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Friday, October 7, 2022
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.  This is day 2 of the technical conference in the Enbridge EB-2022-0157 Panhandle Reinforcement leave-to-construct case.

We are continuing with our technical conference and up first this morning we have Mr. Brophy from Pollution Probe.  And I do first just to start off, I understand there are no preliminary matters, so we can get started?

MR. KEIZER:  None from Enbridge.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Then, Mr. Brophy, the floor is yours.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 1, resumed

Jeff Cadotte

Matt Ciupka

Melissa Debevc
Ian B. MacPherson
Catherine Pennington

Doug Schmidt
Richard Szymanski
Matt Thomas

Hilary Thompson

Cara-Lynne Wade


MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Thank you.  I was breaking up just a little bit.  Hopefully everything is fine, but if you notice there is a persistent problem let me know and I can switch to phone audio if I need to so hopefully everything is good.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:


Good morning, panel, and good morning, everybody.  Thank you for the presentation yesterday and discussion.  I just actually want to start on the presentation.  So KT1.1, slide 3.  If you want to pull that up, that would be great.

Okay.  Super, thank you for that.

So this diagram was helpful.  I understand from the legend -- and you know, there was a bit of a talk about it yesterday that what Enbridge is considering transmission lines are the yellow lines on that diagram.  Is that correct?

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

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thanks.  And then so do you know if there is any customers that are directly served off of any of those pipelines?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  There are four natural-gas-fired power generators that are directly connected to the yellow lines and I believe there is one or two very small farm taps connected to the NPS 20 pipeline between Dawn compressor and Dover transmission station.

We have been actively trying to connect those customers to the localized distribution systems, but are unable to at this time.  They're just houses that are connected to the line.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, fair enough.  Yes, I understand that. So four generators and about one or two others.  Okay.  So I am assuming that the Brighton Beach, right, is that one of the ones that is probably attached.


So what size of pipeline then would be serving, say, Brighton Beach as an example?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  They're served from a 16-inch diameter pipeline that was recently partially upsized, because it had to be relocated around the new Gordie Howe bridge.

So to maintain as low of the pressure as possible we upsized that pipeline to a 20-inch.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you had to do some work, replace the pipeline, took the opportunity to upsize and in part that was to reduce any pressure losses in that service line to the generating station, does that sound right?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.  So to maintain the existing system capacity we took the opportunity to upsize that pipeline so that the capacity of the system didn't decrease because of the rerouting of that pipeline around the new bridge.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So with that upgrade then, the pressure and/or supply to Brighton Beach Generating Station would be higher than what was there before you replaced the pipeline, is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  No.  It was the exact same pressure.

MR. BROPHY:  Same pressure?  Okay.  But if you reduce losses because you upsize the pipeline, wouldn't that have reduced pressure losses to that generating station?

MS. DEBEVC:  Technically, yes.  But if you go to slide number -- just a second.  It's going to be slide number 5 or 6.  Slide number 8, please.  So the red arrow in this slide shows the operation of the Panhandle system.

So Enbridge Gas controls the pressure-setting at Sandwich transmission station to just send enough gas to hold the minimum inlet pressure at Brighton Beach Generating Station.

So reducing the pressure loss in the Brighton Beach Generating Station's service allowed Enbridge Gas to reduce the flow on that red line, which then maintains the system capacity.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Actually, this is a good slide to go to because it kind of relates to my next question.

The Sandwich transmission compressor station, then, is a tool you use for system compression feeding Brighton Beach Generating Station and you would use that if you need to maintain or increase the pressure into the Brighton Beach Generating Station.  Did I say that correctly?

MS. DEBEVC:  I will clarify how that station works.  So in the winter, on design day, the gas flows from west to east.  So the gas is flowing through the transmission station.  And that transmission station is a regulating station to control the pressure between the upstream and downstream system at that location.

So there is a very high pressure on the upstream side of the station controlling down to the 500 pound MOP, the red line.

