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Wednesday, July 27, 2022
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone, and welcome to the technical conference in EB-2022-0086, the Enbridge Dawn Corunna project.  My name is Michael Millar.  I am counsel for OEB Staff, and I will be your host today.

The other staffers who are here today are Ritchie Murray, Ashley Sanasie, and I think Lawrie Gluck will be in and out today as well.

Before we go any further, Ashley, could I ask you to do the land acknowledgement.

MS. SANASIE: Sure.
Land Acknowledgement


The Ontario Energy Board acknowledges that our headquarters in Toronto is located on the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnaabeg, the Chippewas, the Haudenosaunee, and the Wendat peoples.  This area is now home to many diverse First Nations, Inuit, and Metis peoples.

We also acknowledge that Toronto is covered by Treaty 13 with the Mississaugas of the Credit.

We are grateful for the opportunity to gather and work on this land, and recognize our shared responsibility to support and be good stewards of it.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you, Ashley.

Okay.  As people will have heard me say, we have a very busy two days scheduled, in particular with respect to panel 1.  It is possible we're going to have to cut back some people's time to get everyone through, but we're going to see.  Enbridge is doing a presentation off the top that we are hopeful will answer some of the questions and will reduce the time estimates, and also there is often some overlap in the questions, so hopefully people will be listening to the people who go before them and may be able to reduce their time accordingly.

I am going to start it right away.  Let's go to appearances.  I have kind of a roll call, which I find is the best way to do these types of things online.

Charles, can I start with you.  You don't have to introduce your witnesses at this point, but if you want to introduce anyone who may be speaking on behalf of the company.
Appearances:


MR. KEIZER:  Well, Charles Keizer, legal counsel to Enbridge Gas.  Also with me from regulatory affairs at Enbridge is Adam Stiers.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you.  I am just going to go through the list I have.  So FRPO.  Are you there, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Environmental Defence?

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

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Kent.  CAEPLA-DCLC.

MR. GOUDY:  Good morning.  John Goudy, counsel for CAEPLA-DCLC, and David Core from CAEPLA is also on the line.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, good morning.  The Three Fires Group.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Good morning, Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for the Three Fires Group.  I would also like to enter an appearance for Emily Ferguson, who might be joining us either today or on Tuesday.

MR. MILLAR:  Thanks, Jonathan.  CME?

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

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Scott.  Energy Probe?

MR. LADANYI:  Good morning, everyone.  Tom Ladanyi for Energy Probe.

MR. MILLAR:  And Tom, we can hear you, Tom, but it is a bit quiet, so maybe whatever efforts you can make during Dwayne's questions, hopefully we can get your volume up a little bit.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will work on it.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks.  Pollution Probe?

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

MR. MILLAR:  Schools?

MR. ZHENG:  Good morning, Fred Zheng, counsel to School Energy Coalition, and Mark Rubenstein will join us later today and on day 2.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Good morning, Fred.  That is all I have a list of questioners, but I think I see Ian there.  Ian, are you making an appearance?

MR. MONDROW:  Good morning.  Yes, I'll put in an appearance, Michael.  Ian Mondrow, counsel for the Industrial Gas Users Association, and I am not on the schedule.  You are correct, thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  You are live from Muskoka, it looks like.  You're --


MR. MONDROW:  I wish.  It is my backyard.  It looks grander than it is, but I am happy to be here.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And have I missed anyone else?  That is all I have on my list of questioners, but there may be some other people who have joined us.

MR. NOKES:  I am Ian Nokes from the Ontario Federation of Agriculture.  I don't have questions.

MR. MILLAR:  That's fine.  Good morning, Ian.  Anyone else?

Okay.  With that, I am not aware of any preliminary matters.  Does anyone have preliminary matters to raise?
Preliminary Matters:


MR. QUINN:  Yes, Michael.  Thank you.  It is Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

I see that on the Board's document system that Enbridge has put its cover letter for the technical conference this morning for the presentation, but the presentation is not there.

Can somebody from Enbridge send around the presentation so we can follow along with the presentation?

MR. MILLAR:  Charles, can you address that?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  We will certainly do that, Dwayne.  We had thought the presentation was filed.  So apologies for that.  We will have it sent around for everybody.

MR. QUINN:  It is just the cover letter, Charles.  That is not helpful at this point.  But thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  With that I am going to turn it back to Charles.  Charles, maybe I could ask, again subject to any further preliminary matters, that you could introduce your witness panel, and then I understand they're going to take us through a presentation.

MR. BROPHY:  Mr. Millar, it is Michael Brophy.  Can -- I just had a very quick question, and then I can --


MR. MILLAR:  Sure, go ahead.

MR. BROPHY:  -- delay it if it is better to wait.  But just, I guess maybe once Mr. Keizer does the review of the panel, there is some areas of questions that it is unclear whether it fits into panel 1 or panel 2, and like an example would be kind of the consultation and stakeholder log and everything that is part of the environmental report.  I would logically think it is panel 2, but some of those issues deal with things listed in panel 1.

So just to be efficient, can we just assume all of the consultations panel 2, or should we be trying to ask those questions in panel 1 first and then if they can't answer them delay it?  Just, it is just going to take a bit more time if we do it that way.

MR. KEIZER:  I think if it relates to the consultations, Michael, it would go to panel 2.  If there is technical matters, then it would be something that would be related to panel 1.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks, Mike.  Charles, over to you.

MR. KEIZER:  Thanks, Michael.  So let's ask the witnesses to please put their cameras on and appear on screen.  And I think -- I can't necessarily see everybody, so let's just -- I think everybody is up there.  So why don't I then -- I will take you through the panel for panel 1 and I will introduce the panel member's name and their title rather than -- since who knows what order they appear on people's screens, so I will do that, and then we can turn it over for questioning.

The panel consists of Hilary Thompson, director, storage and transmission, business development.  Jeff Cadotte, manager, business development.  Steve Pardy, manager, underground storage and reservoir engineering.  Mike Hildebrand, manager, integrity assessment and asset information.  Bob Wellington, manager, asset management, governance, and risk.  Dave Janisse, manager, gas supply acquisition.  Shawn Khoshaien, director, integrity and asset management.  Cara-Lynn Wade, director, energy transition planning.  That's your panel.  And they're now available to take people through the presentation, which I assume hopefully its has now been e-mailed around to folks, and then I think we may be shorter than half an hour, but let's hope that we can hit that timing, but I will turn it over to the panel.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 1
Hilary Thompson
Jeff Cadotte
Steven Pardy
Mike Hildebrand
Bob Wellington
David Janisse
Cara-Lynne Wade
Shawn Khoshaien

Presentation by Ms. Thompson:


MS. THOMPSON:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Hilary Thompson, and I am the director of storage and transportation, business development, at Enbridge Gas.  Thank you for the opportunity to share this presentation with you at the start of the day.

I am joined by my colleagues, Jeff Cadotte, manager of storage and transportation business development, and Steve Pardy, manager of underground storage and reservoir engineering.

We recognize what the OEB intervenors and those listening in today may possess different levels of understanding of Enbridge Gas and its storage and transmission and distribution systems relative to the proposed project.

As a result, we will provide an overview, starting at the highest level, and ending with the specific relief sought from the OEB.

First we will start by providing an overview of the company and the natural gas markets within which it operates.  This will give context as to the value that the current storage capacity provides to natural gas customers in Ontario.

Next we will provide an overview of the current compression assets and their operation, followed by an overview of the proposed pipeline facilities and how Enbridge Gas intends to operate those facilities in the future.

Finally, we will discuss the need for and benefits of the proposed project, along with the relief sought from the OEB through the current application.

Our hope is that the presentation will provide commissioners with valuable context on Enbridge Gas's integrated systems and the necessity of the proposed project in ensuring the safe and reliable operation of the integrated storage system to serve firm in-franchise demand on the coldest day of the year, when Ontario customers need it most.

Next slide, please.

Enbridge Gas has over 170 years of history in serving energy demand in Ontario for its customers.  The company now serves 3.8 million customers and heats more than 75 percent of Ontario homes.  The Dawn hub is Canada's largest integrated underground storage facility, with over 320 petajoules of storage capacity.

Next slide, please.

MR. CADOTTE:  The North American natural gas market is integrated across Canada and the United States, connecting production zones to major demands centres via transportation pipelines and storage facilities.

The Dawn hub, located south-east of Sarnia, Ontario, is one of the most important natural gas hubs in North America, serving the expanding needs of Ontario for nearly the last eighty years.

Dawn is supplied from all major production zones, including western Canada, southern United States, including the Henry Hub and the Appalachian basin in the eastern U.S.

Enbridge Gas buys more than 500 petajoules of supply annually, which serves industrial, commercial and residential customers, and 500 petajoules is the energy equivalency to heat approximately 5.5 million homes.  Thirty percent of the supply is purchased at the Dawn hub.

Storage is an integral component of the natural gas system that provides a delivery/re-delivery service enabling the procurement of natural gas in the summer months when natural gas prices are less expensive, and stores the molecules to withdraw them during the winter months when the commodity is typically higher priced.

The North American natural gas storage market is robust and competitive.  Over 100 counterparties transact at the Dawn hub, making it a liquid trading point that has provided long-term price stability for customers, including during times of cold weather in upstream jurisdictions that temporarily reduces supply arriving at Dawn.

During these times, underground storage at the Dawn hub has provided the majority of the supply to Ontario.

The existing North American natural gas transportation system has been built based on the capacity, the deliverability, and the balancing that storage provides.  Without natural gas storage, and specifically storage at the Dawn hub, upstream pipelines we need to bring in additional capacity during peak periods.  In other words, upstream pipelines from producing basins would be much larger than the current infrastructure.

In addition, market area storage like the Dawn hub provides security of supply, approximately 40 percent of the system sales gas purchased annually is situated in Ontario, ready for the start of the winter season.

The Dawn hub and the assets underpinning the firm and reliable services that customers seek, especially to heat their homes and businesses during the coldest months of the year, represent critical energy infrastructure in the province of Ontario.

Next slide, please.
Presentation by Mr. Pardy:


MR. PARDY:  Good morning.  I will talk a little bit about the operation of the hub, and get a little more into the details of how gas moves through the winter and the summer.

So the Dawn hub is an integrated storage facility with 35 storage pools, with total capacity of 320 petajoules.  Gas is injected into the storage pools in the summer and withdrawn in the winter through a series of wells, gathering systems, measurement and control stations, storage pipelines, and compressor stations.

Each storage pool has unique geological characteristics and ranges in size from 0.3 petajoules to 32.6 petajoules.

The storage system also provides 6.3 petajoules per day of deliverability on design day, and serves both in-franchise and ex-franchise customers.

The storage pools associated with the EGD rate zone are connected to the Corunna compressor station and are subsequently connected to the Dawn compressor station by two NPS 30 pipelines.  In addition, the NPS 16 TSLE line also connects several pools directly to Dawn from the west.

The Corunna compressor station contains eleven reciprocating compressors, totalling 36,750 horsepower.  The Dawn compressor station contains nine centrifugal compressors, totalling 253,000 horsepower.  Dawn also has 5.6 petajoules per day of dehydration capacity to dry natural gas volumes that are withdrawn from the storage system, to ensure they meet pipeline quality specifications.

Physical storage enables load balancing which serves three primary functions.  The first is to manage the customer's annual demand.  Storage space provides a cost -- excuse me.  Storage space provides a cost advantage by balancing heat sensitive loads.

This allows the utility to purchase in the summer when prices tend to be lower and withdraw gas in the winter when prices tend to be higher.

The second function is to manage customer demand on a design day.  To accomplish this, the utility leverages withdrawals from storage to match the design -- match the demand on a design day -- the demand on design day which exceeds the supply coming from other sources.

And finally, storage provides balancing on every day of the year to help manage supply and demand variations.

This is a critical part that upstream pipelines cannot provide.  The company has established a design day methodology to ensure there are sufficient facilities to meet the demands on design day, and throughout the injection and withdrawal season.

The current integrated storage system does not contain excess capacity that would facilitate the abandonment of existing compressor units without the construction of  replacement facilities.

Next slide, please.

Just looking a little closer at the Corunna compressor station, the station contains 11 reciprocating compressor units housed in three separate buildings, as shown in the photo.

Building 1 contains units K701 through K705 and these were constructed between 1964 and 1970.

Building 2 contains units K706 through 710, which were constructed between 1972 and 1983.

And building 3 contains unit K711, which was constructed in 1995.  All of these compressors were constructed as 100 percent regulated storage assets to serve the EGD rate zones.

These units are used during the injection season to boost pressure of natural gas supplies that are received via Dawn, to fill the nine underground storage pools connected to Corunna.

In the winter, as pressure drops in the storage pools, the compressors are required to boost the pressure of gas from Corunna to be delivered to Dawn.  This needs to match the pressure of existing supplies that are arriving at Dawn.

Ten of the eleven units are operating on design day, a cold day at the end of February, when we're holding minimum inventory to meet the maximum deliverability and firm customer demands.

K711 is held in reserve as a loss of critical unit and all compressors are required to be available and reliable as part of our design day scenario.

The proposed project enables the abandonment of seven units totalling 22,500 horsepower at the Corunna compressor station by constructing a NPS 36 pipeline between Corunna and Dawn.  The project will address known obsolescence, reliability and safety risk, while maintaining the existing storage capacity and deliverability.

Following the completion of the project, there will be one unit remaining in building 1, two units remaining in building 2, and one unit remaining in building 3.

The construction of the NPS 36 pipeline will also include additional connections, controls, and pressure management at the Corunna compressor station and at the Dawn compressor station.

The new pipeline will reduce the pressure drop between Corunna and Dawn, and provide access to Dawn compression throughout future injection and withdrawal seasons.

Next slide, please.

Now looking at the Dawn compressor station, the Dawn compressor station contains nine compressors and these are contained in eight separate buildings constructed between 1983 and 2017.

In addition to the eight existing compressor plants, Dawn A plant contained five reciprocating compressors and was abandoned in 2010 to address emissions compliance.

Dawn plant B was installed in 1977 and abandoned in 2018 to address known reliability and obsolescence concerns, as the manufacturer declared their compressor package obsolete and would not guarantee the availability of spare parts.

The unit was out of service for three months in 2011 due to a broken part that created a risk of leakage and an internal oil fire and the unit was unavailable the entire 2014/15 winter season, as the engine seized following a controls failure.

Dawn plant B was replaced in construction with the -- in conjunction with the construction of Dawn plant H.

So the Dawn compressor station is really a central point in the Dawn hub and most supply for our system customers are delivered or purchased at Dawn.

The Dawn hub contains LCU coverage and can also generate its own power during utility power grid interruptions, thereby enhancing the reliability of the Dawn hub for our customers.

The Dawn hub is also the primary supply point for the company's transmission systems.

Next slide, please.

So this schematic was developed to help illustrate the operation of Enbridge's integrated system, and it uses the winter of 2023/24 design day, and this is the base case that we use as part of our facilities' analysis.

As a reminder, there are currently two NPS 30 pipelines, commonly referred to as TR1 and TR2, that connect the Corunna compressor station and the Dawn compressor station.

In addition. as part of EB-2020-0256, the storage enhancement project, a connection between Payne and Ladysmith pool lines is being constructed in 2022.

This enables gas from specific storage pools associated with the EGD rate zone to bypass compression at Corunna and flow directly to Dawn on the Payne pool line.

Starting at the Corunna compressor station, 2.6 petajoules of gas is withdrawn from storage, with .5 petajoules bypassing compression and 2.1 petajoules flowing through the compressors at the Corunna compressor station, as shown on the schematic.

The discharge pressure from the compressors entering TR1 and TR2 is 5,865 kilopascals.

The pressure entering the pipelines must be high enough to overcome the pressure drop along the pipelines to ensure that gas arrives at Dawn at approximately 4,825 kilopascals.  This gas is then commingled or mixed with compressed gas from the Dawn storage pools.  The commingled storage gas is then further compressed and dehydrated before flowing into the company's transmission systems.

Next slide, please.

So with the abandonment of the seven compressor units and the construction of TR 7, four units will remain at the Corunna compressor station, K704 and 709 through 711.

Following the construction of the project, the delivered pressure at Dawn will remain the same.  The total flow from the storage pools connected to Corunna will also remain unchanged at 2.6 petajoules.

As a result of constructing the TR 7 pipeline, the pressure losses between Corunna and Dawn are reduced, and therefore the discharge pressure from the compressors entering TR1, 2, and 7 pipelines is also reduced to 5,237 kilopascals.

While the flow from storage remains the same at 2.6 petajoules, only 0.2 petajoules is being compressed at Corunna on design day, using the three remaining units and holding 711 in LCU.  This substantially reduces the complexity and increases the reliability of the integrated storage system.  Further, in the event of a compressor failure, only a small portion of flow would be at risk.

Next slide, please.
Presentation by Mr. Cadotte:


MR. CADOTTE:  This is Jeff Cadotte.

The company has directly experienced obsolescence and reliability issues and unacceptable down time for compressors at the Corunna compressor station, which includes long lead time to procure major parts and components, such as crank shafts.

K705 was down for over one year, from 2018 to 2019, with a broken crank shaft, and currently unit K701 is being operated as last on due to crank shaft misalignment, and its continued operation could result in significant down time for repair and risk of capacity shortfall.

Through regular review of asset condition and risk, Enbridge Gas has quantified declining reliability of the Corunna compressor units across asset health categories, including foundations, crank shafts, engines, compressors, after-coolers, heating and cooling systems, and valving.

Enbridge Gas has also identified a safety risk, driven primarily by the number of compressors operated in single buildings at CCS.

This is a risk that is compounded by the amount of time mechanics and technicians are in these buildings making repairs for both planned and unplanned maintenance activities.

Enbridge Gas has a proposed project that is the lowest-cost alternative, will increase the reliability of the integrated storage system, will significantly reduce employee health and safety risk, and will address issues of obsolescence related to timing of, and access to, spare parts with the abandonment of the seven existing CCS units.

Next slide, please.

The proposed project seeks to build about 20 kilometres of NPS 36 pipeline at a higher design pressure than the two existing NPS 30 pipelines that it will parallel.

Once placed into service, all three lines will transport natural gas between CCS and Dawn to fill and empty storage pools connected to the Corunna compressor station.

The project also includes station piping and fittings to tie in and allow gas routing within the compressor stations, as well as the abandonment of Tecumseh measurement at Dawn and the abandonment of the seven existing Corunna compressor units.

The project provides a one-to-one capacity replacement of existing design day storage deliverability, for both withdrawal and injection purposes, and leverages higher Dawn compression discharge pressure to fill storage during injection operations.

As a result, the project will reduce utilization of the remaining Corunna units K704 and K711, though these units will still be required to reach maximum injection capacities annually.

The project is estimated to cost $250 million Canadian, including indirect overheads, and is proposed to be placed into service by November of 2023.

Next slide, please.
Continued Presentation by Ms. Thompson:


MS. THOMPSON:  This is Hilary Thompson.  At the beginning I talked about what we intended to cover in the presentation, and now I will give a quick recap of some of the key points.

To summarize, Enbridge Gas is obligated to serve its firm in-franchise customers on a design day, and in doing so is accountable to ensure the safety of its employees and the public throughout the hundreds of communities in which it operates.

To accomplish this, the company regularly applies asset management, integrity management, and risk management processes to assess the health and condition of its assets, to identify risks and, where conditions or risks are deemed concerning, to plan corresponding mitigation.

The existing compressors at Corunna compressor station, K701 to 703 and K705 to 708, have been assessed using these processes, and raise concerns due to their decreasing reliability and increasing obsolescence.

This is evidenced through the asset health review, the RAM study, historical maintenance records, and actual failures.

The Corunna compressor station also has health and safety concerns due to the proximity of the compressors in relation to one another within the same building, evidenced by the QRA, leading to an intolerable health and safety risk for company employees.

As a result, the company has proposed this project to be placed into service at the earliest possible time to permanently mitigate both the operational and financial risks associated with the reliability of the compressor units and the health and safety risk associated with Enbridge Gas employees.

Importantly, the reliability risk and employee safety risk are related, in that the lower the reliability of the compressors, the higher the health and safety risk for employees.

The proposed project addresses all risks concurrently at the lowest cost to ratepayers, whereas the project alternatives either result in a less favourable NPS and/or only address one of the reliability and employee safety risks, not both.

As an asset owner and operator, the company is expected to be compliant with codes and standards at a minimum. It is also expected to take all reasonable steps to ensure the safety and reliability of the system and even to mitigate low likelihood, high consequence events.

We have seen what can happen in other jurisdictions when assets have failed in unprecedented conditions.

It can result in significant reliability and health and safety events impacting both employees and the public.

Lastly, it is important to note that the company acknowledges the critical role that energy transition plays in its future.  The company supports federal, provincial and municipal targets in the communities in which it operates.

Directionally, the use of natural gas is expected to decline over the long term.  However, there is currently no clarity as to how the province will achieve its goals.

With that said, even the most aggressive of the demand-reduction scenarios, which the OEB should not accept without strong supporting evidence, would not eliminate the need for the project.

There would need to be a design day demand reduction of 44 percent in the EGD rate zone for the project to not be needed in its entirety.

This reduction equates to approximately 1.8 pJs on a design day, which is equivalent to approximately 2.3 million average residential homes disconnecting from the Enbridge Gas system and converting all existing appliances to alternative forms of energy.

Enbridge Gas is seeking an order of the OEB under section 90 of the OEB Act for leave to construct the proposed pipeline project, and approval under section 97 of the act for the forms of easement and temporary land use  agreements.

The company will continue to work diligently with Indigenous communities and stakeholders within the communities affected by the project to resolve any concerns identified.

Next slide, please.

That brings us to the end of this presentation.  Thanks again for the opportunity to provide the overview and we hope it helps to clarify the proposed project.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, witnesses, we will now turn his over to questioning.  Dwayne, we have you up first.  We will be looking to take a break around eleven, so if you could keep that in mind as you ask your questions.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  One more thing.  I wanted to mark the presentation, so let's call that KT1.1.


EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  ENBRIDGE PRESENTATION.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, over to you.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good morning, witness panel.

Mr. Millar asked early on about preliminary items and I certainly gave priority to seeing the presentation, so thank you for staff making the link available.  I hope others -- if others didn't get it, there was a link put in the chat that allows for download of the presentation.

The other matter, though, that -- and I sent an e-mail last night -- is we appreciate that Enbridge has provided the peak day withdrawal scenario for pressures and flows in different scenarios.  But we did not get one for injection, and having not been addressed this morning, I was wondering if the company could provide access to when the injection peak scenario might be available.

MR. PARDY:  This is Steve Pardy.  As you mentioned, so we did provide the design day analysis with respect to the withdrawal.

So Enbridge does not have a design day analysis on the injection side.  So I know on pipelines, sometimes there is a summer design and a winter design.

With respect to storage, it is really only a winter design that we have, which focuses on withdrawal.  And the reason that is, if you really think about it, withdrawals on the system are really meant to address customer demands and if we don't have enough facilities in place on design day, that really goes to whether or not we have to shut customers off.

On injection, it is really just about filling our storage system.  So there is no customer at the end of it on the injection side.

So we feel that with facilities that are sized and placed -- put in place as part of our design day scenario adequately covers us on injection also.  And that is not to say there is not some -- some special design that we do with respect to injection, if we're looking at the MOPs of pipelines or the maximum discharge pressure of compressors.

So we do put special facilities in place to do that, and that is more looked at on a one-off scenario and we're able to size those facilities properly.

So again just to reiterate.  So this is our design day scenario and we don't have a similar design day scenario on the injection side.

MR. QUINN:  I am trying to absorb all of that, Mr. Pardy, while at the same time trying to remember your evidence that had actually produced an injection peak scenario as of, I believe, October 31st.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  Sorry, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  I would like you to clarify what was produced then and why it can't be enhanced to produce it in a table to show the respective scenarios.

MR. PARDY:  So just to clarify there, you are correct.  So  the Union storage system, there was an October 31st model that we run and really that's about kind of a last day of injection looking at what the peak or the maximum flow we can do on that day using our peaking facilities.

And I would say that's a number that we use to kind of generate the maximum injection number.  It is kind of used as part of our operations, although I would say throughout the season that number will vary, but -- and it is also used just from a STAR reporting standpoint so we can put a number out there for a maximum injecting capability.  But it is not used to size any facility.  So it looks at a specific scenario, last day of injection, filling the last portion of the storage system, and then what that flow could be.

So I mean, obviously we have that model and there is some results associated with that.  But it doesn't help in sizing or selecting facilities -- and it only covers the Union portion of the system also.

MR. QUINN:  Well, you are saying it doesn't help in the sizing, but it helps understand the operations of the system and what the benefits will be of putting in a pipeline to replace this compression.

So in spite of the fact that you would not rely on it necessarily for your design conditions for sizing, we would still like the data because it demonstrates wat the impact the pipeline would be on the injection scenario.

MR. PARDY:  Really, I think the --


MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, would you be able to refer to the IR?  This is Mr. Cadotte.

MR. QUINN:  I don't have it right now, Mr. Cadotte, and I won't take the time to do it because we're on a tight schedule.  But I will do that at the break and provide it.

But the request stands.  Does anybody on the panel -- because you have cross-references to IRs, can anyone on the panel provide the IR response that provided the injection scenario?

Can I clarify, though, and maybe Mr. Pardy can clarify.

MR. KEIZER:  I thought he said it didn't exist for the Enbridge system, only for Union.

MR. QUINN:  It may emanate out of the Union approach, but it is a number that goes so far as being published, I heard Mr. Pardy say.  So a model has to be run to be able to produce a number that eventually can be published.  Is that correct, Mr. Pardy?

MR. PARDY:  So that is correct for the Union Gas portion of the system.

So the model that is used to generate that number doesn't include or contemplate the EGD facilities that we're talking about here.

So it is really just focussed on Dawn and the storage pools connected to Dawn.

MR. QUINN:  And you run, as your evidence states, Corunna and Dawn as an integrated system, correct?

MR. PARDY:  Correct.  But I think when we look at the premise of this pipeline from a design perspective, we're not putting any additional requirements on Dawn.

So it doesn't affect what's happening at Dawn.  So if you look at our design day scenario on withdrawal, we're showing up at the same pressure that we were before.

And as stated, we really don't have that equivalent design day analysis on the injection side.

I think maybe what would be helpful, if there was specific questions that you had with respect to the injection side, maybe I can answer those as to what the impact of the specific facilities would be or specific alternatives would be on the injection scenario.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will do that.  Mr. Cadotte, you can look at FRPO 4.  It provides the IR seeking clarification.  Mr. Pardy, do you want me to clarify for you what you're asked?

MR. PARDY:  Sure.  If you think that would be helpful.

MR. QUINN:  Well, what we're trying to understand here -- and I will just, I will outline my premise and then you can ask questions as necessary.  But in one of our submissions to the Board, I guess it was, we say that infrastructure is lumpy.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  So you are putting in a pipeline which -- a size -- if you were to do -- run your peak scenarios, the best sizing that actually emulates the capabilities of seven compressors that you want to remove eventually, that sizing could come out at 31.5, but they don't build pipelines at 31.5.  We're not asking you to put that in.

So you are going to size 36 to provide yourselves sufficient capability to remove the seven compressors and not lose any of your current capabilities, but that doesn't mean you didn't create new capabilities, including operational efficiencies, including reduced -- potentially reduced compression at Dawn to feed Corunna during the injection season and increase capability potentially even on a peak day.

So to use those measures we can demonstrate what the impact is in the integrated facilities, and that is why we asked for pressure points of A and B and C and D that reflect that integration between Corunna and Dawn.

So it does help us, it helps the Board, and I know that you can produce it.  It is a case of, will you produce it.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So I guess speaking to the scenario that you -- so you are correct.  I mean, there is definitely specific sizes of pipe that is available, specific sizes of compressors that's available.

