
[image: image1.jpg]) SIC PERMANET

| _rocus | 4
Ontario

VT INCEPIT

2\




ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

	FILE NO.:
	EB-2022-0157

	Enbridge Gas Inc.

	VOLUME:

DATE:
	Technical Conference
October 6, 2022

	


EB-2022-0157
THE ONTARIO ENERGY BOARD

Enbridge Gas Inc.
Application for leave to construct natural gas pipeline and associated facilities in the Municipality of Chatham Kent, Municipality of Lakeshore, Town of Kingsville and Municipality of Leamington
Technical Conference held by videoconference

from 2300 Yonge Street,

25th Floor, Toronto, Ontario,

on Thursday, October 6, 2022

commencing at 9:30 a.m.

----------------------------------------

TECHNICAL CONFERENCE
----------------------------------------

MICHAEL MILLAR
Board Counsel

ZORA CRNOJACKI
Board Staff

MICHAEL PARKES

LILLIAN ING
LAWRIE GLUCK

CHARLES KEIZER
Enbridge Gas Inc. (EGI)
HARIS GINIS

BRITTANY ZIMMER
STEPHANIE ALLMAN
COLIN BOYLE
Association of Power Producers of
BRADY YAUCH
Ontario (APPrO)
PAUL COUREY
Courey Corporation / Middle Road Farms Limited
TOM LADANYI
Energy Probe Research Foundation

KENT ELSON
Environmental Defence (ED)

DWAYNE QUINN
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario (FRPO)

IAN MONDROW
Industrial Gas Users Association (IGUA)

MICHAEL BUONAGURO
Ontario Greenhouse Vegetable Growers Marketing Board (OGVG)
MICHAEL BROPHY
Pollution Probe

NICK DAUBE
Three Fires Group

1--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.


1Land Acknowledgement


2ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 1


J. Cadotte, M. Ciupka, M. Debevc, I. MacPherson, C. Pennington, D. Schmidt, R. Szymanski, M. Thomas, H. Thompson, C-L Wade

6Presentation by Ms. Thompson


10Presentation by Mr. Ciupka


15Presentation by Ms. Debevc


25Presentation by Mr. Thomas


29Examination by Mr. Ladanyi


47Examination by Mr. Quinn


60--- Recess taken at 11:17 a.m.


60--- On resuming at 11:32 a.m.


84--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:19 p.m.


84--- Upon resuming at 1:05 p.m.


84Examination by Mr. Buonaguro


94Examination by Mr. Daube


138Examination by Mr. Elson


153--- Recess taken at 3:14 p.m.


153--- On resuming at 3:32 p.m.


191--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:37 p.m.





52EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  EGI TECHNICAL CONFERENCE PRESENTATION.


155EXHIBIT NO. KT1.2:  ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENCE DOCUMENTS




30UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO CONSIDER A RESPONSE TO MR. LADANY'S INQUIRY ABOUT CONDITIONS PRECEDENT TO THE CONTRACT AND TO RESPOND AS EGI IS ABLE; IF EGI CANNOT, TO EXPLAIN WHY NOT.


47UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE EGI'S DEFINITIONS FOR TRANSMISSION LINE AND DISTRIBUTION LINE


61UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  ENBRIDGE TO EXPLAIN WHY IT DID NOT MAKE A PROPOSAL TO ENABLE SEEKING OF A CONTRIBUTION FOR THE CAPACITY SOUGHT.


89UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  TO REPRODUCE EXHIBIT E, TAB 1, SCHEDULE 4 JUST SHOWING THE DISTRIBUTION MARGIN, ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS.


92UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO PROVIDE A HIGH-LEVL ESTIMATE OF THE COST OF DISTRIBUTION-RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE ENBRIDGE BELIEVES WILL BE NECESSARY IN ORDER TO CONNECT CUSTOMERS, CONNECTED TO THE TRANSMISSION PROJECT, ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS.


104UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO FILE THE ENBRIDGE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES POLICY AND THE INDIGENOUS RECONCILIATION ACTION PLAN.


111UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  TO PROVIDE THE CURRENT PERCENTAGE BLEND FOR RNG.


112UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  TO PROVIDE CURRENT INFORMATION FOR AN EQUIVALENT NUMBER FOR THE ENTIRE SYSTEM PERCENTAGE BLEND OF HYDROGEN


112UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO ADVISE THE DIFFERENCES THAT PASS A DE MINIMUS STANDARD.


115UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO FILE INTERNAL DOCUMENTS THAT PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW EITHER OF THE INDIGENOUS SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM OR THE INTENDED BENEFITS TO INDIGENOUS ECONOMIES IN GENERAL.


121UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  RE: TFG 6B, (A) TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE WAS A RETAINER LETTER, OR RFP EQUIVALENT; (B) TO CONSIDER PRIVILEGE ISSUES WITH COUNSEL; (C) TO PRODUCE SUCH DOCUMENTS, BARRING ANY CONCERNS; TO ADVISE WHAT THE CONCERNS ARE.


131UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO ADVISE WHERE EGI TYPICALLY SOURCES OFFSETS.


137UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO PROVIDE A DESCRIPTION OF THE ROLES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTOR.


141UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO PRODUCE ACTUAL FIGURES SHOWN ON PAGE 6 FOR THE PANHANDLE AREA FOR THE MOST RECENT YEAR.


147UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO PROVIDE ANOTHER VERSION OF JT1.4 SHOWING TAX IMPACTS, INCLUDING WITH THE TAX NETTED OUT


154UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  RE ED IR 1, PAGE 2 TABLE, TO PROVIDE THE TABLE SHOWING ANNUAL DEMAND INSTEAD OF CUBIC METRES PER DAY; IF NOT, TO EXPLAIN WHY NOT.


160UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO PROVIDE AN APPROXIMATE, AVERAGE, ALL-IN CAPITAL COST PER CUSTOMER TO CONNECT NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN THE PANHANDLE REGION, IF POSSIBLE; IF NOT, TO INDICATE WHY.


162UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.18:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE EXPRESSING ATTACHMENTS AND AVERAGE USE PER CUSTOMER, TO RECONCILE ATTACHMENTS WITH THE FORECAST INCREMENTAL DEMAND FOR THE STAGE 2 ANALYSIS


162UNDERTAKING NO. 1.19:  TO PROVIDE THE REFERENCED FIGURES AS DEMAND DAY RATHER THAN DEMAND HOUR FIGURES


166UNDERTAKING NO. JTX 1.20: TO FILE THE AGGREGATE DEMAND FOR STELLANTIS (SUBJECT TO CONFIDENTIALITY OBLIGATIONS)


166UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.21:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 2, USING CUBIC METRES PER HOUR


166UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.22:  TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 3, USING TJS PER DAY


167UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.23:  TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 2, SHOWING GREENHOUSES BROKEN OUT FROM THE CONTRACT FIRM


167UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.24:  TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 4, ADDING ANOTHER ROW TO SHOW ACTUAL AMOUNTS FOR POWER GENERATION DEMAND FROM THE HIGHEST WINTER DEMAND DAY, HISTORIC


171UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.25:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE CITED FIGURE WAS APPLIED TO THE FULL GREENHOUSE DEMAND IN THE GENERAL SERVICE CATEGORY.


171UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.26:  TO CONFIRM WHICH OF THESE WAS APPLIED TO THE GREENHOUSE MEASURES AND TO ASK POSTERITY WHETHER THAT SHOULD BE ADJUSTED BECAUSE THOSE GREENHOUSE MEASURES ARE SO HIGHLY TEMPERATURE-DEPENDENT


179UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.27:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO ADD TO THE CHART THAT APPEARS AT ED 7, ATTACHMENT 3, TWO COLUMNS:  ONE FOR CUBIC METRES PER DAY PEAK HOUR REDUCTION, AND TWO, FOR CUBIC METRES PER DAY BASE CASE; IF NOT FOR THE WHOLE TABLE, TO PROVIDE THE INFORMATION FOR THE GREENHOUSE IMPROVEMENTS


181UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.28:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE THE SCALING FACTOR FOR GREENHOUSES USED IN THE PROSPERITY MODEL; TO CONVERT THE DATA TO CUBIC METRES PER DAY


182UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.29:  TO RECALCULATE THE INDICATED FIGURE TO ADDRESS THE FULL GREENHOUSE DEMAND AS PART OF THE GENERAL SERVICE, OR ADJUSTING THE PEAK FACTOR TO ADDDRESS THIS WEATHER-DEPENDENT DEMAND


184UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.30:  TO CLARIFY ENBRIDGE'S UNDERSTANDING HOW CO2 IS ABSORBED AND SEQUESTERED FROM PLANTS IN GREENHOUSES


186UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.31:  TO PROVIDE ENBRIDGE'S INTERNAL ESTIMATE OF GAS PRICES (UNDER ADVISEMENT)


188UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.32:  TO PROVIDE THE SOURCE FOR THE NRCAN PRICING FOR HEATING OIL AND PROPANE


188UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.33:  RE THE TABLE AT POLLUTION PROBE 5, PAGE 2, TO ADD A COLUMN INDICATING WHETHER THERE IS A COMMITMENT LETTER or AN INDEMNITY LETTER.






Thursday, October 6, 2022
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  I have 9:30.  Good morning, everyone.  This is the technical conference for EB-2022-0157, the Panhandle Reinforcement leave-to-construct project.  I am your host Michael Millar I am counsel at OEB Staff assigned to this proceeding.


Before we go any further, Lillian I think you are there, can you do the land acknowledgement, please.


MS. ING:  Sure.  Good morning.
Land Acknowledgement:

The OEB acknowledges that our headquarters in Toronto is located on the traditional territory of many nations, including the Mississaugas of the Credit, the Anishnaabeg, 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.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Lillian.  We have two full days today.  I am going to get right into it.  I will be keeping track of time and cracking the whip as necessary to ensure we can get everything done that we need to get done.


I am going to start with appearances, and I typically do a roll call-type thing when we're on Zoom because I think that is the most efficient way to do so, but I will start with myself, Michael Millar, counsel for Board Staff.  I am joined today with Zora Crnojacki is here.  I think Michael Parkes will be in and out.  Lillian Ing, and Lawrie Gluck I think will be in and out as well.  So I apologize if I miss anyone, I don't see anyone on the list.


Charles, if you don't mind I will turn it over to you and maybe you could introduce yourself and all of the representatives from the company.


MR. KEIZER:  Sure.  Charles Keizer, legal counsel on behalf of Enbridge Gas.  Maybe what I can do is I will go through the list of witnesses and their titles and any Enbridge representatives that are also attending the conference as well.


So in no real order, the witnesses are:   Hilary Thompson, director S&T business development.  Jeff Cadotte, manager, business development.  Matt Thomas, specialist, storage and transportation business development.  Melissa Debevc, engineer specialist, transmission system planning.  Ian MacPherson, director, distribution in-franchise sales.  Matt Ciupka, specialist, economic development.  Cara-Lynn Wade, director, energy transition planning.  Richard Szymanski, senior advisor strategic financial evaluations, Doug Schmidt, supervisor, environment.  Catherine Pennington, manager, community and Indigenous engagement, Eastern Canada.
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Also from here, from Enbridge on the regulatory side from regulatory affairs is Haris Ginis, technical manager, leave-to-construct applications, Brittany Zimmer, senior advisor, regulatory, and also Stephanie Allman, coordinator regulatory.


MR. MILLAR:  Great team.  Thank you very much.  I am going to go through the list of the intervenors I have listed, who are asking questions and then I will open it up to see if there are other intervenors or other folks in the room as well.  So I will go through my list.  Energy Probe.


MR. LADANYI:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am representing Energy Probe.


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Mr. Ladanyi.  OGVG.


MR. BUONAGURO:  Good morning, Michael Buonaguro, counsel for the Ontario Greenhouse Vegetable Growers.


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Mike.  APPrO.

MR. BOYLE:  Good morning.  My name is Colin Boyle, senior associate at BLG.  I am here today with my colleague, Brady Yauch from Power Advisory, and we are here on behalf of APPrO.


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning.  The Three Fires Group.


MR. DAUBE:  Hi there, Nick Daube here for Three Fires.


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning.  Pollution Probe.


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


MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Brophy.  Environmental Defence.


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


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Kent.  Mr. Courey, have you joined us yet this morning?  I didn't see him.  I think I may be joining us during the proceeding.  He is representing a couple of land owners in the vicinity of the project, so he will be joining us later, I believe.

That is all I have listed for asking questions.  Is there anyone else in the room who would like to give an appearance, any other parties that are represented?

MR. MONDROW:  Good morning, Michael.  Ian Mondrow for Industrial Gas Users Association, IGUA.  Not on the list but here in the virtual room.


MR. MILLAR:  Just in case.  Thank you.


MR. MONDROW:  You never know.  Good morning.


MR. MILLAR:  Anyone else?


MR. QUINN:  Yes, good morning, Michael.  This is Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.


MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, Dwayne.  Anyone else?  Okay, hearing nothing, I will turn it over to Charles, unless there are any preliminary matters.  I know we are still sorting out a few scheduling matters which we discussed before we went on the air.


My suggestion is we try to work that out over the break, over the lunch or what have you.  So hold any questions about that and we will sort them out off-line, hopefully.


So other than any scheduling matters, does anyone have any preliminary matters?


And hearing none, I am going to turn it over to you, Charles.


MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  Thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Millar.


MR. BROPHY:  Mr. Millar, just a quick question.  Sorry, I was trying to get my camera on I'm a little behind the draw this morning.


I am sure you are going to do that, but I wanted to validate I am sure you will probably give a exhibit number to the presentation, but the document that Board Staff submitted with questions, is that an undertaking, then?  Or how are you going to deal with that?


MR. MILLAR:  It is not an undertaking yet.  We're hoping it will become one, but when Board Staff is up it will ask the company to take those questions away and if they agree to do so, it will be an undertaking.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.


MR. MILLAR:  But I think Staff is up tomorrow.  Again, if Enbridge has any concerns about that maybe I will try to tease them out about that off-line.  But it won't be marked until Staff is up.


MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Mr. Keizer.


MR. KEIZER:  You are correct, Mr. Millar, we don't have any preliminary matters, so I will now going -- I see Zora has her hand up.


MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, Zora, you are on mute, Zora.


MS. CRNOJACKI:  to waste precious time.  It was a mistake.


[Laughter]


MS. CRNOJACKI:  Sorry for that happening today.  Thank you very much.

MR. KEIZER:  No problem.  No problem.  So with no preliminary matters and with the panel being introduced, I am going to turn it over to the panel to take people through the presentation and then will come back on and deal with questioning after that.
Presentation by Ms. Thompson:

MS. THOMPSON:  Good morning, everyone.  My name is Hilary Thompson and I'm 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, Matt Thomas, specialist, business development; Melissa Debevc, engineer specialist, transmission system planning; and Matt Ciupka, specialist of economic development, strategic and power markets.


We recognize that the OEB Staff, intervenors and those listening in today may possess different levels of understanding of Enbridge Gas and its storage, transmission and distribution systems relative to the proposed project.  As a result, we will provide an overview starting at the highest level.


First, we will start by providing and overview of the company and the natural gas markets within which it operates.


Next, we will provide an overview of the Enbridge Gas transmission systems.


Several slides will discuss the Panhandle transmission system itself, including previous expansion projects, demand history and future forecast demands, its current capacity, its operation on design day, and the current constraints of the system including the ability to import supply at Ojibway.


Finally, we will discuss the benefits of this project.  Our hope is that the presentation will provide stakeholders with valuable context on Enbridge Gas's integrated systems, and the necessity --

MR. MILLAR:  Dwayne, I think you may be on the air.  Maybe, Lillian, you could mute everyone other than Hilary, if someone has stepped away.


MS. THOMPSON:  Our hope is that the presentation will provide stakeholders 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 fast-growing Panhandle transmission system to serve firm, in-franchise demand on the coldest day of the year when customers need it most.


I will now pass it over to my colleague Ms. Debevc, who will start with an overview of the transmission system.  Next slide, please.


MS. DEBEVC:  Hi, this is Melissa Debevc, engineer specialist, transmission system planning with Enbridge Gas.


Enbridge Gas has over 170 years of history in serving energy demands of Ontario customers.


The company now serves 3.8 million in-franchise customers, and heats more than 75 percent of Ontario homes within the franchise area highlighted on the left-hand map.

The Dawn hub is Canada's largest integrated underground storage facility with over 320 petajoules of storage capacity.

The map on the left shows the entire Enbridge Gas franchise area for context, and the map shown on the right illustrates Enbridge Gas's transmission systems and their location with respect to Dawn.

All of Enbridge Gas's transmission systems are connected to the Dawn hub, which is the large circle in the centre left of the map.

There are three transmission systems which radiate from Dawn.  They are listed number one, the Dawn Parkway system which serves customers east of Dawn in Ontario, Quebec, the Maritimes and the U.S. North East.

Number two is the Sarnia industrial line which serves north western Lambton county, and number 3 the Panhandle system which serves southwestern Lambton county, Chatham-Kent and Essex county.

These three transmission systems operate independently of each other and changes to one do not impact the operation of the other.

This application focuses on the Panhandle system and the next slides will discuss the system in detail.

Next slide, please.  This is slide 3, and it is a map to provide an overview of the panhandle's transmission system.  It shows the two main transmission lines and the four transmission laterals.

The Panhandle system shown in yellow starts at the Dawn compressor station, which is also known as the Dawn hub or Dawn, which is the circle in the upper right hand corner of the map.

Dawn supplies 89 percent of the design day demand.  The Panhandle system extends in a southwestern direction from Dawn.

There are two parallel pipelines that interconnect at Dover transmission station and reconnect again in Windsor at the NPS 1620 junction.

This map also shows the municipalities served by the Panhandle system outlined in blue.

The Panhandle system connects to energy transfers Panhandle eastern pipeline system located in Michigan through the Detroit River crossings.  This pipeline is shown as the black line on the far left-hand side of the map.

This interconnect is known as Ojibway and is facilitated through the river crossings installed in the 1940s and supplies nine percent of the design day demand.

The Panhandle system has a unique customer demand mix, with 45 percent being general service and 55 percent being contract, contract rate.  52 percent of the contract rate customers are greenhouses and 29 percent are power generators.

The remainder of the 19 percent include a mix of customers such as automotive manufacturing, hospitals, a university, casino, a whiskey distillery, ethanol production and food processing.

While interruptible demand is curtailed on design day, it equates to eleven percent of the total system demand.

Currently, 90 percent of the interruptible demand is associated with the four power generators connected to the system.

The Panhandle system continues to be Enbridge Gas's fastest growing system.

Next slide, please, and I am going to pass this along to my colleague, Matt Ciupka.
Presentation by Mr. Ciupka:


MR. CIUPKA:  This is Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.

Slide 4 shows a map illustrating the previous Panhandle system expansion projects developed to serve customer demand growth and are highlighted in yellow.

The first project was the 2013 NPS 12 Leamington expansion phase 1.  The second project was completed in 2015, which replaced NPS 16 pipe with NPS 20 pipe as part of integrity work.

The third project was the 2016 NPS 12 Leamington expansion, phase 2.

The fourth project was the 2017 NPS 36 Panhandle Reinforcement project.

The fifth project was the NPS 20 Kingsville transmission reinforcement project, and the 6th project was the Chatham-Kent rural pipeline project.

The Panhandle system has continued to demonstrate significant growth over time, specifically related to the greenhouse sector as indicated in evidence.

The 2016 Leamington pipeline expansion project was needed to address greenhouse customers specifically requesting new or incremental firm service and to convert existing interruptible service to firm.

The 2017 Panhandle Reinforcement project was needed to provide incremental firm service from the Panhandle transmission system, and was driven by new and incremental demands for firm service from the greenhouse and industrial sectors, as well as to convert existing interruptible service to firm.

The 2019 Kingsville transmission reinforcement project and the 2019 Chatham-Kent rural pipeline project were both constructed to meet continued demand for new or incremental firm service from the greenhouse sector.

This general growth trend is expected to continue and is reflected in the demand forecast underpinning the need for the project.

Since 2013, Enbridge Gas's supply volume at Ojibway of up to 60 TJs a day has been relied upon to serve customer demands which has deferred the need for incremental facilities. These expansion projects were acquired to mitigate the capacity shortfall on the Panhandle system because of continued customer requests for firm natural gas service.

Next slide, please.  This slide is a graph of customer demand on the Y axis and the winter season on the X axis.

The yellow line shows the historical growth in system demands from the last ten years from winter 2012-2013 to winter 2021-2022, and the forecast system demand growth to winter 2030-2031.

As you can see on the graph, design day demands have grown by 37 percent from winter 2012-2013 to winter 2021-2022.

Between winter 2022 and 2023 and winter 2030-31, the design day demands are forecast to grow by an additional 42 percent.  This rate of growth continues to increase.

The future demand forecast is informed by actual customer intelligence, based on the results from the expression of interest process and general service customer attachment information.

Outside of the expression of interest, a request was received from NextStar Energy, the joint venture between Stellantis and LG Energy Solutions, which will be Canada's first electric vehicle battery plant.

This request has been included in the demand forecast for this project and a distribution contract is currently being negotiated with NextStar Energy.

In addition, Enbridge Gas continues to receive enquiries for new or incremental firm service since the close of the expression of interest process.

These enquiries have not been included in the demand forecast for this project as they are very preliminary in nature.

Customers have indicated their commitment to the capacity created by the proposed project through the execution of commercial commitments with over 80% of the proposed capacity committed to at this time.

This is the strongest level of commitment we've had, which supports the credibility of the demand forecast for this project.

As shown by the dashed gray line, customer demands for firm service are forecasted to exceed the existing Panhandle system capacity by winter 2023-2024, at which time a solution is required to mitigate the system shortfall.

Without the proposed project, customers will delay their expansion plans, move their expansion plans to other jurisdictions where access to firm natural gas service is available, or cancel them outright.

This impact would be devastating to the economic development and growth expected in the region, be detrimental to the increased emphasis on domestic food security and supply, the growing industrial demands from the electric vehicle battery and related supply chain opportunities, as well as meeting regional power generation needs.

In 2019 the automotive sector contributed 13.9 billion in GDP to the provincial economy and directly employed 100,000 people in automotive assembly and parts plants, plus hundreds of thousands of indirect jobs.

The federal and provincial governments have also committed billions of dollars to the automotive sector to support the renewal and transition from internal combustion engine vehicles to electric battery vehicles.

Failure to approve the project will result in Enbridge Gas not being able to meet the energy needs of this sector and will create reputational harm to the province.  It would also contradict the claim that Ontario is open for business, and would discourage future growth and investment in the region.

A recent article in the Windsor Star dated September 21st of this year titled, "Windsor region leads the nation in percentage of new business growth: StatsCan", highlights the trend that growth is expected to continue in the region.

In that article, Windsor Essex Regional Chamber of Commerce CEO Rakesh Naidu was quoted as saying, "We're seeing both organic growth and investment from outside the area.  The population is growing and investors have confidence in the region in both what it is now, but also in what is coming over the next five years."

Enbridge Gas account managers work closely with our customers in the region to understand their energy needs and the type of service they require.

Enbridge Gas energy efficiency advisors also work closely with all new and existing customers to ensure that they are aware of and influence their decisions to pursue and implement the latest energy efficiency and conservation measures, and that those are factored into their continued requests for new or incremental firm service.

Demand for interruptible service or the conversion of firm service to interruptible service is not being requested by our customers.

Customers are seeking the reliability and security of firm service and continue to indicate that interruptible service is not desirable, or in most cases, a viable option particularly for the greenhouse sector, which is the fastest growing sector in our franchise territory.

Next slide, please and back to you, Melissa.
Presentation by Ms. Debevc:

MS. DEBEVC:  This is Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Slide 6 illustrates the relationship between annual, daily and hourly demand, as well as the difference between the term peak and design.

The graph on the left shows the relationship between annual daily and peak day demand.  The Y axis is the daily demand and the X axis shows the months of the year.

The yellow line is a profile that represents the daily demand for each day of the year from July to June.  The daily demand is low in the summer, when space heating is not required.  The daily demand increases in September as space heating is needed and continues to increase as the temperature outside gets colder.

The daily demand reaches its highest point sometime between mid-January and mid-February.  As this temperature warms -- or as the temperature warms, the daily demand decreases as space heating is needed less.  By May space heating is shut off.  This cycle repeats each year.

The annual demand is the sum of each day's daily demand as depicted by the green shaded area under the graph, under the curve.

Each year has a peak day demand.  The peak day is the year's highest demand day and is circled in red.

The graph on the right shows the relationship between peak day, hourly, and peak-hour demand.  The Y axis is the hourly demand and the X axis is the hours of the day.

The black line is the profile that represents the hourly demand from midnight to midnight on the peak day.  During the day, customers use gas in a variable way, low at night when people are sleeping and businesses are closed.  Highest in the morning when people are awake, space heating turns up, businesses open, and people shower.  This cycle repeats each day.

The daily demand is the sum of each hourly demand over the day and each day has an hour of highest demand.  Each day technically has a peak hour demand.  But the peak day demand is the sum of each hourly demand on the peak day.  This is depicted by the blue shaded region of the graph.

The highest peak hour of the year occurs on the peak day and is circled in red.  Both graphs show the design conditions by the green dotted line.  The left graph shows the design day demand and the right graph shows the design hour demand.

The design day and design hour demands are developed to estimate the highest demand the facilities will be designed to serve based on the coldest observed heating degree day.