So the gas only flows in one direction on design day and that's from west to east through the transmission station.

The compressor is only used during import of Ojibway operation, which is on the next slide.  The compressor can only compress in an easterly direction from Ojibway towards Dawn.  It's not used on design day.  And its operation has no impact on the pressure at Brighton Beach Generating Station.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you indicated Brighton Beach Generating Station, it is now a NPS 16.  It is connected directly to the transmission line.

Is there any distribution regulating stations between the transmission line and the Brighton Beach power generating station?

MS. DEBEVC:  Yes, there are.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And what is the purpose of that?

MS. DEBEVC:  So there's downstream -- like the city of Windsor is a distribution system.  It operates with various diameter pipelines, various pressure pipelines ranging from 2070 kPa, 1900 kPa, and down to 420 kPa.

So there are distribution stations connected all along the Panhandle system to feed into the downstream distribution network.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MS. DEBEVC:  So there is a series of many stations in the area.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  Sorry, maybe I misstated the question.  Maybe it was unclear from the answer you gave.

So, yes, I get there is stations in the area, particularly as the ones have to bring it down to say intermediate pressure to serve Windsor, et cetera.

Just using Brighton Beach power generating station as the example, if it is connected to the transmission line directly, I understood there was no distribution station along that service line or --


MS. DEBEVC:  Both.

MR. BROPHY:  Right.  For that, to bring that pressure down.

MS. DEBEVC:  Yes.  You are correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MS. DEBEVC:  You are correct.

MR. BROPHY:  So basically, they want the highest pressure they can get, basically line pressure from the transmission line.  Is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's very helpful.  Okay.  So my next question is along the same lines, but it is -- Pollution Probe 1b is the line diagram.  Maybe it would be helpful to pull that up.

MS. ALLMAN:  Sorry, Mike.  This is Stephanie.  Can you repeat that?

MR. BROPHY:  Interrogatory for Pollution Probe 1b.  I think that is the line diagram that Enbridge provided, unless I have it wrong.  Keep going down.  There is a line diagram that has numbers on it.  That's the one.  Yes.  Perfect.  Great.

So I know there was some discussion about this yesterday.  I'm not going to replicate those questions.  So just at a high level, we see kind of inputs and outputs, right.

So the Dawn supply inputs, that's the 603 terajoules per day.  Ojibway is the 60 terajoules per day.  So that all currently equals -- I think it's the 670, 1893 gigajoules per day input.

So that is going, once these two pipelines are put into service, you will be increasing system capacity to 916,313 gigajoules per day.  You're following me so far?

MS. DEBEVC:  So far, so good.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  So then those two numbers I talked about as the input values to the Panhandle system would then increase from the 671,893 to the 916,313.  Is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  Yes.  Correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  And then so those increases, would that all be increased from the Dawn supply number?  So I add the difference on to that one?  Or is it going to be split, that increase, between the Dawn and the Ojibway inputs?

MS. DEBEVC:  So it will be a Dawn increase.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Entirely Dawn increase, okay.  Thank you for that.  We see the system is connected and you talked yesterday about the importance of it being connected to the Dawn hub.  And during peak day, you know, the importance of the gas from the Dawn hub for this system.

So when you are not on a peak day, which you know -- I think you have said you have only hit peak design day once in the last ten years in one of the IRs, then there is capacity there.

Is there times when you are not on a peak day that then you are able to use this system to flow gas to the Dawn hub, say for compression season or other purposes?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge gas.  So, yes, there are other times during the season that gas imported from Ojibway comes into the system and may be able to make its way all the way to Dawn.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  I guess it is an exporting Panhandle can be an exporting system to Dawn and potentially storage when you are not on peak design day.  Then that gas just -- do you know where it goes?  I guess it is a broad system, right, so it is probably hard to tell where it ends up eventually.

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.

