  Okay.  So this section will provide an overview of the supply and storage portfolio.

Next slide, please, Bonnie.

So this slide depicts our 2021 and 2022 gas commodity portfolio following the changes that I have just shared.  The image shown is figure 11, which can be found on page 29 of the annual update.

These supply sources, along with EGI's transportation Contract, have resulted in a commodity portfolio which is diverse, reliable and cost-effective.

EGI's consideration of diversity of transportation paths and supply supports the OEB's guiding principles of reliability and security of supply and cost-effectiveness.

Per the OEB's guiding principles in EB-2017-0129, gas supply planning strategies should be flexible so they can adapt to the changing market conditions and customer demand in both short and long term.

Gas supply planning should also minimize risk by diversifying contract terms, supply basins, and upstream pipelines and other strategies designed to maintain a viable gas industry in Ontario.

Next slide, please.
Supply & UDC

Table 6 shows the annual supply that is planned to be purchased at various locations for system supply customers only.  We received a couple of questions surrounding table 6 specifically.  So one question specifically was if for the EGD Union Northeast and Union South Dawn supply is projected to respond to changes in forecast demand, both forecast increase and decreases, which it is.

This is a result of all transportation assets upstream of Dawn being planned to be filled 100 percent of the time. The Dawn number does also include local production, which was a question we received.  2021's actual Ontario production supply purchases are 0.7 PJs for the Union rate zone and 1.4 PJs for the EGD rate zones.  This makes up .004 percent of our portfolio.

We also received a question about why 2023 to '24 shows a slight increase in areas where we have firm upstream contracts for the EGD and Union South rate zones.  In all of these instances it is just a factor of adding an extra day, because 2024 will have a leap year, so supply will be slightly higher.

Related to UDC we received a question interpreting table 34.  The actual access unutilized capacity identified in table 34 is the amount of capacity that was left empty as UDC and is not what was injected into storage.

The amount identified as south UDC in table 34 would not have necessarily been driven by south rate zone customers demand variances, but it is the amount of unutilized capacity in the south portfolio.

EGI manages Union's transportation portfolios on an integrated basis, and the decisions of which pipeline to leave unutilized is determined based on the least-cost option.  This ensures that our total cost is the lowest possible.

Then the financial consequences of the actual UDC incurred are allocated to rate zones appropriately based on the drivers of incurring the UDC by rate zone.

This allocation of costs and the UDC costs to the appropriate rate zones is addressed during the annual deferral disposition proceeding.

In the settlement for the 2020 deferral disposition proceeding, EGI agreed to include evidence reporting UDC and transportation capacity released by rate zone and the costs and revenues that are transferred between rate zones, which is actually where this allocation takes place, and we will share this information in the upcoming deferral disposition proceeding.

EGI ensures that unutilized capacity is minimized through the utilization of storage assets, contracting for supply and peaking services, planned purchases at Dawn, and the capacity release process to reduce costs when transportation is left empty.

Next slide, please.
Third Party Storage


The EGD rate zone holds 26.2 PJs of market-based storage, which is acquired using the blind RFP process.  For the 2021-2022 gas year, 21.6 PJs were purchased from Enbridge Gas or an affiliate of Enbridge, which is eight of the 11 agreements.

For storage contracts starting April 1, 2022, EGI conducted a blind RFP that closed in December of 2021 to replace storage contracts that were expiring at the end of March 2022.  The total amount of third-party storage held by EGI remains at 26.2 PJs.

EGI confirms that the blind RFP process for storage services starting April 1, 2022 was in line with Scott Madden's process recommendations, and there were no deviations from that process.  I can also confirm that the RFP manager provided EGI with only the winning storage proposals.

Specific information about bids is commercially sensitive.  EGI confidentially shares this information and information regarding the number of bids during each year during the relevant deferral disposition proceeding.