And if you look at our analysis, so our analysis determines what facilities we need is based on our withdrawal scenario, our design day analysis.  So making sure we have facilities in place to meet kind of the coldest day of the year and to get us through the winter season.  So that is really what our design is focused on.

Actually, if you look at the table that was  provided -- and I believe you had added a row to it in your submission back --


MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Mr. Pardy, Mr. Pardy, I appreciate we are going to run a tight schedule today, and I want to get to that table, but I want to do that in order, respectfully, if we can defer going into detail of the table.  I appreciate you provided it on the withdrawal side, and I understand the difference between withdrawal and injection peak days.

What I am asking is, can you produce the injection peak day such that we can have the data and, given the timing, an opportunity to ask you questions about it?

MR. PARDY:  There is one --


MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, can I just clarify one point.  When you say given the timing, what you were saying, Dwayne, you don't want an undertaking, you want it produced immediately, or...

MR. QUINN:  I want it produced within the one -- well, today is one business day, and there will be three business days to next Tuesday.  Before next Tuesday, that would provide us opportunity.

Again, Mr. Keizer, this is just data that is available to the company.  It just needs to be produced in a way that we have the benefit of the data.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry.  I am a bit confused, though, because I thought the data did not apply to these facilities, so...

MR. QUINN:  It does apply to these facilities, correct, Mr. Pardy?

MR. PARDY:  It doesn't apply to any of the selection or sizing of these facilities.

MR. QUINN:  That's not what I asked.  It applies to these -- to this infrastructure and the operational capability of the infrastructure on an injection basis.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  So that analysis on the Union Gas system, and does not include any of these facilities.

MR. QUINN:  It will show -- that analysis will show the outlet from Dawn and the inlet to Corunna.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  It will not show the -- what do you mean by the inlet to Corunna?

MR. QUINN:  The inlet pressure to Corunna and the flows between Dawn and Corunna.  What is the capability that this pipe will produce on an injection scenario on your October 31st injection peak day?

MR. PARDY:  It actually won't show that, because those facilities are not in the model.

MR. QUINN:  How then were the numbers produced for the injection capability of Enbridge on the -- for FRPO 4?

MR. KEIZER:  Can we bring FRPO 4 up on the screen, please, so that we're actually referencing the IR.

MR. PARDY:  Can we just scroll down a little?  So when you look at the injection capability on the Enbridge side, for the Enbridge rate zone, EGD rate zone, so that really has come about from the injection curves that were available kind of I would say pre-NGEIR or since NGEIR as to what the capacity in the system was.  And then the non-utility has built some facilities since that point.

And so we've simply taken kind of the number from the curve and added on the capacity that the unregulated business has developed to come up with that 1,052.  So there is not a model that backs up that number.

And I think it really goes back to -- it is really meant to be a published number of what our injection capability is that we can use to report through STAR.

MR. QUINN:  So are you saying that all of the numbers that have been provided in this proceeding only pertain to flows associated with the utility businesses?

MR. PARDY:  What do you mean by -- sorry, can you clarify what you mean by utility businesses?

MR. QUINN:  The legacy Enbridge Gas Distribution and Union Gas in-franchise utility storage.

MR. PARDY:  So, no, so those numbers that we're looking at right here is the total capacity of those systems and the total injectability and deliverability on design day.

MR. QUINN:  So including the non-utility storage flows?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So then how do you plan your winter -- I'm sorry.  I'm challenged by this, because if this injection that is shown here on the peak injection capability is a pre-NGEIR amount, it does not reflect your current capability, does it, for total flow?

MR. PARDY:  I would say if you think about NGEIR on the EGD side, so at NGEIR 100 percent of the system was regulated.  So whatever capacity was available on the system went to the regulated customers.  And then since NGEIR facilities have been added on regulated facilities to grow the system.

And so we reflect -- this number includes both what was available since NGEIR, which hasn't changed, because there is no facilities added on the regulated side, and then any non-utility or unregulated growth that's happened on the system.  So that number is a combination of those two things.

MR. QUINN:  How do you arrive at the number, then, if you don't have a model?

MR. PARDY:  So like I said, the capacity available at NGEIR is a known number, and then since then we know what's been -- so what's been developed.

So I don't want to give the impression that we don't have any models of the injection season.  Obviously, our numbers, we can fill storage and empty storage.

I guess the point I am trying to make is, like, the design day analysis is what we use to pick our facilities, and I think that is -- that's the important point when we're looking at whether we put in pipe or compression or what size of pipe or compression.

And then on the injection side, we check to see if those facilities have adequate capacity to fill our storage. Right?  Like I said before, really on the withdrawal side that's about meeting customer demand.  On the injection side it is just about how we fill storage, and we have additional flexibility in the system to do that, and it is not that there's not some facilities that are specific to injection, but those were selected from the design day withdrawal model.

MR. QUINN:  So a question to summarize what you said.  This pipe from Dawn to Corunna will increase your ability to inject for -- to inject -- I'm sorry.

This pipe will increase your ability to get gas to Corunna that could be injected into storage as of October 31st, correct?

MR. PARDY:  So this pipe will -- let me think about that for a second.  This pipe, it doesn't create any additional capacity or anything that we can go out and sell, or market, or offer to our customers.

It replaces what we're doing.  So it's going to be different, because the new pipeline, the NPS 36 is at a higher MOP, so now in the future we will be able to inject higher pressure from Dawn to the Corunna compressor station.

So it changes the nature of how we fill the Corunna pools, but really the purpose of the injection season is to fill storage.  And previous to this, we had capability of filling storage and once we create this project, we still have the capability to fill storage.

So really that's from the injection side what we're looking to make sure is do we have the capability to fill our storage during the amount of time that is available in the injection season.

And the answer to that is yes, and this pipeline doesn't really create anything different.

And I can't downsize -- I can't have a different size pipeline for injection than I do for withdrawal.  So the size of the pipeline is determined on withdrawal, which is the most critical time for our customers.

MR. QUINN:  And as a result of that, it also increases injection capability.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  I don't think it does.  I haven't seen anything that suggests that.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I would like you to run a model on a best efforts basis of what you have for your October 31 that you produced in the past and produce that for us before Tuesday.  Because what I am challenged with, Mr. Pardy -- and respectfully, I understand what you keep saying, it meets our winter design.  So if it meets that, it should be okay for the summer.

But -- I don't know if, Mr. Cadotte, you sell park and loan services do you not, Mr. Cadotte?


MR. KEIZER:  Let's deal with one thing at a time, Mr. Quinn.  You asked for something, and the answer to that is no.  The witness gave his answer and the answer was that there is no change with respect to the injection as a result of these facilities.

MR. QUINN:  Is that your answer?  There is no increased capability that pipe -- that the 36-inch pipe would create to flows between dawn and Corunna on an injection peak day.  Is that your answer, Mr. Pardy?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, if I could help?

MR. QUINN:  Actually, Mr. Cadotte, I am going to follow what Mr. Pardy just said.  One answer is what I am seeking here.

Mr. Keizer said something different than Mr. Pardy, which is not the end of the discussion there.

So respectfully, Mr. Pardy, will the 36-inch pipe increase your injection -- your ability to inject as of the October 31st date for your injection peak?

MR. PARDY:  I don't believe it is.  We selected the facilities to be a one-to-one match to what we have today.

MR. QUINN:  Then provide us the pressure -- via your model, provide us the pressure that leaves Dawn October 31st using that same model, before and after.  So with your current facilities and the proposed facilities.

MR. PARDY:  So if --


MR. QUINN:  Can you produce that for Tuesday?

MR. PARDY:  If you're asking if it is the pressure at Dawn that would go to Corunna, I can provide that.  I mean, that -- the pressure of gas going --


MR. QUINN:  What I am looking for is the maximum injection capability.  So if your pipeline is bigger and your pressure stays the same, you have to be able to transport a higher volume of gas.

MR. PARDY:  No, because it is a combination of the compression and the pipe.

So prior to the project, we have two NPS 30s, and eleven units.

Following the project, we have three pipelines and four units.

So the combination together of pipe and compression are equal.  That is what we're saying in the project.

MR. QUINN:  But when you take it as an integrated facility, Mr. Pardy, you have a bigger pipe between the two.  You have Dawn capability, some of which is not fully engaged or needed at that point, but you could use it to transport higher pressure gas to the Corunna facility, reducing the amount of load on -- the amount of energy required from the compressors to put that same amount of gas in the ground.

So they have the capability to put more into the ground as a result, because there's higher pressure that arrives at Corunna.

MR. PARDY:  There is higher pressure that arises at Corunna, but there is less compressors.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, so --


MR. PARDY:  So if you look at the total, it is -- one is meant to replicate the other, right.  So the combination of pipe and existing compression and pipe and future compression what is available are equal.

So it is not -- and that is the way the system was sized.

So you are correct, in the past we -- if we're discharging at 700 pounds from Dawn to move to Corunna, it is going to arrive at Corunna at a lower pressure.  Then we need more compression at Corunna to compress that gas into storage.

In the future, once we build the pipe, the higher pressure gas leaves Dawn and we eliminate that mid range compression, and we can inject directly into storage.

And then at some point later in the season, we turn on K711 and K704 to top up those pools, as we did in the past.

So you are correct.  We -- like the system will operate differently, but the facilities are designed to mimic what is there today.  So it doesn't add anything  additionally.  It is equal, pipe and compression versus pipe and compression.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I am going to separate those two.

The withdrawal, I get it.  You designed it; NPS 36 is what you are recommending and proposing.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  But on the injection portion, you said it's going to operate different.

And I would challenge you to tell me that those characteristics are going to exactly replicate to the pJ per day on October 31st, that is going to be your capability.

So if you could run your model before Tuesday and show us that, I would be astounded.

MR. KEIZER:  First of all, I think he has answered the question, Mr. Quinn.  So I think there is no further reason to continue to explore the area.  He has answered the question, and we're not going to produce something for you for Tuesday.

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Keizer, he's saying replicate and equal.  My premise is that it cannot be equal, precisely equal, and if he is saying that it is, then he can show us a number to support that.

So show us a before and after.  That is what we're asking.

MR. KEIZER:  And I am telling you he has answered the question, so I think it is time to move on.

MR. MONDROW:  Dwayne, it is Ian Mondrow.  Just before you move on, can I ask Mr. Pardy a question on FRPO 4?

MR. QUINN:  Certainly, go ahead, Ian.

MR. MONDROW:  Mr. Pardy, I am looking at FRPO 4.  It is on the screen there and if we look at the table, I am looking at the paragraph -- the second paragraph preceding the table, it starts with the words "for Union rate zones".
"For Union rate zones, peak injection capability is defined by the maximum injection capability on October 31st  of each year.  For EGD rate zones, peak injection capacity is defined by the amount of injectability available when the system is 75 percent full.  This ensures Enbridge Gas's storage system has facilities in place to meet peak injection capability throughout the injection season."

And then the is a table, and the sentence that describes the table says:
"Peak injection capability and design day deliverability are shown in table 2."


So for each of the EGD and Union rate zones, you have peak injection capability in TJs, and you referenced this table a few minutes ago.

Can you help me?  Is that peak injection capability before or after the project?

MR. PARDY:  The peak injection capability that is shown there is during 2021-2022, which is the current peak injection capability and design day deliverability.

I will say that if you look at the baseline for the project -- I think the question asked what the current was.  The baseline for the project is 23-24.

So while the peak injectability doesn't change, the design day numbers for 2023-2024 are slightly different than that.

And I do -- I will say that those numbers do not change on the injection side as part of the project.  So those are the same numbers that we will produce after the project to show the peak injectability.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  I am struggling with your wording, just as Mr. Quinn did.  So can I just ask you -- I appreciate your comment, let me just ask you the question.

After the project, could those numbers in the peak injection capability column in either row be higher?  Physically, is that possible?

MR. PARDY:  They won't be higher, no.

MR. MONDROW:  They could not be higher physically?

MR. PARDY:  With the facilities we're putting in place, they will be the same.

MR. MONDROW:  All right.  Thank you.

MR. PARDY:  There is nothing that we're building that will change these numbers, I guess is what I'm saying, or replacing.  The extent of the project is to replace one-to-one, and that is exactly what the project does.

MR. MONDROW:  No, I appreciate that's the intent of the project, but we're talking about physical capability.  So I take these two numbers to indicate maximum physical capability before the project, and I am asking you, will the maximum physical capability to inject after the project be the same?  Yes or no?  Maximum physical capability to inject.

MR. PARDY:  So these -- the peak injectability -- I have to explain a little bit.  So, yes -- no, these numbers will not change.  So if I look at one single day what's the injection capability, that is not the injection capability every day of the year, right?  So that is the injection capability that we're comfortable in saying that is available to use for our system.

And on one single day maybe when the pools are empty and there is maximum compression available, you might be able to pull more on a single day, but that doesn't benefit us really to any extent.

And again, I will say that the facilities that we're building do the same thing as the facilities that are in place today.

MR. MONDROW:  I appreciate --


MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Mondrow, if I could -- this is Jeff Cadotte.  If I could add in, as Mr. Pardy stated, the NPS 36 pipeline, as we stated, will be designed to a higher MOP.  We'll be able to move higher pressure gas between Dawn and Corunna throughout the injection season, obviously balancing out all of the maintenance activities in the Dawn yard, all the planned activities that we do on our facilities during the summer months, and deploying our integrity management program.

On the last day of the year our facilities are still bound by the capability of K704 and K711, which are our high lift compressor units.

So to back up what Mr. Pardy is saying, that capability will remain today as it does -- as it will in the future after the proposed project, meaning our peak injection capability will remain the same on October 31st.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, thank you.  Thanks, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Oh, no problem.  I appreciate the clarification, Ian.  I just -- at risk of going down another rabbit hotel, Mr. Cadotte, you talked about 704 and 711 creating higher pressures to -- I think your words might have been top up the storage.  Is that correct?

MR. CADOTTE:  That's correct.  These units are used to fill the top end of the compression -- or the top end of the storage.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  One then -- I made a couple of notes during the presentation, and I am -- we're struggling with this aspect of it, but the pipe is being built to a higher pressure standard.  But will it attach to the common header at Corunna?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So when we build the pipe -- so currently actually, some of it is under construction this year.  There is kind of three main headers that go into the Corunna compressor plant, and the pipe will attach to those three main headers, and those headers that are there really enable gas to be routed to any particular storage pool or routed through compression.

MR. QUINN:  But is it common -- is there any kind of controls to ensure that the higher pressure pipe does not exceed in a worst-case back-flow into the lower pressure pipes?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So those header systems and developing that is in place, there is over pressure protection and there's pressure control that wouldn't enable, like, pipelines that are mixing up different MOPs, that those protection systems are in place to ensure that gas can't flow from one to another.

So when you are looking at the higher pressure gas, there is specific pipes or specific headers affecting flow on, because that happens today, right, so that happens from the discharge side of the compressor today, and in the future some of it will happen from the pipe that is connected to those same facilities.

MR. QUINN:  So the summary of that between what you've said and Mr. Cadotte said, this pipe is going to increase your operational flexibility and potentially provide not peak day but intra-season capabilities that you don't currently have?

MR. PARDY:  I don't think it provides just any capabilities that we don't have today.

MR. QUINN:  Pardon?  Sorry?

MR. PARDY:  It doesn't provide us any capability that we don't have today.  So I think today that's accomplished through compressor units, and in the future that will be accomplished really through compression at Dawn and sending a higher pressure.

So if you look at the way the operation works at the end of injection, kind of those mid-range units that we're looking to abandon really provide the first stage of lift, and then the second stage would go into K711 and K704.

So really what this project does is build a 36-inch pipeline, and now that first stage of lift is happening at Dawn, and then it is injected -- it shows up at a higher pressure at Corunna, and then the K711 and the K704 units still do that final lift.

So I think Mr. Cadotte had a very good point that really the capability of the system is really dependent on how much gas you can get through K704 and 711 at the end of injection.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  You made a statement which I'm going to come back to when we go through the detail in the table.

I don't want to put words in your mouth, but I am hearing that it is exactly precisely the same.  So this pipe is exactly precisely the same as the capability of the other compressors, and when we go to the tables I will ask you to demonstrate that through the numbers.  But let's move on.

There was one point in your application that as I was preparing I did not see and I don't understand in context of our discussion.

So if I could ask the application be pulled up, and at page 18 of the PDF, which is page 8 of 31, of Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1.  Yours is on 17.  It doesn't matter -- well, I'm not sure what the difference is, but this is the page I am referring to.

Oh, I'm sorry.  That is my bad reference.  If you could go to page 115 of the PDF, please.  I was actually looking at the figure and I got the wrong reference.  Okay.  Yours is -- this is the previous page.  Your pages are one off from mine.  Okay.

So in this supply-side alternatives section I was trying to understand the references to the space, okay?  So under "space" -- thank you, in the middle of that page -- it says:

"The CCS provides access to 20 pJs of cost-based underground storage space."

Stopping there, what does that 20 pJs refer to?

MR. PARDY:  So I think when you look at the supply-side alternative, what we really evaluated was, if we turned off seven units, how much deliverability and space we would lose.

So when you turn off the seven units you lose, I think it is .66 TJs -- or, sorry .66 pJs per day of deliverability.  And then in addition, there is a portion of the storage you wouldn't be able to fill, and that is the 20 pJs that is referred to here.

So without building replacement facilities, you would lose the 20 pJs.  So what this supply-side alternative attempts to do is replace that 20 pJs of storage and the deliverability associated with it.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Those numbers are kind of round, and they don't necessarily reflect other things in the application or IRs, but at least I understand the context of that, so thank you.

Okay.  So turning back to the IRs.  We had asked a question in -- let's start with FRPO 2, please.

If you can scroll down just a bit.  We had asked about the integration and Enbridge Gas's evaluation of their capabilities of Dawn and Corunna working together.

Earlier, Mr. Pardy, you said, well, this was the NGEIR number and then we kind of just layered on -- this is a paraphrase, I apologize -- but we just kind of layer-on what we had in terms of additional facilities on the non-regulated side to come up with a number.

Is that an appropriate paraphrase, to start?

MR. PARDY:  I don't want to go give the impression we blindly accept the number.  I think what I stated was that was the capacity at that point in time, and the regulated assets have not changed since then.

The only change has been on the unregulated side.  So that is where the growth has happened and that is the capacity we have added to that regulated number.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  But what you did tell us is that plant A and B have been taken out of service and replaced by plant -- by other plants.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, go ahead, again?

MR. PARDY:  You are correct.  So plant A was removed from service, and I believe that was replaced with plant J.

And then plant B was taken out of service and that was replaced with plant H.

MR. QUINN:  And plant H came in in 2018?

MR. PARDY:  2017, I believe plant H was built.  And 2018, the B plant was removed.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So starting with the question we asked here -- we had asked about Enbridge and Union coming together and integrating these facilities.  Clearly, there had to be a model that provided ability to analyze the integrated storage network.  Is that correct?

MR. PARDY:  Yes, that's correct.  So since integration, we have taken our -- I would say separate models and combined them into one combined model that we used to do our analysis on.

MR. QUINN:  And when you did that, did you find any additional synergies that were created as a result of working the two network -- or two legacy networks together?

MR. PARDY:  I think this goes back to some of the earlier points.

So no, we didn't find any additional synergies just by creating a combined model, and the reason is the systems -- like pre-integration and today, the systems are connected and they are connected based on the premise that -- or the EGD or Corunna provides gas to Dawn at a specific pressure, and that Dawn provides gas to the other system at a specific pressure.

So all of the facilities at Dawn are designed around that assumption, and all of the facilities at EGD or at Corunna are designed around the same assumption.

So when you look at combining the system, yes, we have an integrated model that we can look at how we can operate.  But from a design day perspective, there is not -- there was no excess facilities in place that would create any incremental deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So I want to break that down a little bit.  What I hear you saying is you held the design pressures constant.

MR. PARDY:  We have to hold them constant.

MR. QUINN:  Why do you have to hold them constant?

MR. PARDY:  So today -- and I apologize for speaking in imperial units here, but today the gas coming from Corunna shows up at Dawn at 700 PSI and all the facilities at Dawn are sized to meet that 700 PSI delivery pressure.  So supplies from TransCanada, Vector come in at 700 pounds.  Supplies from the Corunna compressor station shows up at 700 pounds.  The Union storage comes into our storage compressors at Dawn, and those are compressed at 700 pounds.

So now everything in the yard, I will say, is at that 700-pound level and then it is compressed using the transmission horsepower to get it out to the line pressure.

So if Corunna shows up at a lower pressure, then I need more storage horsepower to do that, and currently we're using all of that storage horsepower to compress the Union storage pools because that's what that compression was designed to do.

MR. QUINN:  What if it is coming to you at a higher pressure, though?

MR. PARDY:  If it's coming at a higher pressure?

MR. QUINN:  To Dawn.

MR. PARDY:  So the problem with that is, then I need to dedicate specific units to that gas and I can no longer mix it.

So the other thing that is happening in the yard on design day is I have wet and dry gas, right.  So all of the gas coming from storage is wet.  The gas coming from supply pipelines is dry.

So using the connections we have at Dawn, we have to keep that gas separated because our de-hy capacity is only large enough to handle the gas from storage.

So if that comes in at a higher pressure, then I would have -- we have to determine like what to do with that higher pressure.  So in all likelihood, I would have to cut it to match the suction pressures on the other compressors.  So it doesn't necessarily provide me anything different at Dawn.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I appreciate that description and believe it or not, I understand some of it.  But I don't think it will be helpful to the Board.  But I appreciate the detail you've provided.

So if we extrapolate what you are saying, the injection withdrawal capability as of January 1st, 2019, is the exact same as it would be for this past winter that you modelled -- winter 2021-2022?

MR. PARDY:  Yes, I would say the only changes to those numbers are with respect to projects that have been developed since then.  So there is some storage enhancement projects that have happened on the unregulated side that have changed the space and deliverability of the system.

MR. QUINN:  But you said that the numbers you provided us are for the total system, which would include the non-utility storage flows.

MR. PARDY:  Correct.  And those non-utility numbers have changed since 2019, because we built facilities.

MR. QUINN:  So that's the --


MR. PARDY:  Sorry, what was that?

MR. QUINN:  That is the Payne Ladysmith facilities you are referring to?  Or are there others?

MR. PARDY:  There are others also, yes.  There were other projects before the Board to increase the pressure at Black Creek, Coveny, Wilkesport, Corunna, Seckerton and a number of other storage pools.  And I would say the latest version of that also included the connection of those two systems and building a NPS 24 pipeline between the Payne pool and the Corunna compressor station.

MR. QUINN:  Well, here's where I am having a problem, Mr. Pardy, because I took down some of the detail and will look at the transcript later to get it.

If you have increased capability from investments that were made to enhance the pressure capabilities of those respective pools, but you are constrained to your 700-pound and other design pressures that are in your model, how do you benefit from the ability that you have created in those storage pools through increased deliverability and contracting for that increased deliverability?

MR. PARDY:  So when we evaluate those projects, so if space is created or storage capacity, obviously that doesn't affect -- doesn't necessarily affect the design day analysis, because that is just a matter of how much gas we need to fill or empty from the storage system.

So on design day, if we have created a deliverability project, which we're in the process of doing this year, so that will increase the amount of gas arriving at Dawn, but it won't change the pressure of that gas that is arriving at Dawn.

MR. QUINN:  But your pipelines are still the same size.

MR. PARDY:  Correct.  And it is all about pressure   drop along that corridor.

So if I have a piece of pipe, the capacity of that pipe is determined by the inlet pressure and the outlet pressure.  If I change either one of those, it changes the amount of flow I could put through the pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  I get it.  Okay.  So I am reading through all of this and before I move on to the next question, my final question is:  What has been done, in terms of integration, the two companies integrating the legacy storage pools, that maximizes the value of the regulated assets on behalf of ratepayers?

MR. KEIZER:  What does this have to do with the Dawn to Corunna project?

MR. QUINN:  What it has to do, Mr. Keizer, is we're trying to understand this integration.  This is a first look at the integration that has been in front of -- I don't want to say the Board because I don't know all of the complete scope of Payne and Ladysmith -- but this is showing that Enbridge's approach to the integration -- and what I am hearing is we went with the, in one case the pre-NGEIR numbers and layered things on top of it.

So now you have regulated assets that have come together, and we're going to focus on the Corunna ones later on.  And I am hearing there is no capability the company has to -- it has done a study, and there is no outputs that would be able to suggest that there is any enhanced capability from bringing in together the dozens of compressors and pools that are now part of one integrated unit.  And that seems implausible to me.

MR. KEIZER:  In my view that is irrelevant for these proceedings.  That is something you can explore in another proceeding, but not in the context of the leave to construct for purposes of this line of the Dawn Corunna.  How it is integrated and how they operate overall as a company, that is something that, you know, is not related to the leave to construct.

MR. QUINN:  But if we don't have that base line, sir, you have an inability then to establish what the incremental capability of additional assets paid for by ratepayers is going to make to the overall operations.

So what I am trying to understand is what studies have been done, what's the base line, and what is the impact of this project.

MR. KEIZER:  I think he has indicated already what the impact of the project is relative to the pressures at Dawn and other things, that nothing has changed in terms of operational like for like.  So my view, it is -- you know, this exploration is not relevant to the leave to construct.  It is something better left to another proceeding related to the overall operations of Enbridge.

MR. QUINN:  I won't get into the debate because [audio dropout]


If we could go to the -- and I have got my reference here -- figure 2, which is part of the application.  I think it is the best to see these questions.  So it would be on page 16, I think, of the PDF of the application.

MR. KEIZER:  And again, does this tie back to an interrogatory as well, Mr. Quinn?

MR. QUINN:  FRPO 17, Mr. Keizer, for your edification.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you very much.

MR. QUINN:  What we asked about is the integration again.  If you don't mind scrolling down just a little bit.  I don't want to presume who is operating this.  Thank you.

What I was struggling with -- and maybe I can start this way here -- is Sombra.  Which legacy company had the Sombra pool before the merger?

MR. PARDY:  So the Sombra pool that is shown just kind of in the bottom left corner of the storage pool there, that is a legacy Union Gas pool.

MR. QUINN:  So it is legacy Union Gas.

MR. PARDY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  And Black Creek?

MR. PARDY:  Is legacy Enbridge.

MR. QUINN:  Legacy Enbridge.  So these are two pools that -- and I know that there was some transaction costs that were transferred between the two companies prior to the merger.  But if Sombra -- before the integration, did Sombra gas go -- it went directly to Dawn, correct?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.  And it still does today.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  How about Black Creek gas?  Does it go to Dawn or does it go to Corunna, before the -- sorry, before the merger?

MR. PARDY:  It --


MR. KEIZER:  Can I ask, Mr. Quinn, where this is going relative to the Dawn Corunna?

MR. QUINN:  I am trying to use an example of integration that should be available to the company of regulated assets that each utility had prior to the merger and how they may operate differently as a result and in context of this pipeline providing the operational flexibility to operate things differently.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry.  I guess maybe I am missing it, because the integration of these pools or what pools existed and what weren't, you know, I think the witness has been clear in terms of how the Dawn Corunna station is operated now and how it is operating in the context of the project.

So the issue of the integration and whether or not, you know, Enbridge has integrated these facilities in a particular way, it is not relevant to this proceeding.  It's not within the scope of the leave to construct for the pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  It is, as it goes to the base line of what we're dealing with before, then we say we're going to change a bunch of assets and how does that change the integrated storage pool.  It may be too much detail for some people, but I am trying to give a specific example of what integration has created to the extent that we understand the flows.

So did Black Creek flow to Corunna or to Dawn before the merger?

MR. KEIZER:  But this is nothing to do with the merger and it is nothing to do with the integration.  It has to do with building a particular facility that has particular capability and the replacement of that facility with, you know, something that provides the same capability.

So it hasn't got to do with the merger.  It hasn't got to do with the integration between the two facilities, other than how they operate.  And he has already explained how they operate.