The term "peak day" or "peak hour" is often used interchangeably with "design day" or "design hour."  However, they do not necessarily mean the same thing as detailed previously.  As the terms "peak" and "design" are subject to interpretation, care should be used when discussing what peak means in the context of design day and asset design.

Annual demand changes are not used in the design day or design hour demand development.  DSM programs have been developed to reduce annual demand and while these programs do impact peak usage by way of changes to a customer equipment, not all measures reduce peak usage.  Some measures increase peak hour usage.  An example of this is setback thermostats.

Often, commercial and industrial customers use efficiency gains to increase their production quantities.  They do not necessarily reduce their contracted volumes.

Realized changes to peak hour and peak day are captured in the annual design demand process and are updated on an annual basis.

Can you please turn to the next slide.

Slide 7 shows a schematic of the Panhandle system.  This schematic is coloured to depict the various maximum operating pressures known as MOP on the Panhandle system.  The blue lines are 6040 kPa.  The orange lines are 4140 kPa, the red lines are 3450 kPa, and the green lines are 2930 kPa pipelines.

The main line portion of the Panhandle system is comprised of two parallel pipelines.  The northernmost pipeline is shown starting at Dawn in blue, orange, red and ultimately green.  It starts at the Dawn hub and is NPS 36.  NPS means nominal pipe size.  So it is NPS 36 between Dawn and Dover transmission station where it reduces to NPS 16 and continues to the Ojibway valve site.

There is a 15.7 kilowatt-long section of this NPS 16 that has been replaced with NPS 20.  The system flows from high pressure at Dawn to lower pressure at Ojibway.  The pressure reduces at each colour change.

The southern pipeline is the NPS 20 Panhandle line and is shown in blue and red.  It starts at the Dawn hub and connects to the NPS 16 at the NPS 1620 junction.  The NPS 20 pipeline is 6040 kPa from Dawn to the Sandwich transmission station and 3450 between Sandwich transmission and the NPS 1620 junction.

The NPS 36 and NPS 20 pipelines between Dawn and Dover Transmission Station are physically interconnected at the Dover centre valve site and Dover transmission station.  They can also operate independently.

The Leamington Kingsville market area is served by the NPS 20 Panhandle line from the four laterals depicted in blue and operating at 6040 kPa.

From left to right these laterals are named the NPS 6 Essex line, the NPS 20 Kingsville east line, the NPS 8 Mersea line, and the NPS 8 and NPS 12 Leamington North lines.

The Detroit River crossing is shown in green and is composed of two NPS 12 pipelines at 2930 kPa.

Enbridge Gas connects to energy transfer's Panhandle eastern pipeline at the international border.  The river crossing has a capacity of 195 million standard cubic feet per day, which is approximately 217 TJs per day as stipulated by its U.S. government presidential permit.

Next slide, please.  Slide number 8 shows the flow direction of the Panhandle system on design day.

On design day, Dawn and the Chatham-B pool serve 91 percent of the design day demand.  Both Dawn and the Chatham B pool flow move in a westerly direction as represented by the gray and blue arrows respectively.

This flow reaches the Brighton Beach and west Windsor power generators located within the Windsor market.

On design day, Ojibway supply serves nine percent of the design day demand.  This flow moves in an easterly direction as represented by the green arrows.

This flow also reaches the Brighton Beach and west Windsor power generators.

The Windsor market is approximated by the yellow square.  It is located between the Sandwich transmission station, the grand Marais station, and Ojibway.

On design day, gas flows from Dawn in a westerly direction.  On design day, Enbridge Gas maximizes the ability of the NPS 16 Panhandle line, which is the northern-most one, to feed into the Windsor market by setting the pressure on the outlet of Dover transmission station as high as possible.

However, the Windsor market is larger than can be served by the NPS 16 Panhandle line and the Ojibway supply alone.  The remaining Windsor market is supported using volumes supplied by the NPS 20 panhandle line from Dawn through the Sandwich Transmission Station.

The NPS 20 Panhandle line also feeds the demand in the Leamington Kingsville market area which is approximated by the blue square.

The capacity to feed the demand in Leamington Kingsville market is maximized when Enbridge Gas retains as much pressure as possible on the NPS 20 pipeline.

To maximize the available pressure within the Leamington Kingsville market, the NPS 20 Panhandle line needs to minimize the amount of gas flowing through the Sandwich Transmission Station as shown by the red arrow.

Enbridge Gas controls the Sandwich Transmission Station outlet pressure to flow just enough to meet the minimum delivery pressure at the Brighton Beach and west Windsor power generating station.

This control minimizes the flow into the Windsor market, which in turn maximizes service into the Leamington Kingsville market.

Next slide, please.  Slide number 9 shows information about Ojibway's import capability.  The ability to import gas into the Panhandle system from Ojibway is limited by the availability of the Windsor market to burn that gas, and it is limited by the ability to move gas to and through Sandwich compressor towards Dawn as shown by the gray arrows.

It is also limited by Panhandle eastern pipeline's ability to provide the gas supply volumes to the Detroit River crossing.

As clarified in Exhibit I, FRPO.9, the Ojibway import capability is limited to 108 TJs per day in the summer, and 126 TJs per day in the winter.

The current Ojibway import capability is dependent upon the demand in the Windsor market and the Sandwich compressor's capability.  In the summer, the Windsor market is 20 TJs per day based on the lowest month of August and the Sandwich compressor can compress 88 TJs per day.

In the winter, the Windsor market is 46 TJs per day, based on the lowest month of November, and the Sandwich compressor can compress eighty TJs per day.

Customer growth in the Windsor market can only be served by an increase in supply at Ojibway or by sending more gas from the NPS 20 Panhandle line through the Sandwich transmission station.

Growth in the Leamington Kingsville market area can only be served by increasing pressure on the NPS 20 pipeline between Dawn and the Sandwich transmission station.

Serving the Leamington Kingsville market using Ojibway supply is not efficient.  It requires more supply from Ojibway than can be delivered to the Leamington Kingsville market on design day.

It is, therefore, inefficient to serve the Leamington Kingsville market with Ojibway supply.  The following points contribute to this inefficiency: the Sandwich compressor station is not available on design day without significant incremental facilities.

Ojibway supply cannot flow directly into the Kingsville Leamington market.  This is due to the regulation at Sandwich transmission station which prevents Ojibway gas from flowing into the higher pressure MOP NPS 20 Panhandle line east of Sandwich.

The Leamington Kingsville market can only be served by Ojibway through displacement, by serving less of the Windsor market through Sandwich transmission, leaving higher pressure on the NPS 20 Panhandle line and thus higher capacity to serve the Kingsville Leamington market.

The demand in the Leamington Kingsville market varies throughout the day, where the demand pattern does not match the constant volumetric supply rate of Ojibway.  There is no mechanism to manage the intra-day peaks of the incremental demand in the Leamington Kingsville market without incremental facilities along the NPS 20 Panhandle line between Dawn and Sandwich transmission.

The distribution systems that directly serve the Leamington Kingsville market are fed from long, ten to 18 kilometre long small diameter transmission laterals.  These laterals require an increase in upstream pressure along the NPS 20 Panhandle line to provide the necessary capacity to the Leamington-Kingsville market.

A displacement of the Windsor market demands due to an increase in Ojibway supply does not result in an equivalent pressure increase along the NPS 20 Panhandle line to mitigate the pressure losses in these laterals.

Next slide, please.  Slide number 10 shows a map with the current system pressure constraints and bottlenecks.

There are two limiting pressure constraints on the Panhandle system.  The first, which is labelled number 1, is the minimum inlet pressure to the Leamington North gate station of 2275 kPa.

Enbridge Gas cannot lower the pressure in this area to increase system capacity.  There are other distribution stations in the immediate area with similar minimum inlet pressures.

The downstream distribution system also operates at 1900 kPa and thus, the pressure needs to maintain -- to be maintained higher than 1900 to account for the pressure loss through the regulating station.

The second, which is labelled number 2, is the minimum delivery pressure to the Brighton Beach power generator.  This customer's equipment requires 1724 kPa, and is thus contracted by the customer.

Enbridge Gas cannot lower the pressure in this area to increase the system capacity as there are other customers and distribution systems in the immediate area which require pressures like that of Brighton Beach power generator.

On design day, there are two pressure bottlenecks, which are locations which impede gas flow.  These are shown in the red lines.  They are the NPS 20 Panhandle line between Dover transmission and Comber transmission station labelled number 3, and the Leamington North lines between Comber transmission and the Leamington North gate station labelled number 4.

The system capacity is limited by these pressure bottlenecks.

Pressure bottle necks occur where the pipeline diameter is too small for the required flow which causes friction-related pressure losses.

Pressure bottlenecks are not unique to a pipeline system.  As demand increases over time, pressure bottlenecks will materialize in areas of inefficiency in the system.

These inefficiencies are investigated through network analysis and evaluated as areas of potential reinforcement.  The most effective solutions to reduce or eliminate a capacity shortfall are those that alleviate the pressure bottlenecks.  These solutions include reducing demand and/or increasing supply downstream of the bottleneck, and/or looping the pipeline system to reduce the pressure loss.

The areas of growth are shown in the blue squares which are in the Windsor and the Leamington Kingsville markets.

The system capacity in winter 2023-2024 is 713 TJs per day and the firm customer demands are 744 TJs per day, resulting in a capacity shortfall of 31 TJs per day.  The existing Panhandle system cannot maintain the required contracted minimum pressure to Brighton Beach Generating Station, nor the minimum inlet pressure to the Leamington North gate station.

The design day demand and pressure prior to reinforcement are detailed in the application in the schematic at Exhibit B, tab 2, schedule one, attachment 1.  This schematic shows that the pressure at the constraints is below that required, and thus indicates the need for a solution to mitigate the shortfall before winter of 2023-2024.

I am going to pass the rest of the conversation on to Matt Thomas.
Presentation by Mr. Thomas:

MR. THOMAS:  Good morning.  I am Matt Thomas with the Enbridge Gas storage and transportation business development team.

Next slide, please.  On slide 11 I will discuss the natural gas market supply at Ojibway.

The Ojibway river crossing is an important secondary supply point that benefits the Panhandle system.  The current 60 TJs per day of firm deliveries contracted by Enbridge Gas from Panhandle field zone to Ojibway reduces the physical transportation needs from Dawn towards Ojibway.

There are also limitations of the Ojibway delivery point.

Ojibway is not a commercially traded delivery point.  It only has two customers shipping from Ojibway to Dawn, in comparison to the liquidity of many buyers and sellers at the Dawn hub.

Effectively, Ojibway is a trans-shipment point, with customers seeking to access the Dawn hub through Ojibway.

Enbridge Gas conducted an RFP to establish the market availability of supply at Ojibway.  The assessment confirmed there are no commercial services available to either delay the project by one year, or fully eliminate the forecasted five-year system shortfall.

Based on the winter 2023-24 Panhandle system design forecast, a minimum of 42 TJs per day of incremental deliveries at Ojibway would be required to delay the in-service date.  This is double the 21 TJs per day of operationally available capacity at Ojibway, based on the result of the RFP.

Additionally, it is not possible to address the five-year system shortfall of 192 TJs per day with Ojibway deliveries alone, because the volume would greatly exceed side the physical import capability of Ojibway.

Even if Ojibway supply was available, incremental facilities on the EGI and PEPL systems would be required to serve the Panhandle system market.

Next slide, please.

Slide 12 shows a map of the Panhandle system with the two pressure bottlenecks shown in red.
In yellow is the proposed project, consisting of NPS 36 Panhandle loop, from Dover transmission station towards Comber, and the NPS 16 Leamington interconnect.

The proposed project increases transmission capacity to the overall Panhandle system and provides market assurance that there will be sufficient capacity to meet the growing firm demands for natural gas service in the region.

Staging construction in the manner proposed will allow Enbridge Gas to meet the Panhandle system design day demands while ensuring that the deployment of capital is aligned with the timing of the system shortfall.

The NPS 36 is a size-for-size extension of the Panhandle system to support the forecasted growth over the next five years.

It is expected to be fully utilized by 2028.

Supporting five years of growth provides balance between meeting near-term known demands, cost efficiencies in the planning, development and construction of the project, as well as flexibility to adjust the forecast with the most up-to-date inputs in the future.

If the NPS 36 Panhandle loop was any shorter, it would only support four years of growth, and it would run the risk that a subsequent project will not be constructible in time.

If any longer, it extends the relevance of the current forecasted inputs.

The NPS 36 provides the best cost per capacity and cost efficiencies for ratepayers, compared to a smaller diameter providing less capacity for the same distance.

A smaller diameter could introduce a constraint into the system that may present the need for incremental facilities in the future should the rate of growth continue as it has.

The Panhandle system is unique.  Its growth is unlike any other part of the Enbridge Gas system due to the makeup of customers, potential for further development, and how the natural gas system has developed over time.

The Enbridge Gas proposal considers near-term facts, balances it with the natural uncertainty that comes with long-term forecasts, and ensures that the system is well-positioned to adjust over time as the growth continues to materialize.

Next slide, please.  That brings us to the end of this presentation.  Thank you for the opportunity to provide the overview and we hope it helps to clarify the proposed project.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you, panel, much appreciated.  So Mr. Millar, I believe we are now available for questions, if there is anything arising from that or any other matters we have to discuss.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's get right into the questions.  Mr. Ladanyi are you ready to go?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I am, thank you.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you for the presentation.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I represent Energy Probe.

Please turn to Exhibit I, EP 3.  Now, all of my questions are really clarifications of responses to my interrogatories.

So in this interrogatory, I asked what percentage of the increase in the demand day forecast is due to contract firm customers and you responded that... oh.  And you responded that the contract demand is customers are due to -- essentially are causing about 92 to 96 percent of the increase in demand.

When you signed these contracts with these customers, were you aware that you would not be able to meet them without the new pipeline?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.

There are conditions precedent within each of the distribution contracts that have been executed to date stipulating that our ability to honour the contract is contingent on receiving approval from the Ontario Energy Board.

MR. LADANYI:  That's right.  That is very good.  That is very helpful.  Thank you.

So please turn to Exhibit I, EP 6.  So this interrogatory deals with the delivery pressure to Brighton Beach Generating Station, which I believe it is owned by Altura, a subsidiary to OPG.

In part B I asked you to file a copy of the contract between Enbridge Gas and Brighton Beach Generating Station which specifies the minimum delivery pressure, and you didn't file the entire contract.  You only filed a section of it which specifies the delivery pressure of 1724.  Is there a problem with filing the entire contract?


MR. KEIZER:  The contract I don't think is relevant to the proceeding itself, and we provided the information you needed, plus we have to consider whether there is any elements of confidentiality that we would have to take into account.


MR. LADANYI:  In particular, I would like to see the condition precedent that Matt mentioned a minute ago.  Can you file at least the condition precedent essentially that says in case the OEB does not approve this pipeline, what is the outcome of that?  Can you file that at least?


MR. KEIZER:  What we will do, Mr. Ladanyi, we will undertake to consider whether we can and, if we can, we will.  And if we can't, we will explain why we can't.


MR. MILLAR:  That will be JT1.1.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.1:  TO CONSIDER A RESPONSE TO MR. LADANY'S INQUIRY ABOUT CONDITIONS PRECEDENT TO THE CONTRACT AND TO RESPOND AS EGI IS ABLE; IF EGI CANNOT, TO EXPLAIN WHY NOT.

MR. LADANYI:  Let's move to the next question.


Please turn to Exhibit I, Energy Probe 7.  And here I asked two questions and you answered it in essentially one answer.  Did Enbridge consider an alternative that would use a compressor close to Brighton Beach Generation Station to maintain the delivery pressure to it, and to discuss that.  And in part B, I said did Enbridge consider an alternative of having Brighton Beach replace its fuel gas compressor with a compressor that would accept a lower delivery pressure, please discuss.


And then you answer it, but actually I read it and I actually don't understand the answer.  Particularly, I don't understand the last paragraph on this page.  Can somebody explain to me what you are trying to say here?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.


There are other customers in the immediate area of Brighton Beach Generation Station, specifically West Windsor Power that is located next door to Brighton Beach.


It has the same minimum inlet pressure to its customer station.  So fixing up or lowering the inlet pressure to Brighton Beach does not reduce the minimum inlet pressure requirements next door to West Windsor Power.


The Panhandle system would continue to have to maintain pressures on the system as they are today.  And there are other distribution systems in the immediate area that operate at 1900 kPa, which is higher than Brighton Beach's minimum inlet pressure.


The inlet pressures to these systems also need to be maintained for the downstream systems to operate.


MR. LADANYI:  I'm trying to understand what you are saying.


Are you saying that you can't deliver, or use a lower delivery pressure at Brighton Beach because it would affect west Windsor?  Is that what you are saying?


MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.


MR. LADANYI:  Can I rephrase the question.  So is that west Windsor really the customer that is determining the pressure demand on this line and not Brighton Beach?  Or is it both of them?  Because in some of the answers, I think, in the interrogatories and your evidence, I had the impression that Brighton Beach was -- the delivery pressure was what was really driving one of the main needs for this project.


MS. DEBEVC:  It is, in such that every pipeline system has a constraint that it needs to meet, and the constraint is generally the location where the first -- like you have to maintain a certain minimum inlet pressure for the entire system to work.


Brighton Beach currently is the controlling constraint on the system.  It's the furthest west, highest pressure minimum inlet pressure on the system.


So if you fixed up the minimum inlet to that particular station, another constraint becomes the controlling constraint.


It happens that the next controlling constraint is right next door at West Windsor Power.


So if you then fixed up West Windsor Power, the next controlling constraint is the -- there's three stations located at Ojibway.  Spruce Wood Station, ADM Agricogem and the LaSalle gate take off, they all require 1900 kPa for their systems to work.


Then the next constraint on the system is Turkey Creek Station, which requires 1724 kPa.


So like all of the systems in the area require about the same pressure that Brighton Beach and West Windsor Power do.  So fixing up one constraint doesn't help the system because there's other constraints in the area that would become immediately the next constraint.


MR. LADANYI:  None of these are mentioned in the evidence.  I don't remember reading about these other ones you mentioned.


MS. DEBEVC:  I talked about West Windsor Power being the next constraint.


MR. LADANYI:  The other ones you never mentioned in the evidence.


MS. DEBEVC:  I believe we did.  If you go to… if you go to FRPO -- Exhibit I.FRPO.13.


MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  I will look that up.


A few years ago, I went on a tour of the University of Toronto combined heat and power plant in St. George campus in downtown Toronto, and the plant has a gas turbine that generates electricity and it has two electric fuel gas compressors, because the delivery pressure from Enbridge is inadequate for the gas turbine to fuel gas.


So I expected that Enbridge would have discussed the possibility of Brighton Beach, and I guess West Windsor as well, of installing a different fuel gas compressor, maybe a multi stage compressor that would not require a new pipeline, but it would require them to use a bit more electricity to feed the gas turbines.


Have you discussed that with them at all?


MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Brighton Beach has expressed no desire to reduce the current delivery pressure that they are receiving from Enbridge Gas.


The reasons for that is their current gas compressor is designed to accept fuel based on a set delivery pressure of 1724 kPa.


Steady operation is essential for operators to ensure the reliability, performances, and safety of that facility.


MR. LADANYI:  From what I understand, Enbridge supplies fuel gas to other power generators elsewhere in the franchise, in the Enbridge franchise.  Do they all require 1724?  That is 250 PSI, or do they take lower pressures?  Or is this just specific to Brighton Beach?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  I do know that most of the other power generators in the province require much more delivery pressure than Brighton Beach and West Windsor Power do, more in the line of the high -- I am going to quote in PSI, a 400 to 500 PSI range.


MR. LADANYI:  And Enbridge is able to deliver that?


MS. DEBEVC:  In those selected areas, yes.


MR. LADANYI:  And those selected areas are close to major transmission pipelines, is that right?


MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.


MR. LADANYI:  But Windsor is not close to a major transmission pipeline.


MS. DEBEVC:  Windsor is connected to the Panhandle transmission system, which is a major transmission system in the province.  It just happens --


MR. LADANYI:  It is a very old pipeline, small diameter, isn't that right?  I think you mentioned it was built in 1948, the crossing?


MS. DEBEVC:  The crossing, yes.


MR. LADANYI:  Please turn to Exhibit I, Energy Probe 8.


MR. BROPHY:  Mr. Ladanyi, it is Michael Brophy with Pollution Probe.  Would you mind if I ask one or two very quick questions?  I can cross them off my list, but it is relevant to what you just asked, just to save time.


MR. LADANYI:  Sure.  I don't mind, as long as Mr. Millar credits me with the time.


MR. BROPHY:  You can take it off mine.


MR. LADANYI:  Go ahead, Mike.


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for the answers to Mr. Ladanyi's question, because I also didn't understand that dominoes of if Brighton Beach's problem was solved, it then becomes another generating station.  And if that is solved, I think it becomes another -- I think there were three or four that become the bottlenecks or for the pressure loss there.

I am assuming, then, the questions Mr. Ladanyi asked you about the precedent contract conditions would then apply to all of those power generation customers.  Is that accurate?  Or would some of those other power generation customers not have the language that you talked to Mr. Ladanyi about?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  The other power generators in the area are already on existing distribution contracts that do not require facilities built at this time to honour the contract parameters in the contract.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So then if this project wasn't approved and built, it would have no impact to any of the power generators other than Brighton Beach.  Is that what you are saying?

MR. CIUPKA:  Correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you for that.  Mr. Ladanyi, back to you.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Thank you, Michael.

So can we turn to Exhibit I, Energy Probe number 8.  And there I wanted to discuss the difference of the NPV of the NPS 36 alternative, which is your proposed alternative with the NPS 30.

And you do confirm that NPS 30 -- although I read the whole answer, which is fine -- that NPS 30 has a lower NPV.

First, I will go to a section of your answer.  If you can turn to the next page of your response.  I think this was also discussed by Matt, I think, in the presentation.

So one of the drivers for this project is the Stellantis electric vehicle battery plant and that plant, which I understand received a lot of subsidies from the government, also requires a lot of gas.  Would I be right?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  There are gas requirements that have been communicated to Enbridge Gas by NextStar Energy, and yes, there are -- there's a distribution contract that is currently being negotiated to supply that facility, that will be contingent on this project being placed into service.

MR. LADANYI:  What pressure will you be supplying to NextStar, I guess you want to call it, not Stellantis?

MR. CIUPKA:  Again, that is confidential information at this time, and I would decline to provide that at this time.

MR. LADANYI:  But NextStar is one of the customers that is driving this increase in design day demand.  Is that right?

MR. CIUPKA:  That is correct.  That is based on the volume of natural gas that they have requested from Enbridge Gas for the new facility.

MR. LADANYI:  Now, last night at 5:23 p.m. you updated your evidence.  And you particularly updated the section that includes table 3 as Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1, page 11, table 3.  Can you turn to that, please.

My interrogatory had referred to that table 3, but you have now updated it.  So can you go to page 11.  Keep going.  Table 3 is coming up.  Can you show the entire table, yes.  Can you scroll up a bit more.  So we see the entire table, thank you.

So the only number that I see really updated and you can correct me there is the NPS 30 NPV, which you have now increased to 61.8 negative million dollars.  Is that right?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  That is not confirmed.  Can we please pull up the specific correction that was filed?

MS. ALLMAN:  Sorry, Matt, can you repeat that?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  Enbridge Gas.  Can you pull up the summary that we filed that explains the correction?

MS. ALLMAN:  Sure.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that is the correction, but maybe I am wrong.  Two lines were updated instead of one.  I think we have the right document coming up on the screen.

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  Are you able to see the correction on the screen?

MR. LADANYI:  Are you asking me?  Yes, I can see what is on the screen.

MR. THOMAS:  For clarity there were two numbers that were updated.  The NPS 30 in combination with the NPS 16, and the NPS 36 and NPS 20 was also updated.

MR. LADANYI:  All right.  Can you turn back to your updated and also compare it to the original table 3, please.

So when I compare the two tables, I notice the cost per unit of capacity is, remained unchanged between the old table and the updated table.  But the NPV has changed.  Can you explain to me why the cost per unit of capacity would remain the same and NPV is now changed?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  The net present value was updated because the revenue stream associated with those alternatives were used incorrectly.  So the initial NPV was ran with the 203 TJ per day capacity.  So what happened was, in the 195 TJ alternative, effectively revenue was removed, making that NPV more negative.  So the correction to the one with 212 TJs more revenue was added making the NPV more favourable.

The cost per unit capacity is simply a calculation of the total costs divided by the incremental capacity.  Those calculations were completed correctly and subsequently were not updated.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, thank you.

I listened to your presentation about half an hour ago and all the talk about what a wonderful fast-growing area this is, and serving the fastest growing area, wonderful opportunities, Enbridge has to be there to serve them and I don't disagree.  But when I look at these numbers I am puzzled as to why this is such a money loser while the net present value is so negative.

Why is this project, which is probably in the fastest growing area of Enbridge is a money loser and it requires a subsidy from the existing ratepayers?  Can somebody explain this to me?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Could I ask for a breakout room, please?

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski from Enbridge Gas.

Sorry, Mr. Ladanyi.  Can I ask you to please repeat your question?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  The question was sort of a general question.  It really comes over -- actually we can discuss it also in relation to my very last interrogatory which is Exhibit I, Energy Probe 9.  Can you turn to that one?

Yes.  Here I quote that the schedule, Exhibit E, tab 1, schedule 1, page 6, paragraph 9 said this schedule indicates the project has a NPV of negative $95 million and a PI of 0.63.  And considering the large negative NPV and low PI of the proposed project, did Enbridge consider asking contract customers with increased demand to pay a contribution or a surcharge?