And with that, I think we get into the next Q&A session.
Q&A Session


MR. LADANYI:  Tom Ladanyi for Energy Probe.  I sent one of our questions to you, and it actually deals with a table you presented when you showed supply unabsorbed demand charge UDC.  Could you go back to that table?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  It is just two slides up.

MR. LADANYI:  The numbers are kind of small to see, but I was kind of puzzled by what sort of anomaly occurs in 2023-2024, because let's look at the first line of that table, Appalachia.

So for 2021/'22 you show 43,151.  You can see that, do you?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  And then the next line for -- next column over, for 2022/'23 you show 43,151.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Then for 2023/'24 it goes to 43,269.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Then the following column it goes back to 43,151, and then the last column is also 43,151.  And it's not only for this one.  It is also for Chicago below that and other lines.

Can you explain to me what is the anomaly that occurs in 2023-2024?

MS. BRUNNER:  So 2023-2024 is a leap year.  So there is one extra day of transportation and supply that would be sourced from these locations on that day.

MR. LADANYI:  So that's the only reason, is it?

MS. BRUNNER:  That's the only reason.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Well, it is a very simple answer, then.  Thank you very much.

MS. BRUNNER:  No problem.

MR. QUINN:  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  You went through a number of -- you went through the process of determining which path is left empty, and it is, as you noted, on a least-cost basis?  Nicole, did I get that right?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so is one of -- okay.  I am going to go through two factors here.  Is one of the factors you consider is your ability to deliver and store that gas as a -- in lieu of taking some additional Dawn deliveries in the forward summer period?

MS. BRUNNER:  So when we're considering which pipe to leave empty --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- we are looking at, for example, the following season and determining which pipe makes sense to leave empty in comparison to one another.

MR. QUINN:  But do you take the -- do you take into consideration that you could deliver that gas, store it, and it becomes a delivery in lieu of additional Dawn deliveries which are forecasted for the next injection period?

MS. BRUNNER:  So upstream of the process of determining which pipe to leave empty, we have determined the quantity of pipe to leave empty based on meeting our storage targets. So we would capture that in that analysis you just referred to in that decision.

So looking forward, I am determining how many PJs of UDC I need to take over the summer, for example, to meet my storage target.  So assuming that I will fill storage, what do I still have to leave empty?

MR. QUINN:  But do you -- again, I am trying to say this.  I will break it down.  You have discretionary purchases at Dawn in your portfolio for some of your rate zones.  Correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  In the winter?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  No.  Sorry, in the summer.

MS. BRUNNER:  In the summer we have purchases at Dawn, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  So instead of leaving that pipe empty because you are already incurring the demand charge, could you not deliver that gas through that pipe and put it in storage and say, okay, we just delivered an extra 1,000 GJs that we don't need to keep our minimum storage targets during the winter, but we will then drop 1,000 GJs of purchase at Dawn this summer, because we don't need it any longer.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So I understand where you are going with that now, sorry.

So, yes, so we determine which pipe to leave empty, and in that decision we're considering, for example, should we leave gas empty at Empress and not even flow it along the pipeline, or should we leave gas empty at Dawn, just if we think of it very simply, and we would look at what is going to create the lowest-cost option for ratepayers, even considering just leaving gas empty at Dawn.

So with that in mind, then we can determine which is the most economic choice.

MR. QUINN:  So at a point in time, as opposed to, here's the whole plan, and the forward markets look like we may have UDC, but when you go forward as it is in some winters, when the price in the winter is actually lower than it would be in the subsequent summer, especially if you already incurred the transportation charge, do you do that actively throughout the winter?  As opposed to setting it in stone and saying, we did the analysis six months ago and that is what it said.  We don't need to refresh the analysis.  We just go forward.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  So we will determine whether or not we should fill the planned UDC in the winter, which I think is what you're referring to, on a regular basis in the winter as we see how we are tracking to our storage targets.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So that is helpful and that is clearer for me now, thank you.

So the second part, then, is after making that determination and saying it is still better to leave pipe empty, and so we are going to leave some pipe empty, we just haven't determined specifically the path yet.