MR. THOMAS:  The gas will finish at the point called Dawn facilities, which is notionally the Dawn hub which is the traded point.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thanks.  And then where it goes from there, you know, I don't think we have time that you can get into that today.

Okay.  Thanks.  Okay.  The next one -- actually it is a question I have, when I looked at the Pollution Probe 1 answer and Pollution Probe 12.  So maybe what I will do is just ask the question, and then if we need to pull those up we can do that.

So okay.  So the Pollution Probe 1 answer indicates the peak supply of 60 -- is it 60.1?  Oh, yes, 60.1 terajoules per day from Ojibway.  But then Pollution Probe 12 indicates that Ojibway has supplied up to 107 terajoules per day when required.

So I guess what I am trying to figure out is why can't Ojibway provide more, if it almost provided double, you know, what it typically provides?  Why can't it be used more as a tool like that, like it has been in the past?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.

MR. THOMAS:  Please pull up Energy Probe 5.  Scroll down, please, to the top of the page.  Mike, are you able to see the screen?


MR. BROPHY:  I can see it, yes, thank you.

MR. THOMAS:  So for clarity so Enbridge Gas offers C1 service, which is a transportation service between Ojibway and Dawn.  So there currently is an ex-franchise customer with service from Ojibway towards Dawn for 37 TJs per day.

Those quantities are not controlled by Enbridge Gas in the sense that the customer has the exclusive right to choose to nominate that service on any given day.

And if that customer does nominate, Enbridge Gas has an obligation to provide firm service to move gas from Ojibway towards Dawn.

So in those instances there could be volumes above the 60 TJs that is stated in design day plan, but Enbridge Gas does not count on those quantities in the design day plan.

Now -- so Matt Thomas.  I want to finish my point.  The company did evaluate as part of Exhibit C1.1 the ability for incremental Ojibway deliveries to -- as part of this alternative assessment, and it was deemed to be not cost-effective.

MR. BROPHY:  Are you finished?  Or did you have more?

MR. THOMAS:  I am finished.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Thank you.  Okay.  So when you were able to leverage the 107 terajoules per day from Ojibway, did you have that customer obligation of the 37 terajoules per day?  Or is that new since then?

MR. THOMAS:  Those quantities were contracted on the system at that time.  They were not obligated.

So in the natural gas industry customers indicate their use of contracts on a timely window which is the day-ahead.  So in this instance a customer nominated day before.  Then when we get into the physical operation of the day, Enbridge Gas looks at what the actual deliveries are happening and then makes adjustments according to those physical flows happening at the time.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So the customer was on the system then, but the difference now is that it is a firm contract that you have to hold the 37 terajoules per day, where before you didn't have to do that.  Is that a correct understanding?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  No, that is not actually correct.  What we're saying is on that specific design day in that instance the customer was physically flowing on that day, which we did not ask them to but they were physically flowing on that day versus on a planned basis.  We can't know they're going to actually be there, which is why we did know at that time because they nominated on the timely, the timely window to provide us the next-day notice that they would be flowing.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you know, in that situation had they not nominated that day and you needed that, I guess you would have reached out to them and tried to arrange for the gas that you needed in the Panhandle system to meet that peak design day.  Is that the way it would have worked?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  That is not confirmed.  We would look at a variety of tools to meet the firm demand in the system at the time.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So even without using the 37 that happened on that peak design day, you couldn't have guaranteed you would use it so you would have leveraged other options, it sounds like.  Is that correct?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  We don't have a contractual right to obligate them as part of that T1 service.  So that is not something we would have considered in that instance.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So this is 37 out of the 107.  So you take that off of 107, that brings you down to 70.

So then without that included, you would have been at seventy terajoules from Ojibway.  Does that sound right, that math?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  That math sounds correct and I think it is worth noting from time to time Enbridge Gas may sell short term transportation services should incremental capacity be available on a day-to-day basis, so incremental volumes above these long-term commitments maybe looked at on a short term nature including limited to one day.