MR. QUINN:  But what I am hearing -- and it is challenging my understanding -- is that assumptions are being made that everything is the same as it was before NGEIR and then I would suspect by extrapolation before the merger, and what we have now is Enbridge coming to the Board and saying, we need to replace all of these compressors and put in new pipe that I believe increases operational capability between Dawn and Corunna, but we don't have a way of measuring that unless the company is willing to provide information to the Board about its capabilities.

And we have already accepted a couple of -- I shouldn't say accepted, but we have been told that we've had a couple of refusals already, but I am trying to understand it at a, yes, a microscopic basis so -- macroscopic basis to say the reality is there ought to be some establishment of what the base line is that what the regulated assets are capable of doing and what does this pipe do for the regulated assets and the non-utility assets.

MR. KEIZER:  I believe he has answered that question, indicating that nothing changes.

MR. MONDROW:  Mr. Quinn -- Ian Mondrow speaking, Teresa -- can I jump in again for a minute?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks.  And Mr. Pardy and Mr. Cadotte, maybe you can help.

So Mr. Quinn is going to examine the minutiae, which are way beyond me, but let me ask you the question I gather he is getting at, which is, will this project provide any benefits to your unregulated storage operations, either upon completion or in the foreseeable future relative to the status quo, which are the compressors?

MR. PARDY:  No, they won't.

MR. MONDROW:  Mr. Cadotte, do you agree with that answer?

MR. CADOTTE:  I do, Mr. Mondrow.  We don't and can't functionally separate operations between utility and non-utility customers.

With this project we're really changing the location of where we're compressing gas to fill storage.  And so I say this project is a change in how we're operating and really increasing the reliability of the overall integrated system.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Thank you, gentlemen.  Thank you, Dwayne.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn, I'm sorry to interrupt.  It is Michael Millar.  I just note we're right at about 11:00, which is when we had scheduled a break.

Is this a convenient time, or did you want -- did you need to finish off a question?

MR. QUINN:  No, Mr. Millar.  I am appreciative of Mr. Mondrow's advancing the question, and I will renew with a different topic coming back.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  We will break until 11:15.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 10:59 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:15 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's go back on and, Dwayne, I will pass it back over to you.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  If I could ask that FRPO 7 be brought up, please.  While it is being brought up, I guess one of the factors I heard a number of times is that this pipeline will create resiliency.  Can you define for us what you are referring to when you say resiliency?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, this is Jeff Cadotte.  I don't believe we used the term resiliency, we used the term reliability.

MR. QUINN:  I'm sorry.  Reliability in the context of?

MR. CADOTTE:  Reliability in the context of how often the existing seven compressor units are down, and how often we are seeing an increase in outage at these units.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, thank you, because it leads into what I was asking for here.  We asked about the limitation or curtailment of services as a result of compressors going down, not scheduled maintenance.

If we can scroll down, I don't find an answer to -- has Enbridge had to curtail services to its ex-franchise customers as a result of a compressor failure?

MR. CADOTTE:  When we curtail, Mr. Quinn, it is on the basis of the integrated storage system.  I believe we provided a response to that.

We don't have information of direct alignment between a compressor failure and a curtailment of storage services at the Dawn hub.

MR. QUINN:  So you have no record of curtailment of ex-franchise services as a result -- a direct result of compressor failure?

MR. CADOTTE:  We have experienced and we have curtailed interruptible storage volumes.  We have not curtailed any firm storage services.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I didn't make that distinction in my question in a way that would limit that response.

Would you be able to look at that IR again and provide, by way of undertaking, when you have had to interrupt ex-franchise services.  Yes, they might be interruptible, but that would qualify for what we are looking for in response to this question.

MR. CADOTTE:  We provide these occurrences of interruption by notice to our customers on our website and we can provide the list of our historical interruptions, but we can't necessarily say that they were directly related to a failure, planned or unplanned, of any of these seven compressor units.

MR. QUINN:  Would you not have records that would say -- like you talk about your asset health and asset management.  Would you not be able to correlate an interruption to an unplanned outage?

MR. CADOTTE:  We've provided a response of historical unit down time.

MR. QUINN:  I have read the response, sir, and I want to keep moving because I want to go to another IR right now.

But we asked for a response on the number and timing of interruptions related to compressor failures.

You have, as you say, a record of them being posted.  You have a record of your compressor failures.  Can you not correlate them and demonstrate to us where compressor failures have caused an interruption in ex-franchise services?

MR. CADOTTE:  No, I don't believe we can, Mr. Quinn.

As you can appreciate, there is a number of moving components and complexity within the integrated storage system and we look at the ability and the capability of the system as a whole, and I don't have the information in front of me today to be able to provide a direct link to one of these units at Corunna causing a curtailment of an ex-franchise service.

MR. QUINN:  That is why I didn't ask for it today.  I asked by way of undertaking.

MR. CADOTTE:  We will see if we can provide the information.

MR. MILLAR:  I am going to mark that as JT1.1 and I guess it is on a best efforts basis, to provide the number of interruptions to ex-franchise customers resulting from an unplanned outage.  Is that right, Mr. Quinn?

MR. KEIZER:  Of these particular compressors is the question, though, isn't it, Mr. Quinn?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  ON A BEST EFFORTS BASIS, TO PROVIDE THE NUMBER OF INTERRUPTIONS TO EX-FRANCHISE CUSTOMERS RESULTING FROM AN UNPLANNED OUTAGE; TO THE EXTENT ENBRIDGE CAN'T PROVIDE IT, ENBRIDGE WILL ADVISE THAT ENBRIDGE CAN'T.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.

MR. KEIZER:  And I take it, to the extent we can't provide it, we will advise that we can't.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I think if we go to FRPO 4 initially, please.  Okay, just to qualify.  It says hysteresis does not affect a storage pools' working capacity.

But I understand hysteresis does impact injection and withdrawal capability.  Is that correct?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Maybe we will take it back a step before we moved forward.  Can you provide a brief description of hysteresis for the record?

MR. PARDY:  Sure, yes.  When we think about hysteresis, it is as we inject gas into or withdrawal of gas from a storage pool, the pressures really differ across the pool and there is a draw-down or -- the pressure near the well bores is a lot different than it is out in the reservoirs.

And that pressure drop or that need to be created near the well bore is really what we're talking about when we talk about a hysteresis effect.

So even though the pressure of a reservoir is at a certain pressure, the hysteresis kind of impairs the amount of deliverability you would get based on the characteristics of the reservoir.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So in getting the answer to this question, I struggled with why, then, would you set aside storage space without deliverability to manage hysteresis.

Can you help me with the answer to that?

MR. PARDY:  Can you clarify what the question is?  Sorry.

MR. QUINN:  The question is, in Union's -- Union Gas's base storage allocations, they have two pJs associated with storage hysteresis.  But we asked about deliverability associated with that same system integrity space and we were told that there is none.

So how do you use space without deliverability to overcome hysteresis?

MR. PARDY:  So are you referring to system integrity volumes that are in place, or --


MR. QUINN:  System integrity space, yes.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So system integrity, there's obviously a calculation that goes in to determine the amount of system integrity that is required for the storage system, and one of those factors are factors within the storage pool, being like hysteresis, and really I think the point of system integrity is that a factor like hysteresis on the day impairs the deliverability from the system, but the operator doesn't necessarily know what it is until after the fact.

So we reserve an amount of space at system integrity volume that can help with those -- provide those molecules for that system integrity space.

MR. QUINN:  But your answer was provided that there is no deliverability associated with that space.  So you have space, but you don't have deliverability and you are dealing with a deliverability affect.

MR. PARDY:  I mean I think the term, the working storage space, so if the non-utility or the utility has 99.4 pJs of space, I think that is the amount of space they had.

If the system has -- I think it is 126 pJs of space, hysteresis doesn't affect the amount of gas we can put in the pool.  We can still fill that 126 pJs, whether there is hysteresis or not.  It just affects how difficult it is to fill or how much time it takes us to fill it.

So we will still fill the entire system or empty the entire system, even though there is a hysteresis effect that affects the operation on the day.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, maybe if we move down to FRPO 16, please, that might help us.

So in B, what amount of deliverability associated with Dawn continues [audio dropout] system integrity space, and the answer is, Union utilizes 9.5 pJs of space and molecules to satisfy system integrity requirements.  There is no deliverability identified as system integrity.

So are you saying there is no space -- in your design there is no space, and there's no -- sorry, no deliverability that is associated with the space?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  This will --


MR. PARDY:  It is really the space that is there that is held in reserve and those molecules on the withdrawal side and then empty space on the injection side that helps mitigate some of the unknowns that are on the system by using system integrity.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, we will go into more detail at another time, but thank you for that answer.

So would it be fair to say that Enbridge manages this system integrity space for the Corunna storage network by using the higher February 28th inventory?

MR. PARDY:  So the term "system integrity space" on the Union side, obviously that's something that has been addressed at the Board and set aside, I guess, for system integrity.

Enbridge doesn't have a similar volume of gas that they set aside for system integrity space.

MR. QUINN:  But you would be subject to the same physical effects that you described of pressure differentials across the pool.

MR. PARDY:  For sure, yes.  And I would say -- so there's a couple mechanisms in place that allows Enbridge to manage some of this.

On the injection side operationally what Enbridge does -- or the EGD rate zone does is they plan not to fill the system.  So as part of the model I think the plan gas supply plan is to fill, and then operationally as we get closer and closer to filling there is an amount that is left empty, and that provides some of that -- essentially, it replicates what is happening on the system integrity side on the Union system, and then on the withdrawal side, at the end of the season there is a number of molecules or certain amount of gas that's left in the ground that provides the same thing.

So while it's not there specifically for system integrity, in essence it provides the same impact because there's gas left at the end of the season.

MR. QUINN:  Well, let's be specific.

At the end of the season -- in this case I am asking about February 28th.  That is your design for your withdrawal, design day, correct?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  So you're saying Enbridge leaves additional molecules or gas in storage to overcome some of these physical effects, such as hysteresis, to be able to meet design day commitments.  Would that be a correct statement?

MR. PARDY:  No.  Not on design day.

So on design day, Enbridge holds the 43.5 pJs, which is determined -- if you look at the deliverability curve, which I believe is provided at one point in the evidence -- so by holding 40.5 -- 43.5 pJs, they get 1.9 pJs per day of deliverability.

When I say there is gas left at the end of the season, I am talking end of March, end of April.  Not on design day.  So at the end of the winter, I would say.

MR. QUINN:  So hysteresis doesn't have an effect on February 28th?

MR. PARDY:  It does, but I think your question was are they holding additional gas on February 28th for hysteresis?  And the answer is, no, there is additional gas that is left at the end of the season that I guess underpins -- it is kind of there all season, obviously, if there is gas left at the end of the season, that underpins that and provides, in effect, the same thing.

So it's not Dawn's system integrity space that is -- that's helping manage that.  It is the space that is in the Enbridge system.

MR. QUINN:  I get that, and I get the difference between Dawn and Corunna.  I was speaking specifically of Corunna to use that term for the Enbridge Gas legacy space.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Hypothetically, if Enbridge had two pJs of system integrity space allocated to hysteresis, would the 43.5 BCF be able to be reduced because implicit in that 43.5 is all effects, including storage hysteresis?

MR. PARDY:  It would not reduce the 43.5 number.

So the 43.5 number, you need all the 43.5 in place to get 1.9 pJs per day of deliverability.  If you reduce it, you get less deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  But if you had two pJs, you would then have notionally -- 43 and a half plus two is 45 and a half.  You would then incrementally have the ability to deliver slightly more than 1.9 pJs, correct?

MR. PARDY:  If you have more gas in storage, you can deliver more.  If you have less gas in storage, you can deliver less, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I think we're getting caught on terminology on Dawn and Corunna.  But would you accept it that Enbridge's 43 and a half includes all recognition of its infrastructure and its expected storage pool positions to provide the 1.9, and that would include any physical effects like storage hysteresis?

MR. PARDY:  I believe I am following what you're saying.  So I think the answer to that is yes.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  That is what I was trying to get to.  But I wanted to do that as a preamble, because we're going to be talking about this in context of your February 28th withdrawal date, which is your design day for the purposes of this pipeline.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  That is a design day we use for all of our system planning on the storage system.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, what I would like to do -- and Mr. Millar, we might need to mark this as an exhibit.  I am in your hands on that -- is that Enbridge had filed with the Board a table in response to our enquiries, and it was filed yesterday and called table 1.  I am just wondering if that could be brought up.

MR. MILLAR:  I am content to mark that, if it makes things easier for identification purposes.  Let's call it KT1.2, and it is a -- what is it, Dwayne?  A chart provided by Enbridge?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  In response to FRPO 1 enquiry for specific pressures and flows under respective alternative scenarios.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  KT1.2.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.2:  CHART PROVIDED BY ENBRIDGE IN RESPONSE TO FRPO 1 ENQUIRY.

MR. QUINN:  And is Enbridge okay with that definition?

MR. KEIZER:  I assume it is whatever is in your letter that originally accompanied the request.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  All right.  Well, I was just trying to come up with a concise definition for the record.

MR. KEIZER:  I think your letter is filed on RESS.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So this is the table, and it provides the current conditions, and when you would call it current conditions, just to make sure we have the proper reference, is that the winter of '21/'22?

MR. PARDY:  That refers to the winter of '23/'24, so basically, if we looked at the facilities that would be in place at the time as if the project wouldn't be completed, and then when we complete the project we examine the same year.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so as you review the respective scenarios across the table, across the columns in the table, it is all on the same basis of the winter of '23/'24?

MR. PARDY:  That is correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  So if we just start with that first column, and I'm not going to go through each of the numbers, but I did provide a total at the bottom of each of the respective scenario columns.  And I sent that last night.

Would you take those numbers as just a totalling of the flows, subject to check?

MR. PARDY:  Yes, I have those.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I don't know if it would help for the witnesses to follow along if that table were brought up, because it is what I submitted, and maybe it is a different exhibit, but I submitted back to Enbridge for the purposes of this discussion one that has totals.  There it is, thank you.

Can we mark that KT1.3, Mr. Millar?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.3:  TABLE SUBMITTED BY MR. QUINN WITH TOTALS.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I should have went to that originally, Mr. Millar.  I apologize.  It is the one I'm looking at.

So just to base ourselves, the 2.7 pJs that was in your presentation, it is total of 273 TJs per day in that yellow row at the bottom.  Do you see that?

MR. PARDY:  Sorry, my apologies.  Yes.  That number represents the number of TJs per day by totalling the numbers above.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  Earlier in our conversation, we seemed to be missing one other, as I was -- my premise was that when you replace seven compressors with a piece of pipe, you are not creating an exact one-for-one physical capability between the pipe and the compressors.  Do you remember that conversation from earlier this morning?

MR. PARDY:  I do.

MR. QUINN:  And do you still -- okay, I will walk through the numbers and I am going to ask you for your comment on that because as we can see, the result in the second column of the NPS 36 -- which is the proposed replacement of the compressors -- we have pressures that are different than the pressures associated with the current situation with the seven compressors in place.

Would you agree with me on that?

MR. PARDY:  Sorry, is there a specific pressure that you are referring to?

MR. QUINN:  Well, pressure A, 5800 kPa down to 5200 kPa.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  Those pressures do change depending on the scenario, whether it is a pipe or compression scenario.

MR. QUINN:  So that fundamentally changes how you operate your system as a result of the fact that you have decreased pressure requirements because of the increased flow capability of the pipeline.

Would you agree with that?

MR. PARDY:  So the flow capability of the pipeline doesn't change.

So again, I think it is the combination of whether you -- so by adding an extra pipeline, you reduce the pressure drop.  Therefore, you need less compression at the Corunna end, which replicates the same.

So if you look at -- so for instance on the current flow versus the NPS 36, the flow in both cases is 2733.

But the pressures at the top end, as you have pointed out -- columns A, C and E are relatively the same pressures because those pipelines are all tied in common.

So the pressure at the Corunna end is lower and then, because there's less pressure drop along the pipeline, therefore, this enables you to abandon or remove the seven units that we're referring to.

MR. QUINN:  And the ability to do that is you have a greater takeaway capacity from the combination of the new pipeline with the existing pipeline.

MR. PARDY:  No.  I think it shows we have the exact same capacity of 2733 TJs per day.

MR. QUINN:  You used the word "capacity" and I can see that on a design day.

But capability, you have more pipe capability which results in lower compression needs.

MR. PARDY:  We have -- we have the same total capacity and capability, but it is just a matter of replacing compression with pipe.

So compression provides a higher pressure so you can push more through the pipe.  But if I add pipe, then I need less compression to push that gas through the pipe and arrive at Dawn at relatively the same pressure.

MR. QUINN:  But to my point, what I am trying to express -- maybe I will do it this way.

In that scenario, are all of the remaining compressors running at their highest design capability, including saying that the 711 compressor is not running because it is LCU.

MR. PARDY:  Yes, that's correct.  So this scenario includes running K704, 709 and 710, and with the combination of the pipes.  All of the remaining compression that is there at Corunna is being used and the pipe, the new pipeline -- which replicates basically the current system that is in place today with additional compression.  And sorry, K711 as you indicated is held in reserve as an LCU unit.

MR. QUINN:  I am going to ask a question I should have asked earlier, but when you talked about layering-in the non-utility storage assets, do any of the non-utility storage assets include compression?

MR. PARDY:  Sorry, are you -- can you repeat the question?

MR. QUINN:  Are there any non-utility storage assets for Corunna that are compression?

MR. PARDY:  Are you asking if the non-utility has built compression?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. PARDY:  The only asset that the non-utility is built on the compression side, subject to check, is at the Sombra compression station which is the K803 compressor.

MR. QUINN:  When was that built?

MR. PARDY:  I don't have the date for that.

MR. QUINN:  If you take it by undertaking, I want to move forward, but I think I heard from you before something that may help.  But if we could just take that as an undertaking and then we can move forward.

MR. PARDY:  Sure.

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington here.  I can answer that question right now, if it pleases everyone.

The K 803 compressor was installed in 2009.  And that is in Staff 2, response part C.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Okay.  But the Sombra gas is going to go directly to Dawn and not through Corunna under your design conditions, is that correct?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So I appreciate you providing the answer so that we can look -- examine the other scenarios.  And what -- actually before we leave the NPS 36 scenario, what is your constraint at that juncture, in terms of what is the limiting asset physical capability that limits your total flow to Dawn to 2733?

MR. PARDY:  I think it is the combination of all of the facilities, so the combination of what the storage facilities can do, what pressure they're at, the compression we have available and the pipe.  So the model looks at all of those in conjunction and if you change any of those factors, that would change your capability.

MR. QUINN:  So if you had higher pressure in your storage pools on that day, you would have a higher capability?

MR. PARDY:  If you were holding more gas in storage, you would have a different capability, higher capability, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So if we move to the next scenario, NPS 30, the total flow between Dawn -- sorry, between Corunna and Dawn is 2,614.

So clearly the pressures are different and I get it.  The flows through the respective pipelines are different.  But what is the limiting factor that limits it to 2,614?

MR. PARDY:  Again, it is a combination of all of the facilities.

We're modelling the entire system to come up with this number. So if I change the pipe from 36-inch to a 30-inch, that is the resulting output of flow.

MR. QUINN:  So you don't identify what your scarce resource or constraint is when you do a model run?

MR. PARDY:  I think, like it can be solved in a number of different ways, right.

So it can be solved by changing the size of the pipe.  So if I change a 30 inch to, 36 obviously the flow gas up.  If I added more compression, obviously that's going to change the flow.  So it is not like there is one way to solve the problem.  There's multiple ways you can solve it.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I will leave that.  I do appreciate you provided us with the scenario, and I just want to make sure for the record, this is a Spartan compressor at approximately ten megawatts that is used for the purposes of this model.  Is that correct?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Again for the record, and I don't want to spend a lot of time on this, but can you describe how a variable drive electric compressor would operate differently than the units that we're removing, that you are proposing to remove?

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington from Enbridge.  The unit itself would not operate any differently than the proposed units in the alternative scenario provided.

So the existing units are variable speed drives, as would be the Spartan E90 or any alternative compressor that we would explore to solve the problem here.

MR. QUINN:  And my question, Mr. Wellington, is, how is a variable drive compressor different from the reciprocating compressors that you are removing, in terms of its operation, not just its design day utilization here.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Can you be more specific as to what you are interested in?  Is it more about performance?  Is it more about -- is it operation?

MR. QUINN:  In the characterization of your existing compressors you have characterized some as low pressure or medium pressure, high pressure.  That is the range of the compressor utilization based upon that compressor.

Would a variable drive compressor operate differently and be able to provide different levels of capability, as opposed to any one of these single Spartan -- or, sorry, existing reciprocating compressors?

MR. WELLINGTON:  So you're asking about the range of performance offered by the variable speed drive compressors?

MR. QUINN:  Sure, thank you.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Okay.  And I can't answer that question specifically, and I am not sure whether the alternatives team had delved too far into the specific design criteria for that specific compressor, only knowing that it could achieve the requirements for the mid-range pressure units.

History has shown us that typically we get into multiple stages of compression, so multiple compressor casings and drives to achieve the head that would be required in the worst-case scenario.

So the -- I guess the short response would be, additional compression would be required to achieve the range of operation required at the site, not just a single compressor.

MR. QUINN:  I would like to understand how you drew that conclusion, if you haven't looked into the variable capabilities.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Well, there is nothing to do with the variable speed drive.  It has everything to do with the compressor performance maps and the limitations of those maps.

MR. QUINN:  And when you assessed alternatives, you said that two Spartan units could provide sufficient capability to replace the seven reciprocating units.  Do I have that correct to start?

MR. WELLINGTON:  That's my understanding, and I will ask any of my colleagues to chime in if they feel different.  I was not part of the alternatives development.

MR. CADOTTE:  This is Jeff Cadotte from Enbridge.  That's correct.  We assessed the alternatives based on the total retirement horsepower 22,500 from these seven units and replaced that equivalent amount of horsepower.

MR. QUINN:  But you did not delve into what the variable capability would provide you in terms of operating flexibility?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Mr. Quinn, it is Bob Wellington again here.  I will just offer that the  existing compressors are variable-speed compressors, so I just want to make it clear that we are not -- the alternative does not suggest a different type of drive, in that the existing drive is only single-speed.  It is not.  It is variable-speed.  So would the proposed alternative be.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I risk getting into too much detail, and so I am going to just move forward with the design day from the table.

But starting with the first Spartan -- using a single Spartan compressor electric motor-drive compressor and eliminating one compressor, being K701, I tried to go in order of what was provided for us in FRPO 5, I think I am pretty sure the reference is.  You need not look that up.

But what I am seeing here is your ability to flow gas on your peak day -- and I assume -- I want to walk back through this with Mr. Pardy.  You are assuming the same amount of gas in storage?  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So you are assuming the same amount of gas in storage.  You replace one gas compressor with a larger electric compressor.  And you have now increased your flow capability to 2,915.  Do you see that in the flow column?

MR. PARDY:  Yes, that's correct.  So since we only abandoned a unit with -- I forget the exact horsepower of the K701 unit, but it is a much smaller unit, and you are replacing it with a much larger unit -- obviously that increases the flow on the system.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So again, one piece of infrastructure can't exactly replicate the capability of another piece of infrastructure that is being removed.

I want to make sure I am getting this question to you in a fair way, but as we go through this I will just focus on the one compressor.

You put in a larger compressor, you have more capability, all other things being equal.  Is that a fair statement?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.  But you made the premise that one piece of equipment can't replicate.  It can.  Like, if you look at the current design, the 2,733, versus the NPS 36, it actually does almost exactly replicate it.

Now, I agree that that is not necessarily the way it will always happen, but in this case it does exactly replicate it.  But you are right, if I take horsepower out and I put more back, obviously it's going to change, or if I put less back it's going to change the flow and it won't be an exact match.  There is a very close match somewhere along the way, but not necessarily exact.

MR. QUINN:  I followed completely the second half of what you said.  But you started with something that I didn't catch.

Can you repeat what you said at the start?

MR. PARDY:  So I believe I was referring to, if you look in the table in column 2, the total flow from the current system is 2,733.  If we take out the seven units and we build a 36-inch unit, it happens that we get almost the exact same flow.  I am sure if we went to decimal places it would be a little different, but -- so the NPS 36 pipe exactly matches the capability of the seven units that were abandoned.

MR. QUINN:  But isn't that a result of the conditions you established?  You have almost the same inlet at Dawn, and I presume that that is -- I may have been reaching the wrong conclusion, so I will ask the question.

You said you were limited to 700 pounds going into Dawn, which is approximately that 4,864?

MR. PARDY:  4,825, I believe.  Somewhere right around there.  4,826, I believe, is exactly 700 pounds.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. PARDY:  If you look at the pressures at Dawn, in almost all cases they're in and around that 4,825.  They vary slightly, but I would consider that to be equal pressures at the Dawn end in all situations, because that doesn't change.  The pressure we had is delivered to Dawn, so that is equal.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I am going to question you on that just a little bit, because in the NPS 36 you have 4,838 across all three Dawn inlets.  So you have a higher inlet pressure than the 4,825.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Right.  So that is just a function of the pipe itself.  It gives you a little higher inlet pressure.

But I am not changing that.  The model is solving for that.  I am not setting any of the pressures here.  The only thing I am saying is, I need to honour the 700 pounds at Dawn, and the model does all the solving with respect to all the system supplies and demands that are coming through the model.

So the only thing I am changing is if I go from the current case to the NPS 36, the model is exactly the same.  So I remove seven compressors, I add a piece of pipe, and I hit "solve", and this is the answer I get, and it is the exact same flow.

And yes, there are different pressures, but there has to be different pressures, because now we're talking pipe instead of compression.

MR. QUINN:  But you haven't limited your inlet pressure to Dawn to 4,825.  You have let it fluctuate, including in your current condition, because you've got 4,864.

MR. PARDY:  I mean, I guess I could cut the pressure to make it equal, but there is no benefit to doing that.

MR. QUINN:  If you cut the pressure to make it equal, your flow would change.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  No, it wouldn't.  Like, when we're talking about the difference in these pressures here, you've got to remember that seven kPa is one PSI.  So we're talking one PSI in one direction or the other when you refer -- reference across these pressures.

So they're very close to each other.  I would say they're essentially the same.

MR. QUINN:  What I am trying to do, Mr. Pardy, is not challenge you that this is wrong.  I am trying to understand your design philosophy.

It sounds like before you said 700 was the maximum we could go to.  But when your model comes up with more than 700, you're not limiting your model, that seems not --


MR. PARDY:  More pressure is good.

MR. QUINN:  Exactly.  So you would get more flow if you had more pressure on the inlet and lower pressure on the outlet.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  If I have more pressure on the inlet and less pressure on the outlet, it will be slightly different flow, I agree.  But again, I am not forcing this solution. The model is solving for the solution.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. PARDY:  We're talking a PSI difference.

MR. QUINN:  Sir, I am just trying to understand because I asked a question was it more or less.  You said it would be different.  If you had a higher pressure on the inlet and lower pressure on an outlet, you would have more flow.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Let's move on, because in answer to this question, sir, I am just trying to understand, frankly, as -- I hope to make it understandable for the Board.  But you have some things in your model that are set.  Some things that you solved for, as you say.

In this case here, I thought one of the things you would have said is the Dawn inlet pressure, but that doesn't look like that is the case given your first two scenarios, the existing and the proposed.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  You're correct.  We don't -- there's not a set point of pressure in the system.

The system essentially balances itself.  So it's got the pressure of the supplies coming in.  It's got the pressure of this.

So any change anywhere in pressure impacts everything, but sometimes the pressure drops in the yard have an impact on that also.

So you are correct, we're not setting that pressure but we're honouring that pressure that requirement that is there and making sure the system as a whole is maintained.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Now I don't want to take a bunch of time to go through each of the respective scenarios, but I want to go to kind of the break point.