Do you consider the marginal value of selling those paths such that if you've got an embedded cost already as a sunk cost, you can be choosing which path to leave empty, not just on the quote-unquote least cost of what that path normally costs you, because it is already sunk, but what amount of money you could receive if you left a path empty and took it to market for the value that that path would provide.

MS. BRUNNER:  Are you referring to the value we'd get if we released the path?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.  We factor that in our lowest cost option analysis.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Sometimes we use different vernacular, Nicole.  I am just trying to make sure --


MS. BRUNNER:  Sure, no problem.  I try not to think of selling it, but we release the pipe at a certain month and we would factor in what we estimate we're going to receive for that release in the analysis to determine which pipe to leave empty.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And that is great.  That is what I was asking, so thank you for that answer.

We had provided some questions up front, including question 31 where we're asking you to provide the source of the UDC for Union South, which path, sources of gas by month and the actual time frame.

David, I respect it wasn't presented and so Enbridge doesn't intend to present that.  But is there anything in question 31 that Enbridge would not be able to answer for the deferral proceeding, so that we can get that data in the deferral proceeding?

MS. BRUNNER:  So the deferral proceeding -- sorry, David, if you wanted to go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  No.  Please go ahead, Nicole.

MS. BRUNNER:  So the deferral proceeding will focus on this last gas year's paths that we have left empty.  So I believe we committed in last year's deferral proceeding to provide some data on this information that we plan to provide in the filing that is upcoming.

MR. STEVENS:  But to be clear, that will relate to last year.

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  The year of 2021 and that is what I asked in these questions, because question 32 was along the same lines, the month, amount contracted, the amount assigned, delivered.

And so for that table, is there anything in question 32 that could not be answered in the deferral account proceeding from the year of 2021?

MS. BRUNNER:  I am just rereading the question.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, please.

MS. BRUNNER:  Subject to some summation of these values that you are requesting, we will be providing that information in the deferral proceeding and providing what was requested in the settlement.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Dwayne, Enbridge's plan is to provide this type of information in its pre-filed evidence and then you can ask follow up questions, rather than having to wait and just ask questions to get the base information through interrogatories.

MR. QUINN:  That's very helpful, David.  That is what we prefer, clearly, so thank you for those and I think those are my questions.

While other questions, I will go back over our list.  I think you still have one more segment to go over, the performance metrics.

So thank you, Nicole, for your answers and thanks for helping me get on the same page in terms of the vernacular for assignments and releases, and all of that kind of stuff.  Thank you.

MS. BRUNNER:  You're welcome.

MR. GILLETT:  All right.  So I am back up again, so it is Jason Gillett.

The next section -- so Bonnie, if you could go to the first slide there, please.
Performance Metrics

Annual Update


The next section is appendix 8 of the annual update.  The performance -- the purpose of the performance metrics is to demonstrate how the Gas Supply Plan is performing across each of the planning principles from the framework which are cost-effectiveness, reliability and security of supply, and public policy.

Some of the performance metrics represent binary measures where EGI is either compliant or not compliant.  These metrics are scored with a C indicating that EGI has appropriately met the requirement, or an N/I indicating that EGI's performance with respect to this metric needs improvement.

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

Overall, we met all compliance metrics which are shown as Cs in the results, and we feel that as a package, the performance metrics showed the plan is performing as it intended, which we did speak about over the last day and a half as well.

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

Just a note; I don't plan on going through each item line-by-line, but instead will be answering specific questions that we received.

We received one question asking what improvements we've made to the scorecard for this year.  So first, we have included a rolling three-year average of results for information, which you can see in the filing and in the chart here.

We have also tried to improve how we provide information on reference price.  If you recall from previous years, this was an embedded graph that was pretty difficult to read within the table.  Instead, now we have provided appendices that show more detailed information.

We also changed what were previously small pie charts and we have changed them into percentages for ease of reading and comparison.

Since we didn't receive any other questions on this slide or the next, I am actually going to have Bonnie skip to the final metric slide where I will answer a few questions that we received.