MR. BROPHY:  So even not including 37, you were still over the 60.1 terajoules per day that was on the Pollution Probe 1 diagram?  Is that correct?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  The next question relates to Pollution Probe 5c, which is a table.  If you want to pull that up, it might be easiest.  Okay.  Perfect, thank you.  Okay.

So I see you have kind of split -- you don't need to go down to the totals at the bottom.  I think you probably know them from yesterday.  But you have the distribution contract customers that total 63.1 terajoules per day, and from those contracts -- and you provided a series of the contracts you used in an interrogatory response as well.

So the 63.1 terajoules per day for the distribution contracts listed, is that the requirement for what those customers must take?  Or provides the maximum demand that they can take in a day?  Which of those is it?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  That is the maximum amount they can take in a day at their specific site.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  And then for those large contract customers -- so the ones that would fit into that 63.1, so those would either be firm or interruptible customers, right?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  These are firm daily contracted demands.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So those ones in the rows are firm for the 63.1.  I am trying to make sure I am not covering anything that was dealt with yesterday.  Okay.

So the majority of the demand in that table, the residual, the 104.2 terajoules per day, are customers that have, you know, directionally indicated, as you described yesterday, the interest.  But they haven't signed contracts.  Correct?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  This indicates they would have assigned either a commitment letter or a letter of indemnity, if not indicated in the table that they've signed a distribution contract.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  And I think there was an undertaking yesterday to provide kind of the which-are-which is in there, so that's terrific.

So you don't know enough information to populate any dates, because those dates would -- you would have to actually move to the contracting stage in order to know the dates that are all blank in that table.  Is that correct?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  I would say the letters have a date that is estimated, but you are correct in that that date will be finalized with the execution of a distribution contract.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  So if you have dates, even if they're not as firm -- and I guess you need to differentiate if you have a contract with firm dates you know, that's a bit -- that's much more solid than estimates that can change.  But I am wondering, for the undertaking where you are updating to add a column to indicate you know, what type of commitment has been made, can you also add the dates that you have, and then the ones that are blank just means you don't have dates?


I would suggest that you would have to differentiate, because they're not firm dates as you mentioned.  They're just kind of preliminary estimated dates.  Is that something that you would be able to do?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  We can take that away and look at it.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So on a best efforts basis, you will be able to add the estimated dates where there are currently blanks?

I don't remember the undertaking number yesterday, to be honest, but I think you know what I am talking about.

MR. KEIZER:  I think it would be taken away on a best efforts basis; if we can do it, we will.  If we can't, we will say why.  I just think we make it a new undertaking.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  That's fine, too.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, we will give that an undertaking number, JT1 -- sorry, JT2.1.  Could one of the Enbridge people or Charles just describe exactly what it is that you are prepared to do?  It will benefit the reporter for us this morning.

MR. KEIZER:  I think it is on a best efforts basis, to identify -- recognizing that they're estimated dates, identify any corresponding dates to the obligations that are identified in this table.

MR. BROPHY:  And maybe reference the table, it might be helpful.

MR. KEIZER:  If you could scroll up to be able to identify the table.

MR. BROPHY:  It is table 1 in Pollution Probe 5.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Okay, that's great.  Once again, that will be JT2.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.1:  RE TABLE 1 IN IR PP 5, ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS, RECOGNIZING THEY ARE ESTIMATED DATES, TO IDENTIFY ANY CORRESPONDING DATES TO THE OBLIGATIONS THAT ARE IDENTIFIED IN THIS TABLE.


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.  Okay, so -- I am just crossing out a couple of questions here as we go.  Just a general question.

So, you know, in the presentation yesterday and in some of the discussion, you have indicated the growth in the system and I think, you know, in the last decade there's been five transmission pipelines added to the system to facilitate, you know, the growth.

Now there is two more being added.  So I guess the question is, you know, if you had to step back and look at where the growth is happening and I guess it relates to, you know, your forecast in the table, you probably wouldn't have built five pipelines.  You would have done a different solution to meet what you believe the growth is now.