If 2733 is your design day that you are trying to achieve, what I am seeing here is that one Spartan compressor, as we talked about previously, could provide at least the 2733 even if you removed four separate compressors, 701, 702, 703 and 705; that is in the fourth Spartan scenario.

MR. PARDY:  I agree with that, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  Then if you needed to remove a fifth, then you have breached your flow condition and it would not be sufficient for your current design day.

MR. PARDY:  That's correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  That is helpful.  I understand the distinction and we can take other things to argument later on.  But I am going to come back to the February 28th, because that is what we're -- what you are trying to achieve, and you are trying to do that by leaving 43.5 BCF in storage to be able to accomplish that design capability.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  The EGD pools have 43.5 in on design day to get that 1.9 pJs of regulated deliverability.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, can I correct?  That is not BCF.  It is petajoules.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, yes.  I understand the distinction.  Thank you for correcting me and the record.

So using the 43.5 pJs, that is what your frame of reference is, can you provide us the actual amount of gas in those pools over the last five years on February 28th?

MR. PARDY:  So you are looking for the actual amount of gas we had in storage on design day?

MR. QUINN:  On February 28th, the last five years.  I understand winters vary and that is why I am choosing five, because we had some ups and down in the weather which will dictate your amount left in storage -- will influence the amount left in storage.  So if you can provide us the actuals, please, by way of undertaking.

MR. PARDY:  Yes, I believe we can do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.2.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE ACTUALS FOR AMOUNT OF GAS IN STORAGE ON DESIGN DAY

MR. QUINN:  Theoretically or hypothetically, if you had instead of 43.5, if you had 50 pJs, your flow capability would increase over the scenario with 43 and a half, correct?

MR. PARDY:  If there was more gas in storage, the flow capability would change.  But it wouldn't necessarily change what the regulated utility gets.

And the reason I say that is there's a curve that's been developed -- and I believe it is included in evidence -- that shows from 99.4, from when the storage is full, down to 43.5, the regulated utility receives the 1.89 or 1.9 pJs per day.

And then beyond that point is when the deliverability starts to drop off.  So we guarantee every day of the year that that same deliverability down to the 43.5.  So that is why the utility wouldn't necessarily aim to have more gas in the ground on design day before that.

Now, the reality is, depending on the weather and a number of factors that happened that winter, obviously every year there is a different amount of gas that is actually in the ground by design day.

MR. QUINN:  But you said something different, though, what the utility would receive.

So it is like you're guaranteeing a minimum to the utility from 99.4 to 43 and a half.  Is that what you are saying?

MR. PARDY:  We're guaranteeing a maximum.  We're guaranteeing them a maximum of 1.9 pJs per day.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  You're guaranteeing them a maximum because you have capability that could be used for other purposes if your storage is completely full at 99?

MR. PARDY:  So I will say that curve has been in place  even before the unregulated business was in place.

So that helps manage -- so you have a number of storage pools, some are on stabilization, some are emptying at different rates so it helps manage through the year of what the capability of the system is.

So that's why that curve was developed, to kind of provide, okay, what can I reasonably provide throughout the winter up to that February 28th day, or up to the point where they have the 43.5 in, and then the deliverability falls off linearly after that.

MR. QUINN:  But we need to parse this out because we have utility and non-utility.

If you have 99 pJs in storage, can you deliver physically more than 1.9 pJs per day, total?

MR. PARDY:  It is possible that you can.  So I don't want to mix up here.  So there is the amount of storage capacity.  So you're saying if I have 99 pJs and the system is 100 percent full with molecules, can I deliver more than 1.9?

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. PARDY:  I would say in general the answer to that is yes.  Now, it is not necessarily a linear curve from 99.4 all the way down to 43.5 because of the availability of the equipment, availability of storage pools.  So it's not linear.

So that's where the curve that's been in place provides a reasonable number or a maximum number that we can reasonably achieve all season, managing all the variables that are in the system.

MR. QUINN:  But all season, and as a minimum to the regulated utility?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So do you have another curve that you could file on the record that would show your total capability -- not just what you are committing to the regulated utility?

MR. PARDY:  So I think the -- I think we have filed the maximum design day deliverability.

So essentially that maximum design day deliverability is what we would provide the entire system throughout the winter.

MR. QUINN:  I understand that.  That is for February 28th.  But I am dealing with --


MR. PARDY:  No.  It is for everything prior to February 28th also.

So we use our design day number to say, this is what I am capable of the entire season up to February 28th.  So the -- if we say there is 3.8 pJs per day of deliverability available at Dawn, that is available all season up to that point.

MR. QUINN:  As a minimum?

MR. PARDY:  As a maximum.

MR. QUINN:  You said there was a different curve that was associated for the total capability now, and that's the part I am asking for.

MR. PARDY:  There is not a curve.  There is a number that represents that.  So it is -- if you look in the IR -- and maybe we can pull up, I think it is probably FRPO 4 or 5.

MR. QUINN:  I think where we may be missing -- while you're looking -- well, I will let you focus.

MR. PARDY:  Yes, so FRPO 4.  If you scroll down to the table.  For FRPO 4 it shows for EGD

 rate zone and the Union rate zone, so the storage pools associated with the legacy systems.

So the design day deliverability -- so we said for EGD the regulated customers would receive 1.9 and the total system capability is 2.372 on that day, or 2,372 TJs per day.  So that is the difference between what the utility gets and what the total system gets.

MR. QUINN:  So that would say that there is more than 1.9 pJ capability in total.

MR. PARDY:  Absolutely, yes.  I mean, the unregulated business has invested in the system and created additional deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  So do you have a curve that represents the total of your storage being completely full and what you are able to deliver at the outset of the season?

MR. PARDY:  I guess my point is that if you extend the system from full, you draw a line straight across, that is the number that would be available the entire season.  That is what the curve would be from full down to -- down to design day.  The 2,372 is what's available.

MR. QUINN:  But I am asking a different question.

MR. JANISSE:  Mr. Quinn, it is Dave Janisse here.  I may be able to help with this.  The project is looking at replacing cost-based storage for use in the gas supply plan, and NGEIR has set the maximum deliverability for cost-based storage at the 1.9.

So I guess going above the 1.9 would be coming automatically from the non-regulated business, which the gas supply plan is not encroaching upon.

MR. QUINN:  NGEIR said 1.9 pJs?  Okay.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  It capped the deliverability with the space.

MR. QUINN:  You don't have a reference for that, do you?

MR. JANISSE:  Not with me.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  If you don't mind providing that reference, Mr. Janisse, I can move on on this portion.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, do you want that as an undertaking?

MR. QUINN:  Sure.  Yes.  That's what I'm saying, sorry.  He said he didn't have it with him today, so as an undertaking.

MR. KEIZER:  So undertaking to advise where in the NGEIR it identified the 1.9 deliverability?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  TO ADVISE WHERE NGEIR IDENTIFIED THE 1.9 DELIVERABILITY.

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Millar, I am just noting the time is almost ten after 12:00.  The schedule had said 12:15.  Was that your...

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, I would like to break at 12:15.  But if this is a convenient spot, this works as well, but not later than 12:15.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I could probably be more concise if we pick it up after the break, and I will try to carve out some stuff here.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  That would be great.  Let's take our lunch break now, and we will come back in 45 minutes, which is 12:55.  So we can go off the air now.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:10 p.m.
--- On resuming at 12:57 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Please, go ahead.

MR. KEIZER:  Michael -- sorry, Dwayne, Mr. Quinn.  In terms of availability, I know everybody is trying their best -- and Enbridge truly appreciates that -- to see if we can get this panel done.  It is optimal if we can do it today, but if needs be, we can -- people will reorganize their schedules.

The problem will be that some people may be in remote locations, so we may have some connectivity issues or we may have some not perfect internet issues.  So that is why it would be optimal if we can get it done today.  But if we need to, we can do our best for Tuesday morning.

But I think that, with that caveat, that we may have some technical issues for some people because of where the locations where they will be.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's all work together to see if we can pull the oars in the same direction, both witnesses and questioners, rather than we talk about it and waste more time.  I will turn it over to Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  If we may pull up table 1, again -- sorry, KT1.2.  Thank you.

We last addressed five compressors out, but I want to jump over to the far right where there is seven compressors out and I just want to clarify.  I see the deliverability
-- sorry, the deliveries from Corunna to Dawn are 2,366.  Yet the amount of gas leaving Dawn-Parkway is still 7,318.

Can you help us with how that exit delivery from Dawn to Dawn-Parkway is accomplished?

MR. PARDY:  This is Steve Pardy here again.  So yes, basically the way the model works is there's a fixed flow that is going out to Dawn-Parkway system.

So it would presume that -- assuming everybody is at their contractual volume on Dawn-Parkway, there is additional supply showing up at Dawn to offset what is no longer coming from storage.  So we would have to make up obviously that three to 400 TJs of gas that is no longer coming from storage with additional supply.

MR. QUINN:  And that's using the Dawn design day conditions also?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, great, thank you.  Okay.  If we could go back then to FRPO 23.  Now we have focussed on the amount needed in the storage for the Corunna design day of February 28th at 43.5 pJs.

Prior to 2014, does anyone know how much Enbridge kept in storage before it made its change in 2015?  If you don't know, I am happy to take it by undertaking.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, Enbridge Gas.  I don't have that number, but we could probably look into it.  I don't believe there was a target for design day prior to that.  Winter 13-2014 was an example of an extreme winter.

MR. QUINN:  I get it, yes.  So if you could say what was designed for going into winter 2013-14 for the February 28th design, what was the amount held in storage from the models that were done at that time.

MR. PARDY:  If I could add a little bit.  I believe the 43.5 for the curve was the same.

I believe the 43.5 was held earlier in February.  So the mid-February -- there was, I think, the goal to keep that until about mid February and then at the same deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  So what I am asking if for February 28th as a design day what would have been the resulting amount in storage to maintain that.  Can you do that by undertaking so we can move forward, please?

MR. KEIZER:  What we can do, Mr. Quinn, is undertake to look at it.  To the extent that we can provide clarification to your request, we will.

To the extent we can't, we will explain why we can't.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I would like if you look into it, but if you can't find a specific number for February 28th, I would like Mr. Pardy to elaborate on what he just said about it was designed to mid-February.  What amount of additional withdrawal from storage would be contemplated for mid February to end of February in those days.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking is JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  (A) TO ADVISE THE FEBRUARY 28TH DESIGN DAY STORAGE POSITION PRIOR TO WINTER OF 2014; TO THE EXTENT ENBRIDGE CAN'T, ENBRIDGE WILL EXPLAIN WHY IT CAN'T. (B) TO EXPLAIN BASED ON THE MODELS FROM THAT TIME WHAT AMOUNT OF ADDITIONAL WITHDRAWAL FROM STORAGE WOULD HAVE BEEN CONTEMPLATED FOR MID-FEBRUARY TO END OF FEBRUARY.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn, I'm sorry, I missed the first part of it, about what information with respect to the design day you were looking for.  So maybe you can repeat the undertaking request.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar, I was looking for the February 28th design day storage position prior to winter of 2014.

So in their last model of 2013-14 that would have that, clarifying what Mr. Pardy said, if they had used a mid-February design point then what would the -- what amount would be left in storage using that design point in those days, what amount would be left in storage as of February 28th.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I understand if there is a reason that can't be provided, that information will be given to you instead.

MR. KEIZER:  That's right.

MR. QUINN:  I am being clear about this, Mr. Millar, that they can provide from the models in those days the amount that would have been contemplated as reduction and the amount that would have come out of storage between mid-February and the end of February.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT 1.3.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  Is it 1.3 or 1.4?

MR. MILLAR:  Did I miss one?  I had it as 1.3.

MR. KEIZER:  I am sure the transcript will reveal all.  So let's leave it.

MR. MILLAR:  If someone thinks I am wrong, let me know in a chat and I will do my best to correct it.

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.

MR. QUINN:  With that premise that we are now using 43.5 as the minimum storage level February 28th, in FRPO 23, we had asked about, in the (F) portion of that, if the amount of storage held at 22 pJs on February 28, would the non-utility be able to maintain its full contractual withdrawal commitments.

So the answer below in (F) establishes that Enbridge  can meet its contractual obligations of its in-franchise storage contracts.

My question is, does that also include that you are meeting your in-franchise commitments at the same time with 22 pJs left in storage?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, Enbridge Gas.  No, if we had 22 pJs left in storage on February 28th, we would not be able to provide the 1.9 pJs of deliverability needed to get through the rest of the winter.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Janisse.  So putting those together with answers from prior, since the in-franchise customers are on a higher level of your priority of service schedule, how can you not serve in-franchise and maintain all of your ex-franchise customers contractual commitments?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, would we be able to pull up the parties' service schedule and have you --


MR. QUINN:  Actually, Mr. Cadotte, this is a fairly general question, because the answer is presented this way and I am trying to understand how you got there unless your presumption was that you would cut off in-franchise customers, which I didn't contemplate in the question, but it seems to be answered in response to the question.

MR. KEIZER:  I think if the witness has an answer and wants to go to a particular document to answer, he should be allowed to do so.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, on your time.

MR. KEIZER:  No.  Just as appropriateness and completeness of the record.

MR. CADOTTE:  I am just looking for the response to -- pardon me?

MR. QUINN:  FRPO 9.

MR. CADOTTE:  Thank you.  Mr. Quinn, you can see in the priority for storage services under the first category that for an in-franchise storage and distribution services, in-and-ex franchises are held at the same level.

MR. QUINN:  Can we scroll down, please.  So you are saying that you would cut off in-franchise services to maintain your ex-franchise service priority?  The answer to the question is either black or white in this case.  It can't be both.

MR. PARDY:  I think, to clarify, I think if we go to Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1, there is a figure 1 there.  I think that is on page 4.  So again, if you look at the blue line on this figure, so if the -- if I am going across the bottom, the amount of inventory.  So this is the withdrawal deliverability.

So at 43.5, the in-franchise is entitled to 1.94.  At 20 -- I'm not sure if the number was 20 or 22 pJs, but if you follow that, that shows the entitlement of the in-franchise customers.

So at 20 pJs they're entitled to, it looks like about 1.1 pJs per day of deliverability.  So that is what the answer to the question would be and that is how we would treat the in-franchise customers.  So it has been outlined what their entitlements are throughout the year.

MR. QUINN:  So the answer would be that we reduce in-franchise firm demand to be able to keep the ex-franchise whole?

MR. PARDY:  No.  We've reduced demand based on their
-- based on what we've committed to give the in-franchise customers.  So we're following the curve and the commitment that we have given to the in-franchise customers.

MR. QUINN:  But in this case it is less than 1.9.  So you can't meet the 1.9 and all of your ex-franchise commitments.  That is what you are telling me.  And --


MR. PARDY:  If we assumed that the -- let's assume the unregulated customers didn't exist.

MR. QUINN:  No.

MR. PARDY:  And this was the case prior to NGEIR, right?  So prior to NGEIR this was the curve that was in place that says if you hold 20 pJs we will give you 1.1 pJs of deliverability.

That hasn't changed.  That is exactly the same today, and the regulated utility has not built any facilities to increase their deliverability over that period of time.

MR. QUINN:  And you have ex-franchise commitments today, which is what I asked you the question about, and you said, yes, if in-franchise customers have only 22 pJs of inventory, you would meet your ex-franchise, but implicit in that answer is you cannot meet 1.9 pJs of in-franchise deliverability.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, Enbridge Gas.  The 1.9 pJs is a peak deliverability maximum, and I think --


MR. QUINN:  On February 28th.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, and I think that is what Mr. Pardy is saying, is that that 1.9 pJs beyond February 28th starts to drop.

MR. QUINN:  If you have 22 pJs you cannot produce 1.9 pJs per day to your in-franchise customers if you are maintaining all of your ex-franchise storage customers' firm commitments whole, correct?

MR. PARDY:  I would say the first part of your sentence is correct.  The last part is not connected.

If we have 22 pJs, we can give the in-franchise customers the 1.1 pJs of deliverability.  That's correct.  So if they hold less inventory or as they deplete their inventory even past February 28th, this is the curve that they're -- or deliverability entitlement will follow.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I am going to accept that answer for the purposes of moving on, but remember, we are your in-franchise customers.  We're paying for Enbridge to manage the storage on our behalf.  I don't get a vote as to whether it's going to go below 43 and a half or not.  This is a specifically theoretical question to say 22 pJs is half of the inventory you need to meet deliverability for in-franchise customers, and I asked, could you still at that point maintain your ex-franchise customer contracts whole, and you have said yes, but your -- implicit is that you're only going to provide 1.1 to the in-franchise customers.  So is there anything incorrect in what I have said?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, I am having a hard time understanding why the in-franchise would get to this position, and perhaps Mr. Janisse can talk about --


MR. QUINN:  No, no, actually, Mr. Cadotte, I need to move on, and I don't want to rag the puck here.  Frankly, I have got enough, and I'm just going to move on.  Thank you.

So moving forward into FRPO 24.  We had asked about the assessment, the study and assumptions made and the alternatives that were considered in this analysis to come up with your proposed application, and I said:

"Please file studies, technical reports, and summary output models that were assessed."

Now, we did get some outputs and, yes, the numbers are there, and that is why I asked you to summarize them, so that was helpful, thank you.

But where are the reports?  Like, somebody had to approve this project from senior management that looked at how you assess the alternatives.

Who would that have been?  Would that be you, Ms. Thompson?

MS. THOMPSON:  The project was ultimately approved by the board of directors, and we did file a presentation at SEC 1.

MR. QUINN:  And in that presentation, does it have the assessment of alternatives, including the use of compressors versus pipeline?  Okay.  What I am going to do for the purposes of moving on, SEC has some questions later on.  I have some follow-up questions which I cut out, and maybe we will get clarity at that point.  I need to be able to move on.

So Ms. Thompson, did you approve the alternative selection from the engineering group or the facilities design group before it went to the board of directors?

MS. THOMPSON:  The project as proposed went through a number of approval steps, which ultimately led to the board of directors.

MR. QUINN:  Were you one of the people who approved it?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can you file the report that you received from your engineering group?  That is what we were asking for from studies and technical reports.  So I would like that filed on the record, please.

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes.  We can do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn, that is JT1.5.  I apologize, I missed an undertaking earlier, so the transcript will reflect the actual numbers, but we are now at JT1.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO FILE THE REPORT ENBRIDGE RECEIVED FROM THEIR ENGINEERING GROUP.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So moving ahead -- well, okay.  I am just going to go in this area, and I apologize to Schools if I am treading in their water, but I didn't understand something.  So if we can move to SEC 13, please.

So in your application multiple times we had read -- and we were referred to this when we asked our questions, so this is where we were referred.

You said up to seven compressors needed to be replaced.  All of your IRs say all seven will be replaced year one.  In a nutshell, tell me what changed.

MR. CADOTTE:  Nothing changed, Mr. Quinn.  This is Jeff Cadotte.  We evaluated risk assessments.  We evaluated safety risks, reliability risks of the Corunna compressor state, and we clarified in IRs that the proposed project will retire the seven compressors that we mentioned.

MR. QUINN:  Well, clarifying is different from when you say "up to" and then it becomes "all".  You use it multiple times in your application.

Was there any definitive piece of information that Enbridge received that would change their position from "up to" to seven?

MR. CADOTTE:  No.  The proposed project will retire the seven compressor units.

MR. QUINN:  But that is not what your application said.  It said "up to", correct?

MR. CADOTTE:  We clarified that in IRs, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  But I am asking, was there any additional piece of information?  Is the answer no?

MR. CADOTTE:  No.  At the time we wrote the evidence we were planning to retire seven.

MR. QUINN:  Over a period of time?  Which may or may not have been one year.  Correct?

MR. CADOTTE:  Can you elaborate?

MR. QUINN:  When somebody says "up to seven", if their full intent is to remove all seven, they would not say "up to".  So I am trying to understand what changed.  What piece of information did Enbridge gain or uncover that changed from "up to" to all seven?

MR. CADOTTE:  Perhaps Mr. Hildebrand can speak to the evaluations performed leading up to these events.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Mike Hildebrand, Enbridge.

Mr. Quinn, I wonder if you can point me to where we have said in evidence "up to seven" compressor units because I don't --


MR. QUINN:  If you don't have an answer to that question, I will just move on.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I am just trying to understand the context of the statement.  I don't see it on the screen.

MR. QUINN:  I know you don't see it on the screen.  But we asked it in IRs.  Others asked the same thing.  You're saying up to.  It is a fact.  Let's move on.

Unless, Ms. Thompson, I see you've come on.  Do you have something to add?

MS. THOMPSON:  I was just going to confirm what Mr. Cadotte shared.  It was the wording at the time.

Seven was part of the consideration throughout the project.

MR. QUINN:  And what changed?

MS. THOMPSON:  Nothing changed.

MR. QUINN:  Nothing changed.  Okay.  So when you approved this project, did it say "up to", or did it say all seven by November 2023?

MS. THOMPSON:  I don't know off the top of my head.  I would have to confirm the wording and also the sequence.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, let's see what the reports that you have received and approved said and we will have to take some of the rest of that to argument.

MR. PARDY:  I think if you do look at the board of directors' report, it says retire and abandon seven compressor units.

And that was always what we contemplated in this project.

MR. QUINN:  It has less detail than I am looking for in the technical assessment, Mr. Keizer.  So I would like to see that technical report, please, as an undertaking that has been given.

MR. MONDROW:  Dwayne, it is Ian Mondrow.  Can I jump in for a minute?

MR. QUINN:  Sure.

MR. MONDROW:  Can we turn up Exhibit A, tab 2,   schedule 1, page 1?  This is your application, is that correct, Ms. Thompson?

MS. THOMPSON:  It is.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  If you look at the first sentence, second line, you'll see the "up to" reference there about the middle of the line?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes, yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Why would you use the words "up to"?

MS. THOMPSON:  We do recognize it was the wording selection at the time.  Seven was --


MR. MONDROW:  Why?  Why was the wording selected?  Do you know?

MS. THOMPSON:  I can't speak to that at this moment.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  But your evidence is that the intention from the time you filed this application has always been to remove all seven?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes, correct.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Thank you.  Thanks, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Ian.  Okay.  If we move forward, we were on SEC 13 -- actually, the best place to see this is in the spreadsheet that was filed as part of SEC 14.  Do you have that available, SEC 14 filed an Excel spreadsheet?

STEPHANIE:  One moment, Mr. Quinn I will look for it.

MR. QUINN:  While that is coming up and you will see the detail on the screen as necessary, there were capital commitments made in the spreadsheet coming up with the NPV that, simply put, had most of the capital commitments from the pipeline in 2023, but the capital commitments for the electric compressor were 2022 and 2023.

Can somebody comment on the timing of those investments?

MR. CADOTTE:  I will need to see the spreadsheet, please.

MR. QUINN:  If we don't have the spreadsheet, I will find a way to make sure Enbridge has it, and we will let others ask questions and I will come back to it.

Okay.  I am going to wrap up, Mr. Millar, and I will e-mail the spreadsheet to them and then we can come back with questions later on just in the interests of time.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you so much, Mr. Quinn.  Up next on the schedule I have is Environmental Defence.  Kent, are you there?

MR. ELSON:  I am, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Are you still looking at around an hour?  I am hoping you can be inspired by Mr. Quinn's example, but I am not sure exactly what areas you are covering with this panel.

MR. ELSON:  I will do my best, depending on the answers I get.

MR. MILLAR:  I will let you get to it then.
Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  I would like to start by asking you some questions about some safety issues, these probably relate most to ED 10.

Maybe it would be helpful to pull up the attachment ED 10, which is a diagram showing the different buildings.  Yes, that is perfect.

I understand it is Enbridge's position that the safety issues are an intolerable health and safety risk.  That's the wording that you have used, right?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  It is Mike Hildebrand, Enbridge Gas.

I am just going to refer to the language pointed out in Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, figure number 3, and that's page 24.

So, yes, the language we use in our risk management process and how we describe risks, this diagram is meant to represent a target for risk at the lower threshold, a limit to our tolerance for risk at the upper threshold and we divide the area into three regions.

So we would suggest a risk that is in region 1 is not considered tolerable.

MR. ELSON:  And the problem or the main problem here is that these compressors are located in too close of a proximity to each other in the same building, is that right?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  There is a number of drivers for why the risk has -- the risk assessment has yielded that this risk would fall into the region 1 above the upper threshold.

As you say, the density of equipment, so the number of compressors located in each of the buildings is one of the major, major drivers.

The other significant driver for the risk falling into the region 1 on this schematic is the occupancy rate of this facility.

This facility is staffed 24-7 and we have many, many of the workers on site that perform duties in and out of those buildings all the time.  So it is really a combination of those two primary factors.

MR. ELSON:  And do you not have workers on site at other stations, and why would you have them here and not elsewhere?  Just because these are older?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  So we do have workers on site and in some cases, 24 hours a day at other facilities, as you mentioned.

There are some unique characteristics in this particular facility and we have described that in detail in attachment 1 to CME 2 -- CME 1, excuse me.  It is a QRA report.

But the risks at this site are particularly driven by the, you know, as you pointed out with your first question, the high density of equipment, the number of units contained in a single building.

While we do have similar characteristics at some of our other facilities, we don't have anything with this number of equipment, this density of equipment in combination with the high occupancy rate of workers.

So we do have facilities absolutely that do have workers similar to Corunna that are there 24-7, but there's other factors that have resulted in those maybe not being as high a risk.

MR. ELSON:  Have you conducted QRAs on all of your facilities?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  No, we have not conducted QRAs on all of our facilities.  We have conducted a number of QRAs and I would -- yes, we have completed a number of QRAs.

As a result of this particular study, we were asked to undertake some work to identify other sites across the Enbridge system that, you know, may share similar characteristics to Corunna and look to prioritize further study of those facilities.

MR. ELSON:  And in that study that you did, did you find any others that were in region 1?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I am just checking a reference to point us to -- can we just bring up -- I think we -- yeah, can we bring up ED 1, please, and our response to question Q.

So the question reads:

"Does Enbridge have any locations that include multiple compressor units in close proximity within a single building?  If yes, how many are there, and where?"

In our response we identified a number of other sites that have multiple units in a single building.  So Hagar LNG facility, the Sombra compressor station, and you see a number of others listed there.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.  And just for the sake of process here, I do have the evidence, so you don't need to repeat what's already in there.  And maybe I missed a specific answer, but what I was just looking for is, are there other sites where you have conducted a QRA and have found the risk to be in region 1?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  At this point, on the basis of individual risk, as was used for the Corunna site, no, we have not found any other sites that fall into that region.

MR. ELSON:  And have you conducted QRAs for the sites listed in Q of this interrogatory on the screen?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Not all of them.  We specifically mentioned Hagar there, and I won't read the response, but we conducted a detailed exact same type of study at Hagar as we did for Corunna.

Hagar was identified as one of the sites where we thought to share most of the similar -- more of the similar characteristics with Corunna as compared to the other ones on the list.  Here are both a combination of high density of equipment plus high occupancy rates of workers on those facilities.

MR. ELSON:  And the study that you described, which was not on a particular site, but I think Enbridge-wide, where you were looking at where to conduct QRAs, is that a way to describe it?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I think maybe let me just clarify your question.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Maybe I will say there was no study that was done, a formal study that was done, to identify additional sites across Enbridge Gas to identify those sites.  Is that what you are asking?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  What did you call that?  Was that an assessment?  Is there a, you know, the name of a document or something?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  No.  This was really conducted through discussions with subject-matter experts internally to identify what sites may share similar characteristics with Corunna.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So you are still in the process of determining which ones of those may or may not require replacements for safety reasons; is that correct?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  To answer your question, I would say we are in the process of conducting further QRAs as needed to have a good understanding of risk and evaluate risk across our fleet of assets.