That's perfect.  Perfect, thank you Bonnie.

We received some questions from Board Staff about the reliability metrics.  So I thought I would spend a little bit of time on those.

This metric counts the number of days that EGI experienced a failed delivery of supply, regardless of volume or location.  So in 2018-19, we experienced fails delivery on 61 days a year.  In 1920, we experienced failed delivery on 74 days a year.  And then in 2020-2021, we experienced a failed delivery on 82 days of the year.

These failed deliveries are primarily driven by pipeline constraints caused by planned summer maintenance activities.  That is the primary driver behind the 2021 number.

So for the instances of failed deliveries noted in these metrics across the three years, EGI either made arrangements to replace the supply or found that the supply was not immediately required.

In all cases, Enbridge Gas customer demands were not impacted by any of the failed deliveries as they did not occur during peak demand periods.

As for why these outages have increased over the three-year period, all we can say is that it is up to each upstream pipeline to plan its maintenance activities.  Although pipelines do inform EGI through communications and website postings and they will try to work with us where they can around these schedules, we don't ultimately have control over how they schedule their maintenance activities.

So in summary, what we essentially saw were a larger number of days where summer maintenance activities were scheduled and we were able to manage around those.

Based on the current information that we have, and this obviously will change over time, we are suspecting that next year we'll see fewer scheduled maintenance activities.  But that will change, and that number will be reported.

So that finishes all of the questions we received on the performance metrics, so now we will go to Q&A.
Q&A Session


MR. VIRANEY:  Does anyone have any questions?

MR. BROPHY:  It is Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  Maybe I can just start with a couple of quick questions.

Just before I jump into some more detailed scorecard metrics, when I reviewed the transcript from yesterday it jogged some policy-related issues that actually kind of feed into this.

One was, it was indicated that even though the uptake on the RNG was lower than I think you had targeted or hoped, that it is meeting the Made in Ontario environment plan requirements.  So I guess just to validate that, and then also, do you believe that the Made in Ontario plan requirements are still applicable?  Or has anything changed there?

MR. GILLETT:  I would maybe -- maybe just make a slight tweak to what you said, Michael.

So in the case of RNG, currently the only way that we have the ability to recover the costs of RNG is through the voluntary program.

So the way I would put it is, the voluntary program application and ultimately the Board decision that led to this pilot program was in response to the Made In Ontario environmental plan.

So in response to that policy, we applied for a pilot program.  That was approved.  And then the impact on the Gas Supply Plan is ultimately that we purchase that RNG.

So I am just kind of tweaking the order of events that happened there.  As you said, it's had -- it is a very limited pilot, but it, right now, is the only way that Enbridge is able to purchase and recover the costs of RNG.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So then [audio dropout] policy lens in relation to the current Gas Supply Plan, you would still -- you would still suggest that the Made in Ontario plan is still an element that you consider relevant and -- in that consideration?

MR. GILLETT:  One of the things that Nicole talked about a bit yesterday was that we are undergoing efforts to look at the voluntary program to understand what we can do to it in the future to improve it, to evolve it.

So I would say, yes, the Made in Ontario program is still relevant.  It is still a public policy that the Gas Supply Plan should ultimately be responsive to.

Right now the only vehicle to do that is that pilot program, and so we have work underway to look at that and see if there's something else that we can do with it.  So ultimately it is still relevant in that way.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  Then I just had two questions -- I guess -- well, I will call them questions -- related to metrics, and we had a bit of a discussion yesterday about, you know, continuous improvement in relation to the metrics.

So last night I spent just a bit of time kind of thinking through that, and I probably should have e-mailed it, but they're very kind of simple metrics, and I just thought if these would make sense to add for -- well, I guess you could add them now, but I suggest you do it for the next plan update and add them.