So you know, how would Enbridge -- what's Enbridge's process to think through or react to that type of growth?  You just keep adding more and more pipelines.  So this will bring it I think to seven.  It may then in a few years require another one or two.

Is that just the process you use?  Or is there, you know, a better way to optimize meeting the demand when you step back?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.

While we may have chosen to install larger diameter pipelines during the Leamington phase 1 and phase 2 project when we were looping the Leamington North lines, the other progress -- the other projects have progressed in a reasonable manner.

So for example, looping the main line, like say we loop from Dawn all the way into Windsor in one phase, would not necessarily have helped out the customers in the Leamington area because they were still being served by long, small diameter pipelines.

So in order to phase out the project to support both Windsor and Leamington growth, we've kind of leap-frogged back and forth between adding pressure for the whole system by way of looping from Dawn toward Comber, and then interdispersing projects to decrease the pressure bottlenecks between the NPS 20 pipeline and the Leamington Kingsville market by way of looping the Leamington North line and installing the Kingsville-east pipeline.

So we're kind of going back and forth.  We are increasing pressure on the Panhandle system on a whole by looping from Dawn, and then fixing up the pressure bottlenecks n the Leamington area as growth continues in that area.

We're also taking advantage of integrity projects or replacement projects where possible by proactively upsizing those pipelines in advance, knowing that the system continues to grow and that's deferred other facilities that otherwise would have been planned for.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Yes.  So I guess -- I look at this trend over the last decade where we're, you know, now getting close to seven pipelines to meet the issue.

So -- and I know you know, Enbridge had indicated they had screened out kind of any other option that didn't meet certain criteria, that we will talk about.  But say like the power generators need, you know, or certainly want a high pressure and then would need large volumes of gas.

But then for customers that don't need that, so customers that only use it for things like space and water heating where you could use other alternatives like, you know, heat pumps or other things that the OEB has approved for Enbridge to put in place in the IRP decision, if you had, say, half the residential load come off that system, wouldn't that solve your problem?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, one of the alternatives  that will serve to mitigate the shortfall is to decrease demand downstream of the constraint locations.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, that is a tool.

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  I would add the company completed an alternative assessment that included facility, IRPA including supply and demand-side alternatives, as well as a hybrid alternative.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I will get into that in a minute.  I just -- actually, why don't I close off on Pollution Probe 5a first, and then we can move into that topic.

So you can pull up, you know, 5a if you want.  Or I will read the question and then let me know if you need to take a look at it for a minute.

So in Pollution Probe 5a, you indicated and we confirmed and talked about that the system peak capacity will go from 671,893 gigajoules a day to 916,313 gigajoules per day.   So that is an increase of 244.4 terajoules per day.  This is my math.  Does that sound right to you?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  The system capacity is listed as 713,346.  Proposed system capacity will be 916,313, the incremental is the 203,000 GJs as part of the proposed project.

MR. BROPHY:  203.  Okay, yes, that is very helpful.  Okay.  And then when I looked at Pollution Probe 9, attachment 1 had the table of, you know, your capacity, your peak capacity for the system and what your current demand is.  If you want, maybe we can pull that up for a second.

Okay.  And then so if you look where we are today, the column on the left, you have the total peak capacity today, 713.  Total demand, 672.  So you are in a surplus position of 41 terajoules per day as the baseline today.

Am I reading that correctly?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, you are correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Thanks.  Okay.  So with the demand that you are expecting, so the table we have talked about earlier where you've got a few contract demand and the rest are you know, expressions of interest, have you done any analysis on whether those peak demands identified, whether they're real or just estimates, are coincident peaks or not?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Can you explain a little bit more about what you mean by coincident peaks?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  Sure.  So yesterday you talked, I think, I think it was yesterday, a bit about one of the things that was useful to Enbridge when you did hit peak design day in the last 10 years is that the gas generators weren't firing, I guess because Ontario's a summer peaking and not a winter peaking for electricity.