And I am particularly would like to improve your profitability index and the way to improve it is the customers who are demanding the service should pay towards the cost of the project.

And your response is -- and I don't want to read it you say because this is -- you say this is under EBO 134 and you can't ask for a contribution.  Is that what it is?  There is something in EBO 134 that prevents you from asking for a contribution from customers that are driving this demand and really causing this very costly and unprofitable project.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  So to the best of our understanding, there is no such mechanism approved by the Board that allocate transmission costs in this kind of project to customers.

MR. LADANYI:  So this project -- well. this is one of the problems I've got, because these are distribution customers that are driving -- specific distribution customers, not general customers.  But you know who they are.  They're contract customers who are driving this demand, causing this project to be built.

But you are treating this as a transmission project, and therefore you are saying the rules of EBO 188 for example, whereby you should be asking for a contribution, you say they don't apply because this is transmission and therefore -- by the way, I don't agree there is -- that EBO 134 prevents you from asking for a contribution, so I will put that in argument.

But have you actually considered or even discussed amongst yourselves that you should be asking for a contribution, for example from very rich customers like OPG who has incredibly deep pockets, or you can ask for Stellantis which is receiving billions from the governments for a small contribution.  Have you considered that at all?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  We did consider this in the context of the recent OEB proceeding related to the hourly allocation factor.

And at this time, we are not proposing to do that.

MR. ELSON:  Can I jump in when you are done on this subject and ask a question on my time, but I will wait until you are done.

MR. LADANYI:  Actually I am at the end now.  So I thank the panel for these questions and we will have to pursue it in argument, I think.  And I will listen to what your answers are to questions from other parties and probably Kent's questions as well.  Anyway thanks very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Kent, if you did have a quick follow-up here, that's fine.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks, Michael, feel free to take it from my time.

Just to understand what Enbridge is saying here, are you saying that -- well, I guess I don't understand.  It seems to me you could ask for approval of a mechanism in this case, but you are choosing not to.  Is that fair to say?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  At this time, there is no Board-approved mechanism that we're familiar with that would allow such allocation of costs to customers over time.

The hourly allocation factor as set out in the approval of the Board allows for the company to only allocate distribution, distribution-related capital investments to present and future customers in a forecast project.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And there is no Board-approved specific mechanism, but we're in a proceeding right now where you are asking for board approval.

And so it would seem to me that you could ask as part of your relief in this case to charge a surcharge for those customers, because this project is so uneconomic.  Am I missing something when I say that?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Can you repeat the question, please, Kent?

MR. ELSON:  You say that there is no approved Board mechanism, but we are in the process of a proceeding where you are seeking relief from the Board.  So couldn't you, as part of this proceeding, ask for a specific mechanism to secure a surcharge from the specific customers to make this economic?  Like you could ask for that relief in this proceeding.

MR. KEIZER:  Kent, is it really that you are asking the witnesses as to whether they would seek an amendment to EBO 134 the process that normally is applied?  Is that what your point is?

MR. ELSON:  Well, I think what I am saying is that to me it seems like you could request the relief from the Board necessary to apply a surcharge to the specific customers.

And I am asking if I am missing something as to why that would be impossible to seek that relief in this proceeding, if it was something that the parties or the Board thought was appropriate because this project is so uneconomic and is geared towards serving specific customers.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that these witnesses are here to speak about specific aspects related to the project, in terms of, you know, the customer demand and also the pipeline itself and its operation, but not necessarily to the regulatory process or what they otherwise could do within the context of regulatory precedent.

So I think it is not within these witnesses to probably provide that response.

I think your question is more in the line of argument as opposed to the clarification of the IRs.

MR. ELSON:  And I think it is clarification of the IR that is on the screen.  But maybe -- I see that Ian's hand is up and he probably has a more eloquent way of getting at this issue.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks, Kent.  Michael, with your leave, I don't agree with you, Charles, with all due respect.

I think the question Ian MacPherson has is why don't you ask for a mechanism to allocate costs to the customers driving the project?  What is the reason that you wouldn't propose that or haven't proposed that?

MR. KEIZER:  I think, first of all, with all due respect, it is not the first time you disagreed with me, Ian, but I think the -- I don't think it is fair to place this in the context of what the thinking was behind this application, given what the nature of the witnesses are here to speak about.

So I don't think that is necessarily a fair question to say should you have made your application in a different way.

If you are asking about the policy considerations, I think that is fair for you to make in argument, but I don't think it is necessarily fair to put your -- to cause that argument to be elicited through the questions that you are proposing now.

MR. MONDROW:  I don't want to be unfair, sorry, but Enbridge proposed the half at the time, and it was approved.

And the half could equally apply at the transmission level if Enbridge proposed it.  But they haven't, even though there are specific customers driving the project.  I am asking why not, what is the distinction?

Charles, if you would rather deal with this by way of an undertaking so we have Enbridge's position in advance of whatever the next stop in the process will be; I am fine with that, but I would like an answer to the question.

MR. KEIZER:  I think what we can probably do is indicate what our interpretation of EBO 134 is and why the application was proposed as it was with respect to the fact that we're applying the Board's established policy and procedures.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, I have a different question.  The Board had an established policy and established procedures with respect to distribution expansions or reinforcements.

Enbridge proposed a revision, an amendment to those policies to allow allocation of costs to specific customers, and that was approved.

So I would like to know why a similar analogous revision has not been proposed in respect to this project.  There may be a good reason for that, but I would like to know what that is.  If you would like to take that by way of undertaking, again, I am content with that.  But I don't want to wait until your responding argument to the first time that we hear that position.  That won't help anybody.

So I would like you to consider giving that position, if not in answer today or tomorrow, by way of an undertaking, to explain why such a mechanism would not be appropriate and was not and is not being proposed.

MR. KEIZER:  I think what we can do is we can actually provide an undertaking with respect to our interpretation of EBO 134 and why we applied as we did with respect to that.  And we would --

MR. MONDROW:  I'm sorry, that is what you said a minute ago.  That is not sufficient.  I know what 134 says.  I know what 188 said.  It was changed at Enbridge's instance.  Why wouldn't you ask for an analogous change in respect of 134?  That is the question.  Not what it says.  I know what it says.

MR. KEIZER:  Oh, it could be that we believe that 134 is right as written, and secondly --


MR. MONDROW:  It could be.  So if you would explain why that is, that's fine.  That is what I am asking.  But don't just tell me what it says, because I know what it says.  Tell me why it is right and change analogous to the half-rule for 188 is not appropriate in the case of 134.

MR. KEIZER:  I am going to take it under advisement, Ian, and I will come back to you at the break as to whether we provide that undertaking or not.


MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  I appreciate that.  Thanks very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Mike, does that take your question as well?  I want to keep us moving here.

MR. BROPHY:  I have a very quick one.  It is not in the depth of what Ian's question was, and it is just very simply, I was just going to -- you know, sometimes it might be me that confuses, you know, what Enbridge classifies as distribution versus transmission, because there's been some very large pipelines that were distribution.  So I was going to ask if Enbridge would be willing to undertake to provide the definitions they use to define a transmission line and distribution line.  That would be very helpful.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that something the witnesses can provide?

MS. THOMPSON:  Yes, we can.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, we will mark that as JT1.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.2:  TO PROVIDE EGI'S DEFINITIONS FOR TRANSMISSION LINE AND DISTRIBUTION LINE

Dwayne, I think you are up next.  If you are prepared to go?  We're going to look to take a break around 11:15, so if you can find an appropriate time in there.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:

MR. QUINN:  Yes, I will, thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good morning, panel.  I will try to keep this high level and that hopefully will be helpful to the process.

So I am going to start with the demand-side and then get to the supply side, the alternatives, and then what considerations we have in respect to this project.

Starting on the demand side, we asked some questions on the demand side, about the financial assurances of the letter of, letters of commitment.

So that was in our FRPO 1.  But I think to start at a high level, if we can turn up Pollution Probe 5.  I think it has a summary of what we're trying to get at.

MR. QUINN:  If you can scroll down to page 2 there, initially.

What I am interpreting from this table, which of course is blacked out for purposes of confidentiality, Enbridge anticipates in the first tranche taking on a set of contracts in 2023 and a large amount in 2024.  July 16th.  Right at the top.

Now, now you can take these numbers subject to check, your current demand is 617 TJs per day.  Is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  This is Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  If you turn to Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, in table 1 there's the Panhandle system design day forecast.  You can see the current system demand forecast is 672 TJs per day.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. DEBEVC:  For winter 2021-2022.

MR. QUINN:  I apologize, because I think -- the numbers I had weren't right.  That is why I paused when I said "is that correct", because that number didn't seem to be correct.  That was my mistake.

What I want to do is flip back to Pollution Probe 5 because it starts to show the evolution here for us that you are going to stage customers.  I am going to ask the question, but your current demand you just provided, Ms. Debevc, of 672, your current capacity is 713.  Correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So now what you are saying -- showing here is you can take a marginal amount on -- at the outset for the first winter.  In fact, it is only, at least at this point, attributed to three contracts that total around 5.4 TJs.  Then the next summer you are taking on ten times that amount.

The first question is, is that being staged, the addition of the 57, to await facility work that is done by -- well, the facilities work is supposed to be done by -- in-service by November 1st, 2023.

What is the reason the 57 TJs is being deferred to July of the next year?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  That 57.7 TJs per day would be for the Brighton Beach Atura contract that will begin July 16, 2024.

In addition to that, we have a number of greenhouse customers that we are currently working with that have signed commitment letters and will be progressing to letters of indemnification as well as distribution contracts, as that is an ongoing process.

In addition to that, there are also the demands in the contract that is expected to be negotiated with NextStar Energy to meet their requirements for when they need it as well.

So it is not just the current 5.4, whatever number you referenced there, of TJ per day that is needed for winter 2023.  We fully expect for the demand forecast we have for this project that all of the demands we have forecasted for November 1st of 2023 will materialize.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well let's then move to the materialization, to skip ahead to where it has its nexus with FRPO 1.

Can we move to page, sorry, in Pollution Probe 5, attachment 1, page 56, which is in PDF page 4-11 if that helps Ms. Allman.

There we go.  It looks like our numbers are slightly different.  It may be the changes you made to the IR responses.

Going with that.  This is the letter of commitment that customers are signing with Enbridge for the purposes of -- I hate to use the word queue, but it has been -- it has been used by Enbridge, or was used by Union Gas in the past.  To get into the queue, do customers have to sign this letter to say they want capacity and they will be given capacity when it is available?  Is that a simple summary?

MR. CIUPKA:  Mat Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  So having said that, I was going through that because the question in FRPO 1 what is the customer actually committing to financially and how is it secured.


So just to maybe put that in context.  If a customer says I want 10 TJs starting in 2024, what happens in 2024 if they turn around and say, you know what, I don't need that capacity anymore?  What are they on the hook for?

MR. CIUPKA:  There are no financial penalties if a customer chooses to terminate a commitment letter with Enbridge Gas.

However, these commitment letters help Enbridge Gas plan workflow over a multi-year period, so we understand when customers expect to come on, which lends further credence to our demand forecasts.

As these customers progress through the process, so you start with an expression of interest bid, or a direct request from Enbridge Gas.  You then sign a commitment letter.  Following that, you are looking to receive commitment -- further commitment from the customer, whether through the execution of a letter of indemnity or an actual distribution contract itself.

So it is a further form of commitment as you progress through these levels of contracts.

MR. QUINN:  The letter of indemnity, is it signed with financial commitments associated with it?

MR. CIUPKA:  That is correct.  Financial assurances are required to support the letter of indemnification.

MR. QUINN:  So any time -- for the letter of indemnity, the customer is paying zero dollars to say, I want ten or I want 100 by 2024?

MR. CIUPKA:  Confirmed.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  That then leads me to -- it goes back to the slide presentation this morning.  Kudos to Enbridge.  It was well done.  It where I would disagree with some minor aspects of how you said it by using the vernacular, but it gave a good overview.

On slide 5, you showed the rate of growth and my note said that - so can we bring up the presentation?  It might be helpful for the witnesses to see, yes.

Slide 5, I believe it is, Ms. Allman.  Yes.  Thank you.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn.  I don't think we marked this as an exhibit.  Maybe I am mistaken, but I don't think we marked it.

MR. MILLAR:  I think you are right, Mr. Keizer.  So we will call that KT1.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KT1.1:  EGI TECHNICAL CONFERENCE PRESENTATION.


MR. KEIZER:  Thank you.  Sorry, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Not at all.  I understand that, I respect that.

What we have is the growth rate.  So you have 37 percent growth rate is actual.  We get that.  That is just math.

But then in moving forward, the 42 percent growth rate, I heard that it was based upon market intelligence.

However, for the first time I looked at the rate of growth in a graphical sense and I see a very flat line of growth between 2025 it looks like and 2031.  It is not -- it doesn't look like the line ahead of it, because the line ahead of it is actual up until 2021.

And so I am looking at that and then I looked at the numbers again and I see that it is -- it looks like more of an extrapolation of a trend more than a specific commitment.

So can you help me with that as to what we're looking at in this graph?  Is this an extrapolation of the trend, or do you have specific commitment letters that identify capacity out to 2030?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.

We took the results from the expression of interests and those results were included in the demand forecast underpinning the need for this project.

That straight line you see or that extrapolated line you see, this is reflective of Enbridge Gas's best estimate using the demands and the expression of interest process, plus the most recent rate of growth or attachments from greenhouse customers on an acreage basis, and we expect that growth rate to continue beyond the period of winter 2024-2025 through the end of this forecast period.

So we are assuming a certain amount of greenhouse attachment growth each and every year which has been informed to Enbridge Gas by our customers and through the direct relationships we have with them, in addition to their expression of interest bids and any commercial agreements they have signed.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That creates a number of questions and I will try to -- again try to keep it at a higher level.

But is the summation of that answer that you do not have letters of commitment that get you to 9 -- this looks like it is going up to about 980 if I am reading the graph, you do not have letters of commitment that take you up to 980 TJs per day as of 2030?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  So between executed commitment letters, letters of indemnification, and executed distribution contracts as of this point in time, we have 168 TJs a day of capacity committed to by our customers.

And that is specific to the five year forecast period that we are proposing to build these facilities for.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That doesn't still answer my question.  So I will try to keep all of these questions straight in my head.

Is it true, then, that you do not have letters of commitment out to 2030 that identify in those letters of commitment and all of the other indemnification letters, all of those other things, a demand that would meet -- would need to be met of 980 TJs as of 2030?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.

So just to reiterate Matt's answer, the level of commitment now that we are reporting is against the five-year growth forecast.

We have done a 10-year outlook of growth.  However, we're seeking at this point only approval for the facilities to serve the five year outlook in growth, and that is what you are asking.

As you know, the initial part of this there is some growth related to Brighton Beach and some other special contracts and then after that, we pattern this after our understanding of that expressed interest, but also limited by the market's capacity to be able to build infrastructure, to build new greenhouses is -- has a capacity, if you will.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So as opposed to reiterating what was said before, Ian, I will summarize again.  This is an extrapolation of a trend to 2030.  Correct?

MR. MacPHERSON:  This trend, this is backed by the expression of interest bids that the company received in our process in 2021.  So this is not -- this is not -- I mean we have done, I guess you know, adjustments but we have real stated interest that is reflected in this forecast.

MR. QUINN:  It is reflected in the forecast.  But do you have contracts that you add up all of the contracts that are between your commitment letters and all of the rest of the more firm contracts, do you have contractual -- do you have letters of demand from customers that would total to 980 as of 2030?  It is a simple yes or no.

MR. MacPHERSON:  So maybe I could ask Matt, Mr. Ciupka, to respond between the expressed interest and what the current market capacity.  Could you just, please, state what that total would be?

MR. CIUPKA:  Yes.  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  So from greenhouse customers through the expression of interest forecast period in that process, we have the energy equivalent to roughly 4600 acres of greenhouse expansion between the period of 2023-24 to 2032-33.  And so that -- all of that expressed interest has been included in the long term demand forecast, but again we are proposing to build facilities to support the immediate five year forecast for which we have great certainty from customers through the customer commitments executed to date.

MR. QUINN:  I would like to get back to that five years and I will in a moment.  But I asked the question about 980 TJs.  That is what your graph shows.

I can't seem to get anybody to answer the question:  Is this a summation of all of your letters of commitment and more firm contracts or not?  Or is this an -- you talked about market area of growth and acreage that could be under glass. I get that.  But that is -- frankly, that is an extrapolation if you haven't had a customer say and I need an extra ten TJs in 2030.

MS. THOMPSON:  Thompson, Enbridge Gas.  I think a good reference would be Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, table 1.  That table is actually a reflection of our historical actuals and the demand forecast out to 2030-31, which is a reflection of the data that is on that graph.

So the data...

MR. QUINN:  But that data, Ms. Thompson, is that data based upon actual letters of commitment or more from contracts?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  The answer again is no.  Out to 2031 as we stated a few times, we have letters of commitment which are very high, actually, very high, in relation to the 203 TJs which we're seeking approval now to build.  Not seeking approval to build the total forecast capacity of the EOI.

So that is what we're comparing against.  And that is what would be normally would be occurring here.  Like in the way the market evolves with growth, people -- customers aren't signing contracts for things years in the future.  That is just not how the market evolves in the distribution market.

I am not sure if I am answering what you are saying, but we would not expect that to be clear, in any event that we would be in a position to have every, every TJ of capacity built.

We're here discussing the demand forecast and its veracity against that market interest, and that is what we are focussed on explaining here today.

MR. QUINN:  For the purpose of moving on, I am going to say it myself, and you will tell me if it is right or wrong.  You do not have letters of commitment and other contracts that would total 980 TJs by 2031; correct?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Based on my understanding of what you are saying, the answer is no.  But I would qualify that to say, nor we would be expecting to and nor does that necessarily align with our proposal here today and our request for approval.

MR. QUINN:  This would go a lot more easily, Mr. MacPherson, if you would answer the question that I am asking.

I understand your focus, there is demand there.  I get it.  The next five years, so let's move to that.  But showing a graph and showing a trend that is completely constant for five years lends somebody to believe -- some understanding to say that has to be an extrapolation, an averaging of smoothing.  I was trying to figure out if there are contracts underpinning it.

But I am going to move backwards to the five-year time frame you are talking about.

In that five-year time frame, and I think it is actually somewhere else.  If you can tell me what the reference is I can move down.  Actually, if we can go to Staff 4.  That is one reference that might help us here.

What I am trying to do is differentiate these customers that have signed letters of commitment and this is showing interruptible.  I am at risk of mixing this thing up, so I will stay with the letters of commitment first.

Do you have somewhere else on the record the amount customers have, quote-unquote -- that are letters of commitment versus firm contracts?  I thought I saw is somewhere else in the record.  I couldn't find it this morning.  If anyone has that reference then we could move on to the IT part of it.

MR. CIUPKA:  Mat Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. CIUPKA:  If you pull up the response to IR Staff 3.

MR. QUINN:  Staff 3?


MR. CIUPKA:  There was a table provided that shows the breakdown of distribution contracts and executed letters of indemnity and commitment letters.

MR. QUINN:  Just so we can move on with comfort that I am getting the answer that I was seeking.  Yes, that is where it is.  I'm sorry.  That is exactly it, and I can use that going forward.  So that is sufficient for now on these letters of commitment versus executed distribution contracts, is the way you put it in here.  So thank you for that.

MR. MILLAR:  Dwayne, we are at 11:15.  Is this a good spot for a break?


MR. QUINN:  I was hoping to get through the demand side, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  If you can do it in five minutes.

MR. QUINN:  I will try to do it in five minutes.  If we start spinning our wheels again I will defer to after the break.

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  Moving to the next one, Ms. Allman, thank you, Staff 4.

In Staff 4 you have a list of interruptible to firm conversions.  This is where I thought, that is what I thought that -- I made the assumption that of the 55 TJs that is attributed to the power generator, I thought it was interruptible moving to firm, but it looks like a lump of contracts you have are existing interruptible customers who want to move to firm.  Is that correct?  Is that a correct interpretation of that table 1?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  The first line on the table represents the incremental firm volumes that have been received through the expression of interest process.

The second row in that table is the amount of interruptible to firm conversion from existing customers, correct, that wish to convert their current interruptible service to firm.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Now, you know, what I am going to do, Mr. Millar?  So I can be more precise in my questions and we don't spin our wheels, I have the proper context.  I can ask my questions after the break then move into the demand side.  So to respect people's expectation around 11:15, I am finished for now.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's do that.  We will return at 11:32.  See you all then.
--- Recess taken at 11:17 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:32 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Charles, you were offering an undertaking to Mr. Mondrow?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  As a follow up to the discussion this morning and at Mr. Mondrow's request, I have instructions to indicate that Enbridge would provide the following undertaking, which is why did Enbridge not make a proposal to enable seeking of a contribution for the capacity sought.

MR. MILLAR:  We will mark that as JT1.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.3:  ENBRIDGE TO EXPLAIN WHY IT DID NOT MAKE A PROPOSAL TO ENABLE SEEKING OF A CONTRIBUTION FOR THE CAPACITY SOUGHT.


MR. MONDROW:  Thank you, Michael.  Charles, that sounds fine.  Just a heads-up, if the answer is because EBO 134 doesn't provide for that, that is not going to do it.  So we're looking at the policy basis for that position.  I think that is understood given our exchange in morning, but I just wanted to give that caution.

MR. KEIZER:  We will do what we can to answer the question.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Was there one other thing, Mr. Keizer?

MR. KEIZER:  One other thing, just a clarification in respect to something arising from a question from Mr. Quinn this morning.  So, Ms. Thompson, maybe can just deal with that clarification and then hopefully Mr. Quinn can then get on his way with his questions.

MS. THOMPSON:  Sure.  Hilary Thompson, Enbridge Gas.

The clarification is in relation to the question around the graph that shows the rate of growth.  We just wanted to clarify, there is a reference to the total demand which was called out as, I believe, 980 or so 983.

That's when I brought you back to the table in Exhibit B.1.1.  So the clarification here is that that graph shows historical demand up to this point, and then the forecast demand looking out to the future to 2030-2031 and that forecast demand is reflected in that table in Exhibit B, tab 1, schedule 1, table 1.

And that is -- the contract demand is the sum total of the request submitted through the EOI.  So I will just refer you back to that table, it helps to provide that outlook.  So just to reconfirm, the outlook that forecast demand out to 2030-31, it shows contract firm demand and that is the summation -- like all taken together is the make up of the demand forecast.

MR. QUINN:  I think that may be responsive, but I am not sure.  But I don't think it will be worthwhile pursuing any further.  Thank you for that reference.  I will look it up later and we will move forward.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn, I will hand it back to you.  Just a reminder, we will break around 12:20 for the lunch.  In the schedule, you were going to be done by then.  I appreciate we're a few minutes behind.  See how to manage your time, but either way we will break for lunch at 12:20.

MR. QUINN:  I was going to save this for the spoiler alert, but it is possible I may be under time.

MR. MILLAR:  Wow.

MR. QUINN:  I want to again extend appreciation to Enbridge, not only for the presentation this morning which answered a few questions, but also very importantly the verification of their simulation which I digested last night and that answered a number of other questions.

So I still want to discuss a little bit more on demand and a little bit more on supply alternatives, but we will see how things go and I will do my best to finish up before that time.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, please proceed.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Where we left off with Staff 4 which outlines the amounts of interruptible going to firm in 2024 of about 61 TJs.

I wanted that as context, because in FRPO 2, which I guess it is helpful if you want to turn it up, we were asking about the opportunity of considering customers staying on interruptible.

So we asked the question -- sorry, if you scroll up, I don't have it in front of me also, so can you scroll up just a bit?  Thank you.

Did Enbridge explore and discuss with customers what level of rate reduction that firm customers would need to move to interruptible?  If not, why not?

Now, it says that that Enbridge did not.  And at the same time, we're of the understanding that is Enbridge going to, as part of this rebasing plan, bring in to the Board a study about interruptible rates to look at the difference -- well, to look at interruptible rates; I will leave it at that.

Did Enbridge have any discussions with the customers who formed the 61 TJs, at least exploratory to say what level would you need to make it economically effective for your operations to stay on interruptible?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.

Stephanie Allman, if you could please turn to Exhibit B1.1, specifically to the letters of support for the project from Atura Power.

MS. ALLMAN:  Matt, can you please provide a specific reference in B1.1?

MR. CIUPKA:  Yes, I believe it is attachment 5, page 1.  And if you can just scroll down a little bit.  That's good.  Thank you.

So I think if you again focus on the first paragraph in this letter, it is clear that Atura Power, with respect to Brighton Beach, they submitted an expression of interest bid to convert their existing interruptible service to firm.  And again, they've executed a distribution contract subsequent to that to secure pipeline capacity for firm natural gas delivery.

So we don't believe it is an issue of whether or not a reduced interruptible rate would be acceptable.  It is that Atura wants the certainty that Brighton Beach will be able to run, when requested and dispatched by the IESO.

And we know that due to the regional power constraints, the expectation is that the Brighton Beach facility will be dispatched and relied upon more often, particularly within the next five-year period.