So I had two.  The first is in relation to some of the good stuff you're doing to promote reduced environmental impact for upstream gas commodity that you are procuring.  And so the metric I had thought about is estimated upstream GHG reductions supported through gas supply/procurement.  And then that would be measured by an annual tonnes of CO2 equivalent reduced.  And then you could just do a cumulative tonnes of CO2 reduced, which would just be the sum of the annual.

Is that -- is that something -- I don't want to put you on the spot to say yes or no to that right now, but does that sound along the lines of something that makes sense, or would you want to propose something else?

MR. GILLETT:  So obviously we welcome, you know, any suggestions for continuous improvement on these through your submissions, for sure.

If I were to respond to that one directly -- I think Nicole talked a bit about this yesterday.  The difficulty in that metric is that we don't have, currently, transparency into what the upstream emissions are as they relate to the production -- so you're talking about RSG, right?  We don't have visibility into the production practices or emissions related to the production of natural gas.  That's just not something that we have, information that we have.

So we can't formulate a benchmark to say, here's how much emissions have been reduced based on us purchasing RSG. Even when a producer becomes certified, that certification doesn't come with a statement of, we used to emit X, now we emit Y.  What the certification comes with is, we are currently emitting X, or we are currently meeting these requirements, depending on the certification itself.

So the difficulty with this suggested metric is, you need a baseline, first of all, and second, you then need to know what those exact emissions are, and not all of the certifications -- they don't provide that sort of baseline differential.

And that's sort of the argument for RSG, which is, that is at least transparency that we can now get through those certifications that we don't have with the non-certified gas, so we can't calculate a baseline of what those emissions are.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That's fair enough.  So I guess just what I would ask is, maybe you can take it back.  You know, you have kind of the angle that we were considering, and to the extent that, you know, once you are kind of, you know, back thinking about it some more, if there is something that kind of fits with whatever you have access to, you're limited by the information you get, then maybe you can think about how to address it with the right kind of wording and metric, if that is applicable, so --


MR. GILLETT:  Yes, understood.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Michael.  It is David Stevens speaking.  I think what would be most helpful is if, whether it is Pollution Probe or other parties, if you articulate suggestions within your submissions.  I think the next folks sort of to participate in this are the stakeholders.

Enbridge isn't going to make the first submission after today's session.  So if the stakeholders include suggestions within their submissions, then Enbridge will provide its perspective in its responding submission, and Enbridge will also then just have the written record of what is being proposed in order to consider that next year as the scorecard is being developed.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  And I don't know if the interjection was really needed.  I understand the process.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, I am simply saying, it is less likely that the utility will go back through every word of the transcript to understand the nuances of what's being proposed than would be the case if it is captured in your submission.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Fair enough.  So, like, yeah, we can include some wording, whether it is what I just mentioned or something adjusted, to try and reflect what Jason's indicated are some impacts -- limitations to the visibility of those reductions, and then it is there and Enbridge can think about if there's something better.  So thank you for that.

The second one is around gas supply-related IRPAs.  So I know you don't have any.  You are kind of waiting for some things to come your way from other groups than Enbridge.

So, you know, I think there would be some value to track probably two things.  One is those assessed, and maybe those implemented eventually as well.

So I am not looking for any comment.  We will probably put something like that in as well, but I just wanted to give you a heads-up, and if you didn't think something like that made sense, then you could let me know now.

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, we welcome your submission.  I guess the only feedback I would have is there is an existing IRP framework where there is reporting on assessments of IRPAs, how they're chosen, which ones are chosen.  I would hope not to duplicate that reporting.

In terms of how IRPAs impact the Gas Supply Plan, yes, I welcome that suggestion for sure.  Like you said, there aren't any in the Gas Supply Plan, so there is no metric.  But I do generally agree with you, Michael, that once an IRPA is explicitly included in the plan, that would be something helpful to have in the report or in the performance metric.  So I definitely welcome your submission there as well.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Thank you.  That's all.

MR. GILLETT:  Are you up next, Dwayne.  I don't see any other hands.

MR. QUINN:  I was waiting for others to ask questions on performance metrics.