MR. ELSON:  So the health and safety risk at Corunna, would you describe that as urgent?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Yes, I would.

MR. ELSON:  So I am going to focus for now on building 1, and I understand there are five compressors in building 1 that were constructed between 1964 and 1970.  Does that sound about right?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  That sounds correct.

MR. ELSON:  And when did Enbridge first learn that the close proximity of those compressors combined with the occupancy rate represented an intolerable risk?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Prior to us conducting this study, the QRA study that's been filed with CME 1, attachment 1, prior to that we had no quantified understanding of the risk in comparison to risk evaluation criteria that have evolved over the last number of years.

MR. ELSON:  And by the QRA study, you're talking about the study that is attached, I think, at CME 1.  And I can't remember the date.  But it is 2022 or 2021.  You're saying prior to that you did not know that this presented an intolerable risk?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Have you replaced compressors ever before for safety reasons?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I actually don't think I can answer that question on the spot.

MR. ELSON:  I guess it seems a little bit surprising to me that this would be a situation that you have had for 50 years and suddenly it is urgent, and I am trying to understand why you can possibly say that you first learned of this in the past year or two, when it's been the state of reality for 50 years.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Well, I think the -- well, the answer to that question is simply that our tools for understanding risk, in terms of our ability to calculate risk to the level that we're now capable of, to understand all of the different threats, all of the different potential release scenarios, how those scenarios can impact people, people and assets, along with the evolution of risk evaluation criteria, so criteria against which we can actually make objective comparisons to determine whether the risk is indeed tolerable or intolerable, that that has all evolved over the recent -- a recent number of years within the industry.

So I think that -- I think that is a really important point here, is that, you know, I think the landscape has changed drastically.  We're always getting better information.  We're developing better tools.  Higher capabilities with computation.  And all of these things have led to us now becoming aware that we have a risk when measured against those objective criteria is -- would be deemed intolerable.

MR. ELSON:  So the risk hasn't changed.  What has changed is your ability and the tools to specifically quantify and measure those risks.  Is that a fair way to sum it up?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I don't know if I can say that the risk hasn't changed.

MR. ELSON:  And that would be fair, because I haven't given a time line, so let me be a bit more specific.  So you did the QRA, I believe, in 2021.  So compared to 2019, the risk hasn't appreciably changed.  What had changed would have been your ability to quantify it and the tools used for it?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Between 2019 and 2021?  I think that is generally a correct statement, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And this -- the QRA process -- for the sake of the record, can you describe the acronym QRA?  What does it stand for?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Certainly.  It is quantitative risk assessment.

MR. ELSON:  The QRA process you follow now, when was that instituted?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  At Enbridge Gas?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I don't think I can answer that question, actually.  What I can say is that, prior to integration of the utilities, legacy Enbridge Gas Distribution had for a number of years been conducting quantitative risk assessments.

I might just defer to Ms. Thompson if she can add any additional context to that.  But that is really the extent of my history on that.

MS. THOMPSON:  That's right.  It would be a number of years, but I am not too sure on the specific number of years where the company would have started the QRA process.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to answer that question?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO ADVISE WHEN THE QRA PROCESS WAS INSTITUTED.

MR. ELSON:  Now, Mr. Hildebrand, how long have you been in a position involving safety assessments, let's say?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  So formally -- I guess to be clear on what you mean by safety assessments, as you can see with my resume, I spent quite a bit of time in operations and engineering and asset management over the years.  We do different degrees of risk assessments all the time in our business.

Are you referring specifically to risk assessments to make some comparison to high, medium, low, or some kind of criteria of acceptability?

MR. ELSON:  Well, let's say how long have you been in an asset management role at Enbridge?  I am just trying to understand it.  I don't need to get into detail.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Sure.  So I joined --


MR. KEIZER:  Just to be clear, I understand Mr. Hildebrand is a company's witness and the report is the company's report.  He is not solely responsible for the preparation or provision of the report.  So I am not quite sure why your question is targeted only at Mr. Hildebrand.

MR. ELSON:  Sorry, Mr. Keizer, are you objecting, or what are you --


MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  It seems as though you are focussing on the qualifications of Mr. Hildebrand as the company witness, but the report itself which is the evidence of the company relates to the company's consideration.

So obviously, he has the ability to understand answer interpret and communicate the report, but the report itself was prepared by or on behalf of the company, as were the attachments to CME 1.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, I am not trying to suggest that Mr. Hildebrand is insufficiently qualified.

MR. KEIZER:  So can I ask you then what the intent of your question is?

MR. ELSON:  I think it will become clear if I keep asking some questions, and in the interests of time, I would suggest we get on with it.  If you want we can have a debate here on the record, but I don't think it's --


MR. KEIZER:  I am not asking for a debate.  I am just asking for clarification.

MR. ELSON:  I think that will become clear.  This is not prejudicial.  This is not problematic.  I think Mr. Hildebrand was about to answer the question which would take about five seconds, and then I can continue on and if I ask a question which is somehow off-side, you are free to object to it.  But I think we're wasting our time at the moment.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, let's finish this question and let's see where it goes, and we may come back on the record.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Keizer.  Mr. Hildebrand, where we left off was I think you were going to comment on how many years you have been involved in an asset management-style role with Enbridge.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Sure.  So I joined the asset management group in the legacy Union organization in the fall of 2017.  So that would be approximately five years.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And so you know, back when you joined in 2017, were you aware that there was a safety issue due to proximity -- or I guess I should say density and occupancy rates in relation to the siting of compressors?  I am not asking whether you had all of these fancy computational tools, but whether, I guess directionally you could say there was a potential safety issue?

MR. KEIZER:  I think this is a bit unfair, because this is about the company, not just Mr. Hildebrand's experience, and that is not what is at issue here.

So to the extent that you have a question about what the company's understanding was, that is a fair question.

I don't think it is necessarily fair to isolate Mr. Hildebrand's question when he was involved in asset management and his understanding solely of the risk personally.

MR. ELSON:  I am happy for either answer to be honest with you, Mr. Keizer.

So I don't know how Mr. Hildebrand can speak to what would be in other people's minds, but I can ask the question more broadly to the whole panel.  Was anyone aware, let's say five years ago, that there is a safety issue arising from compressors that have a high level of density in occupancy rate?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I think I have answered that question.  I don't know -- I think you asked it more broadly, if you would like to ask someone else to comment as well.

MR. ELSON:  I'm not sure you did.  We had a comment about specifically quantifying the risk and I believe that was your answer.

I am asking at a higher level not whether in 2017 you knew that this specific station represented an intolerable risk, but whether five years ago, before you did this QRA, you would have been aware there is a higher level of risk when you have compressors that are located in close proximity with workers on site more often.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that is more related to whether the company was aware.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, if the company was aware.  That's fine.

MS. THOMPSON:  I can start and others can add on.  I think what this essentially gets to is the over-arching asset management process that developed over the recent years, as Mr. Hildebrand mentioned, and that we often get information from the field or from other sources that goes essentially into this funnel where we then prioritize where we focus our efforts and we also take into account the different types of methodologies that would be appropriate for an assessment.

Through that process, it was identified that this particular site requires a QRA, which then would have led it down the road of undertaking what Mr. Hildebrand mentioned.

So I think the question here is the exact sequence, but that is the general process.  And that's true for all of our work.

MR. ELSON:  Well, maybe I can come at it from a different direction.

Prior to adopting the QRA process, how would you have assessed the safety of your facilities?  I mean, I assume in the '80s for instance you were assessing the safety of the facilities.  Maybe you weren't.  But can you shed some light on that?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Well, I think it goes back to where I kind of started and I think the processes have evolved over time.

I can't say back in the '80s what the risk management processes were.   Over certainly the time that I have spent in the industry, we've seen pretty significant changes around operations management as a whole, risk management.  So processes evolve all the time.

And I think over the course of many years, the body of knowledge grows.  We become more and more sophisticated in how we monitor, measure risk, how we evaluate it, how we ensure that we are managing it at an appropriate level to protect workers and protect the public.

MR. ELSON:  And your QRA process, it isn't one that's been specifically approved by the OEB.  Is that fair to say?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I'm not aware of such an approval or the need for an approval, but there may be somebody else that can comment.

MS. THOMPSON:  I do recall at one point the OEB encouraged us to really build out the robustness of our asset management practices, and also consider the qualitative type of assessment, and also to make further enhancements in terms of the quantification and that is really one of the key components here is that we are, to the extent possible, looking to apply the appropriate methodology, one of them being the quantification, which is the QRA.

MR. ELSON:  So I think I already have an answer to this, but in CME 1, you provided some of the QRA reports and those are the only QRA reports on the CCS.  Correct?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I am not certain if there was a previous QRA done for any other specific -- specifically identified risks of the site.

Can we just turn up CME 1, attachment 1, please, page 3, the Executive Summary.  So the first paragraph actually does outline that prior to this work being undertaken under this QRA, previous sections had been assessed on a project by project basis using a QRA approach.

So yes, so the answer is yes, there were other QRAs that had been done at this particular site.  But this is the first site-wide QRA.

MR. ELSON:  And so when you are saying that there were other -- I am going to call them safety assessments that were conducted previously, they would have been conducted for example just on building 1 or just on building 2?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I can't actually comment on the nature or scope of those particular assessments.  I think the wording there suggests there was a QRA completed on the meter area at the Corunna compressor station, but beyond that I am not certain offhand what the other QRAs were, what their scope was.

MR. ELSON:  Can you undertake to please provide a copy of all of the safety risk assessments that have been conducted on the CCS?  And I have intentionally used the word "safety risk assessments" to capture assessments that might have been conducted prior to when you were calling them a QRA.  Could you undertake to provide those, please?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I have a feeling that is a pretty big request.  I think that -- I am just trying to clarify.  I think we need clarification in what types of assessments, because, for example, our crews, when they start work on a project, they will complete a safety risk assessment, job hazard analysis.  Is that what you are including in the scope of your request?  Or is it really -- how would you define, I guess, what you are actually asking for here?  Just so we know what we're facing.

MR. ELSON:  I would define it by the kinds of safety risk assessments that are described in the executive summary of, I believe this is attachment 1 to CME 1.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I believe with that scope that, yes, we can take that as an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  TO PROVIDE A COPY OF ALL OF THE SAFETY RISK ASSESSMENTS THAT HAVE BEEN CONDUCTED ON THE CCS.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And in --


MR. KEIZER:  Just to point out, Mr. Elson, obviously, given -- we may have issues pulling it all together within the time for the undertaking responses, but Enbridge will do their best they can.

MR. ELSON:  And if they need to come out in tranches, Mr. Keizer, that is fine with us.

So the units in compressor building 2, they were constructed between 1972 and 1983.  The last two were built in the '80s.  You know, I can understand why some of these were constructed in close proximity back in the '60s, but why was Enbridge still doing that in the '80s?  Why were you locating them in close proximity when that raises safety issues for your staff?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Mike Hildebrand again, Enbridge.  I still think it goes back to the evolution of the understanding of risk.  I think you would really need to take a look at the, you know, what was going on throughout the course of the -- throughout the entire world in different jurisdictions to see how that evolved over time to help answer that question.

At that time, I'm quite certain that the concepts of QRA, risk evaluation criteria, were really not taken hold in Canada, even if they were in certain other -- beginning to take form in other places throughout the world.

So I think it is still a matter of, it seemed like the previous designs were probably still fine, and people just didn't have the understanding of those risks, how to assess risk at that level.  The tools just were not available, and the understanding of risk evaluation criteria, objective criteria, to use in those decisions were really not yet formed.

MR. ELSON:  Now, the QRA process is about quantification.  But surely if there is an urgent risk that is intolerable, Enbridge would have been aware of that at least in a qualitative sense in, you know, the previous decades.  No?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I think that is speculation.  I don't know how Enbridge would know without the tools that we have at our disposal today.

MR. ELSON:  What are the triggers for conducting a QRA?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  The triggers for conducting a QRA are essentially when we have a risk that is identified, that we believe could have the potential to be a significant risk.  There's also the question of, you know, is the QRA actually the best tool to assess that risk.  Are there other ways that we could get the answer?

So I think it is really a combination of things.  And I think it is also, there may be a question of, is there data available to support a QRA?  Is there a tool?  Are there tools already developed?  Or does something need to be developed?  So I think there is a number of things that will feed into not only the trigger for a QRA but also whether there is the capability to actually conduct one to this level.

MR. ELSON:  In the case of the Corunna compressor station, was Enbridge aware of the reliability risks first or the safety risks first?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I think to answer that question I am going to go back to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1.  And throughout section C, starting on page 10, I believe, the number of paragraphs in this section outline the evolution of the understanding of the project need, the risk both on the health and safety risk that we have been focused on so far in this discussion but also the reliability risk.

There is reference, actually, to previous submissions in the asset management plan that -- asset management plans that were filed in previous filings.

In terms of which came first, I don't know if I can cite specific dates on the spot about, you know, when somebody first had an inclination that there was a reliability risk versus when someone first had an inclination that there is a safety risk, but I think the evidence in Exhibit B will help to understand -- help to explain how our understanding of the various risks at the site evolved over time.

MR. ELSON:  It seems to me, Mr. Hildebrand, from the references that you mentioned, that the sequence of events was that Enbridge realized that there was a reliability issue, mentioned it in some asset management plans, and as a result of that also conducted a safety assessment through the QRA, and then added that to the justification for the project.  Is that fair?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  My understanding of events is that there is actually -- there were two independent -- independently identified issues, one being the reliability, understandably, for assets approaching this vintage, and also safety concerns that were raised independent of the reliability issue.

So there are two parallel paths of issues being identified going back before 2018, actually.  You can see in paragraph 24 on page 10 of -- on the screen here, actually, where the reliability risk was identified, and it was also around that time too that there were various safety concerns that were being raised as well.

MR. ELSON:  So I take it it is Enbridge's position that it must put those seven compressors out of service to avoid an urgent intolerable safety issue.  You don't have any choice.  Is that your position?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  No.  I think there is always choice.  There is different options that can be taken to address a particular risk.  But this is not the only driver we have for this project.  There is always alternatives, different things that can be looked at to address the risk, but when we combine it with, you know, the reliability risk that you have cited as well, and looking at all the different alternatives that have been evaluated, this was -- this is the solution that is most effective at achieving all of those objectives.

MR. ELSON:  So you could maintain safety, even if you have some of those compressors remain online, some of those seven compressors remain online?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  No.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Well, actually, we demonstrated in ED 10 --


MR. ELSON:  And I am going to interrupt you there, Mr. Hildebrand, because that is what I was trying to get.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  I'm not saying that you're saying there was no choice, pipeline or nothing.  You're saying there is no choice, you have to shut down those seven compressors.

What I'm saying is --


MR. HILDEBRAND:  What I think you asked is is that the only option to shut down those seven compressors.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  No, it's not.  There are other options.

MR. ELSON:  But those other options are shutting down a different set of compressors.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  It could be shutting down a different set, or stopping moving natural gas from Corunna to Dawn.  But we have to look at all options and we still have a duty to maintain service and also address the reliability concerns.

So this is the alternative that satisfies all of the needs.

MR. ELSON:  Now aside from how to make up the capacity, from a safety perspective, Enbridge is saying you have to shut down seven compressors.  Is that right?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Well, I think -- I go back to, though, that to achieve the safety objective could result in different alternatives.  But we're not only addressing the safety risk here.  We have to consider all of the --


MR. ELSON:  That's fair and I am just trying to tease out whether there is -- putting aside the economics, putting aside how you make up the capacity, are you taking the position that you have to shut down seven compressors in order to avoid an intolerable safety risk?  Or is there some way to mitigate that risk such that it is manageable in region 2, by keeping -- even if you don't shut down seven, if you shut down fewer than seven, let's say, say you shut down three, or five.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Okay.  So in ED 10, we showed how --some further analysis to show that other combinations of compressors that are retired and taken out of service does not reach the region 2 level of risk, let alone region 1. So --


MR. ELSON:  That is what timing to get at, Mr. Hildebrand.  So is the gist of that that you have to shut them down in order to maintain safety outside of that region 1?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  We have to -- we have to reduce the number of compressors in those buildings.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  And any fewer than seven is not going to help us, let us realize that objective.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So you have to shut down at least seven in order to get into region 2?

I think I just said the same thing you did, Mr. Hildebrand.  Did I understand you correctly?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  So can we just bring up ED 10?  I think this will hip.

MR. ELSON:  I have read it a couple of times.  I am just trying to understand whether there are other ways that you can mitigate the risks without shutting down seven of them.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  In the table -- and again just before we leave this, so in the table on the third page we have shown that up to, you know, option seven we are still not achieving the risk reduction that is required to move the risk from region 1 into region 2.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And I guess the one piece that is missing from here is, you know, if you were to use other forms of mitigation which is described in your evidence elsewhere, could you get into region 2 by shutting down less than seven?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  As a permanent solution to maintain our business objectives, no.

We did look at a number of different mitigations that could be undertaken in the short term to try and mitigate the risk until the solution that this project affords is implemented.

In section 11 of CME 1, attachment 1, on page 70, there is a number of risk reduction options that were suggested.  And again, we're trying to impact the key drivers of occupancy levels in the buildings so that the number of people present, working around the equipment, or you know, the likelihood of an event occurring which really comes down to, you know, potentially the likelihood of -- the likelihood of an event occurring is tied to how often the equipment's in an operating mode when it is pressurized.  So we looked at ways we can try --


MR. ELSON:  Mr. Hildebrand, if I can -- I am running quite far behind.  You can finish, but I don't need anything else from you.  But if you are going to repeat the evidence, it is not necessary.  But I won't cut you off, so please go ahead.

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe the witness could point to where in the evidence he is going to refer to, but if he needs to elaborate on it, he should be allowed to do so.

MR. ELSON:  I don't disagree, Mr. Keizer.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I think I was just trying to make the point that, you know, these options that we have looked at are an attempt to mitigate the risk to -- it does not impact the risk to a significant enough level that we're content or satisfied that the risk is as low as reasonably practicable, meaning that it is fully in region 2.

So that was really the final thought I wanted to leave with you.

MR. ELSON:  Appreciate it.  Thank you, Mr. Hildebrand.  Moving to a different area that relates, I would say, probably primarily to ED 14, I don't know if you -- you probably don't need to pull it up right now.  But just to set my understanding straight, the new proposed pipeline would have a capacity of 680 TJs per day, right?  Does that sound about right?

MR. PARDY:  This is Steve Pardy here.  I would say the new proposed pipeline helps replace the 680 TJs, but if you actual look at the actual flow on the pipeline, I do believe the flow on that pipeline is greater than the 680.  So if you look at system wide, if we add the pipe to replace that 680 -- 666 TJs that is identified as a shortfall.

MR. ELSON:  So maybe building the pipeline achieves incremental capacity of 680 TJs per day to replace the shutting down of the compressors?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  But that's slightly larger than the capacity that would be lost by shutting down the compressors, right?

MR. PARDY:  I think it is exactly the same.  I think the table that Mr. Quinn provided this morning -- I think, without pulling it up, the bottom line was that the flow from the Corunna compressor station was 2.7 pJs, with the current state and with abandoning the units and replacing it.  So it is the exact same one for one replacement.

MR. ELSON:  Can you turn to Staff 8 and there is a reference to the actual capacity being 666 TJs per day.

I assume that the actual capacity -- the difference between the actual capacity and the incremental pipeline capacity was because you have to pick the pipeline size that is one greater than the --


MR. PARDY:  I agree that the 666 is the number that is lost and the pipeline exactly replaces that 666 by adding the pipeline.  So it is a one-to-one replacement.

There is not any incremental capacity identified as part of the analysis.

MR. ELSON:  Well, you lose 666 TJs per day when you take those seven compressors off line, right?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  Then you gain 666 when you build the pipeline.

MR. ELSON:  I thought you gained 680 when you build the pipeline.

MR. PARDY:  No, I think it is 666 also.  Because when you look at the total flow from the station, it is equivalent.

MR. ELSON:  So what is the 680 versus the 666?

MR. PARDY:  Can you point to the 680?  I am not sure where that is coming from.

MR. ELSON:  I think there is a reference on Staff page 23, further down.

MR. PARDY:  Staff --


MR. ELSON:  I can pull it up.  It is in another interrogatory, too.  Let's see.  SEC 13, page 4, please.  It appears in a lot of places, but this is just the first one that I could find.

Here we're talking again about the capacity of 680.

MR. PARDY:  I'd have to take that away to understand where the 680 -- I believe they're meant to be equivalent.  I don't know if the number is a rounding issue going on somewhere through here.

MR. ELSON:  I think -- I understood it as being 666 is what you lose and 680 is the closest pipeline size greater, but if you could take that away it would be appreciated.

The undertaking would be to reconcile the 666 and the 680 TJs per day.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  TO RECONCILE THE 666 AND THE 680 TJS PER DAY.

MR. MONDROW:  Mr. Elson, can I interject for a minute?  It is Ian Mondrow.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.

MR. MONDROW:  There is another reference, folks, when you respond to that undertaking. if you can include in your reconciliation.  It's Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1, page 1, and it is paragraph 47.  There is a mention of the 680 TJs per day as the capacity being replaced, I believe.  But if you could look at that when you're answering the undertaking, that would be helpful.  Thanks.

MR. ELSON:  So on -- in ED 14, which is page 405 of my interrogatory package, there is a reference to needing a 27 percent decline in capacity in order to avoid -- to impact the need of the project.  You can see it at the top there.

And I think that 27 percent equates to 1.1 pJs per day, and you can follow that through.  I believe that is at Pollution Probe interrogatory response or Pollution Probe 9.

So I don't understand why you are needing to replace 666 TJs per day, but in order to impact the need for the project you would need a decline in demand that is higher than 666 TJs per day, in other words 1.1 pJ per day.

Can you explain that?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, Enbridge Gas.  If we could pull up Pollution Probe 9 on the screen.  If we scroll down a little bit.

So I won't read back through Pollution Probe 9, but effectively what we're saying is that there is flexibility within the gas supply plan to manage reductions in design day demand, such that we do not need to reduce our use of the cost-based storage.

So in order to meet load balancing requirements which are largely driven by design day demand, we've got a number of tools.  Cost-based storage is one of them.  We also purchased market based storage and we also shape our purchases at Dawn.

So what we're saying is that if we were to start seeing design day demand reductions such that load balancing requirements go down, we would first release the flexibility in the plan, release the market-based storage, release the way we purchase gas at Dawn, because those are more -- or -- or less cost-effective options than cost-based storage.  So we would need to see a 27 percent decline or the 1.1 pJs in order to get to a spot where we would then start to say, okay, now cost-based storage is actually the one being affected in our load balancing portfolio.

MR. ELSON:  Well, maybe the distinction here is between the financial impact as opposed to straight-up meeting deliverability requirements.

In terms of meeting deliverability requirements, you know, getting gas to homes and businesses, if you had a reduction in demand of 666 TJs per day, you would still be able to meet demand.  Is that fair to say, without the pipeline and even if you shut down those seven compressors?

MR. JANISSE:  No.  I think what we're saying is if we were to experience a demand reduction of the 666 TJs, we would release other load balancing assets in the gas supply plan, and the Dawn Corunna project would still be fully utilized.

MR. ELSON:  And that just means you would be optimizing your system to secure the cheapest source of gas.  Is that right?

MR. JANISSE:  It means that in the economic, I guess stacking of load balancing assets we have, we would first turn off the most expensive one, and cost-based storage would be the least.  It would be the bottom of the stack.  So we would need to --


MR. ELSON:  But that is just a question of, if you lost 666 in demand, you could take additional steps to secure even cheaper gas.  Right?  That is what you're saying?

MR. JANISSE:  No.  If the demand -- if the design day demand were to drop, our load balancing requirement goes down.  So we wouldn't need too deliver as much gas to the system.

One of the tools that we would turn off is just Dawn purchases or other purchases that land on the system through the winter that would be a higher volume than what they see any other day of the year.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, and I am just trying to focus on incremental impacts here.  If you're turning down more expensive options, really you are just talking about getting additional benefits from reduced demand.  Isn't that right?  Because that would be purchases that you would otherwise be making.

MR. JANISSE:  I'm not sure I follow your question.

MR. ELSON:  If your demand drops by 666, you could still meet customer supply needs without this pipeline or those seven compressors, right?  It is just a question of how much it would cost?

MR. JANISSE:  No, that is not what I'm saying.  I'm saying that the compressor station and the functionality of cost-based storage that's being provided today, in addition to our proposed project that will happen in the future, will be fully utilized, and you would need to see over a 27 percent decline before you would start getting to a point where we would be looking at changing the way we would utilize -- or utilize that cost-based storage load-balancing tool in our gas supply plan.

MR. ELSON:  Because you take as much cost-based storage as you can because it is cheaper; is that right?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  It is the most cost-effective and reliable asset in load balancing.  We control it ourselves.  We've got -- I won't take you through all of the IRs again, but we've got a lot of benefit from having that cost-based storage, and it is certainly the top asset, both on a cost and reliability perspective.

MR. ELSON:  So why aren't you increasing the size of this pipe to get more of that benefit?

MR. JANISSE:  I think I might defer to another one of my panel mates on this one.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Elson, this is Jeff Cadotte.  There's been no incremental request for additional capacity.

MR. ELSON:  Let me try to get at this from a different direction.

In the presentation today there was a reference to a decline needing to be 44 percent equivalent to 1.8 pJs.

Can you reconcile that with the 27 percent and 1.1 pJs?

MR. JANISSE:  Absolutely.  If we can turn up ED 14.  Sorry, it is ED 13.  I think if we go down to the next page.

So in table 1 there we can see on the far right column those are decline day -- or declines in design day demand.  So what I'm saying is we would need to see 27 percent before we would even start looking at impacting cost-based storage.  In these scenarios we're starting to see what it would take to then knock off each successive compressor, which is the question that was asked.

So in order to get to a point where we don't need any of those compressors, we would then need to see a 44 percent decline in design day demand, which is equivalent to, I believe, 2.3 pJs on -- or, sorry, 1.8 pJs on design day, and that is equivalent to 2.3 million average residential homes coming off the system.

MR. ELSON:  Can you undertake to provide the detailed underlying calculations used to arrive at the 666 TJs per day, the 1.1 pJs per day, and the 1.8 pJs per day so that we can have a better understanding of how you got to those figures?

MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  RE ED 13 TABLE 1, TO PROVIDE THE DETAILED UNDERLYING CALCULATIONS USED TO ARRIVE AT THE 666 TJS PER DAY, THE 1.1 PJS PER DAY, AND THE 1.8 PJS PER DAY.

MR. ELSON:  I hope someone else follows up on this, because I am still confused by the answers, but in the interests of time I have got to move on.

ED 1.  We'd asked a couple of questions about design day assumptions.  I think these would probably also be questions for you, Mr. Janisse.

I assume gas power generation facilities hold firm contracts with Enbridge so they can offer firm generation capacity to the IESO.  Is that your understanding?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, Enbridge Gas.  This wouldn't be my area.  The gas supply plan does not hold load balancing assets for these power generation customers.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Can somebody undertake to provide the design day demand at Dawn from power generation?

MR. KEIZER:  No.  I think you asked for that earlier.  We refused to provide it in response to the interrogatory.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  The reason that it is relevant, Mr. Keizer, is that the federal government is planning on and has committed to phasing out fossil fuel power generation by 2035.

And if that would result in a drop of so many, you know, pJs or TJs, it could potentially impact the balance of cost-effectiveness between different alternatives, making one option more appealing than another option.  But in order to assess whether or not that is the case, we need the underlying information and that underlying information would be the design day assumptions about gas powered generation.

MR. KEIZER:  And I think the gas powered generation at Dawn I think is not relevant to this proceeding.  So we won't be providing it for you.

MR. ELSON:  I just explained why it is relevant, Mr. Keizer.  Can you explain how it could possibly not be relevant?