MR. QUINN:  Well, with all due respect, I think you know your customers and I understand you assuming that, but if you don't ask them the question, you don't know.  If they got interruptible rate at half the current rate, would they stay on that rate or would they want the opportunities.  This is for the power sector, but there is -- and this is part of my assumption, in that 61 it looks like most of it would be Atura.  But you've got a number of greenhouses that are moving from interruptible to firm exploring with them what level of reduction of -- just as a simple way of saying it, what level of reduction in interruptible rate would allow them to stay interruptible.  That could be measured economically to determine whether it makes sense to incent them to stay on interruptible or to build to allow them to go to firm.

Is Enbridge saying none of those discussions occurred with any interruptible customers?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  I think if you look back to the series of system reinforcement projects over the past 10 years on the Panhandle system, customers have been coming to Enbridge Gas specifically requesting incremental or new firm service, as well as the conversion of their existing interruptible service to firm.

It is not just an economic decision for these customers.  They want the reliability and certainty of firm service from us.

And again, that has been reflected through the expression of interest bids, through the commitment letters executed, as well as the distribution contracts executed to date.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  And the 10-years more than you know, but what I guess we're concerned about, and I am going to leave it at this, is if you offered them interruptible service at zero dollars only a variable rate, which was 10 percent of what they currently have, they would snap it up because the reality is as much as they want to have it all the time, it is what the cost of the system is.

But I think if you haven't asked the question, we're not going to learn anything from it so we need to move forward and I will move to demand side.

So moving to interrogatories, if we start at FRPO 4 for now, please.

Now, there was a series of simulations we requested and I had the results from FRPO 4 and 5 and then some later-on questions that were more specific.  But I wonder, given our time constraints, if we move to Pollution Probe 9, it has a demand forecast captured.

So those schematics and simulations helped when I read them in conjunction with your verification reports, so thank you for that.

But in FRPO 9, and it is the attachment; just if you would scroll down, yes, thank you.  If you would be able to expand that or zoom that, Ms. Allman, just so the people can read a little bit more clearly, thank you.

What I was reading in here and I was trying to read across because then it would allow me to see some things in terms of load growth, what we have here is what I understand now better, you've got some letters of commitment, you have some forecast through to 2027, 2028 and from a demand point of view, you need the NPS 36 -- I'm sorry, I should have stopped at FRPO 5 to get the number for NPS 36.

But one -- the section of, first section of pipe would provide you service, and I think it is stage one only here, the number is there.  Up to 833.

So I am reading this table to say is, you can put in stage 1 only and that will get you through, through the winter 2024-2025, but you would need the second stage in the winter of 2025-26.  Am I reading the summary of this table correctly?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Ms. Debevc, maybe you are the best person or maybe you can defer to somebody else.

This presumes, of course, the demands that have been forecasted all come to fruition -- and we can discuss that in our argument, but in terms of the supply side, there are a number of constraints which I read that go from Windsor back to Leamington North.  And I am not going to ask about the Windsor aspect because the descriptions have been helpful to understand the limitations there.

But in terms of Leamington North, was the opportunity to put in reduced differential regulation, such as flow control valves, to be able to lower the required station inlets to achieve the same demand at a lower inlet pressure through the station?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  So similar to the discussion we had earlier today about the west Windsor power and Brighton Beach, the same type of situation occurs in the Leamington area, where we have the current minimum inlet to the Leamington Northgate station at 2275.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MS. DEBEVC:  A kilometre further up the road, so a kilometre further north is the next station, which is the county road 18 station.  It has the same minimum inlet that Leamington North station does at 2275.

So appreciably lowering the minimum inlet pressure to the Leamington North station doesn't gain a lot of capacity.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Sorry, I just want to make sure I should have been more precise in my question.  I was asking about not just the Leamington North station, but any station in that vicinity which creates a pressure constraint on the inlet pressure side to be able to move the gas through the station.  If this was one, two or five of those stations, was it considered to reduce the differential across the stations to maximize the throughput or to increase the throughput for the purposes of meeting these demands?

MS. DEBEVC:  We did consider lowering the minimum inlet to Leamington North Station, and you should know that we are planning to rebuild that station in a couple of years.

So we are going to be lowering the minimum inlet to 2070 kPa.  That will increase the system capacity by 1.7 TJs per day.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well that gives me a bit of scope but I guess my original question was, did you look at all of the stations that would have that domino effect if you took care of Leamington North, you accelerated your reconstruction to allow for lower inlet there, and then you had to move to the county road -- 18, I think you said --station, if you fell four or five dominos in that area, was that considered as an alternative to reduce the pressure differential across the station as opposed to building more pipe?

MS. DEBEVC:  The answer to that is no, and that is because all of the stations along the Leamington North lines feed 1900 kPa systems.  So you can't -- you cannot lower the Min inlet below 1900 and you need to maintain a differential to allow the station to properly operate.

MR. QUINN:  You need a differential of let's say 2070, which was the figure you gave me for the Leamington North rebuild.

MS. DEBEVC:  Hmm-hmm.

MR. QUINN:  If each of those stations went down to that level, what incremental capacity could you achieve?

MS. DEBEVC:  There is only one controlling station, which is the Leamington North station.

Fixing the other ones upstream of the area don't provide additional capacity on the line, because Leamington North would always be constraining it.

MR. QUINN:  I am not sure I can fully appreciate that answer without seeing a schematic without that, but my question better is:   Could you file through undertaking the engineering report associated with the evaluation of alternatives that would show the consideration of lowering these inlet pressures?  Because if that is filed I might have all of my answers right then, and we can move on.

MS. DEBEVC:  There is no engineering report to provide, because Enbridge Gas simply cannot lower the Leamington North inlet pressure to be able to continue to serve the downstream system customers.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  But you would have an engineering report that would look at all of the alternatives you did consider.  Can we have that filed?

MS. THOMPSON:  Hilary Thompson, Enbridge Gas.  We have the fulsome alternatives considered within the evidence.  And all of the documentation to support the alternatives in the response to Exhibit I, Pollution Probe -- one moment.

MR. QUINN:  I did read that, and that is a summary of what you have produced.  I am looking for the actual report.

I know we went through this several months ago.  Somebody has to sign off a report.  A junior engineer would not do this analysis to say I looked at everything and here is the best result and people would move on.  Somebody has to put a report to their manager.  It gets approved up through your hierarchy, whatever approval process.

I am looking at the alternatives.  I am trying to work with you in a way that is hopefully helpful in reinforcing that you are doing due diligence around these projects, and one of the things Ms. Debevc said has given me some comfort that Leamington North reduction from -- down to 2070 would create 1.7 TJs of capacity.

That is great.  I can understand that in context.  If I have the engineering report along with the simulation verification, I might be in a position to say this looks like the best alternative.  But without that information and understanding of all of the alternatives that were evaluated, it is hard to do that.

MS. THOMPSON:  So the reason why I brought you to Exhibit I, Pollution Probe 16 is because that is the entirety of the materials that Enbridge Gas has that outlines and supports the alternatives.

MR. QUINN:  So nobody signed off --


MS. THOMPSON:  There is no further --


MR. QUINN:  -- alternative report that said here are facilities alternatives that we considered in the process?

MS. THOMPSON:  There is no further documentation.

MR. QUINN:  No.  I said -- okay, I was asking you for a specific report.  You're broadening it to documentation.  So nobody documented anything associated with alternatives?

MS. THOMPSON:  The reason why I mentioned documentation is just to be inclusive of other forms of documents.

So all of the -- so no terms of reports, presentations, et cetera.  So the fulsome support for the alternatives assessment is included in the response to Pollution Probe 16.

MR. QUINN:  Well I have read that, and it doesn't have the detail that I thought would be associated with an engineering assessment, the facilities infrastructure solutions that would be considered.  And so when we only see a subset of what Enbridge considers, it creates concerns and I guess those concerns will continue until we can ask the Board to require that as one of your deliverables in a leave-to-construct.  But we will leave that for argument.

So if we can move to FRPO 6, please.  Okay.  There was a series of FRPO 6, 7 and 8, but I am going to -- we will start with 6 here because the original concern I had or --sorry, I said it this way.

We put in as a premise that we understood from the previous Panhandle proceeding that Energy Transfer Partners was trying to increase their ability to get gas through Ojibway to Dawn.

And the answers for both, for all of 6, 7 and 8 said that -- maybe if you scroll down -- that Enbridge does not accept our interpretation of that Energy Transfer Partners would desire to increase deliveries to Dawn.

So having said that, I filed last night the document that was filed in the Panhandle proceeding that was given the exhibit number Exhibit 2.1 from EBO 2016-0186.  I was going to ask if you pull that up, in fairness to the witnesses, I trust you have seen it before.  But if you haven't, I would like you to see it.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, I am trying to understand the relevance of your inquiry.  Like, what does what happened in 2016, that number of years ago, have to do with the current project that is before the Board?

MR. QUINN:  It is the premise for my question, Mr. Keizer, because we want all alternatives considered.  And later on in FRPO 7, Enbridge provides a summary of their conversations with Energy Transfer Partners and that is helpful, to an extent.

But my original premise for my question was the fact that they have a desire to move gas through to Dawn and it was part of a previous proceeding, which Enbridge has said they don't agree with my interpretation.

So I thought I would look at their words and have the company tell me why they don't agree that Energy Transfer Partners has that -- had that desire previously.

So if we can turn to page 4 of that...

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure what that has to do -- I mean in the situation that occurred at that time, the conclusion of this was that contracts were signed between Union Gas and Energy Transfer and Rover at that time and it related to what the circumstance was.

I don't get why that -- and I know that current discussions and whatever else have been disclosed in this proceeding, but that is a brand new circumstance unrelated to this circumstance.  I don't see why this is relevant.

MR. QUINN:  I wanted to ask why Enbridge believes that our interpretation is incorrect.  And so I thought by looking at Energy Transfer Partners words -- not our interpretation -- then the witnesses can tell us what they disagree about.

So can we turn to page 4, please?

MR. KEIZER:  No.  What does it matter, Mr. Quinn, as to what the interpretation was back six years ago relative to the current circumstance?

MR. QUINN:  Because what is in that letter also specifies the quantity that they were trying to achieve, and the quantity they did achieve was less than they were seeking.

So that is the context, that they had further desire that wasn't met.  Yes, they signed a contract, but they signed a contract out of compromise.  But they still had a desire and is the context for the question.

I would like to be able to at least understand what Enbridge disagrees with, and I thought it would be fair to the witnesses, who may or may not have been involved in those discussions back then, to see what Energy Transfer Partners says and be able to determine why you disagree with our premise.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess my point is the premise -- your premise is irrelevant and this is irrelevant because, you know, that has been discussions which took place six years ago.  Circumstances have changed.  And on the record in this proceeding are the current circumstances which are relevant, because they were filed as part of an interrogatory response.

So my point is that this is not relevant to this proceeding and I am going to insist upon that, that it is not relevant.

MR. QUINN:  So I will ask, what part of our interpretation of the fact that Energy Transfer Partners wanted to move more gas through Ojibway to Dawn, what part of that is incorrect?

MR. KEIZER:  And I am going to indicate that it is not relevant to this proceeding.

MR. QUINN:  Sir, it is one of the supply solutions right now that Enbridge is relying upon, is that not correct.

MR. KEIZER:  It is fair for you to ask the questions related to their current experiences on the current RFP that was part of this proceeding.  That is fair game because that is part of this proceeding six years ago is not necessarily something that -- and whatever desires or intentions of energy transfer was six years ago is unrelated to this project.

MR. QUINN:  It is a continuation of the evolution of the market from Michigan to Dawn and provides context. So we are asking so that we can put it in context.

Can I ask the witnesses how much did Energy Transfer Partners want to move through to Dawn back in 2016?  The answer is in the exhibit I filed.

MR. KEIZER:  And the answer is whatever they agreed to in the ultimate contract with Union Gas.

MR. QUINN:  No.  That is not what they asked for, sir.  And you know better than to just mince words with what they got versus what they asked for.

I'm suggesting to you that they asked for that, they had reason and there's purpose.  We may or may not agree in Argument, I get that.  But I have a desire to establish to the Board that this is an ongoing evolution, and should be explored.  And I am using that as context for that.

MR. KEIZER:  And I am saying it is not relevant and we are not going to respond to those questions in that regard.  But you can ask your questions and I will object, and we can keep moving on.

MR. MONDROW:  Ian Mondrow for IGUA.  Dwayne, why don't you ask what has changed since then?

MR. QUINN:  It is a good question,  Ian, while I understand the relevance of the questions I have written up.  So let's start there.  Thank you.

What has changed since then?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, this is Jeff Cadotte, Enbridge Gas.  Can you be more specific in your question, please?

MR. QUINN:  What has changed in terms of Energy Transfer Partners stated desire to move more gas through Ojibway to Dawn?  What has changed to their position now versus where it was in 2016?

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, I can tell you that we met with Energy Transfer Partners as per FRPO 7.  We issued a RFP for a Dawn to Ojibway exchange.  And we did not receive any bids from ETP or from Rover as part of that RFP.

MR. QUINN:  And you yourself know that there has to be a supplier in the middle of that to be able to obligate the gas.  Correct?

MR. CADOTTE:  Yes.  I can confirm that Panhandle, Eastern and Rover are shipping gas on behalf of their shippers.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And who makes the obligation commitment then?

MR. CADOTTE:  Whoever would bid into the RFP to obligate the volume requested.

MR. QUINN:  Could Energy Transfer Partners do that?

MR. CADOTTE:  They did not bid into the RFP, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  They did not.  But could they do it?

MR. CADOTTE:  I don't know.  I don't work for Energy Transfer Partners.

MR. QUINN:  Could a transporter of gas bid into that RFP?

MR. CADOTTE:  The RFP was open to any market participant who wished to bid in.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So do you understand why Energy Transfer Partners did not bid into it?

MR. CADOTTE:  No, we do not.

MR. QUINN:  So you didn't proactively explore with them how you could actually collaborate towards increasing flow between Ojibway and Dawn -- sorry, I will say from their system, Energy Transfer Partner's system to Ojibway to Dawn?

MR. CADOTTE:  Can you please repeat the question?

MR. QUINN:  Did Enbridge approach Energy Transfer Partners to look at solutions that could be created for Energy Transfer Partners to move more gas from their system through Ojibway to Dawn?

MR. CADOTTE:  Enbridge Gas is currently in discussion with Energy Transfer Partners on replacing the existing river crossings at the same capacity.

MR. QUINN:  I see that in some of the -- I think it is in FRPO 8.  We need not turn it up at this point.

In those discussions, did Enbridge discuss the potential for other solutions that would increase the flow from Energy Transfer Partners through Ojibway to Dawn?

MR. CADOTTE:  Could I request a breakout room, please?  Sorry, did that not come through?  Did I request a breakout room?  Sorry, I might have put myself on mute there.

MR. KEIZER:  No, no.  Your request came through loud and clear.  I'm not quite sure.  Michael, is there an issue?


MR. MILLAR:  No.  Lillian, can we arrange for a breakout room?


MS. ING:  Just a second.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. CADOTTE:  Are we all back here?


MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, we have not spoken to Energy Transfer Partners about increasing capacity.  We have only been in discussion about replacing the existing capacity.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you for that answer.  Can you turn up FRPO 4 -- sorry, FRPO 8, please, Ms. Allman.

Okay.  So this is the response regarding the Detroit River crossing and the answer is below.  Thank you.

And so you have been in discussions to replace the crossing.  When does your asset management plan recommend that that will be replaced?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  Currently the asset management plan is forecasted for November 1, 2024.

MR. QUINN:  So to make sure I stated it correctly and we have it correct for the record, Mr. Thomas, you're saying that it is expected to be replaced and in-service, the replacement project for November 1st, 2024?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  That is when it is currently forecasted, but subject to specific commercial negotiations, that timing could change.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  But I am hearing from Mr. Cadotte some of those discussions aren't the opportunity to increase the capacity.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Quinn, we still have ongoing discussions with Energy Transfer Partners.  At this point in time we have not discussed increasing the capacity, but we're still having ongoing discussions at this point in time.

MS. THOMPSON:  Hilary Thompson, Enbridge Gas.  I think one of the other -- the other points to mention is specifically what is included in the response to FRPO 8, the one that you have highlighted, which highlights one of the reasons in relation to it not being a cost-effective alternative and some of the costs are included in this response, which highlights the additional assets that would be required.

And further to that, the market conditions would need to support this path and they currently do not support this path.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Could you elaborate on that last point, why they don't currently support that path?

MS. THOMPSON:  One important point to mention is that, I think as evidenced through the RFP, just interest in that path, that we did not have a feasible alternative that came through that path.  And I will just see if any other panellists have anything to add.

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  I will add there is currently uncontracted capacity from Ojibway to Dawn as a signal for there is not a need for incremental capacity on that path at this time.

MR. QUINN:  Even if that was utilized by the utility to meet supply needs, including the needs of your market in the Panhandle territory?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  That was evaluated in C1-1.  It was deemed to be not cost-effective.

MR. QUINN:  When you do that cost-effective analysis, how do you value the avoided facilities in conjunction with determining what your best gas plan alternative is?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  Can we please bring up Exhibit C1.1, page 3?  Just at the bottom of the page and into the top of the next page, please.  Economic feasibility was deemed to be quantitative criteria.
If you scroll down a little bit more, please.  Total cost, cost per unit of capacity and net present value were the metrics used.

MR. QUINN:  In those metrics did you take into account avoided cost of facilities?

MR. THOMAS:  Please scroll down to -- in C1.1, I believe it is on page 17.  Sorry.  Trying to navigate there myself.  Sorry. Page 22.  Mr. Quinn, are you able to see the table?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. THOMAS:  In this hydrocarbon alternative where we had incremental supply-side deliveries, we also reduced the facility cost.  So reduced facilities were included in the assessment.

MR. QUINN:  So the facility costs, 303.3, is that what you're saying was reduced?


MR. THOMAS:  Yes.  That reflects a reduced length of the NPS 36 loop to 17.35 kilometres.  So therefore the reduction of capital assets was included in this assessment.

MR. QUINN:  So this was done on a facility cost per unit of capacity, not a gas supply cost to capacity?

MR. THOMAS:  Not confirmed.  The cost per unit of capacity is inclusive of both facility and O&M costs, as stated in the table.

MR. QUINN:  No.  I'm sorry I was talking about the gas supply commodity.

MR. THOMAS:  The supply-side assessment looked at a firm exchange, which is a transportation service.

MR. QUINN:  But that transportation service could also meet part of your gas supply need at Dawn once facilitated.  Correct?

MR. THOMAS:  Please refer to C1.1 again.  I am trying to navigate that myself.  Page 14.  Scroll down a little bit, please.  Are you able to see this now?

So Enbridge Gas defines commercial alternatives as any supply-side service provided by a third party.  They're included to upstream transportation services, peaking supply transaction, delivery supply transaction, exchanges, et cetera.

In this instance, the company evaluated an exchange.

MR. QUINN:  But you could use that exchange for your gas supply needs at Dawn.  Correct?

MR. THOMAS:  That is not confirmed.  We are receiving gas at Dawn and utilizing that gas through the exchange from our contract customers to provide back to the third party through the exchange, they would then provide incremental gas at Ojibway.

So we are not actually gaining any incremental gas through that transaction.  It is strictly a transportation service where I am giving someone gas at Dawn and they're giving me back gas at Ojibway.

MR. QUINN:  And you could buy that gas from them at Dawn as an alternative, an enhancement to that exchange?

MR. THOMAS:  That was not evaluated to procure incremental natural gas service through this, as we were evaluating this as a transportation service, which is why the exchange was appropriate.

MR. QUINN:  Understood.  And I am just -- to make sure we are on the same page, you did not evaluate the gas supply potential benefit of purchasing that gas once exchanged and once it does land at Dawn?

MR. THOMAS:  The value of incremental firm deliveries, it was evaluated through the exchange.

MR. QUINN:  But not a gas supply benefit as part of your gas supply portfolio?

MR. THOMAS:  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Okay.  Mr. Millar, I said I would be done before 12:20.  I am going to take some of this to argument, clearly.  So I think those are my questions.

Thank you very much, witness panel, and appreciably thank you for the incremental filings of the verification, because that was quite helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you very much, Mr. Quinn.

We will -- you did finish three minutes early, so a gold star, Mr. Quinn -- in fact even earlier.  So thank you very much for your efforts there.  We will break for lunch and I think -- let's say 1:05 we will be back.

Maybe folks can try to come in a couple of minutes early,  I wanted to see if we could resolve the minor scheduling issues we have.  So Kent or anyone else who is involved in that, please try to join us a little earlier.

MR. BROPHY:  Mr. Millar, I may not be on right when it gets back.  But it looks like Pollution Probe wouldn't be up at least until the time forecasted of 2:50, so I may not be there for those discussions.

I guess, you know, we're prepared to go at any time two o'clock or after and, you know, if Environmental Defence needs to swap some time for tomorrow morning, we are prepared to do that as well towards the end of the day.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks for that offer.  Kent, does that work for you?  We can just put that issue to bed.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  I think what Mike is saying would be that I would swap with him and that would work perfectly for us.

MR. MILLAR:  But that wouldn't get you done before -- we can go off the record, Teresa, if we haven't already.  ---Off the record discussion re scheduling issues.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:19 p.m.
--- Upon resuming at 1:05 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Welcome back, everyone.  We will commence our afternoon session with Mr. Buonaguro for OGVG.
Examination by Mr. Buonaguro:


MR. BUONAGURO:  Good afternoon, panel.

I did send some advanced warning of the areas I was looking at but I am going to tell you right now I'm going to focus on the third area in the time that I have after some reflection.  So I would like you to pull up Exhibit I.OGVG.2.

So this interrogatory was exploring the nature of the distribution infrastructure that would be necessary for customers to access the additional capacity created by the transmission project and, in particular, I was looking at the profitability indexes that might be flowing from the distribution level projects.

And before I ask you some more questions about this, I wanted to take you to an exhibit to show you why I was interested in this.

So I want to take you to Exhibit E, tab 1, schedule 4 of the application.  So this is the calculation of the marginal transmission revenue that you have used for your stage 1 analysis under EBO 134.  Is that correct?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I noticed, and as I said in my question, this is only the transmission margin?  You have excluded the distribution margin?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  That is correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And my assumption is the reason you do that is because, with respect to the distribution margin, you would apply or look to allocate that margin against any of the distribution-related infrastructure costs when doing an analysis under EBO 188 for any projects that you have to do and distribution level projects?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  That is correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Now my understanding, though, would be that, in theory, take a theoretical situation where there was no required distribution infrastructure, so you don't have to lift a finger to connect these customers.  You just have transmission infrastructure in this case.  All of that distribution margin would be applicable against the transmission project, wouldn’t it be, as incremental revenue created by the project?


MR. SZYMANSKI:  It would be incremental revenue, I agree, but we would not allocate it to the transmission project.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Why not?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  We would make the distinction, we keep the revenue streams and cost streams between distribution and transmission separate, and you are going to have some you know, under EBO 188 like you suggested, you may have some situations where no future distribution reinforcement is necessary to connect the customer.

And when theoretically you could say that is a distribution margin that has not -- has no costs to be allocated to within EBO 188.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So under that hypothetical situation, wouldn't that be a benefit as a result of the transmission project?  The ability to connect that extra capacity despite the fact there is no distribution network infrastructure associated with it?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  It is an overall benefit, I agree.  I am not familiar enough with cost allocation to know whether it would be attributable to transmission or distribution.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  So I am going to make a reference for you.  So in your slide presentation, I think it was slide 4, you referred to or the Chatham-Kent project was referred to.  Do you recall that?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, I recall that.

MR. BUONAGURO:  The leave-to-construct for that project was EB-2018-0188.

I am making the reference because I am a little confused, because in that transmission leave-to-construct, Enbridge actually combined the distribution and transmission revenue in order to achieve a profitability index of 1.03.  Is anybody on the panel familiar with that?  If not, can you take that subject to check?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  I am unable to confirm that question at this time.  However I want to clarify with respect to the Chatham-Kent rural pipeline project, that project was comprised of primarily distribution assets with a small component of the overall project being transmission.

So for that expansion project the economic feasibility test was filed under EBO 188.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Fair enough.  In that case, though, there was a combined profitability index for both, for the overall cost for the project.  No?  I don't see anybody answering, so...

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure that people have that within their knowledge of what was in that application.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I can let the decision and the application stand for itself.

My point being, though, I am interested in the distribution revenue associated with the project and whether or not it is fair to include that as a benefit related to the transmission project, particularly if the related distribution infrastructure is not material.

So my first question to you is by way of undertaking, is whether I can get an Exhibit E, tab 1, schedule 4 reproduced but including -- or just showing the distribution margin.  So I guess it would be the total revenue minus the transmission margin you are showing here.  Is that something I could get?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Just to clarify, there are more -- there are more elements to the revenue stream than just distribution and transmission.  So it would not be just a simple exercise of taking total revenue subtracting transmission.  There would be some other items that would have to be adjusted out.

MR. BUONAGURO:  That's fair enough.  I am looking at the equivalent distribution margin version of Exhibit E, tab 1, schedule 4.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  I think we could take that on, on a best-efforts basis.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  I will mark that as, and my apologies I believe JT1.4 is next, but did I miss one?  Can anyone confirm we're at 1.4?  Thank you very much Teresa, we will mark this as JT1.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.4:  TO REPRODUCE EXHIBIT E, TAB 1, SCHEDULE 4 JUST SHOWING THE DISTRIBUTION MARGIN, ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS.


MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Can I ask a high level question just so we can continue the conversation a little longer.  I will take an example.  So it looks like on Exhibit E, tab 1, schedule 4, starting at year 7, that is when the capacity associated with the transmission project is fully utilized and you are getting sort of maximum transmission margin from the project.  Is that correct?


MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So by comparison, would you expect the distribution number starting in year 7 to be higher?  Lower?  Or around the same as that?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  I don't have that information, so I can't really guess.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Sorry, I thought it would be an easier question.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  That follows, Mr. Buonaguro.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Which one follows?  I gave you all three options.


[Laughter]

MR. MacPHERSON:  Good point.  What follows is that the proportionate distribution margin will be at its maximum at the same time the transmission margin, because they're corresponding.

They vary -- the amount of transmission and distribution margin varies by rate class, but it is still, proportionally these will both grow in concert.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So that is the timing question, fair enough.  I am looking for the magnitude question.

So in year 7 your total transmission margin at line 7 is 11,245,000.  Would you expect, understanding that the majority of that revenue is coming from contract customers, presumably in the M4 rate class or other contract classes, of course, would you expect the distribution equivalent to be higher than 11,245,000?  Lower?  Or around the same?  Based on the relative ratio of distribution to transmission costs embedded in rates?

You can take that -- well, I will give you the actual answer by the undertaking, but I thought it would be an easy answer for the purpose of the conversation.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, again, I have no basis to provide you an answer with.  I do not know the proportion of transmission margin to distribution margin, and it would be specific to the rate class within contract versus general service, and I don't know that off the top of my head.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  I feel less poorly about myself not knowing, but if you don't know, then how could I be expected to know?  But I think we can continue the conversation, nevertheless.

So you are going to give me an undertaking -- you have given me an undertaking to provide me the information about how much distribution margin we're talking here.

Now, in terms of going back to my interrogatory and in terms of the distribution level cost, the actual infrastructure costs, so that is back to OGVG number 2, I believe, I took it from the second part of the answer to part A -- in this part of the answer, you say that at this time, Enbridge Gas anticipates one of the facility expansions may use HAF, the hourly allocation factor, and this facility expansion does not require leave-to-construct.  At this time, there are no distribution assets for which leave-to-construct is required.

So that tells me -- I believe that tells me in terms of individual distribution level projects that you are going to need to implement in order to connect the capacity created by the transmission project to actual customers, there doesn't seem to be -- you're not anticipating any particular project that is so large that you need a leave-to-construct.  They're relatively small projects, one or more small projects.  Is that correct?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  So at this time, there are no facilities that are identified that would require a leave-to-construct.

But again, this could change subject to timing of when and where customers actually come on.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  And so do you have no high-level sense of the total magnitude of distribution infrastructure that you are going to need to put in to connect the customers that have said they require new capacity and that you are building this transmission project for, how much you are going to spend to connect them?  Is there nothing you can give me?

Perhaps if there is nothing right on the spot, maybe it is an undertaking you can give me, to think about and produce an answer.

MR. CIUPKA:  I would request a quick breakout at this time, if possible.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  We will agree to take that as an undertaking on a best efforts basis, based on what we know and what we don't know.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.5:  TO PROVIDE A HIGH-LEVL ESTIMATE OF THE COST OF DISTRIBUTION-RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE ENBRIDGE BELIEVES WILL BE NECESSARY IN ORDER TO CONNECT CUSTOMERS, CONNECTED TO THE TRANSMISSION PROJECT, ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS.


MR. KEIZER:  Can we make sure the wording of the undertaking is clear?  Maybe you could express it again, Mr. Buonaguro, just so everybody is on the same level.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Sure.  So I am looking for, at a high-level, an estimate of the cost of distribution-related infrastructure that Enbridge believes will be necessary in order to connect customers to the capacity created by the project.

So basically distribution infrastructure that is in that sense connected to the transmission project.

MR. KEIZER:  I think that was the understanding, is it, Mr. Ciupka?

MR. CIUPKA:  That is correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  At a fine detail level, I am assuming that you have a variety of examples.

So some customers might need actual laterals.  And you said this in your answer to that interrogatory.  Some might just need individual connections to the local pipeline and some might not need any infrastructure at all in order to connect.

But I am looking for the overall number at a high level.

MR. CIUPKA:  Yes.  We will look to provide that on a best efforts basis.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Buonaguro, can I ask something I think that is helpful.  Those customers who have letters of commitment that, you know, that there is no additional costs including station upgrades, that would be a point to look at to minimize the amount of effort, your stations might be able to tell you that they can take that amount of load.  And then that eliminates them from distribution cost -- if that makes sense.

I see you nodding your head, but I thought that might be helpful.

MR. CIUPKA:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So with that, I think I have used my time and as I said, I am focussed on the one question.  So I can relinquish the floor.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Buonaguro.  I understand APPrO no longer has questions.  So I think that takes us, I guess, to the Three Fires group next which I believe is Mr. Daube.  Are you available?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  That is me, Daube.

MR. MILLAR:  Daube, my apology.  The floor is yours.

MR. DAUBE:  You are definitely not the first.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, with a person with a name that is often mispronounced, I can sympathize.
Examination by Mr. Daube:


MR. DAUBE:  I was hoping we could go to TFG 1 to start with, please, and this is in the zone of the consultations that Enbridge has conducted.

So focussing first on the response to question A, I will just give the representatives a second to read the response.

The first question is:  Does Enbridge have an internal policy or a standard practice for determining which potential alternatives should be raised in consultations with Indigenous partners?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Catherine Pennington with Enbridge Gas.  So our practice is to engage with First Nations, Indigenous peoples early in the process, early in the planning and engagement process to ensure that we are discussing with Nations their interest.

In terms of specific policy around alternatives, I would say that, you know, we listen for concerns or questions that come forward, but we don't have a specific policy about the engagement of alternatives.  However, we're driven in practice by our Indigenous peoples' policy.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  And is that practice of early engagement set out in any internal document?

MS. PENNINGTON:  The practice of early engagement is articulated in our Indigenous Peoples Policy.

It has also been cited a number of times in multiple external documents, such as our sustainability reports, our most recent Pathways to Reconciliation document that was referenced in the evidence, and again most recently about a few weeks ago as part of our Indigenous Reconciliation Action Report.  And we do talk about it as well -- pardon me -- we do talk about it as well openly as part of our consultation and design program which is part of the evidence in these proceedings.

MR. DAUBE:  The first document you referenced was the Indigenous -- I missed a word.

MS. PENNINGTON:  The Indigenous Peoples Policy.

MR. DAUBE:  That is the one that you have produced in this proceeding, right?

MS. PENNINGTON:  We did produce that in these proceedings.  We also outline our engagement program as part of our initial evidence, that I could call up, if you would like.

MR. DAUBE:  No, it's all right.  Thank you.  So how does that principle of early engagement apply to the specific alternatives that were raised for consultation with partners in this proceeding?

MS. PENNINGTON:  So as part of our engagement program, we have been consulting with First Nations on this particular program for over 13 months.  And as part of the evidence -- alternatives were discussed as part of the evidence, which is available to Indigenous nations and communities.

We also provide project information and engage openly and over those 13 months as questions have come forward.  We have addressed those.

And of course part of this proceeding is to do that as well.

MR. DAUBE:  It looked to me -- please tell me if this is right -- that the only alternatives were, that were raised were ones that Enbridge had determined were viable alternatives.  Is that right?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Raised?  Meaning from nations?

MR. DAUBE:  Raised in consultations with Indigenous partners.

MS. PENNINGTON:  So we did provide project information about the most viable option, which is what we do when we're working on consultation and engagement.  That information was provided early, as part of our early engagement practice, again, as part of virtual open houses and other materials that were shared.  And specific alternative questions and comments have come forward as part of these proceedings but not during the consultation process prior to these proceedings.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  I am not sure I understood this point, so forgive me if I am repeating the question.

Were the alternatives that Enbridge has identified as not viable in this proceeding raised for the purposes of consultations with Indigenous partners?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Non-viable options were not raised with Indigenous Nations as part of this project.

However, alternatives and alternative information is a part of our application.

There was information shared as part of Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1, and you don't necessarily need to bring that up but I will reference it, and as well as part of Exhibit 1, Staff 7, attachment 1 and 2.

MR. DAUBE:  Is there any internal policy that says that alternatives that Enbridge has identified as not viable should not be raised as part of consultations?

MS. PENNINGTON:  We do not have a policy that speaks to specific requirements of sharing alternatives and non-viable alternatives with Indigenous peoples and Indigenous nations, but our general practice standard is to share information early in the engagement process and planning process and then also to address and answer any questions that come forward.

And if there would have been specific questions prior to these proceedings, we would have answered those and as part of these proceedings I believe those questions have been addressed and continue to be addressed in the evidence and the record that I cited.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay, thank you.  I am sure you are more familiar with this document than I am, but just in case it is helpful I would like to go to Exhibit C, tab 1, schedule 1 which is referenced in your response that we just looked at, and specifically page 3 and 4 is where I thought it might be helpful to go.

So is it fair to say that these are the factors that go into, the factors that Enbridge has listed here are the factors that go into a determination, number one, of whether a project is viable or not viable?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  Yes, this is our assessment criteria for the proposed project.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  How do you determine the weight assigned to these various factors?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  You will see in the evidence in front of you here that some of them were quantitative and some of them were qualitative, but I think --


MR. DAUBE:  Sorry, I didn't mean to interrupt.

MR. THOMAS:  I was actually going to suggest we bring up Staff 7, attachment 2 to look at this from a little more practicality perspective.

MR. DAUBE:  So I just want to make sure that I have expressed the question well.

So I understand how some of them might be qualitative versus quantitative.  But I guess what I am asking is how you weigh them against one another.


MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge.  Please bring up Pollution Probe 17.  Are you able to see the response in front of us now?  So essentially it says Enbridge Gas did not rank each item.  Some are binary pass-fail criteria, such as meets the in-service date.  Additionally, once an alternative was deemed to be non-viable Enbridge Gas did not continue assessing.  I think that is reflective in the level of detail for various alternatives provided in Exhibit C1.1 and further clarified at Staff 7.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Is there an internal policy that helps you to, that helps guide you through that process?  Or is it really a case-by-case basis using these general factors?

MR. THOMAS:  So there is no specific policy.  But I would then ask to now go to Staff 7, attachment 2, please look at it.  Are you able to see the table in front of us now?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes, thank you.

MR. THOMAS:  So I want you to call attention to the timing column of this table specifically, which is our quantitative metric.  All the non-viable alternatives did not meet the timing metric and were subsequently non-viable.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Do you have any documents that you haven't produced in this proceeding that give a bit more detail on the factor that's labelled environmental and socio-economic impact?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Sorry, Doug Schmidt, Enbridge.  Can you repeat that question, please.

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  I mean for context I am just looking for more detail than what we have on page 4 of Exhibit C relating to what you look at when it comes to environmental and socio-economic impact.

So the question was whether there are any documents that you have that you haven't produced that would provide that detail.

MR. SCHMIDT:  The detail, in order to complete the environmental report or the environmental assessment is, we follow the Ontario Energy Board's environmental guidelines.  So that basically lays out the different sections in the environmental report that we would follow.

MR. DAUBE:  And what about when it comes to the language here that is used?  It says minimize impacts to Indigenous peoples.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Is there a specific question about that particular language?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  Is it the same answer for what you consider when you are considering that aspect, this factor.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Well, as my colleague Mr. Schmidt said, we do follow the regulations as he cited that is set out.  But in addition to that, it remains crucial to us to continue to have conversations and consultation with nations so that if there is a specific concern that is brought forward, that we look to address those as best we can.  We would believe that the nations know themselves the best and if there is a concern or consideration, we would always work to address that.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Is there anything else from a policy level as opposed to what you discover on a case-by-case basis?  Is there anything else that guides your approach when you are examining the impacts to Indigenous peoples as part of this factor?  Or you have told me everything?

MS. PENNINGTON:  I believe we've shared everything.

So of course principally we're led by our Indigenous Peoples Policy that I referenced earlier.  And as Mr. Schmidt said, we do follow the requirements and regulations as set out by the regulator.

And that, then, also means for us engaging and consulting with nations and being provided with information and looking to resolve that.

So I think that is probably, from what you are looking for, probably we have provided it all.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  All right.  Could we please go back to TFG 1 and response B this time.

It is really the first paragraph in response B that I am interested in.  So the first question is -- I just want to understand Enbridge's assertion here that brownfield projects are not appropriate for equity participation?

MS. PENNINGTON:  As it relates to the Panhandle project, we have not looked at an equity or equity option on this particular project.

To date, our focus of equity or financial options really as we refer to them as has been focussed on greenfield major capital projects and not existing brownfield assets.

So we have not contemplated equity for this particular project.

However, what I can say is that within Enbridge Gas and within Enbridge corporately, as we have laid out in our most recent Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plan, we are formulating and have formulated working groups and committees internally to examine equity and financial options on our assets across the enterprise.

So we are starting that work and also working with a number of nations, many of whom are a party to these proceedings, to talk about their interest in and financial options and equity, and of course equity being one component of a larger financial option that many nations are interested in speaking to us about.  So we're working towards that.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  What is the -- what historically, or what to date has been the basis for the approach that you just described distinguishing, and specifically distinguishing brownfield from greenfield projects?

MS. PENNINGTON:  The approach to date in terms of how we make those decisions?

MR. DAUBE:  In terms of the general policy of not rendering brownfield eligible for equity participation.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Well, I would say that, just to you know, around use of language, I would not cite a particular policy.  I would say that we are guided now by our Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plan that was produced on September 20th of this year.

And one of those pillars that is identified in that report articulates our corporate support for working towards economic reconciliation.

And so we are looking for natural business opportunities.  In the province of Ontario, Enbridge was a party -- is a party to the east-west tie project that came into service a few months ago that does have a First Nations' equity participation component.

As well, we have a number of other initiatives that we're looking across the enterprise.

So I would not reference them necessarily as policy, but to say the focus to date has been primarily on major capital greenfield projects or divestitures as was announced last week with 23 First Nations who purchased an equity stake in seven trunklines in Athabasca and raised about a billion dollars for 12 percent of that equity as part of that divestiture.

So this is an emerging area for us.

MR. DAUBE:  The action plan you just mentioned, is that something different from the IPP that we spoke about earlier on?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Yes.

MR. DAUBE:  I'm sorry for not knowing this.  But has that been produced in this proceeding?

MS. PENNINGTON:  It has not been produced in this proceeding.  We did produce the Indigenous Peoples Policy and we did reference -- as part of Staff 22, we did reference the report about continuing our journey towards reconciliation.

And since the time that we provided that information last week, our Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plan was released and we would be happy to provide that.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  I would appreciate that.  So can we please get that as an undertaking?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Yes.  We can give that as an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.6:  TO FILE THE ENBRIDGE INDIGENOUS PEOPLES POLICY AND THE INDIGENOUS RECONCILIATION ACTION PLAN.


MR. DAUBE:  My second question here -- I am totally fine if you don't want to add anything, if your answer is, you know, same as what I just said.  But just focussing on the aspect of the answer that says "which is both brownfield and regulated", is there any assertion here -- well, let me put it this way.

Is there anything you want to add to the answers you have already given, reflecting the nature of this project as regulated?

MS. PENNINGTON:  No, there is nothing further that I would like to answer.

MR. DAUBE:  Could we please go to TFG 3, response D.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Sorry, was that 'B' like bravo?

MR. DAUBE:  D as in David.  So the first question is, has Enbridge performed any internal estimates as to when Ontario's natural gas system might be transitioned to RNG and hydrogen?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynn Wade, Enbridge.  Yes, I see that question.  Sorry, is that in to build upon your question in D?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.  Yes.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  So we at this point in time have not yet done any work to estimate exactly when or forecast when the system will transition.

And I think just to clarify, just based on the IR response there, that RNG is composed mostly of methane.  So there wouldn't be any real changes required for our system, but from a hydrogen perspective, there would be.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  So any further questions as to when I might reasonably expect that transition to take place would be conjecture, and not on the basis of any internal work, is that right?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  Well, I would say that there's as part of the strategy at say a federal level and provincial level, there's been indications for hydrogen to be a part of the energy transition.

At this point in time, Enbridge Gas does not have a forecast of exactly when that is going to happen for our system.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  I can add to the conversation to say that the ridge landfill that is located just south of Chatham, there is a proposal to capture the methane off of that landfill and inject it into the Panhandle system.

And I am not sure where the -- where the application, if it's been filed yet or not, but that should be happening in the near future.

MR. DAUBE:  Is it fair to say that a transition to hydrogen would have a significant impact on the viability of some of these approaches?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  Sorry, can you clarify what you mean by viability of some of these approaches?

MR. DAUBE:  That's fair.  Well, the final aspect of your answer here is -- I will give you a second to read it.  It intends to evaluate the compatibility of its pipeline facilities with hydrogen gas in the future.

Is there not at least the possibility that hydrogen gas is going to be incompatible with the pipeline facilities you are referencing here?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  So in our current gas supply standards, there is the ability to blend up to 4 percent.  As you likely know, within our Markham facility we do have 2 percent and the ability to blend up to 5 percent.

We do believe that hydrogen will be compatible based on that from a blend perspective.  The rate or the percentage of blend is what we're going to have to evaluate further, in terms of the compatibility with the pipeline for this project.

MR. DAUBE:  Does Enbridge accept that the transition to either or both of RNG and hydrogen might take place during the expected lifetime of these pipeline expansions?

MS. WADE:  I would say -- Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge -- we believe that the energy transition is occurring and that with net zero goals for 2050 that there, very likely, yes transition to hydrogen and RNG that would happen during the lifetime of this project.

MR. DAUBE:  So I'm sorry, that is a yes, it is a possibility?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  Yes, confirmed.

MR. DAUBE:  And when do you expect to perform the evaluations that we've discussed, specifically with respect to the viability of hydrogen power?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  That is something that we're...

MR. DAUBE:  Do you mind if I just rephrase that?  I didn't put it very well.

MS. WADE:  Yes.

MR. DAUBE:  I am asking whether these expansions and the pipelines in general would be compatible with hydrogen power.


MS. WADE:  Yes.  Understood.  So Enbridge Gas somebody in the process of looking at studying this for our system and we will likely be talking about it more in our rebasing application.

MR. DAUBE:  Why isn't it an important -- why isn't it important to have an answer to that question for the purposes of determining the viability of a project now?

MS. WADE:  So I would say it is definitely something that we think is important, and that we're considering.

There are needs that are emerging right now that we need to be able to fulfil and in tandem we're looking at how do we manage and prepare our system for the future.  And I guess I would just reiterate that we are looking at the study of our system, to begin that study of our system.

MR. DAUBE:  So it sounds to me it sounds like it is important but secondary to the other considerations that you have advanced in this proceeding?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I would not agree with that statement.  I don't think it is secondary.

I think that we have a need upon us that needs to be fulfilled ,and so I would say of equal importance we need to fulfil the need that's been presented to us as well as recognize that the energy transition is going to require us to look at, study, and determine how our system is going to evolve, to help support and fulfil the emission reduction goals that we know have been stated.

MR. DAUBE:  I'm sorry, did your colleague want to add anything?  Or can I ask the next question?

The answer, I think I know the answer to this, just on the basis of what you have just said, but is Enbridge aware of alternatives that are known now to be definitely compatible with both your current requirements and the potential transportation in the future of hydrogen gas?

MS. WADE:  I'm sorry, can you restate that question.

MR. DAUBE:  Are there any alternatives that you are aware of now that would be both suitable for the current needs, so for natural gas, and compatible without adjustment with the transportation of hydrogen?  So no concern about an inability to transport hydrogen, is what I am saying.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  Sorry I just want to make sure I understand your question.  Are we familiar with any alternatives that would allow us to deliver natural gas today, but that would also be prepared for hydrogen?  Is that what you are asking?

MR. DAUBE:  I am taking the answer to the earlier questions to be that the work hasn't fully been done, so it's impossible to say what adjustments in the future may be necessary to the existing infrastructure.

So I am asking whether there are any alternatives that either were actively considered or were not actively considered that would avoid any risk along those lines in the future.

MS. WADE:  So I would I guess refer to Exhibit C, tab 1, that did evaluate all of the different alternatives, one of those for example being energy efficiency, to try and avoid the build of this project.

There was no other alternative that was deemed able to fulfil the need that is being presented to us today.

MR. DAUBE:  Do you know what the percentage is, the percentage blend of RNG or hydrogen that Enbridge could add to the existing pipeline system?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  So for RNG as I noted, that is pretty much like a one for one.

From a hydrogen perspective I noted our gas supply standards would allow us to blend up to 4 percent.

In our low-carbon energy project that is or was implemented in the Markham area, we are currently blending up to 2 percent and receive TSSA approval to blend to five.

There are hydrogen projects happening in other jurisdictions that are going up to 6, 7, 8 percent without having an impact on end use equipment.

And these are the pieces that we're going to be studying here in Ontario for our gas systems specifically to understand to what blend can we move forward with, with our existing system, and how we will need to change our system, as well as the equipment at the end use in order to accept a higher blend.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Sorry.  RNG, when you say one for one, does that imply there's no max limit?

MS. WADE:  That's right.

MR. DAUBE:  What percentage blend of RNG does Enbridge currently have in its system?

MS. WADE:  I would have to take it away to provide you with an exact blend.

What I can tell you is currently we offer the voluntary RNG program.  So it is available to customers to pay two dollars a month to have a portion or to purchase, have RNG purchased and injected into our system.  But I don't have the personal of our overall throughput.

MR. DAUBE:  Would it be possible to get those numbers for now and then -- do you have estimates for what the blend will be in five years or ten years?


MS. WADE:  We don't have estimates for what the blend will be in four or five years at this point in time and would expect this topic to be discussed further as part of the rebasing application.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Could we get, by way of undertaking, please, the current percentage blend then for RNG?

MS. WADE:  Yes.

MR. DAUBE:  And do you have --


MR. MILLAR:  If I could mark that quickly, JT1.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.7:  TO PROVIDE THE CURRENT PERCENTAGE BLEND FOR RNG.


MR. DAUBE:  Do you have any hydrogen in your system at the moment?


MS. WADE:  Yes, we do.  That is the low-carbon project I was referring to in the Markham area, where we're blending 2 percent and this is the project that was the first of its kind in Canada.

MR. DAUBE:  So do you have an equivalent number for the entire system percentage blend of hydrogen that you currently have?

MS. WADE:  I don't have that off the top of my head, but yes, we could do a straight conversion of that 2 percent in that area over throughput.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay, thank you.

MS. WADE:  I think that was a...

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.8:  TO PROVIDE CURRENT INFORMATION FOR AN EQUIVALENT NUMBER FOR THE ENTIRE SYSTEM PERCENTAGE BLEND OF HYDROGEN


MR. DAUBE:  And fair to assume you don't have expected numbers for five or ten years?

MS. WADE:  That's correct.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  This may be me quibbling.  The very last sentence of the second paragraph says pipeline integrity measures for RNG are similar to those for traditional natural gas.

I am fixating on the word "similar". Are there any differences?

MS. WADE:  I would have to speak to the technical expert in integrity management on that one.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Could you please let me know what the differences are that pass a de minimus standard?

MS. WADE:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.9:  TO ADVISE THE DIFFERENCES THAT PASS A DE MINIMUS STANDARD.


MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Can I go to TFG 4 response A, please.

Has Enbridge modelled the social costs of carbon on any other project?  Or is it just something it doesn't do?

MS. WADE:  We do not include the social cost of carbon in our test, no.

MR. DAUBE:  Do you have an internal policy concerning the modelling of emissions in general that applies to projects like this one?

MS. WADE:  I would say the policy that we have in place is the inclusion of the carbon cost as part of our stage 2 of the EBO 134 test that was conducted for this project.

MR. DAUBE:  Response C on the same page, the first sentence in particular:
"The proposed project will seek to support Indigenous economies through supply chain management inclusion and supporting the local economy."


The question I have here is, what is the basis for this assertion?  But really I am wondering if you can just give a little bit more detail as to what the thinking is here and, in general, what measures you have in mind.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Just so I am clear, you are looking for a little more detail about our perspective on supporting Indigenous economy?

MR. DAUBE:  I just want to know what this means.

So support through supply chain management inclusion and supporting the local economy.  Like what you are proposing to do?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Well, principally we're interested in ensuring that the local economy, including Indigenous businesses, have an opportunity to participate in our projects and operations.

And so we are, you know, ensuring that we meet that objective through the execution of our Indigenous supply chain program and through ensuring that we have adequate measures to ensure that our contractors are engaging and utilizing Indigenous businesses to the greatest extent possible.

MR. DAUBE:  Did you -- sorry.  Did I hear you right, Indigenous supply chain program?

MS. PENNINGTON:  We have an Indigenous supply chain program, a supply chain management program.

MR. DAUBE:  Can you describe that for me, please?

MS. PENNINGTON:  So as part of our recognition that it is crucial that we provide opportunities to the best of our ability to include Indigenous businesses in the supply chain -- and I should note that Indigenous nations and businesses have, you know, continually advocated for their participation in projects and operations where suitable -- we have developed over the last five years a more specific program that allows us to work with nations to understand which businesses they have affiliations or partnerships with.

We then have an internal Indigenous supply chain management database that we're continually updating based on our engagement with the nations and understanding of what their businesses are and partnerships are.

And then we do look to link those businesses to opportunities within Enbridge.

As part of projects where we do have RFPs for services, we require proponents that are bidding on our projects to include a socio-economic plan.  And as part of that requirement for our contractors, those socio-economic requirements of contractors, the plan is then part of the overall selection process for contractors.