MR. GILLETT:  I was waiting for your physical hand to go up.

MR. QUINN:  Maybe another time, Jason.  Does anybody else have questions on performance metrics, because I was going to loop back to one missed question from our previous questions with Enbridge.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, Dwayne, I have a question on performance metrics.

I guess one of the performance metrics is cost-effectiveness.  How do you measure cost-effectiveness?  Is it just a landed cost analysis, or is there any other benchmarking?  I am trying to understand how do you measure cost eff4ectiveness?

MR. GILLETT:  Thank you for the question, Khalil.  I am just looking at the scorecard here to see which one is the cost-effectiveness metric here.

Sorry, Khalil, could you maybe point me to which one you are asking about?  Because we have a price stability and consistency metric, and consideration of -- so if you go to the first slide, Bonnie, the first performance metrics slide.  We have a couple.  I am not sure which one you are referring to.

We have one demonstrates EGI's consideration of timely pricing information, and we have one that illustrates price stability and consistency in EGI's plan.

I think -- sorry, go ahead, Khalil.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  I see, sorry.  I went right into the details, Khalil, thank you.  I went to the intensive measures, not the performance categories.  Yes, thank you, I missed that.

So what we tried to do -- and I wasn't sort of part of this team when we created the initial scorecard, but my understanding is that what we tried to do with those two discrete metrics was to break down what price effectiveness means, because that is a pretty broad -- a broad sort of description.

And the way we always think about it is that we are executing the Gas Supply Plan in alignment with the principles in a prudent and cost efficient manner.

So what we've broken down here is we've -- we showed the diversity of our supply terms and trying to show that we take a layered approach to our purchasing, because what that does is it helps protect Ontario ratepayers against sort of localized or short term volatility.

By layering-in annual or longer purchases than seasonal, then monthly, then within a month, it layers things in so that we're not exposing customers to shorter term volatility, so that we can say first of all that was a prudent course of action, and second of all it was cost-effective because we took advantage of sort of the longer term outlook in purchasing strategy.

The second -- that is sort of the leading side.  The second piece is the lagging side, which is the reference price.  What we tried to show there was that this purchasing strategy and the diversity of our portfolio in combination with the methodology that the OEB uses around the QRAM and the reference price methodology allows for a smoothing of the costs.

So if we try and smooth the costs on the front end through our purchasing strategy, and then costs are further smoothed through how reference pricing QRAM works, it is hopefully resulting -- or is resulting in lower stable costs to customers than they would otherwise experience if we didn't have that approach.

So it is our attempt in taking what is sort of a broad price effectiveness category and breaking it down into a leading and lagging way of demonstrating that we're doing that.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  You are most welcome.

MR. VIRANEY:  Does anyone else have questions on the performance metrics?  Well, I guess, Dwayne, you can proceed with your overall question.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Khalil.

I took an opportunity also at the break to go through the questions and I will say up front, thank you, Enbridge, for answering most of our questions.  I understand some are going to be better answered in evidence or interrogatory in the ESM proceeding, but I did have one final question that I was trying to reconcile in my mind.

And the final question we have is question 33.

Bonnie, if you don't mind pulling up appendix D from the gas supply update?

MR. GILLETT:  You referenced question 33 in your initial questions?

MR. QUINN:  That's the one, Jason, thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  Okay, thank you.

MR. QUINN:  I have too many -- too many screens on a little tablet.  So thank you.  I think I can see that.

So I was asking about the difference between the ICF base case, but the EGI's analysis completed says March 20.  So I assume that is March of 2020.

And I struggled with, okay, which one is correct or why is there such a difference between when EGI did its analysis and the information that was used to support that analysis from the future.

MS. BRUNNER:  That is March 20th, likely.  It is probably just a date format that is showing funny on that EGI's analysis complete cell.

We made the decision to purchase the Vector capacity in March of 2022.  It is probably showing either a truncated piece there, or it means March 20th, the date.