You can provide an undertaking response where you say here's what the demand is and here is why we think it will have no impact if this demand disappears, and here is how an assessment of alternatives will not be impacted if this demand disappears by 2035.

But that is a different answer than just say going we're not even going to explore that issue at all whatsoever, nor allow other parties to explore the issue by withholding relevant data from them.

MR. KEIZER:  It is not relevant because this is about the Enbridge rate zone customer demand.  That is what these facilities are about, not about the design day demand related to the generation -- gas-fired generation facilities.

So that is the reason why we're saying it is not relevant.  And I think that is fairly clear.

MR. ELSON:  Well, if your witnesses are saying that the design day assumptions are that there's zero demand from power generation, then that would be the case.  Is that what you and your witnesses are saying?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, if you are asking a question as to whether or not any of the need for this project and the delivery of storage relates to gas-fired generation facilities, that is a reasonable question.

MR. ELSON:  What I am -- well, for starters, why don't we let your witnesses answer that question.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, Enbridge.  I think we did.  The gas supply plan is not holding load balancing assets for this.  So this cost-based storage is not for their needs.

MR. ELSON:  In other words, as part of your gas supply plan, you have -- you are not assuming any design day demand for gas powered generation?  I don't quite understand that.

MR. JANISSE:  Not in the design day demand numbers that are driving the project.

MR. ELSON:  How is it that you can have design day demand numbers that exclude power generation?  Maybe I am just misunderstanding an assumption here.

I mean, my assumption is that those power generators contract with Enbridge for capacity, but maybe that is not the case.

MR. JANISSE:  I wonder if I could do a quick break out?  I just want to confer with my colleagues here.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  While you are doing that, I will add one other question that you can think about with your colleagues.

It seems to me that regardless of who they're contracting with, the power generation facilities are taking up capacity on the same pipeline that your -- all other in-franchise customers are using.  And so if you remove that capacity from the pipelines or remove that demand, there would be more space for your own customers.

So maybe you can consider that as you go into your breakout room.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess before we go away in a breakout room, just on this issue of relevance.  My understanding is this is about the Enbridge rate zone customers, if they're gas powered, gas-fired generation facilities, they purchase their own and they're unbundled.  So they're unrelated to this project.  That is the bases of which we asserted previously in an interrogatory response that it is not relevant, and that that their storage is not related to this.  So quite frankly, I think we can end it here and indicate we are not going to provide that response.

MR. ELSON:  But they're served from Dawn, right.

MR. KEIZER:  This hasn't got anything to do with Dawn other than the facility that actually arises from the pipeline.  So we are talking about the Dawn Corunna station, not the Dawn station.

MR. ELSON:  And if demand declines at Dawn, that impacts the assessment of alternatives and the need for the project once you get to high enough pJs.  Is that fair to say, Mr. Janisse?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, I think we have already established that it is a significant decline based upon your earlier questions.  So I think it is subsumed within any related issue with respect to that.

I don't think we have to necessarily go down this road.  So I am indicating to you that we believe the question is not relevant, and we are not going to provide a response.

MR. ELSON:  I do not understand at all the basis of this.  Let me look at it this way.

We had just been talking about how 1.8 pJ decline of demand at Dawn would eliminate the need for this project.

How many pJs would be reduced if there were no power generation seeking gas from Dawn?

MR. KEIZER:  It is the demand at Corunna, not Dawn,  that's relevant to this, in terms of the use of the storage, in terms of the system-based storage.  That is what we're talking about here, system based storage.

MR. MONDROW:  Mr. Keizer, it is Ian Mondrow interjecting.

Is your answer because the GFGs don't contract with Enbridge for storage?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  Effectively we're looking at the replacement of the Dawn Corunna facility and what it is for and the Enbridge rate zone.

And so effectively, if we're talking about the design day purchase at Dawn, it's not related to, you know, the need for this project and the use of the gas that is at this project, and any associated demand of that.

So that is why I am saying it is not relevant.

MR. MONDROW:  It just seemed to me that Mr. Elson is talking about demand and -- but not demand for storage.  And that seems to me to be the distinction, is that correct?  Demands for capacity and demands for storage are different things, delivery capacity and storage capacity.

And are your ships passing?  Is that why the GFG demand for capacity has nothing to do with the Corunna facility operation which is primarily related to storage?

MR. JANISSE:  That's correct.  We're talking about storage and these customers are contracting for market based storage.  They're not in the cost-based storage bucket which is what this project is about.

MR. MONDROW:  And they contract -- the contract for regulated services is for delivery capacity, not storage capacity.  Right?

MR. JANISSE:  Again, not my area of expertise, but that is my understanding.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  So Mr. Janisse, when you were going to caucus with your colleagues, I wonder if you were going to explore whether there is any intra-day balancing service that relies on, among other facilities, the Corunna facility?  Do you know if there is any intra-day balancing that would apply to GFGs in the Enbridge rate zone?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't think we'd need to get into the Enbridge rate zone overall, in terms of -- if it is not related to Dawn Corunna, in my view it is not relevant.

MR. MONDROW:  I know.  I agree with you.

MR. KEIZER:  I think we have established that is the case, and that was the nature of the question that was asked.  So I think we put our response on the record.

MR. MILLAR:  It is Michael Millar interjecting here.  It is time for an afternoon break.  So I am going to suggest we take that.  If there is more on this point, we can return to it.  But otherwise we will ask Mr. Elson to continue his questions when we come back.  So let's come back at 2:40.
--- Recess taken at 2:28 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:40 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Teresa, if we can go back on the record, and Kent, over to you.

MR. ELSON:  I have a question or two further to ED 3.  In that interrogatory we asked Enbridge to confirm the emission reduction targets that are enshrined in the Canadian Net Zero Emissions Accountability Act, and Enbridge provided as a response a link and didn't confirm the numbers that we had included in our question, and we just need to know if there is any disagreement about what that plan says.  I assume not.  And maybe one way to address it is if Enbridge could file a copy of the Emissions Reduction Plan so it can be referred to with an exhibit number in this proceeding.

MR. KEIZER:  No.  Because we don't believe it is within scope of this proceeding, so we are not going to do that.

MR. ELSON:  All right.  If Canada's 2030 emissions reduction plan targets are met with respect to gas use in buildings, how would that impact the design day demand that is driving this project?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynn Wade, Enbridge Gas.  We have not done the analysis on what that would be, given the uncertainty around the federal target and how exactly it is going to be met.

MR. ELSON:  And I take it you are saying, Ms. Wade, that there are a number of assumptions that you would need to make and state in order to do that analysis; is that fair to say?

MS. WADE:  That's fair to say.  And we have not done that work or made those assumptions.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to do that, assuming that the reductions are all achieved proportionally or if you wish to make a range of estimates to do so?

MR. KEIZER:  I think it's already been answered, Mr. Elson, at your interrogatory response, where the -- Enbridge cannot confirm the precise percent of customer demand attributable solely to buildings, and so we are not going to undertake to do an exercise where any variety of assumptions have to be made in an uncertain environment.

MR. ELSON:  Ms. Wade, in the context of demand-side management, I assume Enbridge has figures breaking out demand for residential, commercial, and industrial gas customers; is that fair to say?

MS. WADE:  Yes, we have demand broken out by residential, commercial, and industrial.

MR. ELSON:  So if we are talking about a decline in emissions from buildings, could you not make that calculation, stating that you have applied it only to residential and commercial customers and their demand?

MS. WADE:  There's a lot of assumptions that you would have to make, though.  So I don't know what specific assumptions you are talking about, because this would -- you know, you would have to look at the efficiency of the equipment used, the current, I guess, structure of the home.

You would really be looking at making assumptions on millions of homes within this rate class.

MR. ELSON:  Well, you wouldn't do it on a customer-by-customer basis, of course.  What I am suggesting is that you apply the percentage decline to the overall demand from those two customer classes, residential and commercial.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  Except for, you are assuming that the demand is applied equally to the annual load as opposed to, say, a peak load.

And one could assume that we could make pretty aggressive progress towards our targets by implementing solutions that, you know, could affect annual reductions but not have the same impact on capacity.  So I am not sure if there is any mix of assumptions that could be made.

MR. ELSON:  Well, for example, an assumption that you could make and state would be a one-to-one ratio of annual demand reductions to peak demand reductions, or you could make and state an assumption of a one-to-two ratio of annual demand reductions and peak demand reductions if you wish.

I would find it helpful to have a calculation on a best-efforts basis with a one-to-one ratio of annual to peak demand declines focusing on residential and commercial customers, if that is something that you can do.

MR. KEIZER:  And I think we've indicated why it is difficult and not possible to do, and then, so we're not prepared to do that undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer, I don't think that is what your witness indicated, was that it was not possible.  What your witness indicated was that you can't state for certainty what the ratio of annual to peak demand declines will be, and that's fine.  I don't need you to predict that with certainty.  What we're looking for is either an estimate based on assumptions that are stated or a range where you can take those assumptions and have a high and low range.

You can put as many caveats as you want.  The Board has directed Enbridge to do that in a number of cases where there is uncertainty, and Enbridge does it all the time where there is uncertainty.  There is uncertainty.  The calculations aren't difficult.

What we're asking for is to take your best crack at applying that emissions reduction plans to the design day demand at Dawn or, more specifically, the design day demand relating to this project so that we can see whether this will have any impact on an assessment or comparison of alternatives or an assessment of the need for the project.  Maybe it will, maybe it won't.  But until we have the information we can't do that work.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, and by the point of being it is not possible, what you are asking for is any number of significant or material assumptions which may or may not be possible or likely to happen or could happen or may never happen.

And so, you know, it would result in a highly speculative undertaking, in Enbridge's view, and as a result it is not going to undertake that analysis.

MR. ELSON:  Well, Mr. Keizer, now you are giving evidence instead of your witness --


MR. KEIZER:  No.  I am telling you the position of the company.  This is not evidence.  This is a technical conference.  I am trying to clarify interrogatories.  It is not a hearing.  It is meant to actually facilitate the understanding of the evidence.  

But pursuing this line is not going to facilitate any understanding because it is highly speculative.  It is not evidence.  It is simply a technical conference, and we are not going to provide that undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  Ms. Wade, in the context of your DSM programming, I imagine there is an average, in terms of the ratio of annual demand and peak demand declines.  Would that be a fair thing to say?

MS. WADE:  Sorry, can you restate?  Are you asking, is there an understanding of peak reductions tied to the annual reductions that we see through our DSM programs?

MR. ELSON:  Not quite.  What I am saying is that if you were to take an average of your residential and commercial programs, you could pull out what the ratio is between annual demand and peak demand on average.  Of course, it varies program by program, measure by measure, but you would be able to pull out an average in terms of your DSM programming.

MS. WADE:  We do not have that as part of our DSM programming, no.

MR. ELSON:  And if you were to assume a one-to-one average, would you consider that to be too aggressive?

MS. WADE:  I would not -- yeah, I would not state that that would be appropriate, because I think it is known that the annual is not necessarily indicative of the peak reductions.  The annual reductions are not necessarily indicative of the peak reductions.

MR. ELSON:  Not necessarily, of course.  And what we're talking about is province-wide or, you know, over many customers, not necessarily province-wide.

And so if you think one-to-one isn't appropriate, it would seem to me that a bookend might be 1 to .5 and 1 to 2.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Elson, you are just picking numbers out of the air.

MR. ELSON:  Mr. Keizer --


MR. KEIZER:  You don't have a basis for the numbers you are asking for.

MR. ELSON:  If Ms. Wade has that as an answer, which maybe she will after you said it, then that's fine, but I would like to be able to ask your witness these questions.  Maybe she will say that is not fair.  To me that is relevant bookends.  We are not looking for an exact answer --


MR. KEIZER:  No.  But you are --


MR. ELSON:  You are interrupting me, Mr. Keizer.  In our view, it is incumbent on Enbridge to at least try to see what the future is going to look like based on binding federal targets and use that when analyzing the different alternatives here.  And I am -- I am trying to get evidence that I think should arguably be on the record, and maybe I will be unsuccessful, but I would like to explore that a little bit further, and I will ask it in a more general way.

What would be the bookends, Ms. Wade, of a ratio of annual to peak demand declines that you might possibly see over a broad range average of typical efficiency programs?

MS. WADE:  I would not be able to answer that.  I think it is speculative.  Yes, I can't answer that.

MR. ELSON:  And will you undertake to provide an estimate of the impact of the 2030 emissions reductions plan based on a one-to-one ratio and proportional decreases in commercial and residential buildings?

MR. KEIZER:  No, we will not.

MS. WADE:  No.

MR. ELSON:  And you will not undertake on a best efforts basis to try to determine what the impact of the emissions reduction plan and legislation?

MR. KEIZER:  No.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  ED 13c, please.  Could you undertake to reproduce table 1 in ED 13c including in brackets after the percentage -- the reduction in pJs per day or TJs per day?

MR. KEIZER:  I am assuming that is possible -- just waiting for the panel to clarify.  Maybe it is already there.  I don't know.

MR. JANISSE:  I don't believe it is already there, but it is possible.

MR. MILLAR:  We will call that JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO REPRODUCE TABLE 1 IN ED 13C INCLUDING IN BRACKETS AFTER THE PERCENTAGE THE REDUCTION IN PJS PER DAY OR TJS PER DAY

MR. ELSON:  Could you also reproduce the table again both in percentages and in TJs per day, but on the assumption that a new compressor is built in conjunction with the phase-out of the compressors and the various scenarios one to seven?

MS. THOMPSON:  Could you please elaborate on that request, some rationale behind it, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  I'm happy to.  My understanding is a new compressor would provide -- I can't remember the exact figure, about 362 TJs per day -- and so could make up for the elimination of some but not all of the seven compressors.

And as you know, we have been exploring the option of one compressor being built in conjunction with putting out of service some of the other older compressors; obviously a new compressor has much more capacity than the older compressors.

And we are, by reproducing this table, trying to determine when that would be "enough", if you were to have a combination of a new compressor plus a reduction in peak demand, when would the single compressor be sufficient?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Elson, Jeff Cadotte here.  Just for clarity, this is not a feasible alternative.

MR. ELSON:  No.  I know you think it is a problem from a safety perspective and we will have that debate.  But that is a separate debate.  And we also want to explore whether it is sufficient to meet peak demand.

MR. CADOTTE:  It's not sufficient to meet peak demand today, Mr. Elson.

MR. ELSON:  To replace all seven with one compressor?

MR. CADOTTE:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  No, I understand that.  And this scenario is looking at between replacing one compressor to seven compressors.

MS. THOMPSON:  Can we please have a breakout room?

[Witness panel confers in breakout room]


MS. THOMPSON:  Mr. Elson, can you please repeat the request one more time just for clarity?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. THOMPSON:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Can you please reproduce table 1 in ED 13c under the assumption that in each of the scenarios, you are also building a single new compressor.

MS. THOMPSON:  We can undertake to do that.  However, we may include some additional details.  We do not think it is a viable alternative for some of the reasons already stated in relation to the drivers, as well as the speculation in terms of reduction required.

MR. ELSON:  No problem.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.11.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  TO REPRODUCE TABLE 1 IN ED 13C UNDER THE ASSUMPTION THAT IN EACH OF THE SCENARIOS ENBRIDGE IS ALSO BUILDING A SINGLE NEW COMPRESSOR


MR. ELSON:  I am done basically.  One more quick question.  Thank you for your indulgence.

Of the demand in question, roughly what percentage of it is residential and commercial as opposed to industrial?  In the interests of time, if you want to take that away, you can do that by way of undertaking on a best efforts basis.

MR. KEIZER:  Why don't --


MR. JANISSE:  If it is possible.  I'm not sure we have that data.  But if it is possible, we can.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking will be JT1.12.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO ADVISE ON A BEST EFFORTS BASIS, ROUGHLY WHAT PERCENTAGE OF THE DEMAND IN QUESTION IS RESIDENTIAL AND COMMERCIAL, VERSUS INDUSTRIAL


MR. ELSON:  Any assumption on a best efforts basis.  You know, if you need to make assumptions, just make them and state them.  That's fine.

I appreciate everyone's indulgence.  I know I am behind time here and those are our questions for today.

MR. MONDROW:  It is Ian Mondrow interjecting.  On that last undertaking, in the response if you could just provide how you are defining residential and commercial verses industrial, that would be helpful -- speaking for large industrials because the nomenclature shifts.  So that will be helpful, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Mondrow, and thank you, Mr. Elson.  We are going to turn it over to Mr. Ladanyi now.  Mr. Ladanyi, are you here?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.  Can you hear me?  I have trouble with my sound this morning.

MR. MILLAR:  I can hear you okay.  I am not sure about the court reporter.  I just ask maybe speak as loudly as you can.  You are coming through, but it is quieter than most other folks.

MR. LADANYI:  I've got my mic soft system on the loudest possible.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:


MR. MILLAR:  Just project as best you can.

MR. LADANYI:  I will try.  Okay.  So good afternoon, panel.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  In fact, I don't know any of you except Ms. Thompson, so nice to see you again, Ms. Thompson.

I am going to try to be as brief as possible.  In fact, I will follow the rules and only ask clarifications to responses to interrogatories.  No cross-examination-type of questions.

So if you can first turn to Energy Probe number 1.  There in, I think -- I quote that famous phrase about the "up to seven" compressors, and we talked about that already, so I will not follow up on that.

In part B I asked about the approvals that Enbridge needs.  So you don't need an approval to retire a compressor or build a compressor.  You are free to do this anytime.  And essentially, this is what Union Gas did when it retired plant A and B, I believe, that we talked about earlier.  Isn't that right?

MS. THOMPSON:  I am not sure if there is anybody here who can speak to that history.

MR. LADANYI:  No, forget about history.  I am just talking -- ignore that.  Right now, do you need approvals to retire a compressor or to build a new compressor?

MR. KEIZER:  I think that may be a little bit of a legal question, Mr. Ladanyi, but certainly the application is made on the basis of the fact that a pipeline needs to be built.

MR. LADANYI:  That's right.  But you can answer that.  I think this is pretty straightforward.  I would say you don't, so you don't need approval.  No more than you need an approval to buy a new pick-up truck.  You really don't.  You are only applying because you need a leave to construct for a pipeline.  That is the only reason why you are applying.  That is what the answer says; isn't that right?

MR. KEIZER:  Right, that's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So if at a later date conditions change, you could actually either not retire some compressors or install some new ones, and you don't need any approval from the Board to do that; is that right?

MR. KEIZER:  I don't think this panel is in a position to answer from the perspective of what the OEB Act requires or doesn't require, Mr. Ladanyi.  And so I think the application is stated as it is.  So the future application of the OEB Act I don't think is within the context of any of the scope or abilities of these witnesses.

MR. LADANYI:  Actually, I am surprised by your -- by difficulty of getting -- I thought this was a straightforward question, but do you want an undertaking?  I am really puzzled by --


MR. KEIZER:  That's fine.  I mean, I think I would rather -- if you want to deal with it by way of undertaking.  I don't really want to have the witnesses have to opine on their interpretation of the OEB Act --


MR. LADANYI:  No, let's have an undertaking.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  So it's JT1.13.  And repeat the undertaking, please, Mr. Ladanyi. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO ADVISE WHETHER ENBRIDGE NEEDS OEB APPROVAL TO RETIRE OR TO INSTALL A NEW COMPRESSOR.

MR. LADANYI:  The undertaking is, does Enbridge need OEB approval to retire or to install a new compressor.

Okay let's move on to Energy Probe number 2.  Now, Energy Probe number 2, I asked about ICM mechanism, because in your evidence at Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, page 3, you indicated that you may seek ICM funding.  And in your response you say that you are not seeking ICM funding.  Can you tell me what changed?

MS. THOMPSON:  That was our understanding at the time of this submission.  However, since that point the 2023 rates based 2 application was submitted, and through that application it was not submitted for ICM approval.  I am not able to speak to the specific details, though, about the -- about that decision.

MR. LADANYI:  So you were just told that you are not doing it.  That's all.

MS. THOMPSON:  That decision lies with another area.

MR. KEIZER:  I think the evidence said that they -- I think the evidence, Mr. Ladanyi, originally said it may seek ICM funding.  I don't think it said it would seek ICM funding.  So I think that's the -- so the choice was to be made, and it was made.

MR. LADANYI:  So it wasn't my interrogatory that caused you to change your mind.

MR. KEIZER:  I can't say that, no, no, it is not your interrogatory.

MR. LADANYI:  So let's go to Energy Probe number 3.

So here we find out that you have decided to keep K704, and I want know why you decided to keep K704 when it has the second-highest down time, when it is one of the least reliable units, according to your evidence.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Mr. Ladanyi, Mike Hildebrand, Enbridge, and contrary to your introduction, we did meet before, so nice to see you again too.

MR. LADANYI:  Oh, sorry, maybe it is the beards, you know --


MR. HILDEBRAND:  It could be.  It could be.

MR. LADANYI:  The COVID beards.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Right.  So just to confirm your question, please confirm that the 704 has second-highest down time and is one of the oldest, so just to be clear on our interpretation of the question, we assumed you were asking on the basis of the results presented in the RAM study that was filed as Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, attachment 2.  Just to make sure we are talking about the same thing here.  So that's our interpretation.

And, yes, the RAM study does show that K704 on injection does have the biggest contribution to shortfall. I think it is important to understand, though, that the statement that it is one of the most unreliable is not necessarily the case.

The RAM study -- and maybe I will just step back for a second and just give a bit of a level set here for what the purpose of the RAM study is so that it will kind of help to answer this question.

But we undertook a RAM study, which really is a technique that allows us to evaluate a really complex system, such as the Corunna compressor site, so multiple units, multiple modes of operation, and numerous failure modes.

And in the output of the RAM is a projected estimate of availability, efficiency, which is defined as kind of the level of injection if we're talking about injection, that we're able to accomplish compared to the required level of injection, and then shortfall.

And shortfall is the difference between the target and the actual.  So in this case when we're talking about shortfall we're actually talking about a combination of a frequency of failure and the duration of the outage that that failure actually results in.

Those two things together combine to create a shortfall.  So the reason for that explanation is that we can't equate shortfall and down time necessarily to reliability of the unit.

So while K704 produces the highest shortfall, and in the RAM study we see it has one of the highest down times, it is not necessarily one of the most unreliable.

And I think we have also a response in EP 6, I think, where we have -- let me just flip to that for a second, make sure I've got the right -- no.  Sorry.  I just lost my spot here.  Okay.  704 is in the middle of the age range for the units there.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Well, thank you.  Actually, if you turn on to the next page of the response, more or less what you said is in the response.  I presume you wrote that.

Now, in my mind down time means -- is related to reliability.  So I will have to read your response from the transcript and try to make some sense of it.  It certainly doesn't make any sense to me now, but let's move on, because there is limited time.

By the way, K704 was built in 1968.  So it's like the fifth unit that was built, if I am right, or fourth unit, obviously fourth.

So I am still -- it is kind of an oddball unit.  It is also 3,000 horsepower, and it is the only unit with 3,000 horsepower.  We saw it in an exhibit this morning.  We don't have to go back to that.

Is there something peculiar about K704 that you should explain to the Board?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Ladanyi, it is Jeff Cadotte.  We had this conversation earlier with Mr. Quinn, where we explained that K704 performs a specific operational function to fill the top end of the storage reservoirs, and that is why it can't be replaced at this time.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  So this K704 -- again, this -- since you mention it, is it connected to the yard piping in a different way than the other units?  Is that what it is?  What is peculiar about K704?  Can you explain to us?

MR. CADOTTE:  I will try real quick, then I will ask Mr. Wellington to help out.  But really, it is the pressure lift at which the unit operates.  It takes a high suction pressure and delivers to the top end to fill the storage reservoirs, and there is only two units we have that do that, K704 and 711.

MR. LADANYI:  So is it rated for -- are the cylinders rated for a higher pressure?  Or are the valves and piping in the yard arranged differently?  What is peculiar about it?

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington here.  You are correct in that the cylinders are rated for a higher pressure because the compressor is designed to fill the top end of the pools.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay, thank you, that makes sense.  So staying on this page, in part C -- I won't read the whole answer, but you say the remaining risks are deemed conditionally tolerable.

I always am alerted when the word "deemed" is used, it is kind of like a third person twice removed.  Who does the deeming, and what does it mean?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Again Mike Hildebrand, Union Gas -- Enbridge, excuse me.  I am falling back into old habits.

In CME 2, we outline -- I don't think we need to go there right now, but in CME 2 we outline risk management process.

In cases where we are -- like this where we are evaluating a risk, and as outlined in our evidence, if the risk is in the intolerable region, region 1, and we have a requirement to take action to mitigate that risk, the goal is not simply to get it into the conditionally tolerable region, region 2.  The goal would be to try to achieve the target, to reduce that risk below target.

What we find, though, is as we reduce the risk further and further, the energy and resources to make further risk reductions becomes more and more challenging.  There is a point at which, you know, more resources and more dollars spent do not achieve any further risk reduction that can be considered practicable.

So I think back to your question about how do we deem and who deems the risks should be conditionally tolerable, through the process of the analysis of the risk, the evaluation of the risk against the evaluation criteria, we are engaging our leadership along the way to ensure that they're aware of the risk and getting to the point of a decision about whether we are comfortable with the risks and that we have done all that could be reasonably done and what's practicable to make that risk as low as we can.

So, yes, so I think it is really a combination of, you know, the assessment and the engagement with leadership to get to a decision on what is deemed conditionally tolerable or acceptable.

MR. LADANYI:  So is this a committee, internal committee of Enbridge employees?  Or is it a department who evaluates the risks and makes a recommendation to senior management?  I am trying to understand, because this comes up in a lot of cases of the utilities and it is always kind of puzzling and I would say murky.

How does this happen?  Just explain to me.  Is this a committee?  Or is this a group of managers a group of people who meet regularly and assess risks?  What do they do?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  So again, Mike Hildebrand.  So for risks that go through a process of evaluation, and in a case like this where it is deemed to be -- deemed to be requiring a quantitative risk assessment, what we do is we do strike a committee at the outset and that committee is composed of, at the highest level, who we believe would be in the best position to make the decision on whether the risk assessment is acceptable or thorough, correct.

And subsequently there is a decision to be made about whether the risk can be accepted or whether it is not yet as low as reasonably practicable.

So, yes, there is a committee that helps us make those decisions.  I think the other part of your question was who actually does the assessment.  And the assessment is done within one of our groups under the integrity and asset management team in our risk services team, to use the appropriate tools, analytics and engage the right subject matter experts to complete that assessment.

MR. LADANYI:  So then the report, there is some kind of report -- I won't ask you to file a report.  I think we have enough on the record.  But it all culminated in the presentation to the board of directors in November 2021.  Is that right?  I think it is attached to SEC 1, if I am right.  I may have the date wrong.

Let me look it up.  Sorry, October 26th, 2021.  So all of this work culminates in a presentation to the board of directors, does it?

MS. THOMPSON:  A presentation that is in SEC 1 is in relation to seeking the board's support and approval for the proposed project.

MR. LADANYI:  So there were obviously some prior approvals going up the management tree, if you like.

MS. THOMPSON:  Some of the paths that we have talked about during the course of the evidence today all run into the point where we seek that board approval.

MR. LADANYI:  That's right.  So the Board on October 26th, 2021, received the report and decided to approve this project.  Is that right?

MS. THOMPSON:  That's right.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I was kind of puzzled, when they made the decision, the actual study which is attached to CME 1 was actually not completed.  That was done much later on May 17th, 2022.  So it was essentially more than six months after the OEB -- sorry, the board of directors decided to approve this project.

So what was the purpose of the study, because the project was already approved.  So why would you need a study after the approval?

MS. THOMPSON:  What was the reference you said again?

MR. LADANYI:  It is actually an attachment to CME 1.  attachment 4.  It is the Dawn Corunna modifications project QRA report.  It is the report -- I think the witnesses mentioned it numerous times today, but this is where it was filed.