So we are looking to maximize Indigenous participation on our projects to the greatest degree possible.  And we do have a long history of this on a number of our projects enterprise-wide, and this process seems to work quite well. And we're continually, you know, refining that to look for maximum inclusion opportunities as part of our economic reconciliation.

MR. DAUBE:  Do you have any internal documents that provide an overview either of the Indigenous supply chain management program or of the intended benefits to Indigenous economies in general?

MS. PENNINGTON:  We do have information that is publicly available about the socio-economic requirement of contractors, and the requirement of the development of the socio-economic plans, and we would undertake to provide that information that is publicly available.

MR. MILLAR:  So that is JT1.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.10:  TO FILE INTERNAL DOCUMENTS THAT PROVIDE AN OVERVIEW EITHER OF THE INDIGENOUS SUPPLY CHAIN MANAGEMENT PROGRAM OR THE INTENDED BENEFITS TO INDIGENOUS ECONOMIES IN GENERAL.


MR. DAUBE:  Thank you very much.  Have you performed any modelling or studies on the impact of these programs?

MS. PENNINGTON:  The program in question being our socio-economic requirement of contractors and inclusion in the supply chain?

MR. DAUBE:  Anything that you just described.

MS. PENNINGTON:  I would not say that we've performed modelling, but, you know, in terms of proof-point on the line 3 program, I believe -- subject to check -- that the Indigenous inclusion, in terms of wages and business participation was somewhere around a billion dollars.

Now, clearly that is a major capital program, but that's an example in terms of the metric of outcome.

We do utilize this program enterprise-wide.  And so we do record information on spend on projects so that we can report that back to the nations if we are asked.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Can we go to TFG 5, please.  I think we discussed this and we have covered this as part of my questions from earlier on, but I want to ask whether -- I just want to confirm that you have no documents that inform Enbridge's consideration or approach to consideration of social impacts, cultural heritage impacts, or systemic social inequalities.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Notwithstanding the documents that I referenced earlier, so the Indigenous Peoples Policy, our report on our pathway To Reconciliation, our sustainability reporting which is all publicly available and now our Indigenous Reconciliation Action Plan, in addition we do have publicly available the requirements of our employees around statements on business codes of conduct.

So notwithstanding that material, I would not have anything else to add here.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  The rest of my questions, it we could go to TFG 4, please.  The rest of my questions are pretty focussed on environmental impacts.  So TFG 4 and response C is where I would like to start, please.  And this time it is focussed on the second half of the first paragraph.

The question is if you could please explain how Enbridge determined which water crossings are currently used for Indigenous guided fishing tours or which water crossings in the future could be used for Indigenous guided fishing tours.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  Basically it was to review the larger water crossings.  So basically it was the Thames, Jeannettes Creek, Baptiste Creek, water courses that would see these types of activities.  Actually living in the area and seeing, you know, boating activity and so on in these locations, that is more or less how we assessed the hunting and fishing, basically, on the larger water courses that are a part of this project.

MR. DAUBE:  Were there any conversations with Indigenous representatives on the questions?

MR. SCHMIDT:  So throughout our virtual open houses and our consultation program, this type of concern did not come up.

It has come up through this procedure, the IR procedure, which is good, because if there are Indigenous companies or firms that have concerns about our work, should this project be approved, we're very interested in working with them to mitigate any concerns.

And to me this is the process working, because there's still time to identify mitigation.  Although the ER is complete, there's plenty of time to identify mitigation and get it into our environmental protection plan.

So it is important that we continue on our conversations and if there are, as I say, these type of concerns that are out there with hunting and fishing, we would like to hear them.

MR. DAUBE:  Can we go to TFG 5, please, and specifically the responses to C and D.  So this time it is the back half of the response to C that I am focussing on.

The paragraphs concerning the supplier code of conduct and the drug and alcohol programs, et cetera.

My question is, how does Enbridge propose to monitor and record the social impacts of its pipeline construction work on the surrounding communities.

MS. PENNINGTON:  It is Catherine Pennington here.  I will respond, start to respond to that.

And so in this particular case, the work force will be not housed in camps, and so there will be the utilization of hotels and potentially, in some cases people may live in the area and may be coming to work every day.

So we will be working with our contractors as part of our contractor process to ensure that any issues or concerns that they hear are brought forward to us immediately.

Additionally, we continually work with the nations and communities to ensure that if there are any concerns or issues we plan for those in advance to address them upfront and put in mitigation measures, in addition to the codes of conduct, and the drug and alcohol respectful workplace, Indigenous awareness training.

I can also share that as part of our site orientation process, we ensure that all visitors who attend our sites are made aware of requirements on the job site.

And so what is crucial to us is ongoing engagement with the nations, open communication and dialogue.  It is very important during the construction phase of any project that we have routine communication, open dialogue and that communities are knowledgeable of the mechanisms to provide us with any concerns that they may have.

MR. DAUBE:  Is there any sort of formalized reporting process that you will have in place or that you would commit to as part of this proceeding?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Well, subject to check, I believe that our contractors are required to provide us with routine reporting, which includes any issues or concerns that have been brought forward that they have received.

So I am quite certain that that mechanism exists.  And so that then provides information directly back into us as early as possible.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  And what about with respect to any concerns or complaints that the Three Fires Group might raise?

MS. PENNINGTON:  Well, I would say the same practice would stand, that any concern or issue that the Three Fires group raises or the nations that they represent -- and quite frankly any nation that feels that there's any consideration that they have or concern about the construction of this project or any -- we would want to hear about that.

And I believe that we have strong relationships and we would hear about it and we would respond immediately.

MR. DAUBE:  Could we please go to TFG 6, response B.

So this is a set of questions concerning the instructions that were provided to the environmental consultants.  So they may be part of the record and I have just missed them but the first kind of global question is what specific instructions, concerning cumulative impacts in particular, were provided to the environmental consultants in relation to the project.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  Again, the directions that we would ask our independent consultants to follow would be the OEB's environmental guidelines and the section pertaining to cumulative effects.

MR. DAUBE:  Did you provide those instructions in writing?

MR. SCHMIDT:  The guidelines are a physical document that our consultants have that we would expect them to follow.

So when we do reach out to ask them to do an environmental report, we're asking them to complete it following those guidelines.

MR. DAUBE:  So is there a retainer letter that includes that instruction?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I believe, I believe there may have been through a request for proposal.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Has that been produced in this proceeding?

MR. SCHMIDT:  It hasn't.  And it is subject to check whether there was actually one completed or not.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Well, could I please ask this as sort of a tiered undertaking, for you, number one, to go back and check whether there is any retainer letter or you know, RFP equivalent.  And then, if there is, number two, to consider any privilege issues with counsel.  And then, number 3, to produce it barring any concerns or if there are concerns to let us know what the concerns are.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.11.


UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.11:  RE: TFG 6B, (A) TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE WAS A RETAINER LETTER, OR RFP EQUIVALENT; (B) TO CONSIDER PRIVILEGE ISSUES WITH COUNSEL; (C) TO PRODUCE SUCH DOCUMENTS, BARRING ANY CONCERNS; TO ADVISE WHAT THE CONCERNS ARE.


MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.  The third-last line on this page, so still in answer B is, the company provides the environmental consultants with its, supporting information that I am interested in.  Was any supporting information provided?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  The supporting information we're talking about there is a start and end point, pipe size.  Whether you know, it is a right-of-way or road allowance, whether the pipe can fit into a right-of-way or like a cross-country or into a road allowance.

So it is details like that is what is meant by that statement.  It is giving them the scope that we're looking for.

MR. DAUBE:  What ability is there for any Indigenous  partners to ensure that factors they think should form part of any cumulative impact analysis do form part of that analysis from the perspective of the environmental consultant?

MR. SCHMIDT:  So that would happen as we communicate and consultant with Indigenous communities.

So when we meet and we talk about the environmental report, those meetings are an opportunity for the First Nation communities to express any concerns, any input that they want to see in the ER.

It is no different than what we do when we hold a virtual open house and we present to landowners and agencies, we're hoping that landowners and others will come out and give us feedback.

It is that feedback that builds our environmental report.  So we do try to meet often with First Nation communities to discuss our project at various stages, and those are the stages where their input is obviously considered and put into the ER where it makes sense.

MR. DAUBE:  How long after you first retained the environmental consultant for this project did they meet or have an opportunity -- meet with or have an opportunity to hear the concerns of Indigenous partners?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I am going to start and then I am going to look to my colleague Catherine.

I know the first group that we reach out to is First Nation communities, and they're made aware of our projects first, followed by municipalities and the Ontario pipeline coordinating committee.

So that is really the first opportunity for anybody to pick up a phone and request a meeting with Enbridge, but Catherine may have a little more information as to when her advisors actually do reach out to First Nation communities.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Thanks, thanks, Mr. Schmidt.  It is Catherine Pennington here.

As I mentioned, early engagement on this project started prior to official kick-off.

We've been engaging with nations on this project for over 13 months.  But more specifically, I believe your question was around when do we make it available for the nations to meet with our environmental consultants.  Is that correct?

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

MS. PENNINGTON:  Okay.  And so we always maintain availability to technical experts and subject matter experts, internal and external, upon the request of the nations at any time.

So we're not restricted to only providing that expertise during the environmental report or during, you know, the virtual open house.

We ensure that they're available as needed.

So I don't think I have anything further to offer other than that is continually available.

MR. DAUBE:  When did the environmental consultants submit their final draft of the report to you?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge.  The final draft I am going to identify as when we completed the Ontario pipeline coordinating committee review, which was on April 29th, 2022.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Could we please go to TFG 7.  And my question is what ln Enbridge's proposal -- or sorry, what will its process be, in terms of its consideration of mitigation proposals in the event there are any proposals?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge.  I think it is more or less stated here in the response that through our discussions with First Nations, if there is mitigation that is identified and it is agreed upon, we would see that it gets into the Environmental Protection Plan.

MR. DAUBE:  And what happens if there is a disagreement?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Well, I would hope that we would be able to come to an agreement.

I think it's been worded that way just so something completely unfair wasn't being asked to put into the EPP, but if it is reasonable, there is no reason why it shouldn't go into an EPP.

MR. DAUBE:  Do you ever make use of an external mechanism or, you know, reviewer for the purposes of deciding what is reasonable in the event of a dispute?

MS. PENNINGTON:  It is Catherine Pennington here.  To the best of my knowledge, we have not needed to engage with an external reviewer or a third party to help us mediate or mitigate a potential matter.

What we do focus on is continuing to work with the nation or nations, or any parties that have significant concerns to identify mitigation methods and methodologies that we can agree to.

And in many cases, that would include the utilization of monitors from nations, or their internal expertise to continually review our data.

And so by and large, we are pretty capable of coming to agreements between all parties through ongoing dialogues and discussions.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Can we go to TFG 8, please, and response (b), and specifically the second paragraph to that response.

Beyond support by the various municipalities, do the emissions related to the pipeline have any sort of impact one way or the other on the municipalities' ability to achieve their 35 percent efficiency gains?  Are they related at all?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  The emissions reductions targets outlined in their plan would be for their communities and there would need to be consideration of the emissions as a result of both our own operations and from the project itself.  I think is what you are asking.

MR. DAUBE:  So emissions produced obviously within the geography of the municipalities but related to your project do get factored in to -- into their emission numbers?

MS. WADE:  I don't know how they're reporting, but I would imagine if they are looking out at the emissions within their communities specifically and the buildings and businesses within their communities, that they would have an understanding of the emissions today as well as how they're going to change into the future.

And maybe I will just add to that.  We do have members from Enbridge Gas that work across Ontario, including with these municipalities to provide information, if able to.

MR. DAUBE:  So that is -- I think that speaks to sort of consumption emissions, or kind of emissions at the final consumption point.  But what about any emissions related to this proposed project?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  So Carolyn Wade.  Just to clarify, you mean emissions from our operation specifically and not from the end use by customers, is that correct?

MR. DAUBE:  That's right, yes.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  I would assume they do or they could include the emissions from the pipeline themselves.

I would just note that the emissions from the pipeline themselves is a very small percentage of the emissions as a result of this project.

And the emissions tied to our own operations are part of our overarching scope 1 and scope 2 work that we're doing in order to reduce those emissions.

So I would say it is aligned with the municipality's plans.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  When you say "do "or "could", do you just don't know which one it is?

MS. WADE:  I would say that I am not aware that they have asked us specifically for the emissions tied to our operations.  Because it is such a small percentage I think the impact on what they would be measuring would be quite negligible, but we would absolutely be able to provide it, if required.

MR. DAUBE:  Well maybe we can just leave that.  You know, we can follow up, if we need it but I don't think I need it for now.  Thank you.

Can we go to Number 9, please, TFG number 9.  D and E are where I am focussing.  I don't think this is in the record, but I apologize if it is.

What are the current emissions related to Enbridge's activities in the Panhandle zone?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  Are you looking for emissions tied to our own operations, relative to the numbers that are stated here?  Just to confirm.

MR. DAUBE:  I am looking for operations-related numbers.  Yes.  When we talk about an increase of up to 5,000, you know, what is the baseline?

MS. WADE:  I don't have the numbers specifically for the Panhandle region itself, but I can tell you that as a percentage of the 2021 emissions reductions, this is a 0.6 percent increase.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Now, there is a reference here that I have unfortunately lost for a second to operation only.

I think it is with reference to the methane emissions here.  That you have given us operation-only emissions.  So let me ask this a different way since I can't find the reference.  What are the various sources of methane associated with the project, operational or otherwise?


MS. WADE:  Methane-related emissions that we have fugitives as noted here.

MR. DAUBE:  Hmm-hmm.

MS. WADE:  And vented emissions would be methane related.  And there would be a small portion of the stationary.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Are all compressors associated with the project gas-fired?

MS. WADE:  Subject to check, that is my understanding, but I would let anyone else perhaps on the panel to confirm that.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  The answer is correct.

MR. DAUBE:  Now, is there any consideration or would you give consideration to transitioning those compressors to electricity powered?

MS. THOMPSON:  Can I please request a breakout?

MR. DAUBE:  Yes.

MS. THOMPSON:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Daube, while they're doing that I just wanted to give you a time check.  On the schedule you have about five minutes left.

MR. DAUBE:  Oh, is that all?  Okay.  Well I am rounding the corner here.  I've got a few questions about the environmental inspector and would it be asking too much if I went as far as ten to 15?

MR. MILLAR:  How about I give you ten.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  A little negotiation.

MS. WADE:  I think we are all back.

So Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  For this project specifically we don't have plans for electrification of any of the compressors.


However, I mentioned earlier from an Enbridge Gas perspective we are working on right now a scope 1 and scope 2 emissions reduction strategy, and this could be part of a future emissions reduction opportunity that we could pursue.

MR. DAUBE:  Thank you.  Has Enbridge produced anything that shows how an increase in the cost of carbon could affect demand?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  We do not have -- specific to this project we do not have any estimate around how carbon price would affect the demand.

MR. DAUBE:  So the demand curve or the demand projections that we looked at this morning for example doesn't take into account any influence that an increased carbon price might have?

MS. WADE:  I will answer this first and then see if my colleague Matt, who works with the customers specifically, has anything to add.

I do believe that the customers that have responded to the expression of interest are aware of the current carbon price and the proposed price up to $170.

So that would be considered in their demand that they have put forward, but I will let Matt add anything else to that.

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  I think Cara-Lynne explained that quite well.  There is nothing that I can add to that.  Our customers would have factored in and they're aware of the increasing cost of carbon per the current plan.  So they would have factored that into their expression of interest bids.

MR. DAUBE:  Where will you be sourcing offsets or any offsets related to this project?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  We have not yet determined that.

MR. DAUBE:  Where do you typically source offsets?

MS. WADE:  I would have to take that away, actually.  And just to be clear, sorry, from a -- we could look at that from an Enbridge Gas perspective.  I would be able to answer for you, if we have and where we have sourced them from.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.12:  TO ADVISE WHERE EGI TYPICALLY SOURCES OFFSETS.


MR. DAUBE:  There is some discussion in TFG 9 over or about a leak survey.  Could you please confirm whether Enbridge would be willing to commit to seasonal leak surveys?

MS. WADE:  I cannot confirm that we would commit to seasonal.

We have just in the 2020 timeframe updated our leak operating standard.  And as part of that it includes moving leak surveys that were annual to three times a year, and so those were for compressor stations as well as increasing the traceability and the tracking, but I don't believe at this point we have had discussion internally or I would have to take it away to understand what doing it from a seasonal perspective would entail and if that is possible.

MR. DAUBE:  And could you commit to including Indigenous monitors as part of any leak survey?

MS. WADE:  Can you please clarify for me Indigenous?  What you mean by that?

MR. DAUBE:  Representation or --


MS. WADE:  Indigenous participation?

MR. DAUBE:  Affected communities.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  I think, Catherine, I will answer first and then hand it over to you, that as part of our consultation that looking at the emissions and our mitigation efforts would be done in collaboration with Indigenous communities.

MS. PENNINGTON:  It is Catherine Pennington here.  I have nothing to add.  We would be responsive to the nation's interest in this particular topic.

MR. DAUBE:  Can we go to TFG 11, please, response D.  Now, as part of any application for a permit to take water, I would like to know whether Enbridge would commit to seeking express consent as well as a permit from the chief and council to Kettle and Stony Point First Nation.

MS. PENNINGTON:  It is Catherine Pennington here.  Given that this particular question falls under letter D, I believe that you are connecting this to the declaration that is mentioned in this particular question.

MR. DAUBE:  I was just asking generally, actually.

MS. PENNINGTON:  So we are of course, as my colleague Doug Schmidt has noted, we do follow the environmental regulations as set out by the regulators.

We are aware that the protection of water and water ecosystems is crucial to nations and in this particular case, we are aware that Kettle and Stony Point has asserted and has a declaration and is in conversations with multiple levels of the government.

So we would look to work with the nations and identify any concerns or issues, or therefore mitigation measures that would be appropriate to achieve those goals and objectives.

MR. DAUBE:  Number 12, TFG number 12, response C.  There is an assertion here that consent is not required as it relates to Kettle and Stony Point's assertion of unceded Aboriginal rights on water assertion.

I would just like to know what the basis for that position is.

MS. PENNINGTON:  Well, we certainly do recognize Kettle and Stony Point and all other nations as rights holders.  In this particular case, we are governed, as we are in all cases governed by a regulator who does set out the requirements and we do follow those regulations.

In this particular case, we don't believe that legal consent is required in this instance.  However, we're open to continuing to understand any particular concerns or issues that Kettle and Stony Point may have.  We share the interest in the protection of water and water ecosystems and I am certain that once Kettle and Stony Point and the various levels of the government reach a consensus and agreement, we will be notified of any changes to the regulatory requirements at that time.

MR. DAUBE:  Now, the rest of my questions relate to the environmental inspector.  I am conscious that I am probably over time at this point.  So a question for people in general.  It would be very easy for me to put them in writing.  I can park them until others have had an opportunity to have their turn, or I can go now.  So I am in your hands.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Daube, if I may, you probably have another five minutes.  I think I cut you off a little too early.  So you have five more minutes.

MR. DAUBE:  I apologize.  I meant to run a watch, but I forgot to.

So the rest are TFG 18 and response B, but there are a number of references to the environmental inspector, so these are all questions just designed to get a better sense of the detail.

So the first question is, what's the anticipated process for selecting and hiring an environmental inspector?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  So we usually work with our consultants to identify an environmental inspector.  So somebody that may have a biology, ecology or sediment and erosion control training certificates.

So we will work with our consultants to obtain an appropriate person.

We do have a small pool of experienced environmental inspectors that we have been able to draw on in the past.  So we still may look at that as an opportunity also.

MR. DAUBE:  Is there or will there be a job description or a job posting?

MR. SCHMIDT:  No, there would not be a job posting.

MR. DAUBE:  And I assume that at a certain point -- well, is it fair to assume at a certain point there will be a list of responsibilities that you put together?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Yes.  In the contract, in our construction contract we will list all of the different inspectors and their responsibilities.

And if I can kind of go back to your question, any individual who is interested in being an environmental inspector, they can look to a local service provider that basically houses inspectors for work like pipeline work and so on.

So there is an opportunity, if you are a third party or an independent, to get your name on a list and potentially be, you know, requested for an interview.

MR. DAUBE:  Do you have a template contract that you expect will bear a strong resemblance to the kind of contract you use for this project?

MR. SCHMIDT:  No, I do not.

MR. DAUBE:  Will you undertake to share with my clients either the contract itself or the list of the relevant pieces of the contract, so responsibilities, authority --


MR. SCHMIDT:  I could --


MR. DAUBE:  -- that you have before you enter into that contract.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, I could share what the responsibilities of an environmental inspector are.

MR. DAUBE:  And would you be open to, you know, a discussion as to some form of participation by Three Fires Group or others in the general hiring process?

MS. PENNINGTON:  It is Catherine Pennington here.  I think I will offer a few thoughts and then perhaps I can turn it back to Mr. Schmidt as it relates specifically to the environmental inspector.

So I just want to offer that as part of our commitment to working with the nations, we are open to environmental monitoring as part of the construction of this project.  So we would look to work with each of the nations to identify what that means for them, and then look to integrate that into our practice.

What Mr. Schmidt is referencing here is a specific job that is often executed by our construction contractors or their subcontractors.  And we can provide the information as requested that Mr. Schmidt has committed to.

And we are always looking for ways to connect  interested in Indigenous nation members and Indigenous people more broadly to opportunities in our sector.

And so in this case, when the general contractors have been selected, we would ensure that those general contractors are aware of the nations in the region.  And more than that, we would look to provide the information to the nations in order to help facilitate employment connections based on the needs of the contractor and the work force.

So I just wanted to offer that in addition to what Mr. Schmidt has said.

MR. MILLAR:  Just so I don't miss it, there was an undertaking given which I haven't marked it.  I think it was to provide a description of the roles of the environmental inspector.  Did I get that right?  It happened about two minutes ago.  I am seeing some nodding heads.

MS. PENNINGTON:  That was my understanding, Mr. Schmidt.

MR. SCHMIDT:  That was my understanding, that's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.13:  TO PROVIDE A DESCRIPTION OF THE ROLES OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL INSPECTOR.


MR. DAUBE:  Would Enbridge commit to you know, I guess the alternative is discussion in the future, but would Enbridge committee to a situation where Three Fires group will have access to the findings of the environmental inspector?

MS. PENNINGTON:  It is Catherine Pennington here.  I think, I just want to clarify "findings".

So the job of the environmental inspector during the construction process, as will be defined in the job description, isn't necessarily to produce specific findings.  It is to ensure that we are managing and living up to the commitments and the requirements and the regulations, and to provide detailed information back into the construction work force and back into Enbridge.

So I just wanted to clarify "findings".

What we can commit to, is if there were significant environmental considerations, we would always look to provide that information back to the nation.  And we have routinely provided high-level summary of the construction undertakings on a biweekly basis back to the nations as requested.

In addition to that, generally speaking every couple of weeks we provide a construction update.  That would include any material matters of environmental consideration.

MR. DAUBE:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mr. Daube.  Mr. Elson, we have rejigged the schedule so I think you are up next.  Are you here?

MR. ELSON:  That is my understanding as well.  Yes, I am can you hear me all right?


MR. MILLAR:  I can.  We will look to take a break between 3 or 3:15 or so, if you can find a convenient spot in there for a break.

MR. ELSON:  Of course, happy to do so.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Go ahead.

Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  Thank you, panel.  I think I have already been introduced.  My name is Kent Elson and I represent Environmental Defence, and I would like, if you could, please, to bring up page 6 of your presentation to ask a couple of questions that flow from that.  Just the next page there, yes.  



So I take it that this is illustrative of the relationship between annual, daily and hourly demand.  This isn't the actual figures from the Panhandle area; is that right?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  That's correct.  This is just illustrative.

MR. ELSON:  And what is being shown at the bottom right might be a typical peak demand happening early in the morning as people wake up and their thermostats trigger their furnaces, is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  That would be correct.

MR. ELSON:  And your infrastructure needs are driven by the peak hour as opposed to the peak day; is that right?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is not correct.  The Panhandle system is designed for the daily demand.

MR. ELSON:  And so when do you use the peak hour?  And in particular, why did you model the IRP potential benefits on a peak hour if this is based on a design day?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge Gas.  The reason why we modelled the peak hour for the IRP analysis is because we were looking at the general service area specifically, and wanted to understand what the peak hour impact would be on those customers.

With the findings, you can do the calculation that Melissa walked through to then compute it back up to the peak day using a calculation to determine what the impact is on the peak day.

MR. ELSON:  So you do not have a peak hour maximum?  You only have a constraint that is expressed in terms of a design day?  Is that right?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And so is there any benefit -- well I would imagine, I have trouble understanding this from a physical perspective that there wouldn't be a benefit of having customers shift their demand from the peak hour into the trough.  Does that not provide any benefit to the system?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Since the Panhandle system is designed for the daily demand, shifting to the peak hour toward a trough in the day does not impact the facilities on the system.

MR. ELSON:  Would designing it towards a peak hour give you a bit more flexibility?

MS. DEBEVC:  Can you define what flexibility means?

MR. ELSON:  Well, if you are designing it on the design day and you have a very peaky demand, then I would think that your design day threshold is going to be lower than it otherwise would be.  Wouldn't it?

MS. DEBEVC:  Can you rephrase the question, please?

MR. ELSON:  You know, I am going to come back to it after looking at your other evidence.  But let me ask one quick question for an undertaking, and then I will move on.