We had the Q1 base case analysis that we received in March when we made that decision.

MR. QUINN:  That makes more sense now.  I struggled with the difference in timing.

So that is the last question I had for my questions, and thank you again for answering most of them.

I did want to loop back to the discussion I had with David earlier.  Is this the appropriate time, Khalil, or did you want to ask if anybody else has any overall questions on the content of the presentations?

MR. VIRANEY:  Well, I guess -- if anyone has any other questions for Enbridge?  Well, I guess no.

MR. QUINN:  Then if I may proceed, Khalil?

MR. VIRANEY:  Sure.

MR. QUINN:  If we just -- Bonnie, if you don't mind going back to slide 27.  It is page 34 of the PDF.  This is where we left off on the Chicago-Dawn.

So what I understood is the blue lines that are there are daily differentials, which Nicole provided us a quarterly average price for the data that is included in those blue lines.  Is that correct, Nicole?

MS. BRUNNER:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So how long did it take for you to get approval from Platts to use that data?

MS. BRUNNER:  So that's actual numbers versus forecast numbers, so ...

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  But you did get that from Platts, correct?

MS. BRUNNER:  Right.  It is not something I think we sought permission for because it was actual numbers instead of forecast.  So those would be like traded numbers that actually occurred on those days, that would be in a few different data sources versus a forecast which requires permission from publications.

MR. GILLETT:  I am not actually -- we would have to confirm whether it was Platts or not.  I think the key here is that it is actual settlement data versus -- like Nicole said, versus forecast.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So that is what I am looking for in terms of actual settlements for forward trading of the Chicago-Dawn differential as reported in Platts for -- like, for the period of March.  So if they summarize all transactions for the month of March of 2021, what were the forward purchases that were made and transacted that Platts publishes.  Is that something --

MR. STEVENS:  But that is the difference, isn't it, Dwayne?  That as I understand the blue line we see here, that's not forward purchases.  Those are what happened on the days.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  But it is a transaction, David.  The whole basis of this is transaction.  So as opposed to somebody's speculation as to -- or forecasting of what they believe might occur, these are what active market participants value the differential, because it is -- the reporting tells a story.

Basically, if you have got two people purchasing at ten cents and one person at 25 cents or whatever, you end up with a blended average of those purchases, and that tells the market, based upon actual transactions, how the market is valuing the future differential between Chicago and Dawn.  That is the part I am looking for.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  But as I understand what we have here, this is simply showing the difference between the transaction costs at one spot and the transaction costs at another spot on each day.

MR. QUINN:  That's what your actuals are?  But what you are doing is projecting a forward differential through ICF and its magic software.

MR. STEVENS:  But they're two totally different things here.

MR. QUINN:  They are.  And that's what I'm saying, David, but there are also transactions that occur in the market in the forward market to say, if you're sitting there in March of 2021, I want to buy November 1st, 2021 to October 31st, 2022.  I want to buy the differential between Chicago and Dawn.  What is the cost of that transaction?  If that --


MR. STEVENS:  And I think what I have heard the witnesses say is that that's information that they wouldn't be comfortable just releasing on behalf of whoever they pay to provide that information.  It is different than this actuals information that is broadly available through the market.

MR. QUINN:  And that is why I asked how long did it take, because I was presuming, because I thought I heard it, it was Platts data that was used for the blue lines.  I understand it may or may not be, and that is acceptable.  But how long does it take to get approval to release what I am asking Enbridge to release on the record?

MR. STEVENS:  Have you sought approval from Platts for release of this sort of information before, Nicole or Jason?

MS. BRUNNER:  We haven't.  I am not sure if Platts would even be a source that would have forward data.  When you are looking at a five-year term, there aren't going to be purchases out five years.  But --


MR. QUINN:  I understand.

MS. BRUNNER:  -- even if we had some data, I am not sure Platts would be the source.  So I would have to go to a few different data sources and see who would allow us to do that.

MR. QUINN:  So like ICE?