MS. THOMPSON:  If you look on page 2, it shows the revision history.

MR. LADANYI:  So there were drafts of this report.  This is kind of like a final report?

MS. THOMPSON:  I'm sorry.  I might be on the wrong --


MR. HILDEBRAND:  Sorry.  I think, Mr. Ladanyi, just I was just catching up with the IR here. Are you referring to attachment 4?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes I am.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  At CME 1?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Attachment 4 at CME 1 is actually the study that we undertook to evaluate the post-treatment, so the post project risk, so after the abandonment of the seven compressors and the installation of the TR 7 pipeline.

The purpose of this study was done to ensure that we were achieving risk reduction and that we weren't leaving or introducing any new intolerable risks.

MR. LADANYI:  So the way I look at it, it is kind of like a confirmation of an earlier decision of the board of directors, because it seemed to me it would be highly unlikely that this report would show, hey, board of directors, you made the wrong decision.

After all, this was after you filed the application.  So this is almost the outcome of this study or this report was already pre-decided when the report was let's say written.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Ladanyi, just to clarify, are you implying that this report is the report that identified the original set of risks?  Or that this report is the risks related to the post-project environment?

MR. LADANYI:  I think this report is a confirmation that the board of directors made the right decision.  That is the purpose of this report, and essentially to support the filing.

I would call it -- which we see often at the OEB, I call it decision-based evidence making, so that is what this report really is.  Anyway, let's move on.  That's fine.  I have made my point.

Now let's turn to Energy Probe 4.  So Energy Probe 4 

-- I quote a sentence from your evidence that you talk about, you say "this access has become increasingly important due to the increased frequency and severity of extreme weather events experienced across North America in recent years."

I actually asked you to substantiate this statement and you said there was some events over the last four years.

So does that mean that, like, four years is a trend, or is that what you are saying?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Ladanyi, it is Jeff Cadotte.  We clarified this to say, you know, cold-weather events, and, you know, I think all we can do is speak from our experience here from what we have seen at Enbridge Gas and at Dawn and Ontario, and, you know, we have seen these events cause more gas to be needed to come out of the ground at Dawn to meet Ontario demand, with supplies cut off upstream from these events.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So there is an increased frequency of cold-weather events in the winter.  Okay.  I will consider that.

Let's go to the next one.  Energy Probe 5.  There was a lot of discussion with particularly Mr. Quinn about these issues, and I don't necessarily want to go all over the numbers.  I just want to understand the logic of this project.

So you decided that the compressors pose a risk and reliability, safety, and so on.  Then you looked for alternatives.

And what was the main criteria for an alternative?  Does the alternative have to do -- provide what that is exactly the same as the existing station?  Is it 126.8 pJ and design day and withdrawal capability of 2.4?  Or is it something else?  What was the, if you like, the constraint on your alternatives?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Ladanyi, it is Jeff Cadotte.  The alternative had to replace the existing space and deliverability of the current assets.

MR. LADANYI:  That's right.  So those numbers are what was -- what Corunna compressor station provides currently.  Isn't that right?

MR. CADOTTE:  The seven units, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  And for the, I would say utility customers only, it is actually not needed, 126.8.  It is 99.4.  Is that right?  So the other one -- the other capacity that the Corunna station currently provides is for non-utility customers, and that is approved by the Board.  There is nothing illegal in that.  I am just asking you to confirm that.

MR. CADOTTE:  Yes.  We can't functionally separate utility and non-utility operations.

MR. LADANYI:  But EGD rate zone customers only need 99.4; is that right?  Compared to 126.8?

MR. CADOTTE:  I believe that's correct.

MR. JANISSE:  I'm sorry, I am just going to jump in there.  When you say EGD rate zone customers, I assume you mean customers that are supported by the gas supply plan?

MR. LADANYI:  That's right.

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  The need for storage or -- from the EGD rate zone customers is outlined in evidence, and it is actually above the cost-based storage amount.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MR. JANISSE:  And for that reason we buy market-based storage, as well as other load balancing activities.

MR. LADANYI:  All right.  Let's move to Energy Probe number 6.  And I read your evidence and listened to today, and I must say that I am somewhat kind of puzzled by the real reason for this project.  I mean, you mentioned obsolescence, you mentioned decreasing reliability of the compressors, and you mentioned the intolerable safety risks.  Are these the three reasons that -- for doing this project?  Is there hierarchy, which one is the most important?  So that is the answer part A.  I didn't read you the question, but you can read it.

MR. HILDEBRAND:  It's Mike Hildebrand, Enbridge.  I would say in terms of the hierarchy of priority, I don't know that we have assigned a hierarchy of priority.

I will say, you know, we have specific criteria on the basis of health and safety that helped us make the decision, whereas we have other criteria for getting to the point of deciding that risks of reliability and reliability risks are getting to the point of requiring mitigation.

So I wouldn't assign a priority in the mix here.  These -- all three components are part of the decision.

MR. LADANYI:  But the first one that came to mind -- so there was -- and at one time you had no concerns, and then suddenly you had a concern about one of these.  So which one was the first one that triggered all of this?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  Mike Hildebrand.  So I think this was similar to the questions that Mr. Elson was asking, and I think in Exhibit B we outlined kind of the origins of the concerns that were raised on the reliability, as well as the health and safety front.

So those risks emerged, and over the last number of years we have developed our understanding of those risks and have come to the conclusion that these risks are no longer risks we're prepared to live with and need to be mitigated.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, thank you.  I will think about that too.

Let's move on.  I want to go quickly.  Energy Probe 7 deals with the crank shaft.  And you mentioned crank shafts as being a particularly difficult component to replace, and obviously expensive one.

If you turn to page 2 of the response, there is a table.  I asked for all of the crank shaft-related replacements, and they're all listed there.

How much typically would it cost to replace a crank shaft?  Can you tell me?  Now it's different than 20 years ago.

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington.  I actually 
-- I don't have that in front of me.  I'm going to have to respond to that at a later date.

MR. LADANYI:  Can I have an undertaking for that?  I mean, is it like a million dollars or 50,000?  I have no idea.  So -- these are large units, by the way.  I used to work for Consumers Gas and Enbridge.  I have been to the compressor station, Corunna compressor station, a number of times, and I was involved with some of the work, including K711.  So I know a bit about it.  So, yes, I am familiar how large those units are and how noisy they are and so on, and also how complicated they are.

So can you -- maybe you can take an undertaking and give us -- tell us how much it costs to replace it.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Ladanyi, I believe in evidence we provided the cost of the 2018-2019 failure for K705.  I would have to refer to the evidence for that number, though.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Fine.  Maybe if you give me a reference I will be happy to look at it, yes.

So I will leave it aside.  But maybe you can in the undertaking just give the reference to it, or if you can find it now, that would be great.

MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we just mark it.  I think it is something that can be easily pulled up but probably will take a couple minutes, so let's call it JT1.14. 

MR. HILDEBRAND:  I believe it is at PP 5, if that helps.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  PP 5.  Maybe I didn't read all of the responses for Pollution Probe.  I will have a look at it again.

Since we're talking about K705 and that table, you will notice K705 was replaced in 2018.  So it is the last one you did, and that was roughly four years ago.

So that crank shaft will be essentially pretty new, wouldn't it, as crank shafts go?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.  Save and except the operating hours it has seen since that time.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, so I was really puzzled.  If you turn to a moment -- you don't have to -- in response to SEC 3, School Energy Coalition number 3, where you were asked about net book value of the assets that you are proposing to retire, and you said the value is zero, and I am quite puzzled why -- let's say a crank shaft, it might cost maybe a million dollars or whatever or $500,000 -- would have a zero value.  It was only installed in 2018.

Could you explain that to me?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Ladanyi, unless any of my other panel members can answer, we will have to undertake that.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  I will take an undertaking, please.

MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we call that one JT1.14, because I think the reference was actually given for the compressor cost.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO EXPLAIN WHY A NET BOOK VALUE OF THE ASSETS TO BE RETIRED BE ZERO WHEN A CRANK SHAFT FOR K705 -- WHICH IS GOING TO BE RETIRED -- WAS ONLY INSTALLED IN 2018.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.

MR. KEIZER:  Can we clarify just what that undertaking is again, Mr. Ladanyi?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  The undertaking is, why would a net book value of the assets to be retired be zero when a crank shaft for K705 -- which is going to be retired -- was only installed in 2018.

MR. KEIZER:  Fine.

MR. LADANYI:  Since we're on the subject of crank shafts, and they're hard to get, and they have to be ordered from Europe, according to your evidence, are you going to actually remove some of the crank shafts from the other engines and keep them as spares?  I would think there is a lot of components that could be kept as spares, cylinders and cylinder heads and bearings and so on.

Is it all going to be scrapped?  Is it not -- wouldn't it not be prudent to at least, when dismantling you dismantle these units to keep the hard to get components as spares considering most of the units they're like basically three types of units and they're probably interchangeable.

MR. WELLINGTON:  I do believe there is a response to an interrogatory -- I am just seeking it now -- which speaks to the spares which we would plan to keep in inventory, which would be -- which would serve us to expedite any future repairs.

There is some language in that response which would be helpful to this.  I just need to find it.

MR. LADANYI:  I will move on and maybe you can speak up, so we don't take an undertaking.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Certainly.

MR. LADANYI:  Can we turn to Energy Probe number 8.  Here I asked for the year and the original equipment manufacturers of the units that we're talking about.  And so they're all Ingersoll Rand units.

And if I understand correctly, Ingersoll Rand became Dresser Rand, and I believe Dresser Rand is now a division of Siemens.

So the parent company is still in business.  Siemens is a large company.  It is still in business.  Do they still make reciprocating compressors?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Under the Dresser Rand brand, yes, I believe they do.  I don't know that they make integral body compressors anymore.  I believe they're mostly separable body.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Just for interest, you know, the plant in 1964 was actually designed and built by Imperial Oil and Consumers Gas was just an owning partner and an operator later, and used the nomenclature that Imperial Oil used for chemical plants.  That is why there is the numbering using the K 7, which is what you see there.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Ladanyi, just with respect to your question about spare components, we would direct you to FRPO 25.

MR. LADANYI:  FRPO 25.  Thank you.  I will have a look at that for my argument.  I am essentially coming to my last questions, or at least last interrogatory.

Can you turn to Energy Probe 14?  There, in part E, I asked the facilities that are included in the ancillary cost column and perhaps I didn't ask it the right way.  I meant apart from the pipeline, there must be some valves, there must be some yard piping work.  I think there was a mention earlier today that you are already doing some yard piping work at Corunna.

So if the work -- let's start like this.  Is the work that you are currently doing at the compressor station included in the total cost of this project?  Or is it in some other project cost?

MR. CADOTTE:  So, Mr. Ladanyi -- it is Jeff Cadotte.  That would be part of a separate project.

MR. LADANYI:  So it's not like pre project costs or anything else?

Now, when this project -- if this project is approved by the OEB, there will be some other work, apart from the pipeline itself that will be done.  There will be some work done at Dawn and some work done at Corunna.  So that as far as I understand, there will be some piping required at Dawn to attach this pipeline to the existing facilities there and similarly there will be some work done at Corunna.

So are these costs included in the 250 million or not?

MR. CADOTTE:  Yes, they are.  The ancillary costs make up what you just referenced with yard piping construction at Dawn and at Corunna, and that also includes the Tecumseh measurement abandonment and it includes the abandonment cost for the seven compressor units and the ancillary costs.

MR. LADANYI:  I expected to get that in the response to E.  Can you actually -- can you do an undertaking and itemize those things?  They're not in evidence as far as I can find, unless there is a hidden interrogatory.  There is a lot of interrogatories in this case, as you know.

MR. CADOTTE:  Apologies on that, Mr. Ladanyi.  I do believe we answered that for another IR.  But I don't have the reference at this point in time.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.

MR. CADOTTE:  There's many IRs.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, as I noted.  I think we're swamped with too many IRs.

MR. KEIZER:  We can undertake to provide that response and if the undertaking -- the interrogatory is fully responsive, then we will identify it.

MR. LADANYI:  What I am looking for is a list of the components that you are doing, let's say so many valves, so much shredders, or whatever, and how much it costs.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO ADVISE THE INTERROGATORY RESPONSE THAT RESPONDS TO EP 25, PART E, OR IF NOT ALREADY ANSWERED, TO PROVIDE THE RESPONSE

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, panel, these are all of my questions, and I also have to thank Mr. Goudy for letting me go ahead of him.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  We will -- Mr. Goudy, are you there?

MR. GOUDY:  I am, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you.  We actually scheduled a break in just a few minutes.  I am going to suggest we take our short afternoon break now rather than interrupt you, Mr. Goudy.

So could I ask everyone to come back for 3:50, in about ten minutes.  We will see you then.
--- Recess taken at 3:38 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:52 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  I think everyone else is ready to go, so unless there is any objections, Teresa, if we can go back on the air.  And I will turn it over to you, Mr. Goudy.
Examination by Mr. Goudy:

MR. GOUDY:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good afternoon, panel.  Most of the questions that CAEPLA-DCLC will have are for panel 2.  So I've got several questions for panel 1.  If you think that any question that I ask is more fitting for panel 2, then let me know, or we can get a response through an undertaking.  And I am hoping to move through pretty quickly and hopefully under my -- the half hour that's been allotted to me.

So the first question I have is on IR -- CAEPLA-DCLC IR 1.  And so what we had requested from Enbridge in that at part A was production of its construction and maintenance manual which, according to the application, sets out the specifications that will apply to this project.

And I know that Enbridge declined to produce the manuals because they're voluminous and continuously updated and are not relevant to the approvals.

Obviously, I think, from the interrogatories that CAEPLA-DCLC submitted, the landowner members of DCLC aren't concerned with -- likely with much of the detailed specifications in those manuals.

Is there something less than the full construction and maintenance manual that Enbridge could produce in this proceeding to provide more detailed information about the specifications for construction of the pipeline?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes.  We did originally look at this question and considered the sheer size of the manual.  That's the reason why we felt it was not relevant, just given the breadth and depth that goes across.

Is there something specific that is coming to mind?

MR. GOUDY:  Right.  Well, I am not familiar or if I was at one point familiar I am not -- I am no longer familiar with what is contained in there.

So the issues that the landowner association is interested in are -- deal with construction and soils-handling and those issues.

So if there are sections in the construction manual that deal with how actual construction on the land is going to take place, that is what we're looking for because, according to the application, that is where the details -- the detailed specifications for how construction takes place are set out.

MS. THOMPSON:  Okay.  I am not able to speak to the specific sections of the manual.  We would have to consult with colleagues within the engineering department who support that section of the manual.

MR. GOUDY:  So is Enbridge prepared to give an undertaking to provide the sections of the manual that do relate directly to construction on agricultural lands on this project?

MR. KEIZER:  Yeah, well, that was, I guess, my question, in terms of, you know, a clarifying or narrowing your question.

So is it related primarily to, you know, the excavation and location or the excavation and construction of the pipelines on particular kinds of land?  And is that -- because, you know, if this thing is big and it is like construction on land, it could be, I don't know how much information related to that, as opposed to if there is certain aspects that you are particularly interested in, then it would at least give the ability to look at it and say what is reasonable to provide that's actually going to be helpful.

MR. GOUDY:  Well, it is construction that DCLC is interested in.  If there are sections of the manual -- I mean, if construction on agricultural lands is separated out as a separate item that's dealt with in a separate section of the manual, then that would be sufficient, but I am assuming that there is -- that it is more general than that in terms of construction.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess the question is, do you want to know how the bolts are put together or do you want to know about where you actually put -- how you put the pipe in the land, what the implications are for the land, that kind of stuff?  I guess that's the --


MR. GOUDY:  It is the latter, it's how is the pipeline installed in the land.  It is not the -- I am not looking for the engineering information about the, you know, the thickness of the pipe and design of the pipe and, you know, pressure testing of the pipe after the fact.  It is really about the construction.  And by construction, I mean soils handling and installation of the pipe and remediation.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that provides some clarity.  So maybe we can look at it within the context of those aspects.

MR. GOUDY:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I will give that an undertaking number, Mr. Goudy.  It is JT1.16. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE REFERENCES TO SECTIONS OF THE PIPELINE INSTALLATION MANUAL THAT RELATE DIRECTLY TO CONSTRUCTION PRACTICES ON AGRICULTURAL LANDS ON THIS PROJECT; IF THE INFORMATION CANNOT BE PROVIDED, TO EXPLAIN WHY


MR. MILLAR:  And again, the way I understood it was to provide -- I guess on a best-efforts basis to take a look at the manual and see if you can provide material that might be helpful to Mr. Goudy in the context of the questions he has asked largely about construction practices with respect to agricultural lands.  Is that a fair way to summarize it, Mr. Goudy?

MR. KEIZER:  As I understood, it was the installation of pipeline on agricultural land, including, you know, the construction of the pipe in that area in the land and the implications for the soil and other things around it.  That is kind of the idea.

MR. MILLAR:  Does that work for you, Mr. Goudy?

MR. GOUDY:  It does, with one caveat.  If the manuals don't segregate or separate out construction and agricultural land, I would still like to see the more generic information about construction, you know.  It's not to say that -- I mean, the specifications in the manual are going to apply to this project.  So whatever -- whatever the specifications are in the manual that apply to this project, that is what we're requesting.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  And I think with the caveat we would add to the undertaking is that to the extent that we can provide it within the context of what we have described, we will.

If there is something -- if we can't provide it or the original, you know, response is what, you know, applies or there is difficulty in producing it, we will explain why in the undertaking so that you will have that information.

MR. GOUDY:  Thank you.  There is also a note -- a footnote in response to interrogatory 1, and it says that there is a different manual for the Enbridge zone and the Union Gas zone.  And so I'm assuming that the response -- if any portion of the manual is provided, it will be the appropriate zone.  But just for clarification, is this within the Union Gas zone or is this within the Enbridge zone?

MS. THOMPSON:  It is within the Union Gas rate zone.

MR. GOUDY:  And -- well, I was going to ask what the difference between the manuals are -- or is for -- in terms of construction, but I don't think that is relevant.  So as long as hopefully we can see the relevant portions of the Union Gas zone manual.

Next question I have relates to interrogatory 2.  So DCLC interrogatory 2.  It is PDF page 46.

So Enbridge has provided as part of its response  the -- at the time the most up-to-date alignment sheets for the proposed pipeline and very helpfully set out or showed the locations of existing pipelines on the various properties to be affected.

And so CAEPLA-DCLC had asked for information about those -- the pipelines that run parallel to and within the same corridor as the proposed pipeline.

Enbridge has provided information about Tecumseh Gas TR1 and TR2, but there are -- my understanding is that there are three other Enbridge pipelines running adjacent to the new -- or the proposed new pipeline on properties owned by DCLC members.

And if you go to PDF page 50, there's -- I think that is a good example of it.  If you want to zoom in, you can.  There are three other pipelines that I can see that are actually located between TR1 and TR2 and the new proposed pipeline, which I understand will be TR7.

And those are -- there is a NPS 8 pipeline, a NPS 10 pipeline, and a NPS 20 Payne pool transmission line.

And so the responses that Enbridge provided to IR 2b, c, and d didn't include information about those three pipelines, and I am wondering if Enbridge would undertake to provide the responses in respect of those three pipelines as well.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure whether anybody has any information on the panel related to these.  If not, it is something that may be panel two could address, but is that -- or is it you require a specific undertaking to address the actual questions?

MR. GOUDY:  I thought -- I would have expected that this is information that is too detailed to be answered during the technical conference, based on the information that was provided about the other two TR1 and TR2 pipelines.  So I think it would be most appropriate if it could be answered by undertaking.

But the original interrogatory requested the information about all of the pipelines within that corridor and it looks like there are three pipelines that we didn't receive information about, and I am requesting that information.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry.  Just for clarity of the undertaking, which parts of the IR do you need a response for with respect to these three?

MR. GOUDY:  Yes.  So it is 2b, 2c, and 2d.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's fine.

MR. GOUDY:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  So that undertaking has been taken, Mr. Keizer?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, it has.

MR. MILLAR:  So that is JT 1.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE TO DCLC IR 2B, 2C, AND 2D; WITH RESPECT TO DCLC IR 2A, TO SET OUT THE EXTENT OF THE EASEMENT FOR THOSE OTHER THREE PIPELINES ON THE UPDATED VERSION OF THE ALIGNMENT SHEETS

MR. GOUDY:  Thank you.  Actually, then there is a follow-up question, and this could be dealt with within the same undertaking if it would work that way.

IR number 2a was a request for various information that I think was answered through providing these updated alignment sheets.

One of the things that is set out in the alignment sheet is the extent of the easement for the TR1 and TR2 pipelines.  And so a further request would be to set out the extent of the easement for those other three pipelines on the updated version of the alignment sheets.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure of the timing to do all of that, like how quickly that could be done.  But within the time period to provide the undertakings.  But to the extent it can be done in the other undertaking, we can add that in.

MR. GOUDY:  Thank you.  The next question I have is on IR 3, DCLC IR 3.  This is again related to a cumulative effects assessment for the project.

So I understood Enbridge's response to be that it had a new easement, entirely new easements required for the new pipeline in order to meet necessary setbacks from existing infrastructure for safety reasons and to facilitate integrity digs and maintenance work around the pipeline.

It is also noted that where appropriate, Enbridge Gas has proposed to overlap the new easement with existing easements.

So my question is whether Enbridge has overlapped the new easement with existing easements to the maximum extent that it can, in light of those safety reasons and integrity and maintenance work.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that would be a panel two question, for sure.

MR. GOUDY:  Okay, thank you.  I take it that any other questions I have along those lines would also be panel two?

MR. KEIZER:  I think so, yes.

MR. GOUDY:  Okay.  I will defer that until Tuesday.  Thank you.

The next question I have relates to depth of cover.  Mr. Keizer, is the same -- does the same go for that line of questioning?

MR. KEIZER:  I think it would.  Let me confirm.  Maybe some regulatory folks can confirm for me that that is the case.  Why don't you ask the question and then we can make a decision?  I think that is probably the best way to proceed.

MR. GOUDY:  Okay.  So this is DCLC IR 4, which is PDF page 68.  And so in response to the one question, Enbridge said that it would endeavour -- this is post-construction 

-- it would endeavour to maintain a minimum of 60 centimetres of cover over the pipe in agricultural lands.

And my understanding is that sixty centimetres is the minimum depth of cover that is required by the CSA standard Z662.  Is that the understanding of the panel?  Again this might be a better question for panel 2.

MR. KEIZER:  It seems like it is, yes.

MR. GOUDY:  Okay.  I will move on.  So I only have a couple of questions left, actually relating to the presentation to the board of directors which is an attachment to School Energy Coalition IR 1, or the response to that IR.

I am looking at PDF page 579.  If you can just go up.  The numbering on this -- no, this is the updated IR.  So I was -- I have a question about this table, the risk summary.

So one of the regulatory risks that is identified is that intervenors and/or OEB Staff oppose the construction of the proposed facilities causing delayed OEB approval and/or unfavourable conditions of approval.

And so my question is, what does or did Enbridge consider to be possible unfavourable conditions of approval?

MS. THOMPSON:  I will start, and then if anybody else has anything else to add, they can add in.

Just take taking a step back, this risk summary is intended to be a financial risk summary.  So sometimes it can be specific and sometimes it can be more general in nature to call out the potential impacts as a result of the various different types of outcomes.

I am not sure if there was anything specific, other than what's been noted deliberately on the slide.

MR. GOUDY:  Okay.  I take it you are not able to say whether there is -- there were any potential unfavourable conditions of approval related to lands or the environment?

MS. THOMPSON:  There's that row below the regulatory one that has the lands, environment and schedule.

So that is where some of the financial impacts were considered, in terms of risk, potential risk to the project.

MR. GOUDY:  So if it's financial risk, then what the concern was would be conditions of approval that would add to the costs of the project.  Is that correct?

MS. THOMPSON:  That would change the -- change the outcome of the financial economic assessment that was done.

MR. GOUDY:  Thanks very much.  Those are all of the questions that I have for panel 1.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you, Mr. Goudy.

I have Mr. McGillivray up next.  Jonathan, are you there?

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  I am here.  Can you hear me?

MR. MILLAR:  I can.  Please proceed.
Examination by Mr. McGillivray:

MS. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good afternoon, panel.  Jonathan McGillivray, counsel for Three Fires Group, representing Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation and Caldwell First Nation.  I am joined by my colleague, Emily Ferguson, who will also be asking some questions of this panel on behalf of Three Fires Group.

We only have 15 minutes, so I will be relatively brief, and I would like to take you to a portion of the application, Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1, page 6, and it is paragraph 7 that I would like to look at specifically.

I think this paragraph was referred to in a few interrogatory responses, including CKSPFN 1 and ED 4.

In the first sentence of paragraph 7 it says:

"As far as Enbridge Gas is aware, there are no plans (either in the short- or longer-term) to expand electricity infrastructure in the province at the scale required to replace the energy equivalent of natural gas storage and deliverability made accessible via Tecumseh storage in the existing CCS units."

Do you see that sentence?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  It is Cara-Lynn Wade, Enbridge.  I do see that sentence.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  Can I ask broadly about Enbridge's awareness of the expected or anticipated expansion of electricity infrastructure in southwestern Ontario?  Are you aware of projects underway to expand electricity infrastructure in the region?

MS. WADE:  I would say we're generally aware, but I guess you would have to be specific of certain projects, perhaps.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Sure.  There is a few projects.  I don't think I need to go into them.  But by way of example, you might be aware of several electricity transmission lines that are being proposed in the region?

MS. WADE:  Generally aware, yes.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  Would you expect the expansion of electricity in southwestern Ontario to affect natural gas usage in the region?

MS. WADE:  I think this probably gets to some of the questions that Mr. Elson was also asking.  I think at this point in time there is a lot of uncertainty with regards to how electricity generation and capacity and infrastructure is going to be built out and how that will contribute to the achievement of emission reduction goals.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay, thank you.  There is a few elements there that I would like to get into.

How about in relation to the project specifically?  Would you expect the expansion of electricity infrastructure to impact the need for the proposed project?

MS. WADE:  No.  So we did not do a demand forecast for this project, but given the sheer magnitude of the need of this project, we do not believe, given the level of uncertainty at this point, that it is going to affect the need.

And so I would probably point to -- we don't need to pull it up, but Pollution Probe number 9 that we have referenced numerous times today, the 27 percent reduction in peak day that would be required, just to change the alternatives that we have looked at, and a 44 percent reduction if we were to eliminate the need for this project.  And we do not see this as a risk right now.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  I know there is some discussion about this in the interrogatory responses as well around the compressor units themselves and whether there's a potential or possibility or an assessment that's been done as to whether or not they can be powered or could have been powered via electrification or by electricity.

So I think the question is really whether or not Enbridge assessed continuing to power the remaining four CCS compressor units with electricity as opposed to natural gas, particularly in light of some of the challenges around natural gas prices and government policy both at the federal and provincial levels to reduce emissions and reduce methane emissions in particular.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. McGillivray, it is Jeff Cadotte.  We have not evaluated at this point in time the conversion of the remaining four units to run off of the electricity grid versus natural gas.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  You have not assessed that at this stage?

MR. CADOTTE:  No.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Can I ask why you haven't assessed it?

MR. CADOTTE:  I mean, it would be an incremental cost to the project that we haven't evaluated.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Doing -- supplying them with electricity would be an incremental cost, not the assessment itself?

MR. CADOTTE:  There may be some incremental cost to perform a hydro study as part of this assessment as well.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  So two types of incremental costs.  One type is the cost of the assessment and then the second type would be an incremental cost of supplying the remaining compressor units with electricity rather than natural gas?  Do I have that right?

MR. CADOTTE:  Correct.  And Mr. McGillivray, are you talking about converting the gas -- converting them over to electricity so any changes physically that would have to be done?  Is that what you are asking?