Can you undertake to produce these figures that we see here on page 6 for the actual Panhandle area for the most recent year?

MR. KEIZER:  I'm not sure that they're modelled that way?  I am not sure if it is possible or not possible.

MR. ELSON:  I mean, not a forecast but just actuals.  And to have these figures for the peak day and the peak hour as actual data, as opposed to an illustration.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess the question is, are there any limitations on that in terms of the availability of the data as it relates to the system in particular, as opposed to the total system.


MR. ELSON:  You're asking the witnesses, I take it, Mr. Keizer, not me?


MR. KEIZER:  Maybe the best thing to do is take it away, and to the extent that it is something that we can do, Mr. Elson we would look to do it.

If it is for some reason there are problems in doing it or because of the way the system actually data breaks down, then we will explain that.

MR. ELSON:  Sounds good, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.14:  TO PRODUCE ACTUAL FIGURES SHOWN ON PAGE 6 FOR THE PANHANDLE AREA FOR THE MOST RECENT YEAR.


MR. ELSON:  I would like to follow up now on a discussion you had with Mr. Quinn about interruptible rates.  I had understood that you had said your customers haven't expressed interest in moving to an interruptible rate.

And Mr. Quinn suggested, you know, other questions that you could ask your customers, but let me try to understand what you have said.

You have what I would describe colloquially as standard and interruptible rates and your customers aren't interested in moving from their current firm to that kind of discount that you get with your current interruptible rates.

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Can you please put that into two questions so I clearly know what question one is and what the follow-up is?


MR. ELSON:  Yes.  So you have interruptible rates and they provide a discount versus a firm contract.  Is that fair to say?

MR. CIUPKA:  It depends on the rate schedule that customers are applying for interruptible service under.  Enbridge Gas has multiple rate classes that interruptible service can be contracted under, some of which are based on a daily demand.  So that would be our M5 interruptible rate.

And then additional rates would be M7, T1 and T2 which can be negotiated interruptible rates.

MR. ELSON:  And the reason that you would want to have an interruptible rate is that there's some sort of discount in comparison to a firm contract?

MR. CIUPKA:  There are many potential reasons why a customer would potentially contract for interruptible contract or request interruptible service from Enbridge Gas.  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And so what I think you haven't done is, you haven't gone out to your customers, sent them a letter or an e-mail, told them that there is a capacity deficit that could trigger a project that could raise rates, and just asked them how much of the demand they would potentially agree to be interruptible and what discount on their rates they would need to agree to that.  You haven't performed that kind of exercise?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  So again all of our greenhouse contract accounts are account managed and they also have an energy efficiency advisor that they work with.

And so the customers, particularly greenhouse customers continue to request firm service from Enbridge Gas.  Not interruptible service.

And in the conversations that we have with these customers, they have not indicated that if the interruptible rate was reduced that they would be willing to contract for interruptible service versus firm.

MR. ELSON:  But you haven't asked them that either?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  We have not done this in a formal way, but we have had extensive conversations about their interest in changes in these rates, also in what multiple discount.  Universally we get back, it is not the key economic driver the rate of itself.  There is lots of other considerations for a greenhouse, including things such as CO2 capture in their operations that they're unable to do with -- during those periods, the reliability of fuel supply, the cost of interruptible fuel.

They've got a number of significant risks in how they think about this that are different than other types of customers.  So I am speaking about that one class, Kent.  But I wanted to make that point that there's a very strong preference for firm service if it is available to be taken.

MR. ELSON:  My question isn't restricted to greenhouses which I understand are about 52 percent of your contract.  And I am going to ask you to do something, and I think I know what the answer will be.  But for the sake of the record, I need to ask it.

So I am going to ask you if you would agree to write an email or a letter to all of your contract customers to tell them that there's a capacity deficit that could trigger a project that would raise their rates, and to ask how much of their demand they would potentially agree to be interruptible and what discount on their rates they would require in order to agree to that.

Is that something that you would undertake to do?

MR. KEIZER:  No, it would not be something we would undertake to do.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  For the record, I think it would be a good idea, but we will leave that for later.

I will ask a question now about some further previous discussion on a distribution revenue.

I am trying to clarify and I think I understand why Enbridge doesn't include distribution revenue in your project economics for a transmission project.

I think it is in part because if you are connecting a new customer that often requires some kind of additional distribution infrastructure and that will be in essence paid for using the incremental distribution revenue.  Is that fair to say?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Yes.  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  So you can't count the incremental distribution revenue as a benefit to existing ratepayers from a transmission upgrade, because at least a portion of that distribution revenue is going to pay for incremental distribution infrastructure costs.  Right?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  If there are any distribution costs, yes, the distribution margin would be applied to it.

MR. ELSON:  And any attempt to calculate the distribution infrastructure costs at the outset will be speculative and a lot more speculative than, for instance, the transmission costs that are clear.  Is that fair to say?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  I have no knowledge as to the current state of the development of the various distribution projects and costs.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I believe in JT1.4 you are going to be putting some distribution revenue figures together.

Are those going to be net of taxes or gross before taxes?  And if they're going to be gross before taxes, could you also provide the net figures either as a separate undertaking or as part of the original undertaking?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Sorry, Kent, can you just remind me as to what it is you are referencing, JT1.4.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  JT1.4 I believe was the first undertaking you gave to Mr. Buonaguro asking for distribution, revenue distribution margin figures.

And I don't know whether those are net or gross of taxes.  And if they have not been discounted by taxes, could you provide the net figure?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  So what we will be preparing for Mr. Buonaguro is the equivalent to schedule E.1.4, but showing distribution.  And those are all before-tax numbers.

MR. ELSON:  And what I am asking for, by way of undertaking, is the same figures, but with the tax netted out.  So the revenue minus the taxes that you are going to pay on the revenue.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  I am trying to understand the value of that, but that is a simple enough calculation.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  If it helps for me to explain, because if you were going to account for that as a benefit of the project, as you do in discounted cash flow analysis, you take the revenue and then you subtract the taxes and I just wouldn't want the revenue to be considered to be -- I mean I think there is a number of reasons the revenue can't be considered to be a benefit.  But if that argument is going to be made, you have to take the taxes away from it.

So that is the reason.  But I think I jumped in before we had an undertaking number.

MR. MILLAR:  Does it make sense to add this to JT1.4?  I am easy either way, but if they're already producing most of this data in a different undertaking, can it just be added to that?  I simply look to whatever the easiest solution is.

MR. KEIZER:  I think, you know what, though?  Maybe just orderly relative to the transcript, let's just keep it as a separate undertaking, given that it would follow the transcript.  I think that would be the best for the record.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's call it JT1.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.15:  TO PROVIDE ANOTHER VERSION OF JT1.4 SHOWING TAX IMPACTS, INCLUDING WITH THE TAX NETTED OUT


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I have a couple of follow-up questions on hydrogen.  I believe these would be to you, Ms. Wade.

I am pretty confident that the pipes you are putting in the ground are not going to be compatible with 100 percent hydrogen.  And the reason I ask is that there was a bit of uncertainty in my mind in the previous discussion whether we were talking about 100 percent hydrogen or hydrogen blending.

So am I correct in the assumption that most likely the pipes you are putting in the ground are not compatible with 100 percent hydrogen?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  This is definitely something we're studying, and it could be the case, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Is that most likely the case?  Or just that's some sort of possibility?  It seems to me from what I have seen that most likely that is the case.  Can you provide anything more on that?

MS. WADE:  I am not a technical expert on the pipes themselves and we would have more information on that after we complete our study.

MR. ELSON:  So that was going to be another question, which is whether you can provide an undertaking to provide a bit more specificity on when you will know whether these pipes will be 100 percent hydrogen compatible.  And if not, how much it would cost to put a 100 percent hydrogen compatible pipe in the ground.

The reason I ask about that timing is that it might be a benefit of deferring this project if we would have more information about, you know, one of the potential long term uses of this.  Is that something you could undertake to take away when you might have that additional information about hydrogen compatibility?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I cannot accept that undertaking.  It is going to be quite a comprehensive and extensive study that's going to be required, and that is not something that would be completed in this time frame.

MR. ELSON:  So you are saying it is going to be at least three or four years out.  Is that the kind of time frame you are talking about?

MS. WADE:  I don't have the exact time frame, but it is not within the time frame of this project, like the regulatory process.

MR. ELSON:  That is the purpose of the question is to say whether there might be some benefit in deferring this project.  Maybe there is, you know, I don't want to get into what the Board will rule on this, but are you looking at -- I don't want a precise number, one to two years, three to four years?  Beyond five years?  What kind of ballpark time period are you talking about?

MS. WADE:  I know this is still under -- sorry, Cara-Lynne Wade.  This is still under discussion, it will be part of our rebasing application and you will have more information as part of that.

I think I would just reiterate that the requirement for this project is 2023, the start date.  So we would not have a study completed in time for a 2023 start date where the demand is required.

MR. ELSON:  No, I understand that.  And when you say the study is going to be filed as part of the rebasing or...  I am really hoping you could provide a bit more specificity.  Not before 2023 is helpful, but are we talking the end of the decade?  Or five years?

MR. KEIZER:  I think she said she is not sure what that timing is because of where they are in the process.  So she is not able to give you that timing.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, that's fine.  If I could turn now to APPrO 6.  Actually, I am not sure if I will need to refer to the specific interrogatory, but there is reference there to power generation.

I just had a question about contracts for power generation.  Do you have different design day demands for the winter and the summer in your contracts for most power generators?  I assume you do, but I just don't know for sure.

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  To my knowledge these are contract parameters for the entire year, calendar year.

MR. ELSON:  Seeing as Ontario is a summer peaking jurisdiction, would it make sense to approach your power generator customers and see if you could secure a lower contract demand for the winter alone?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  So I think per the IESO annual acquisition report, the annual planning outlook, that there is going to be an electricity shortfall within the region that is going to need to be met by existing and new resources, which may involve natural gas.

And so to that extent I think it would be likely that they would want the flexibility to be able to run and have firm service year round.

MR. ELSON:  But you haven't asked them, is that correct?  I mean, all I am asking, again, I am just saying, can you approach them and tell them that you have a deficit in the winter time, that this is going to trigger a project that is going to cost a significant amount of money and raise rates; would they consider having a lower demand for the winter time.

MR. KEIZER:  I think though, Mr. Elson, I think the process with respect to those generators, has it gone through their contract negotiation, if they were going to raise that issue or the potential of that issue that would have otherwise been identified in those negotiations.

The witnesses can confirm that, but --


MR. ELSON:  That is why I asked the first question, Mr. Keizer, about whether it is negotiated on a whole-year basis as opposed to a seasonal basis.

What I am suggesting is that Enbridge has the need and is aware of the deficit and is about to put the additional costs on customers and so Enbridge should approach its customers to say, there may be an option where I can offer you a discount if you can lower your demand only for the winter time.  Are you interested.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess --


MR. ELSON:  Is that something Enbridge is willing to do?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Can I request a breakout room for a moment, please?  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. MILLAR:  Kent, maybe after they get back, you could find a spot for us to break?

MR. ELSON:  Sounds good.

MR. BROPHY:  Mr. Elson it is Michael Brophy, while we're waiting, I don't know exactly what study you were referring to earlier, but Enbridge has released recently this Pathways to Net Zero study, which includes elements on hydrogen.  I don't know if that is something -- well that is obviously something they have completed now, if it meets kind of your need or not I am not sure, but I am assuming you have at least heard of that one.

MR. ELSON:  I have definitely read that one.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks, Mike.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Thank you for that time, Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  So a couple of points.  One customer we already do this kind of thing.  Customers power customers have these kind of services that match their needs, their responsibilities to the IESO today.

And we're willing of course always at any time to adjust.  Customers do that.  The changes in this case, there is a trend, it is identified in the IESO's APO that the winter peaking demand of the electricity system is actually growing, and by 2030 is expected to be almost identical to the summer peak.  So that is one of the important considerations of these customers that the way they're contracting today.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  That is fair, Mr. MacPherson.  And really, my question was much simpler, which is whether you are willing to approach them to let them know that you have this problem, that this is going to trigger a project that is going to raise their rates and the rates of everyone else, and can they go back and look at whether they can -- within their parameters with the IESO -- have a lower contract demand for the winter than the summer, at least for a number of years.

Is that something you are willing to go back and ask them about?

MR. KEIZER:  No, we are not taking that undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  We will take a break then, I think.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Elson.  We will take 15 minutes.  Come back at 3:30.
--- Recess taken at 3:14 p.m.
--- On resuming at 3:32 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Teresa.  We will pass it back to you, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Can we turn to Environmental Defence Interrogatory No. 1, page 2.  When it comes up, you will see a table on page 2.  Could you undertake to provide the corresponding annual demand increases, provide the same table but with annual demand instead of a demand for cubic metres per day.

If you need to think about that, best efforts is fine.  I don't see why that would be a challenge.  But if there is a challenge, you can just indicate so in the interrogatory response.

MR. KEIZER:  We will basically take it away, Kent.  If we can, we will.  If we can't, we will indicate why we can't.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.16:  RE ED IR 1, PAGE 2 TABLE, TO PROVIDE THE TABLE SHOWING ANNUAL DEMAND INSTEAD OF CUBIC METRES PER DAY; IF NOT, TO EXPLAIN WHY NOT.


MR. ELSON:  I have some follow up questions relating to the second part of this interrogatory, but I would like to actually turn you to our technical conference materials.

You will see here a website of Ceres Greenhouse Solutions, how to mitigate rising gas prices with electric greenhouses.  Do you see that there?

If we could zoom out a little bit so it is easier to see.

MR. MILLAR:  Kent, while they're looking at that, I will mark this as an exhibit.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, please.

MR. KEIZER:  Can we mark it for identification, because it is not our evidence.  Kent, I don't think you are putting it forward as evidence at this time, correct?

MR. ELSON:  I think it should be marked as an exhibit.

MR. MILLAR:  The practice is to mark it as an exhibit.  If there is some argument as to whether it has been adopted or what not, let's hope it doesn't arise.  But it can be dealt with at a later time.  We need to give them a name, so it's KT1.2.

MR. KEIZER:  Just so it is clear we're not adopting it as our evidence by having it marked.

MR. MILLAR:  It depends on what the documents are and I haven't looked at that there are things in here that may be yours and you may adopt.  But for now, it is being marked as an exhibit for Environmental Defence.
EXHIBIT NO. KT 1.2:  ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENCE DOCUMENTS


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Can you scroll down to the bottom of page 3.  It says here, just as many people are turning to electric vehicles to skip out on gasoline prices and lessen their impact on the environment, growers are turning to electric greenhouses to grow crops.

Do you agree with that statement?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Just like to highlight once again that we work very closely with the customers in the greenhouse market in the Panhandle area, and none of the greenhouse growers that we work with have indicated to us they're aware of this technology, but that this is something that they plan on or interested in transitioning to.

MR. ELSON:  So are you in a position to agree or disagree with this statement?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Kent, Ian MacPherson.  Can you please repeat your question?

MR. ELSON:  I asked if Enbridge is in a position to agree or disagree with the statement that growers are turning to electric greenhouses to grow crops as a way to avoid high gas prices.

MR. MacPHERSON:  So my response, and I will qualify it in respect of large customers, we're not aware of any large customers, greenhouse customers converting their operations to electric input energy or any new greenhouses of this scale being built with electric energy.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Could you turn to page 4.  This is describing a ground coupled heat pump system.  Are you familiar with this technology, i.e. geothermal heat pumps for greenhouses?

MR. MacPHERSON:  We are.

MR. ELSON:  And were you familiar with this technology prior to this proceeding?

MR. MacPHERSON:  We were.

MR. ELSON:  And it says here that this energy efficient technology is saving growers on operational costs at a time when natural gas prices are skyrocketing.

Are you in a position to agree or disagree with that statement?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  I am not in a position to agree with that statement, but absent a real situation, an actual operation with identified technologies and infrastructure, building, et cetera, that allows us to do that.

MR. ELSON:  So I take it you are not in a position to agree or disagree with that.  Is that fair to say?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Agreed.  Do not have enough information.  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If we could turn to the second document in this package, which is on PDF page 11.

And this at the bottom left describes what we're looking at, which is a publication produced by the National Centre for Appropriate Technology through the ATTRA sustainable agriculture program under a cooperative agreement with the USDA Rural Development.

That was just to situate us, if we could turn to page 3 of this document and the highlighted portion, it says here that standard geothermal heating and cooling systems are rated on their coefficient of performance as a ratio of a product's heat output to the electrical energy input required.  Standard systems have efficiencies of 300 to 600 percent.  Compare this to the efficiency of a standard fossil fuel furnace which varies from 75 to 90 percent.

Is this consistent with your understanding of geothermal technology?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  I don't believe anyone on our panel is qualified to confirm, to agree with this statement.

MR. ELSON:  So this is another one you wouldn't agree or disagree with?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Yes.  We're not -- there is no one on this group that is expert in these technologies.

MR. ELSON:  And further down on this page, and I should be wrapping up this question line shortly, it says:
"An active system would be capable of providing adequate heating and cooling for greenhouses of various sizes with an appropriately sized heat pump and enough linear feet of underground piping."

Is that consistent with your understanding of geothermal, or is this another one where you can't agree or disagree with the statement?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  Again, we would not -- this group would not be qualified to be able to respond to this.  The limit of our understanding is based on conversations with greenhouse market customers as to the suitability of these kind of technologies to their business operation.

MR. ELSON:  And one last reference, which is page 23 of this document package.  As it is getting pulled up, this is a document from the Centre for Agriculture, Food and the Environment from the University of Massachusetts, and it is about geothermal heat for greenhouses.

I am on page 23 of this document package.  For the first page, you will see there -- and I specifically had a question on the second page, which is page 24.  This will be my last question and it may be answered in the same fashion, but just to confirm it says:
"In New England, the only choice that we have for geothermal heating is with low temperature heat.  There are several systems that appear to be feasible that have a reasonable pay back period."

Is this something that Enbridge, again, can't agree or disagree with this statement coming out of the University of Massachusetts?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  Again, we would not be in a position to judge and these kind of assessments are, again, they're particular to a given situation, customer building, and not to mention the local energy prices, natural gas, electricity, and also the geology of an area.  They would all be needed to perform an appropriate assessment of the, of this statement.

MR. ELSON:  And carbon pricing, I assume too?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Agreed.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If we can turn back to ED 2.  And, in particular, page 1 of ED 2.  There is a forecast of general service attachments.

Could you undertake to provide a breakdown between how many of those residential attachments will be new developments as opposed to fuel-switching?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  If you turn to the second page of the response, the last sentence says the general service attachments on the Panhandle system is assumed to be approximately 2 to 5 percent conversions.

So you would be able to do the math on the table.

MR. ELSON:  So the rest of them are developments?  Like new residential developments?

MS. DEBEVC:  That would be correct.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And could you provide an approximate capital cost, all-in capital cost to connect those new developments on a per-customer basis?

We had similar information in the DSM proceeding and it came to approximately 3,000 dollars per customer.  It is always different depending on the development, of course.  But could you go back and provide on a best efforts basis the capital costs to connect new developments.  I am fine if you rely on the same data that was in the DSM proceeding, but if you have anything else more particular, that would be helpful.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry.  Answer the relationship to this project, Kent in terms of what the individual customers are connecting at, on a distribution level?

MR. ELSON:  Because the stage 2 economic benefits are based on residential customers being able to switch to gas and we just want to have an all-in picture of those economic benefits, because we think that this aspect hasn't been accounted for properly.  Which is a debate, of course, and we don't need to debate that debate.  But I just want to have the underlying information to have that debate.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not sure if the information is available as you have described it.

I think where we would be is similar to other circumstances.  We will look at whether we can provide it.  If we can, then fine.  If we can't, then we will indicate why we can't.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Should I rephrase it for the record?  That might be helpful.


MR. KEIZER:  Sure.

MR. ELSON:  That would be an approximate average all-in capital cost per customer to connect new developments.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.17:  TO PROVIDE AN APPROXIMATE, AVERAGE, ALL-IN CAPITAL COST PER CUSTOMER TO CONNECT NEW DEVELOPMENTS IN THE PANHANDLE REGION, IF POSSIBLE; IF NOT, TO INDICATE WHY.


MR. ELSON:  I should clarify, Mr. Keizer, that if it is onerous to do it specific to the Panhandle region in Ontario I think an average is sufficient.  Whatever is easier is fine.  I don't mean to put anyone through unnecessary work.

MR. KEIZER:  Understood.

MR. ELSON:  So these figures, these customer attachment figures, do they correspond to the stage 2 gas savings that you can find in ED 14?  Maybe that is something that you should take away by undertaking, I am not sure if you can answer it today.  In ED 14 there is a table showing the gas savings or the savings arising from customers who can use gas instead of other fuels.

Are those savings arising from these residential attachments?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, it is customer attachment forecast is consistent.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So he you take the customer attachment forecast and then multiply it by an average use per customer?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Could you undertake to reconcile these attachments with the forecast incremental demand for the stage 2 analysis?  And that would, I think, merely involve a table that expresses the attachments and then the average use per customer, and that should match up with the stage 2 figures.

Could you undertake to reconcile those figures?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Yes, we can.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.18:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE EXPRESSING ATTACHMENTS AND AVERAGE USE PER CUSTOMER, TO RECONCILE ATTACHMENTS WITH THE FORECAST INCREMENTAL DEMAND FOR THE STAGE 2 ANALYSIS

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  The reference to industrial customers in this forecast general service attachments, I take it that does not include the Stellantis EV plant?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  You would be correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  If we could turn to page 2, we're looking at that right now.

Could you undertake to provide these figures as demand day instead of demand hour figures?  I am not sure why they were provided in cubic metres per hour.  Could you provide them in cubic metres per day?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  I think we could do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. 1.19:  TO PROVIDE THE REFERENCED FIGURES AS DEMAND DAY RATHER THAN DEMAND HOUR FIGURES

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to ED 3, please, page 2.  Here we have Panhandle design day forecast with attribution to power generators and in the contract firm incremental line, for the winter of 2023-2024 there is a bit of an outlier number, it is 49 TJs per day

Does that 49 TJs per day represent an additional spike in demand from the Stellantis plant?  Is that what that is about?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  And what does the Stellantis plant need gas for?  Is it for industrial processes?  Or heating?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  There are three main uses identified as EGS understands it.

One is for the building envelope.

The second is for process heating.

And the third is for backup generation purposes.

MR. ELSON:  And is the industrial process a low, medium or high heat process?

MR. CIUPKA:  I am unable to answer that question.  I do not know.

MR. ELSON:  Could Stellantis use electricity instead of gas?

MR. CIUPKA:  I do not have that information, but I can confirm that a request has been made to provide natural gas service from Enbridge.

MR. ELSON:  But you don't have any kind of binding agreement from Stellantis at this stage, do you?

MR. CIUPKA:  That is incorrect.  We do have an agreement in place, and we are working on negotiating the final distribution contract with Stellantis.

MR. ELSON:  So you have an indemnity letter, is that what you have?  Sorry, is that correct or not correct?  Sorry I spoke over you.  Sorry.

MR. CIUPKA:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Now my understanding is the Stellantis plant won't be fully operational until 2025.  Would you undertake to confirm that and whether it would need the entire what I understand to be 24 TJs per day in the winter of 2023-2024 or the winter of 2024-25?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.

Based on our understanding from Stellantis, the requirements would be needed going into winter 2023-2024 for commissioning purposes and equipment testing.

MR. ELSON:  I understand they're going to need some demand.

I am asking for you to go back to them and speak to them about whether 2023-2024 could be a lower contract than 2024-2025.

MR. KEIZER:  We are not going to go back.  They have already made their request, and they have expressed what they want and that is what Enbridge is working with.

The witness has indicated what he understands the case to be.

MR. ELSON:  I have calculated the Stellantis plant as requiring 24 TJs per day, which is 45 minus 25.  Is that math correct?  Or is the actual number different?  Sorry, 49 minus 25.

MR. KEIZER:  I think we have to be careful here because we are talking about a customer's volume and so I am not sure what is confidential and what is not.  So if there is something here that is confidential, we need to be able to express it as that basis.  So I look to the witness to be able to identify that.

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  That is confidential information.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  If you can turn to Exhibit B.2.1, table 3 -- I am not sure what page table 3 is on, but it should be after page 11.  There we are.

So you can see in winter 2023-2024, there is a shortfall of 31 TJs per day of capacity on the Panhandle system.

Even if Stellantis was using zero gas, there's still a shortfall in winter 2023-24 that the proposed project is needed to serve.

MR. ELSON:  So you are saying their demand is less than 31 TJs per day?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So I understand you can't put forward their demand on the public record.  Could you undertake to file it confidentially?  I am not convinced by the way whether, you know, why this would be confidential and what the aggregate demand for a customer could provide in a case like this.

But putting that aside for the moment, would you undertake to put that -- file that or I guess request confidentiality status and file it by that method?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  Subject, I guess, to whether there is any confidentiality obligations between Enbridge and Stellantis, or as to whether that is the case, then we will deal with filing that information.