MR. GILLETT:  That -- so, sorry, let me just maybe jump in here because, again, the applicability as it relates to this contract, we don't use the forward-looking market data that you are referencing, Dwayne, to make long-term contracting decisions, because that data either does not exist or is highly unreliable for five-year terms.

MR. QUINN:  Jason, I --


MR. GILLETT:  What's -- well, no, hold on, sorry, let me finish.

What we do is we use a five-year forecast from ICF in order to make that landed cost analysis for a five-year term.

If we have a contract that's a year, or less, even, we would look at using market data, because there is more liquidity in terms of the transparency into those trades.

But once you get out a year, it starts to become very unreliable, especially depending on which point you are talking about.  And so that has not been the process that we have used over time.  It is to use ICF model data because, to us, that is the most reliable way to make long-term contracting decisions.

So I guess what I am trying to say is, you know, we can argue over who has what data and how to request permission and what they would be comfortable with, but it is not applicable to long-term contracting.  That is not how we make our decisions.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  It is how we would make shorter term decisions.  We would look at that market data.  But that is not what we're talking about on this graph or with the Vector contract.

MR. QUINN:  I am not asking for five years.  Show us two years.

MR. STEVENS:  Jason has just explained why two years is not something that would be a relevant consideration for this contracting decision.

MR. QUINN:  Well, that is where we would differ, David, and we will put that in our submissions.  I get it.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  But if Enbridge is making long-term purchases from its parent company and affiliated companies specifically for in this case five-year contracts, having its own consultant tell it that that is a good purchase in a way that ratepayers cannot test it, that is problematic.

So what I was trying to do is, show us another test for reasonableness, that these are reasonable given the history that you see.

MR. STEVENS:  And as Jason has explained, Dwayne, what you are seeking is not something that Enbridge would consider an appropriate test for reasonableness.  So for that reason and other reasons that have been explained, it is not something we're prepared to provide.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  If Michael Millar --


MR. GILLETT:  Also, Dwayne, if you don't mind, if I could respond to the affiliate comment.  This is how we perform our long-term landed cost and contracting analysis for all pipelines.  So this is not -- we did not give any sort of -- I don't know if this is what you were alluding to -- we were not giving any specific treatment to Vector because it is an affiliate.  This is how we performed landed cost analysis for any pipeline.  So this is consistent across affiliates, or not.

MR. QUINN:  I understand that's the case.  It's been the case basically, Jason, since about 2005 when we first started -- first had voiced concern about this, and because of our request came up with the incremental transport analysis, such that it became a required reporting from Union Gas at the time.

So I get it.  But in this case here you are increasing your position with an affiliate pipeline, and we're seeing data that is inconsistent with what is being presented, and so we're asking for another source to be provided.

You're not -- I'll use David's words -- you're not thinking that is an appropriate comparison, nor are you willing to provide the data.  We will seek it in a different way.  But we will voice our concerns further in the submissions because, as I would say if Michael Millar were here, he would probably say he has power to do nothing, but he thinks that this is not a fruitful discussion, so we will move forward.

Please, especially to Enbridge witnesses, thank you for answering our questions.  I do respect that there is a lot of information here, and you have done yeomen's work in answering I see most of the questions that we had and hopefully for others, so thank you for that, and we will take other concerns forward in our submissions.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.

MR. VIRANEY:  Any other questions or comments?

Well, thank you, thank you to Enbridge for the presentation and responding to all the questions.

David, do you have any closing remarks or anything that you would like to bring up?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't.  Thank you to all the participants for your attention and your questions and we will look forward to your submissions.
Wrap-Up & Next Steps


MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  So the next step is for stakeholders to file comments on the Gas Supply Plan, and that is due on May 24th.  So if there is nothing else, we can conclude this session.  Thank you, everyone.

MR. BROPHY:  Thanks to the panel and everybody, and have a great afternoon.

MS. CHATTERJEE:  Thanks, everyone.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.
--- Whereupon the hearing concluded at 12:25 p.m.
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