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Yes.  I think that would be part of the question.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Mr. McGillivray, this is Bob Wellington.  If I could just add a little bit of context as well.

The compressors that we're talking about, they're of an integral body design.  So the crank case has a single crank shaft, which drives the cylinders in both the engine and the compressor.

So you can't physically separate the engine from the compressor to replace the electric drive.  It would -- generally warrants an entire replacement of the compressor.

So not that that is entirely impossible through a lot of money and a lot of different planning and other infrastructure, but I just wanted to provide that context, is that it is not a simple conversion in this instance.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  That is helpful.  Thank you.  In the interrogatory responses I think there was a reference to the emissions savings that are expected to be associated with the project, and I think the number that was given was 600,000 tonnes of carbon dioxide equivalent per year.  Can you confirm that?  And I can give you the reference.  It is CKSPFN 3, part F.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  It is Cara-Lynn Wade, Enbridge Gas.  That is correct.  There is also additional emission reduction savings.  So the emission reduction savings that you are quoting is from a reduction in leak, and there is also stationary combustion emissions that will be reduced via the change to a higher efficiency compressor at Dawn.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Has there been any quantification of that latter category associated with the higher efficiency?

MS. WADE:  Yes, there has.  It is 662 tonnes, and I believe that is referenced in ED 14, table 2.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  So -- and that's cumulative, right?  So that is in addition to the 600 referenced in relation to the leakage?

MS. WADE:  That's correct, yes.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay.  Has Enbridge done any assessment of the scope 1 through 3 emissions that will be associated with the project on an annual basis?

MS. WADE:  We have not done an assessment, that I am aware of, of scope 3.  The reason for scope 3 is it  would -- we are just replacing like for like, so there would not be a change from that perspective.

Scope 1, I would have to get back to you on that piece.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Would you undertake to do that?

MS. WADE:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.18.  
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.18:  TO ADVISE IF ENBRIDGE HAS DONE ANY ASSESSMENT OF THE SCOPE 1 EMISSIONS THAT WILL BE ASSOCIATED WITH THE PROJECT ON AN ANNUAL BASIS.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Thank you.  Just so I am clear on the scope 3 emissions, the approach you are talking is that you wouldn't expect a change in scope 3 emissions, because the project fulfills the same -- I mean can you walk me through what --


MS. WADE:  Yes.  I think it is correct, what you were assuming.

So this project does not assume any reductions will happen in our scope 3 emissions as a result of implementing the project.  The project is being done for obsolescence, reliability and safety.  So it will not result in any scope 3 reductions.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Can you comment on whether it will result in any scope 3 increases?

MS. WADE:  Our assessment would be the same, we would not expect this would increase scope 3 emissions.

MR. McGILLIVRAY:  Okay, thank you.  I would now like to turn it over to Emily Ferguson for additional questions.
Examination by Ms. Ferguson:


MS. FERGUSON:  Thank you, Jonathan.  So I will turn to Exhibit I, CKSPFN 1, and specifically to responses D, E and F.

The first question is whether broader provincial and federal emission reduction strategies and electrification targets will affect the long-term need for this project.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry to interrupt.  Just a moment, if I could?

Was that last undertaking marked?  I don't know if Michael marked it.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  It was JT1.18.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay, thank you.  Sorry.  My apologies, Ms. Ferguson.

MS. FERGUSON:  Again the question is, will broader provincial and federal emission reduction strategies and electrification targets affect the long-term need for the project, specifically given that the need for the project is an outlook that goes beyond 2050?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynn Wade, Enbridge Gas.  Again, I think this speaks to the same question that Mr. Elson was speaking to previously, or asked about previously.

At this point in time, there is great uncertainty with regards to how those emissions reductions targets will be met.  And so we do not feel that the reductions that will be achieved as part of those targets will impact this project.

MS. FERGUSON:  And to what extent were provincial and federal commitments to decarbonize and electrification considered as part of Enbridge's assessment of alternatives to the project and the long term viability of the project?

MS. WADE:  We did not conduct a demand forecast that considered these, due to the great level of uncertainty.

The project is needed now and there is an imminent need to resolve the obsolescence and declining reliability risks.

As also noted, there is intolerable safety risks that are tied to this.  So there is huge uncertainty around how the sheer magnitude of change required in design day demand to eliminate the need for this project will be achieved, and we don't think it is possible necessarily in the time frame or the risks associated with it are too big for us to accept to design the program for those targets at this point.

MS. FERGUSON:  Would the proposed pipeline and remaining four gas-fired compressors at the Corunna compressor station be subject to the facility carbon charge under the federal carbon charge program?

MS. WADE:  The combustion, stationary combustion emissions that will be part of this project will be subject to the OPBS, or now the EPS program, yes.

MS. FERGUSON:  Does Enbridge pass the cost of that federal carbon charge and the programs that you mentioned related to the facilities and delivery on to the ratepayers?

MS. WADE:  Any costs tied to the EPS, so the federal carbon price for our stationary combustion emissions, yes, is passed on to ratepayers.

MS. FERGUSON:  Do you have any indication of overall what this project -- what that would look like and the burden on the ratepayers annually?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  It was actually -- as I was noting to Mr. McGillivray, it is actually a reduction in the stationary combustion emissions.  So the 662 tonnes per year -- if you give me one moment, I actually have -- I think it is roughly around a $30,000 reduction in emission charges to customers per year.

MS. FERGUSON:  All right.  So I would like to move on to Exhibit I, CKSPFN number 4.  In its response, Enbridge states that Enbridge Gas did not discuss alternatives with Indigenous communities as the assessment of alternatives was completed prior to the commencement of project-specific engagement.

The Chippewas of Kettle Creek and Stony Point First Nation has repeatedly requested involvement in projects from the very initial planning stages in line with the principle of free, prior, and informed consent, a specific right that pertains to Indigenous peoples, and is recognized in the United Nations Declaration on the Rights of Indigenous Peoples.

In its response -- it should be up here on the screen -- Enbridge further states:

"Enbridge Gas has discussed the project route selection and alternative routes with interested Indigenous groups on a number of occasions."


We must clarify for this record that the Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation was provided a brief slide to explain that Enbridge was undertaking route selection, but CKSPFN was never asked to provide input to the route selection and route alternatives across their territory.

CKSPFN requested a shape file of the Dawn-to-Corunna pipeline route to better inform comments that were provided directly to Enbridge, the OEB interrogatories, and outline potential impacts on Indigenous rights and interests.

The request for a shape file remains outstanding to date.  

The last update from Enbridge -- two days ago, Monday, July 25th -- stated:

"Here's the shape file for the Panhandle regional expansion project.  I am working on getting the Dawn Corunna one as well."


Which obviously makes it extremely difficult to participate in this proceeding and to know exactly what the impacts on the land will be.

MR. KEIZER:  Are you asking a question here or --


MS. FERGUSON:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  -- putting forward evidence?

MS. FERGUSON:  I am about to ask a question.  Thank you.

In a meeting between Enbridge and CKSPFN on February 11th of this year, Enbridge expressed a commitment to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission of Canada's call to action number 92, which calls upon the corporate sector in Canada to adopt under as a reconciliation framework and to apply its principles, norms and standards to corporate policy and core operational activities involving Indigenous peoples and their lands and resources.

To date, CKSPFN has not seen Enbridge implement TRC number 92 in relation to the Dawn to Corunna project.

As such, Enbridge is correct in the response to Exhibit I, CKSPFN 8, response J that the Chippewas of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation has not provided consent for this project to proceed as currently planned.

So my first question is, please define where project-specific engagement begins.

MR. KEIZER:  This would be best addressed by panel 2.

MS. FERGUSON:  My next question is, does Enbridge interpret that the principle of free, prior and informed consent should apply to all stages of its activities, not just at the point of project specific engagement?

MR. KEIZER:  That will be the same.  Panel 2.

MS. FERGUSON:  Has Enbridge finalized the proposed Dawn to Corunna pipeline route, or are route alternatives still being considered?

MR. KEIZER:  I think that is panel 2.

MS. FERGUSON:  It does apply to the alternatives to the project.

MR. KEIZER:  We're talking about routing and lands, it is panel 2.

MS. FERGUSON:  Will Enbridge undertake to provide CKSPFN and Caldwell First Nation with the GIS shape file of the proposed Dawn to Corunna route, including any route alternatives that are still being considered?

MR. KEIZER:  Also panel 2.

MS. FERGUSON:  And can this panel reconfirm their commitment to applying TRC C number 92 in relation to the proposed Dawn to Corunna project?

MR. KEIZER:  I think that is also panel 2.

MS. FERGUSON:  I would argue that the failure to consult Chippewa of Kettle and Stony Point First Nation in regards to the alternatives to the project would fall under this panel, and when we met with Enbridge on February 11th we were not split into topics.

So are you able today to recommit to TRCC number 92?

MR. KEIZER:  It is panel 2.  This is a technical panel.  This is related to, you know, the alternatives considered and other things related to, you know, technical alternatives.  The issues that you are identifying are for panel 2.

MS. FERGUSON:  Jonathan, unless you have anything else, that is everything from me this afternoon.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Ms. Ferguson.  Thank you, Mr. McGillivray.  I'm not hearing anything more from Mr. McGillivray.

We're at about 4:30.  Mr. Pollock, are you there?

MR. POLLOCK:  I am, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  Do you have anything for us this afternoon?

MR. POLLOCK:  I do.  CME 1 has been discussed relatively extensively.  So I just propose one follow-up or related question to the discussion that the panel was having with Mr. Ladanyi.

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you.
Examination by Mr. Pollock:

MR. POLLOCK:  So panel, thanks for your time, and I will hopefully make it quick.  You had a discussion with Mr. Ladanyi specifically about the timing of the quantitative risk analysis reports as compared to the timing of the board -- your board or Enbridge's board's approval of the proposed replacement of the compressors.

And I think -- you can correct me if I am wrong, but you had a discussion with Mr. Ladanyi briefly, that that is not the first approval that Enbridge gives, that that might be sort of the penultimate approval, but it sort of works its way up the chain of management.  Is that right?

MS. THOMPSON:  It does progressively work towards the board of directors.

MR. POLLOCK:  And when -- do you know, when is the first time, whether it is at a meeting or whether it is an individual, that Enbridge would have coalesced around this specific solution as being the correct one?

MS. THOMPSON:  I cannot speak to that off the top of my head.

MR. POLLOCK:  Could I ask you to undertake to give me the dates of all of the approvals that are necessary prior to the Board's presentation in October of 2021?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.19. 
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.19:  TO PROVIDE THE DATES OF ALL OF THE APPROVALS THAT ARE NECESSARY PRIOR TO THE BOARD'S PRESENTATION IN OCTOBER OF 2021.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Pollock.  We have -- I would like to squeeze all of the value we can out of the remaining time.  I  see we have Pollution Probe and Schools left and possibly something from staff.  Let me start with Schools or Pollution Probe.

Do either of you have 25 minutes of questions or less?  Fred, are you there, or Mark?

MR. ZHENG:  I'm here.  I think we would prefer to keep our time for Tuesday, especially when Mark will be able to review the transcript before today and Tuesday.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Mr. Brophy, are you able to begin now?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  And I will try to go as fast as I can, hopefully be less than the 45 minutes estimated, and we will see where we get, but I can easily break it up if I have to.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  That's fine.  Just keep in mind we will look to stop right around 5:00.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  Just give me the nod and --


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Will do.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  Good afternoon, panel, and I just wanted to start off by thanking you for the presentation this morning.  It was very helpful in closing a few of the gaps and getting an understanding on some of the broader issues that relate to this project, and I think you made it very clear that it, you know, it is not a siloed project, it connects to a broad system and had to be looked at from that perspective, so thank you very much for that.

Most of my questions relate to the IR responses, and I can point those out as we go.  There is one or two questions that I have just that came out of the presentation this morning, but I just tried to put them together in logical groupings to make it more efficient.

So I will just jump in.  So I saw the package filed for the panel, the CVs.  I initially had a bunch of questions, but I just kind of boiled it down to one to get an idea.  So that was filed this week by Enbridge.  I won't go through all of the CVs.  You know your CVs.  I will just use the one as an example, Jeff Cadotte.  His is one of the examples that popped out.

So it says you're the manager, business development.  That's correct?

MR. CADOTTE:  Hi, Mr. Brophy, yes, that's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  Can you just quickly explain, what does business development mean?

MR. CADOTTE:  Well, my role in relation to the project, Mr. Brophy, is to perform the upfront project development and associated activities for the project.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So all you work on is projects like this, where you assess -- help assess the project?  Or, you know, this is just a tiny piece of your business development role?

MR. CADOTTE:  Yes.  So my role would include the project, helping to assess project alternatives, supporting the materials through the full funding process to our board of directors.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  I guess what kind of threw me when I saw that was, you know, business -- the development -- ratepayers are a captive audience for storage.  So they have nowhere to go, and it is a service provided, but really, the affiliate and ex-franchise is a bigger opportunities for business development.

So I interpreted business development to mean the non-franchise elements.  Is that a piece of what you do?  Or is it really just the in-franchise things related to projects like this?

MR. CADOTTE:  We would perform project development for both utility and non-utility projects.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So it is both sides for storage projects.  Okay, thank you.

And then for your plans that you do for business development for the in-franchise and ex-franchise storage opportunities and projects, is there a business plan or strategy that you have that drives that?  Or how does it come about?

MR. CADOTTE:  Well, I mean, from a non-utility standpoint we really assess the market conditions at the time, and if we deem there is a need, we will evaluate, you know, the long-term viability of projects.  I can't necessarily speak to the in-franchise side.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you don't have, like, a strategy or a business plan that looks at everything together and, you know, does trade-offs and optimization and everything kind of from the broader perspective?  Is that what I am understanding?

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Brophy, can I just understand?  Like, what has this got to do with the Dawn Corunna project?

MR. BROPHY:  So this is specifically -- Dawn Corunna is one element in the storage system, and we did hear that it is not a stand-alone island, it is integrated with other things.

I just need to understand, you know, how integrated it is with the planning with these other initiatives, because then you can look at opportunities to optimize, you know, between projects, and I just wanted to know if that's been done.

MR. KEIZER:  Okay.  Well, then maybe that is the appropriate question to ask, rather than business strategies.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Mr. Cadotte, can you answer that question?

MR. CADOTTE:  Can you please repeat that, Mr. Brophy?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  Yes.  I know it is hard when people are jumping in.

Can you confirm that a comprehensive assessment across all of the projects that you are working on hasn't been done to optimize this project with all of the other projects that are planned?

MR. CADOTTE:  That's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  Thank you.

Okay.  So just a very quick question.  I almost jumped in when Environmental Defence was up, but I didn't want to ruin their time.

So they were talking about the facilities and how they have been in place for decades operating over time, and I think even in one of the responses to a Pollution Probe IR there's been money spent on the facility, the Corunna compressor facility, between 2017 and 2021, about 25 million as well.

So, you know, you keep investing, but now, as you, I think, explained it to Environmental Defence, you look at it differently and say that the stations doesn't meet safety needs and employee needs.

So I guess my question is, has there been a policy change that drives that?  Or, no, it is just a different way of thinking now versus the past?

MR. HILDEBRAND:  It is Mike Hildebrand, Enbridge.  So as I described in the conversation with Environmental Defence earlier today, again, our understanding and the industry's understanding of how to monitor risk, how to compare those risks against objective criteria to make a determination of whether those risks are reasonable or not, has definitely changed over the last number of years.

Within Enbridge, we have a, I wouldn't call it a policy, but we have -- we have adopted a set of risk criteria in line with other guidance that we find outside of -- outside of the oil and gas industry and other bodies across the world, which is what we are actually required to do to demonstrate diligence in managing risk for our employees and for the public, as outlined in the standards.

So I would say a whole bunch of things have changed in the world in the last number of years that have led us to, you know, looking at risk differently.  And I think -- well, yes.  I will stop there.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes, okay.  So I think the key takeaway I got from that is that Enbridge has had a change in thinking in the last few years on the way to assess risks and its tolerance for risk, and that's resulted in a change to now what you are proposing.

MS. THOMPSON:  Mr. Brophy, if I can just add.  There is another component to what Mr. Hildebrand just shared and that is in relation to the obsolescence of the compressors.

So as time goes on and certain assets no longer provide the support or the parts availability is no longer what it used to be, that also plays an important role.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I certainly saw that come out in the evidence.  I do have a question later on on that.  I know Mr. Ladanyi had asked one of the compressors you are keeping seems to be the oldest one or one of the oldest ones, so it seems to kind of break that rule.  But I will keep that until we hit that piece.

Okay, next question.  It is in relation to Staff 3c, I don't think you need to pull it up.  But it just kind of links to that broader analysis that I mentioned.

In your response, you indicate Enbridge Gas completed its analysis considering the entirety of the company's relevant storage system facilities in developing the project.  So it is not just, you know, a silo of a project, but there is a lot of things that have to be looked at.  I am assuming that is still correct since you wrote the IR response.

MR. KEIZER:  Can we bring the IR up so the witnesses can see what was said, Staff 3c.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, 3c, the section -- it goes yes, the Sombra compressor station and existing NPS 16 and NPS 30 pipelines are included in the analysis that was used to select the size of the project.  Enbridge Gas completed its analysis considering the entirety of the company's relevant storage system facilities in developing the project.

MR. PARDY:  Yes, I can confirm that is correct.

MR. BROPHY:  That is still correct.  Okay, thank you.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  So when you start to look at the impact of things that impact this project and what this project will impact, how far do you go?  I am going to have a question in a minute about kind of the map that you put in the presentation, slide 3.  In fact, we can go to that if you want.

But you know, it had very broad impact from the storage system.  And I am just wondering where you draw the lines when you start looking at, you know, the broader system planning impacts from a project like this.

MR. PARDY:  Maybe if we can -- I am not exactly sure which slide in the presentation, but if you go down a slide, I believe.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, yes.

MR. PARDY:  There you go.

MR. BROPHY:  It was 3.

MR. PARDY:  On slide 4.  So when we're looking at the storage system, so this is basically what's included in the storage system, there are a couple of storage pools that are not on this map that are further afield.  But really my group looks at the underground storage planning aspects of it.  So we model all of the storage pools, all the associated piping, the Corunna and Dawn compressor station and really to the outlet of our -- to our transmission system where it connects with that.

So when I say when we are considering alternatives or what facilities are in place, or what the impact is of retiring or adding facilities, that is the storage system that we are talking about.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That is really helpful.  So it is the more narrow map on -- what did you say, slide 4 of your presentation plus -- you know, you mentioned there is a few facilities outside of this map, but they sounded like they're more minor rather than the map on slide 3, which is the broader kind of system in and out of Dawn that is impacting the storage system.

Do I have that right?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  I believe -- I don't know if Mr. Cadotte has any comment on the larger map and how that impacts the project, but --

MR. CADOTTE:  I will just add in, Mr. Brophy, that, you know, we evaluate project alternatives for Enbridge Gas facilities in the province of Ontario.  So that broader map includes -- it may include pipelines that are owned by Enbridge from other business units and obviously includes assets from other companies across North America.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Maybe you can pull up the slide 3 on the screen.  Why don't we talk about that for a minute.

So this was the kind of the contextual diagram in relation to the Dawn hub and its connections and importance.

I think it was stated this morning that Dawn hub is either the most important or one of the most important gas hubs in North America.  Did I hear that correctly?

MR. CADOTTE:  Yes.  Jeff Cadotte, Enbridge.  I believe we defined that as one of the most important.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, yes.  So I did hear that correctly.  And then so on this map about everything that ties into come in and out of there, like when you look at the infrastructure, you know, I'm not going to estimate the percent, but by far the majority of it is in the U.S., feeding in and there's proportionally less on this map shown from Ontario within your franchise area.

So what I was taking from that is that this system, being one of the most important hubs in North America, is feeding in and out of the U.S. more than it feeds the Ontario market.  Have I landed on a wrong conclusion from this map?  Or maybe you can help me there.

MR. CADOTTE:  I don't know if I can, you know, address your specific question, Mr. Brophy.  Can you be a little more clear?

MR. BROPHY:  So the Dawn hub, does it serve your Ontario franchise area as the majority of the flow through the Dawn hub, or is it ex-franchise that’s the majority flowing through the Dawn hub.

MR. CADOTTE:  The Dawn hub serves both in-franchise and ex-franchise customers.

MR. BROPHY:  Do you know which one would be the majority of annual flow through the hub?

MR. KEIZER:  Can I understand the relevance, Mr. Brophy, of looking at the flows generally within Dawn and how that relates to the project at hand?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, no problem.  I thought it was self-evident.

So this project ties into the Dawn hub directly.  It's an integrated piece of the storage system feeding the Dawn hub and receiving from the Dawn hub.

Therefore, what happens at the Dawn hub impacts this project.  Do you understand that?

MR. KEIZER:  Although it is designed for the Enbridge rate zone.  So it its relationship, although -- anyway, I will let the witness answer, but the Enbridge rate zone plays a fundamental part of the role in the project, not the system overall.

MR. BROPHY:  I can repeat the question.  You said that the Dawn hub provides in-franchise and ex-franchise services.

Do you know which of those provide the majority of annual volume?

MR. PARDY:  So I will say from a -- sorry, Mr. Cadotte, to you.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Brophy, we provided a response and IRs that -- we provided a list of all of our storage customers at Dawn.  Maybe that would be helpful if you want to turn to that interrogatory to look at all of the customers.

MR. BROPHY:  I think I did see that.  It didn't add up to me about, you know, comparing that to in-franchise verses ex-franchise.

It's fine if you don't know.  You can just say you don't know if that is okay, and I will move on.   But I thought this would be something you know.

MR. CADOTTE:  All of the numbers are listed in the spreadsheets, Mr. Brophy, on all of the volumes for all of the customers.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. PARDY:  I will add that if you look at the amount of storage it is at the Dawn hub, 320 petajoules.  200 of that is for the in-franchise customers and the remaining is for unregulated customers.

MR. BROPHY:  Oh, okay.  Great.  What was that reference again?

MR. PARDY:  I think that was referencing the presentation also.  So 320 is total storage and then 200 or 199.4 is the amount that is allocated for the regulated customers.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great, thank you.  Thank you for that.

I will move on here.  So I guess in the same question that came up during the slide presentation I jotted down.  So Mr. Pardy walked us through the integrated nature of the transportation and storage system, you indicated there was a recent storage enhancement project that provided some investment and changes that affect the storage network and operation, and it links to this project directly or indirectly.  I wasn't able to jot everything down.

But I didn't have a chance to jot down the reference.  I think it was EB-2020-0074.  Was that the one you referenced?  Or was it something else?  I think again it was on slide 3 when you made the comment.

MR. PARDY:  Yeah, just let me -- I am just looking through my note here.  So it was -- yeah, maybe I can -- I can look at it here while we're talking and we can provide that reference.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, okay.  And then, you know, if you can't find it by the end of the day you can just undertake to provide it.  That's fine.

MR. CADOTTE:  I have the reference, Mr. Brophy.  It is EB-2020-0256.

MR. BROPHY:  0256.  Okay, perfect.  Thank you.

Okay.  So there was a couple of questions.  I have mine under Pollution Probe 1, but there has been a bunch of other IRs on this topic.  You know, you confirmed that you are proposing to keep four compressors in place and get rid of seven.

So if you are down to four compressors on that site rather than seven, and if any of them from one to four of them goes down during peak season, what would be the impact?  Could you just still operate the system?  Or would something bad happen?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So those -- the four -- I would say the four compressors in combination with the pipeline that we're proposing to build would basically leave us equivalent.

So throughout the injection and withdrawal season we will utilize compression from the Dawn plant in combination with the pipeline.

So on injection we will be able to use more Dawn compression to help fill the storage, but the Corunna compression station -- once pools are connected to the Corunna compressor station -- and the same thing on withdrawal.  So we will be able to use some of that compression during non-peak days to help empty the system, and then, as we pointed out on peak days, it is really a very small portion that is remaining, going through those compressors, or on a design day, I should say.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So there is some redundancy built in that gives you that flexibility.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  And I will say with the four remaining units the plan is to have -- on a design day to have one of those units held in reserve as an LCU also.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Yeah, and actually, that is a good segue.  So, you know, I think it was Energy Probe that talked about one of your compressors that you are planning to keep the K704, which is back from, I think, the '60s, one of the oldest ones.

So it just seems that that seems counter to the drivers of the project, based on maintenance and reliability.  So can you help me understand why you would keep K704, given it is one of the older ones?

MR. PARDY:  I can speak to the kind of the purpose of K704 and K711 are two units that are relied on on injection.  So if you look at kind of our mid-range compressors, the ones that we're proposing to abandon here, they bring the gas or fill the storage pools up to around between 1,000 and 1,100 PSI, and then we -- some of our pools, the maximum pressure is about 1,500 PSI, and that is where the K704 and 711 units come in.  So they do that final portion of the fill.

So today they would take gas from those seven units and then -- and then inject that into storage -- or, sorry, inject it through the 4 and 11 units and into storage.  And in the future that gas -- the higher pressure gas will come from Dawn and then again use those 704 and 711 units to fill up the storage.

And I do believe even the K704 unit, even though it was constructed back then, there was an upgrade done on the unit since then to improve the unit itself.  So...

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Let me just see if I have any --


MR. PARDY:  So they are specific units that serve a specific purpose, which can't be replicated by the project, which is why we have kept them.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So it is not that the compressor or the -- I guess they're turbines, I guess, right, and -- are they turbines or reciprocating engines?

MR. PARDY:  They're reciprocating engines.

MR. BROPHY:  Reciprocating.  So you have got 11 there now.  If you have ones that are similar, you could use -- you could use them interchangeably if you want.  You just have a way today that you leverage certain units, right, the way you just explained that, you know, some do top-up and the others are used for other purposes.  But I guess you just pick the right sizing, that is what you need there, and --


MR. PARDY:  Those two units in particular have a specific configuration that allows them to do -- to discharge the higher pressure, and none of the other units have that same configuration.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. PARDY:  Or the same pressure rating, I should say.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  No, that is helpful.

Okay.  And then if you could decommission the seven units, what are you going to do with those parts?  Are you going to sell them off or keep them all?  It sounds like they're very scarce resources, so pretty valuable.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Brophy, I believe Mr. Wellington discussed this previously earlier today in the technical conference, but perhaps we could get reminded on the IR that was pointed to for that.  I think it might have been FRPO 25.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  Yeah, well, there is actually a couple of them.  I had it down as Pollution Probe 1, but, yes, there was FRPO ones as well that are there.

MR. CADOTTE:  I think at the end of the day we're going to keep all the parts that we can for these remaining units.  This is really a consolidation effort of our compressor fleet that really helps improve the overall reliability of the storage system, including the spare parts.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thanks for that.  So the next question --


MR. MILLAR:  We are right at about five o'clock.  Is this a convenient spot to break?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, yes.  I am at your...

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, unless this was directly related to the last question, my suggestion would be, it has been a long day for everyone, so -- and it is five o'clock, so perhaps we could stop here?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, no problem.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Great.  So --


MR. KEIZER:  Just for curiosity, do you have a sense, Michael, of -- Mr. Brophy, of how much longer you are going to be?

MR. BROPHY:  I will take a quick peek.  I had six more questions.  They're not all that long, but it is up to you.

MR. KEIZER:  I am in the witnesses' -- it has been a long day, and I guess we are coming back on Tuesday.  I just wanted to get a sense of how much more we had for this panel even on the Tuesday.  So that's fine.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, unless, Mr. Brophy, you could tell me you are only going to be another five minutes or so, my suggestion would be we call it a day.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, I can't guarantee five minutes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Then let's end today.  We're going to stick around for some administrative talk, but I think we can go off the record now.  Thank you, panel, and thank you for all of the questioners today.  We will see you back Tuesday.

And Teresa, if you don't mind, we can go off the record now.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 5:01 p.m.
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