But it will have to be by way of confidentiality.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I am going to mark that as confidential so it gets a X.  JTX1.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JTX 1.20: TO FILE THE AGGREGATE DEMAND FOR STELLANTIS (SUBJECT TO CONFIDENTIALITY OBLIGATIONS)

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If we could turn to ED 3, page 2, please.  Could you provide this table expressed as cubic metres per hour?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  We can do that on a best efforts basis.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.21.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.21:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 2, USING CUBIC METRES PER HOUR

MR. ELSON:  And page 3, please.  I am looking at table 2 in C, and could you express this table in TJs per day?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.22: TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 3, USING TJS PER DAY

MR. ELSON:  And back on to page 2, could you provide a copy of this table with greenhouses broken out from the contract firm?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  We can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT1.23.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.23:  TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 2, SHOWING GREENHOUSES BROKEN OUT FROM THE CONTRACT FIRM


MR. ELSON:  Hopefully, this is the last one.  I apologize for all of these questions.  Last one would be page 4 of ED 4 -- sorry, page 4 of ED 3, and this is showing the power generation design day demand.

Could you add another row for the power generation, actual power generation demand from the highest winter demand day, historic.  So just add another row to this table with the actuals?

MS. DEBEVC:  The actuals -- Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  The actuals are located in table 2.

MR. ELSON:  That was my problem, they're in a different unit.  So if you could reproduce this table with the same unit so that you don't have to trust that I have done it properly.  That would be appreciated.

MS. DEBEVC:  So would we still need table 2 converted?

MR. ELSON:  I would appreciate that.  Yes, please.

MS. DEBEVC:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT1.24.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.24:  TO RESTATE THE TABLE AT ED3, PAGE 4, ADDING ANOTHER ROW TO SHOW ACTUAL AMOUNTS FOR POWER GENERATION DEMAND FROM THE HIGHEST WINTER DEMAND DAY, HISTORIC

MR. ELSON:  I would like to turn now to ED 7, and this was our interrogatory relating to incremental energy efficiency.

I have looked through all of the information from the prosperity group and I can't find anywhere where the cost and benefits of the incremental capacity that could be achieved from energy efficiency is calculated through the three-stage test that was approved in the IRP plan.

Am I missing something?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge Gas.  No, you are not missing anything.

This was our first review, so a technical review to see if it was technically possible to achieve the reductions.  And from there, we move on to the economic benefit test.

And as per the IRP decision and in the technical evaluation using the prosperity model, it was deemed it was not possible.

MR. ELSON:  Now, we disagree with that, because we believe that energy efficiency plus other measures in combination could address the need for this project.  And so we would ask you to undertake to conduct that economic analysis so that we can make our argument on the record.

Would Enbridge agree to do that?

MR. KEIZER:  I think the witnesses have said is they're following the IRP decision.  So I think to the extent that they are and it's within the context of the decision, we would not be doing that calculation.

MR. ELSON:  I think what I am saying is that we disagree that the IRP decision has been followed because it asks you to look at different combinations of solutions together, as opposed to every one in isolation.

And in our view, energy efficiency can be part of a solution in this case.  So that is why we're asking for the information, so that we can make that argument.

MR. KEIZER:  And I think this is where we are I guess agreeing to disagree, in the fact that we have another interpretation of it.  So we have no reason to do that calculation.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I would say this was not looked at in so sole isolation.  It was looked at together with, from a technical perspective we did the screening to see what the maximum potential was and looked at if and how it could be combined with other alternatives, and it still did not meet the demand reduction required to remove the need for the project.

MR. ELSON:  Well, we will have to agree to disagree.  Unfortunately that leaves me without the information I need, but I will have to move on.

MS. WADE:  Can I ask which alternatives you are looking to have it included with --

MR. ELSON:  I think.

MS. WADE:  --that you don't see?

MR. ELSON:  I think it is a combination of alternatives to address demand and whether certain demands are, in fact, needs.  But I don't think it makes sense for me to debate that with our short amount of time that we have left on the record.

I would like to turn now to attachment 3.  Near the bottom, bottom half of the page, you see the industrial measures are sorted alphabetically.  You see greenhouse envelope improvements.

And the cubic metres per hour is only 75 cubic metres per hour.  And so I would like you to undertake to go back to Posterity and confirm that they applied the forecast potential savings from greenhouses to the full greenhouse demand that you have in this service area.

Could you go back and confirm that?

MS. WADE:  Yes.  I can go back and confirm that.  I would state this analysis as noted was done only on general service customers.  So if you are looking to understand if that was applied to the contract customer greenhouse base, it was not.

MR. ELSON:  I thought contract customers were all -- I thought greenhouse customers were all contract customers; no?

MS. WADE:  I would look to Matt --

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  There is a large number of general service greenhouse customers in the Kingsville Leamington area.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. PARKES:  That will be JT1.25, then, if Enbridge is agreeing to that undertaking.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, thank you.

MS. WADE:  Can I just clarify that, what specifically are you -- I think I have answered the question, so I just want to make sure that...

MR. ELSON:  I think the question is now more narrow, based on -- or the answer is more narrow which is whether this was applied to the full greenhouse demand in the general service category.  And I will follow up on the contract aspect of things.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.25:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE CITED FIGURE WAS APPLIED TO THE FULL GREENHOUSE DEMAND IN THE GENERAL SERVICE CATEGORY.


MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to attachment 4, page 3.  There is a reference to the industrial end use peak factors.  Ms. Wade, you wouldn't know off the top of your head which one of these is applied to the greenhouse measures, would you?

MS. WADE:  I would not.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to confirm which of these was applied to the greenhouse measures and to ask Posterity whether that should be adjusted because those greenhouse measures are so highly temperature-dependent?

MS. WADE:  Yes.

MR. PARKES:  That is JT1.26.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.26:  TO CONFIRM WHICH OF THESE WAS APPLIED TO THE GREENHOUSE MEASURES AND TO ASK POSTERITY WHETHER THAT SHOULD BE ADJUSTED BECAUSE THOSE GREENHOUSE MEASURES ARE SO HIGHLY TEMPERATURE-DEPENDENT

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And could you undertake to ask Posterity to apply the greenhouse measures and in fact all of the measures, in addition to the general service category also to the contract customers?

MS. WADE:  I do not want to go back and ask Posterity to do that.  And the reason for that is, within the methodology that was put forward, you will note that the way that the Posterity model is built is it uses the Union Gas South region and it creates scaling factors and applies those to the customers within the area.

And after discussion, a lot of consultation with our contract sales team, it was determined that the amount of information that we have for our customers specifically is more so -- is more meaningful than using a scaling factor for the Union Gas South area.

In fact if we were to go and scale we wouldn't want to use a general scaling factor, we would probably use the information -- we would use the information that we have from our customers.

And so going back and asking them to apply a general proxy as a scaling factor to the customers that we have such deep insight on, I don't think would be meaningful or valuable.

MR. ELSON:  Well, let me take this a step back and see if I have understood what's been done.

The achievable potential study was applied to just the general service customers, which are about 45 percent of the demand.  Is that correct?

MS. WADE:  The general service customers within the APS, yes, yes.  It took the general service customers from the APS and we used our Union Gas rate zone.  Union Gas South rate zone.

MR. ELSON:  So this has estimated the energy efficiency that could be achieved if there were programs targeting just the general service customers in the Panhandle region?

MS. WADE:  In the Leamington-Kingsville-Wheatley area, that's right.  And the potential and the costs were determined using proxies based on the Union Gas South region which was from the APS.

MR. ELSON:  But it's only applied --

MS. WADE:  Not out of the APS.

MR. ELSON:  But it only applied it to 45 percent of the demand i.e., the general service demand, is that correct?

MS. WADE:  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  What I am asking is for it to be applied to the other 55 percent.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  And what we're saying is that is not meaningful or valuable, because the proxy that was applied to general service is not the same factor that you would apply to a contract customer.

We know those customers and we have been working with those customers intimately over the past decades, and we know what they have done from an energy perspective, we know what they're planning to do and we know what opportunity exists.

So using a proxy and applying it to that is not valuable.

MR. ELSON:  But the way that it's been done you have left most customers out of this analysis, including the greenhouse customers, which rank very high in the APS potential study.  Fair to say?

MS. WADE:  We have left them out of the potential identified here through the Posterity report, but I would say that their needs that they have identified for us take into consideration what they have already done and what they're planning to with their facilities.

MR. ELSON:  I will take that as a refusal to apply t Posterity to all the contract customers, and will ask a more narrow question that I am hoping to get a different answer on because I think it is quite important.

Would Enbridge undertake to ask Posterity to apply the APS energy efficiency potential to the contract greenhouse customers arising from that one measure, the greenhouse envelope?


MS. WADE:  I don't think that that is valuable because of the 150 customers, it would be more meaningful to understand what they've done historically and what's remaining than applying a proxy from the APS to the 150 customers or a subset of that greenhouse that we work with closely.

And perhaps I will hand it to Mr. Ciupka, just to speak to even briefly the energy conservation efforts that we have in place with those customers, and the deep relationships that we have with them.

MR. ELSON:  Well, that is not what I am asking but I can't stop you.  But go ahead.

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  I think what Ms. Wade is trying to articulate is that because of our deep understanding and relationships with our greenhouse customers, the energy efficiency measures and opportunities would have been embedded within their expression of interest bids and requests for service from Enbridge Gas.  These are sophisticated customers who know their operations and they're aware of the latest technologies and work very closely with our dedicated demand-side management account managers, not only for existing operations, but for all new builds as well.

MR. ELSON:  You're saying that your greenhouse gas customers have zero energy efficiency potential.

MS. WADE:  No.  Absolutely not.  That is not what we're saying.

We're saying that the energy efficiency measures that they've already put in place, which are significant, were taken into account within their expression of interest and/or the way that they're going to be –- our DSM has been working very closely with them on the new build as well.  So they have also considered that.

Then there is one last aspect to that I will speak to Briefly, and if Mr. Ciupka wants to add to it, is our experience with this market is the efficiencies that they achieve result in increased productivity and often not a reduction in their peak demand.

MR. ELSON:  Now, the APS, the achievable potential study has greenhouse envelope improvements as being one of the top ten measures in scenario B.

And I don't understand why it would be a top ten measure in other parts of Ontario, but not in this part of Ontario.

MS. WADE:  So we're not saying it is not an opportunity or measure in this part of Ontario.

We're saying we will apply that to the greenhouse customers that are not contracted, that we don't have the deep relationships with and there isn't as much clarity as to what they have installed.  So applying that proxy in that sub segment of the greenhouse market makes sense.

MR. ELSON:  But the APS doesn't make that distinction and you are excluding, by my calculations, 28 percent of the entire demand for this area by excluding greenhouses and assuming that there's zero potential.

If you are not going to use the APS potential, what potential will you use?

MS. WADE:  The APS -- I think I will just restate it one last time.  The APS is a proxy by the different regions.

And so when we have real information from the relationships and the consultation that we have been having with these customers, we're going to use that information over an APS that was completed a number of years ago and uses the number as a proxy.

MR. ELSON:  But you haven't done that either.  You haven't included any assumed efficiency gains from greenhouses.

MS. WADE:  The efficiencies are assumed to be embedded within the expression of interest and that the customers understand what their demand is post implementing these energy efficiency measures and/or building to the higher efficiency.

So we have -- we have assumed that in our work with our customers, they understand what their demand will be and they have expressed that in their expression of interest.

MR. ELSON:  Well, an express of interest is only new customers.  So you have assumed your new customers can't do anything more than they're planning to do.  And your existing customers who haven't put an express of interest in can't do any more than they're already doing.

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  That is incorrect.  The expression of interest was not limited to new customers.  It was open to all customers, existing and new.

So an example would be existing customers that have expansion plans, whether on the same site or a new site.

And in addition to that, I would like to also point out that despite the implementation of energy efficiency measures, we went out to market twice offering customers an explicit formal opportunity to turn back firm or interruptible capacity, and we received no bids during that process.

I think Ms. Wade earlier also stated that, again, a lot of our greenhouse customers, all of them are concerned with maximizing production output and utilizing any energy they have available to continue to grow their operations.

MR. ELSON:  I don't think we should get into a debate.  That's been decided by the Board many times as to whether industrial customers have implemented and planned to implement all cost effective energy efficiency just because they have an economic interest in doing so.

So I am going to turn back to attachment 3 and ask some other specific questions relating to the general service area.

Could you provide this table in peak day reductions, please?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Could you clarify which table?

MR. ELSON:  The one that is on the screen, Environmental Defence 7, attachment 3, page 1.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I cannot confirm that we are able to do that.  I can check with Posterity, best efforts.  We could provide it if they can.

MR. ELSON:  Why don't I ask it -- I was going to ask another interrogatory, so I will combine them together so you can put it all to Posterity, which is to add to the chart that appears at ED 7, attachment 3, two columns:  One for cubic metres per day peak hour reduction, and two, for cubic metres per day, base case.

MS. WADE:  As mentioned, best efforts.  If that is available, we can provide that, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If you can't do it for the whole table, if you can at least do it for the greenhouse improvements.

MS. WADE:  If it's possible -- sorry.

MR. PARKES:  JT1.27.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.27:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO ADD TO THE CHART THAT APPEARS AT ED 7, ATTACHMENT 3, TWO COLUMNS:  ONE FOR CUBIC METRES PER DAY PEAK HOUR REDUCTION, AND TWO, FOR CUBIC METRES PER DAY BASE CASE; IF NOT FOR THE WHOLE TABLE, TO PROVIDE THE INFORMATION FOR THE GREENHOUSE IMPROVEMENTS


MR. PARKES:  Sorry, go ahead, Cara.

MS. WADE:  Sorry, Mr. Parks.  Yes, I just want to reiterate I don't have a complete understanding of what their model is capable of.  So I just want to reiterate best efforts.  If they can, we can absolutely do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  You were speaking before in relation to applying an APS proxy to your customers and how it may not be appropriate.

What did you mean when you were talking about a proxy for what your greenhouse customers could achieve?

MS. WADE:  Sorry, can you restate the question?

MR. ELSON:  I had asked you previously for Posterity to apply APS to your contract customers, specifically your greenhouse envelope -- your greenhouse contract customers.  And you said that that it wasn't appropriate to apply the APS proxy to these contract customers.

What did you mean by the APS proxy?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I was just looking for -- the proxy I was referring to is the scaling factor that Posterity creates in order to translate the savings per customer, the peak hour or -- sorry, the savings potential and the cost per customer within an area down to a specific region.

So I use the word proxy.  It is a scaling factor they use.  And then that resulting value they use as a proxy to apply to the customers within the project area.

MR. ELSON:  So I take it implicit in Posterity's model is a factor where you can take your design day demand base case and then your design day demand assuming scenario B of full energy efficiency.  Is that fair to say?

MS. WADE:  I would note that we can do that for peak hour.  I don't know if we can do that for peak day.

MR. ELSON:  Could you provide what that factor is for greenhouses in the Posterity model?  That is a factor to go from peak hour base case to peak hour scenario B.

MS. WADE:  Again, best efforts.  If that is available, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. PARKES:  JT1.28.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.28:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE THE SCALING FACTOR FOR GREENHOUSES USED IN THE PROSPERITY MODEL; TO CONVERT THE DATA TO CUBIC METRES PER DAY

MR. ELSON:  If I could add to that on a best efforts, if there could be a conversion to cubic metres per day.  I believe Enbridge provided the cubic metre per day calculation and so if that could be done as well, that would be appreciated.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  If we can do that, yes.

MR. ELSON:  I will ask one last question which is pertaining to the Posterity Group's analysis of the greenhouses that are part of the general service category.

If they have not applied it to the full amount of greenhouse demand that exists in the general service category, or they have applied a peak factor that doesn't appropriately account for the fact that this is a very weather-specific demand.  Could you ask them to recalculate those savings for the greenhouse envelope improvement?


MS. WADE:  I think I understood your question, but can you just repeat it one more time, please.

MR. ELSON:  I won't say it the same way.  If, when Posterity goes back to look at the savings from the greenhouse envelope in the general service category and determines that it hasn't applied it to the full greenhouse demand as part of the general service, or that the peak factor should be adjusted to address the fact that this is a very weather-dependent demand, could you ask them to recalculate that figure.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  Again, best efforts if they're able to do that, that's right, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. PARKES:  JT1.29.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.29:  TO RECALCULATE THE INDICATED FIGURE TO ADDRESS THE FULL GREENHOUSE DEMAND AS PART OF THE GENERAL SERVICE, OR ADJUSTING THE PEAK FACTOR TO ADDDRESS THIS WEATHER-DEPENDENT DEMAND


MR. ELSON:  Could we turn to ED 13.  There is a reference in ED 13 to greenhouse gas emissions and then Enbridge notes that some of the carbon emissions are, and the word used was sequestered within plants.  But that absorption into the plants is only temporary.  Correct?  It then gets released into the atmosphere when those plants are used?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I am not qualified to answer that question.  And I don't think that we were -- we have not accounted for a reduction in emissions with that statement being put forward.

MR. ELSON:  I guess the word sequestered to me makes it sound as though you don't need to be concerned about those emissions, but I think you still do.

And let me put it a different way.  The fact that these plants absorb CO2 is different from carbon capture and storage.  It is not permanently sequestered.  It is still returning to the atmosphere and would have otherwise come from the atmosphere instead of from a fossil fuel, is that fair to say?


MS. WADE:  I would reiterate I am not an expert and able to answer that question.

MR. ELSON:  Can you undertake to provide Enbridge's position on this?  Because my concern is, in response to our question about greenhouse gas emissions, Enbridge has said, in essence, don't worry, they're getting sequestered, at least a lot of them are sequestered within plants.  But my understanding is that is not something that you can account for in your analysis of the carbon emissions.  These are still carbon emissions that were previously sequestered underground, and are now part of the above-ground carbon cycle.

MS. WADE:  So I would --


MR. KEIZER:  Go ahead, Cara-Lynne.

MS. WADE:  Mr. Elson the only thing I would correct in your statement I don't think anywhere in the answer I don't think we said you don't have to worry about the emissions.

I think your question is what is our definition of sequestration related to plants in greenhouses?

MR. ELSON:  Okay.

MR. KEIZER:  So effectively clarifying that statement in the second paragraph, is that what you are asking for?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And to confirm Enbridge is not saying that this is any sort of permanent sequestration or reason not to be concerned about the emissions.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  That is confirmed.  I would just note that in our Enbridge sustainability report when we do report scope 3 emissions we don't remove this from our report.

So we're not saying that you don't need to worry about these emissions.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.

MR. PARKES:  Mr. Elson, do you need an undertaking there or is that sufficient?

MR. ELSON:  Ms. Wade, I think you answered the question.

MS. WADE:  Okay.

MR. ELSON:  I think you have.  Have you, or would you like to undertake to take it away from a technical perspective?


MS. WADE:  I would just say I am not a technical perspective.  So our understanding of how it is absorbed and sequestered, we can clarify that for you.


MR. ELSON:  Let's have an undertaking, and if there is anything different from what you have said, if you could add that that would be helpful.


MR. PARKES:  That will be JT1.30.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.30:  TO CLARIFY ENBRIDGE'S UNDERSTANDING HOW CO2 IS ABSORBED AND SEQUESTERED FROM PLANTS IN GREENHOUSES


MR. ELSON:  If you could turn to ED 14, please.  We asked for Enbridge's best forecast of gas prices and we asked for the current forecast from the DSM group, and this is in B and C.

Enbridge then referred us to a Pollution Probe interrogatory and the Pollution Probe interrogatory was about the ICF forecast, and Enbridge said that the ICF forecast is proprietary.


We would like to reiterate our request for Enbridge's best forecast of gas prices aside from what you have from ICF.

MR. KEIZER:  I think the answer is complete if we referred you to Pollution Probe, that would be the basis of the answer.

MR. ELSON:  Well you see, Pollution Probe asked for something different, which was for the latest copy of the ICF report, and what we're asking for is Enbridge's own internal best estimates of -- or best -- or maybe not even best; whatever their gas price forecasts are that are internal that are not the proprietary ICF versions.

MR. KEIZER:  And in relation to this application it relates to... to what?

MR. ELSON:  It relates to the stage 2 benefits, which are based on a differential between gas prices and other fuels.

MR. KEIZER:  I am not aware of whether Enbridge has a gas price forecast.  So I think we would have to take it under advisement, Kent, as to whether we could provide that undertaking.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  That is fine.  And I would ask that you check with your gas supply group and your DSM group to see if either of them have an internal estimate of gas prices.  We should still have a number attached to that, right?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  I think the point is we would take it under advisement as to whether we do, and whether or not it is appropriate to provide it.

MR. PARKES:  That will be JT1.31.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.31:  TO PROVIDE ENBRIDGE'S INTERNAL ESTIMATE OF GAS PRICES (UNDER ADVISEMENT)


MR. PARKES:  Mr. Elson we are at 4:30.  I would like to break within the next ten, 15 minutes.  Do you have a natural sort of breaking spot?

MR. ELSON:  A breaking point?

[Laughter]

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe I haven't been active enough today, Kent.  Maybe I should have interrupted more.

MR. ELSON:  Let me see how far I can go.  I am actually a bit ahead.  I wouldn't say the natural point is right now.

If I could turn to, again, in ED 14, attachment 1 now.  And if you look under energy prices, the natural gas price is 0.144.

I would like confirmation that this is the gas supply charge only, and does not include the delivery charge or upstream transportation charge.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  Confirmed; this is the gas price charge as posted on the Ontario Energy Board website.

MR. ELSON:  Why wouldn't you use the all-in cost of these fuels to calculate the impact on customers?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  This calculation is calculating the price differential between the energy, and that is the scope of the calculation.

We are not broadening that scope to include other variables that are not necessarily being influenced by this project.

MR. ELSON:  Well, this is a stage 2 analysis, which is supposed to look at any other public interest factors.

I am fine if your view is that those are only restricted to energy, but it would seem to us that a full cost comparison would more appropriately capture the impacts on customers.  Is there any reason why you don't think that a full cost comparison of the different delivered prices of the fuels would be appropriate?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  We are using the methodology that has been accepted by the Board and approved by the Board in past leave-to-constructs.

MR. ELSON:  But there is no reason why you think this is better than a methodology that includes the full delivered price, other than it is the one we have used before.  Is that fair?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  I believe that consistency with what the Board has already accepted and approved does provide value.

MR. ELSON:  What's the source for the heating oil and propane prices?  Could you provide an undertaking to perhaps send us a link to that source?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  I could tell you now.  It is obtained from the Natural Resources Canada website for the location of Windsor.

MR. ELSON:  For both of those, if you could undertake to provide us a link because otherwise we will be running around on the Internet to find out which NR can data you are referring to, that would be appreciated.

MR. SZYMANSKI:  We can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. PARKES:  JT1.32.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.32:  TO PROVIDE THE SOURCE FOR THE NRCAN PRICING FOR HEATING OIL AND PROPANE


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If I could turn to Pollution Probe 5, page 2.  And could you agree to add a column indicating for each of these whether it is a commitment letter, indemnity letter or contract?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  We can take it away to split the letters of indemnity and commitment letters from the number provided at the bottom of the table.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  That would be a start.

MR. PARKES:  That is JT1.33.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT1.33:  RE THE TABLE AT POLLUTION PROBE 5, PAGE 2, TO ADD A COLUMN INDICATING WHETHER THERE IS A COMMITMENT LETTER or AN INDEMNITY LETTER.


MR. ELSON:  And I take it the numbers that actually have dates attached to them, the first four, are you able to just tell me off-the-cuff whether those are commitment letters, letters of indemnity, or distribution contracts?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Those are distribution contracts.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And you said in your presentation that 80 percent of the capacity is committed.

What was the meaning of that?  And how does that correspond to the figure at the bottom of total commitments of 167.3?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  So the 167.3 TJs a day at the bottom of the table compared to the total overall capacity of the proposed facilities of 203 TJs a day.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And so the total commitments includes commitment letters?

MR. CIUPKA:  Correct.

MR. ELSON:  What is the penalty in the case of a letter of indemnity versus a distribution contract if a customer backs out?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  So for a letter of indemnity, there would be a set amount in the contract based on what materials and what costs Enbridge would be seeking to recover, in case the customer decided not to proceed with the distribution contract.

And with the distribution contract, there would be costs associated with breaking the distribution contract, per the terms and condition of that contract.

And I would refer back to the attachment for PP 5 that shows the contract templates to give an indication of what those costs would look like.

MR. ELSON:  And what is the order of magnitude between a letter of indemnity versus a distribution contract penalty?  Are we talking the contract penalty is going to be multiple times higher?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge.  It would really depend on the specific customer, the requirements they're requesting, any facilities that are required to provide the service to their contract, in addition to any facilities required from this project.  So it is very much customer-specific.

MR. ELSON:  Now, that is fair.  Is there anything you can say on a generalized level?  Is there a significant difference in let's say the majority, or often a significant difference?  I am just trying to get a sense of how much greater the penalty is once you have a distribution contract.

I understand like everything it varies, but can you speak to that directionally or some sort of average?

MR. CIUPKA:  I cannot.  Again it is very dependent on the contract, the customer, the volume of gas they're requesting, their location, et cetera.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, this might be a good time for me to wrap up.  I may be largely through my questions, but I can confirm that tomorrow.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Thanks, Mr. Elson.  That makes sense.  My understanding is that we will start with Mr. Brophy from Pollution Probe at 9:30 and you will resume your questioning after that, is that correct?

MR. ELSON:  If I have any more, yes.

MR. PARKES:  All right.  So I think we are done for today.  Are there any final matters that anyone would like to address before we adjourn?

MR. KEIZER:  None from Enbridge.

MR. PARKES:  No?  Okay.  We will go off the air, then and see everyone tomorrow morning at 9:30.

MR. ELSON:  Thanks, everyone.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 4:37 p.m.
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