So like especially when you have large customers,  if -- you know, all of those customers would not use their peak demand at the exact same time.

So in that case it was helpful to Enbridge because some of your largest customers didn't use their peak when the system was peaking, which I think was helpful.

So on the table that you had of interest that Enbridge is leveraging to indicate there is incremental demand that you need to serve, if those loads -- because you added them up as if they're all coincident peak.  But if they're not coincident peak, then the actual coincident peak would be a lower number.

So I am just wondering, have you done that analysis and talked to those customers to determine if all of those loads are actual coincident peak that is going to happen on the same day you know, in each year?  Or if you have not done that analysis?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  So what I can tell you is that Enbridge reserves the power generators contracted volumes in our design day models.  Enbridge Gas does not take risk on the reservation of capacity for these very large customers, even though power generators have very sporadic usage.  Their gas usage is coincident with the Panhandle customers highest demand.

Power generators are more likely to run during very cold weather, similar to how they run in very warm weather events.

So we do not take the risk to serve other customers' demand based on non-usage of other large intermittent gas users that have firm contracts.

The power generators serve the electrical grid, which is critical infrastructure for the province of Ontario.  It is possible that under-reserving capacity for these power generators could result in Enbridge Gas not being able to serve them during very cold weather events.  And this situation could result in widespread electrical outages during very cold weather.

MR. BROPHY:  So you look at the list in Pollution Probe 5c, the -- maybe we can pull that one up.  We had it up a minute ago.  A table.  Yes.  That is the one there.  Thank you.

So for this list, and I know you are going to, you know, provide on a best efforts basis the dates based on the estimates that aren't real contracts yet, but assuming that the demands in this table do happen and actually turn into real contracts and real demand, most of these, if not all of the customers in this table would not be generating stations.  Is that a fair statement?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matta Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  That is a fair statement.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  So for these customers have you done any analysis on whether the numbers listed under the terajoules per day are coincident peaks, or not?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  A lot of these customers in this table would be considered heat sensitive and would have peak needs in winter months, but for other reasons, if they are generating their own electricity through gas-fired generation, could also peak in summer months as well.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you know, in general ones that have needs that align with winter peaking would drive towards that, but they could also be summer peaking as well I think is what you have said.  Is that correct?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  It would very much depend on the equipment, gas-fired equipment that they're utilizing and have installed on site, but that is correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you know, if this demand materializes, then Enbridge would be designing or has designed the project to meet this peak, and contractually you would be obligated to meet the peaks; but if they're not coincident demands, then the actual peak would be lower than what you have contracted for.  Is that a fair statement?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  So the design day demands for the Panhandle system and the other Enbridge Gas transmission systems are designed based on our look at whether customers' demands are coincident.

So as a general thought, we have the measurement, area measurement going into the system so we can determine how much gas the general service customers by example consume all in one large group.  And we design for the customers in the one large group rather than all of the individual customers' individual peak usages, summed up.

So we take into account that customers' usage are slightly like non-coincident, and we do take that into account in our design day demands.  The same thing with large groupings of contract rate customers.  We do look at those --


Like greenhouses, for example, we look at them as one large group and we design for their coincident flow or their non-coincident -- sorry.  We design for them as a group, so if there is some diversity that they're not all firing at the same time, we take that into account in our design day demands.  We just don't take the risk on very large sporadically burning customers.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  And I get the difference between a power generating station and other general customers that would just not require the same pressure.

Okay.  So the next question I have it is Pollution Probe 5, attachment 1.  Page 12.  If you want to pull that up.  So it is page 5 of the contract.  So if you just go down a little bit.

There.  That's good.  Perfect.  Thanks.

You filed examples of the types of contracts that you use.  Obviously these aren't specific ones or they would all be populated with information, but I take that point.

So number 8, there is -- and this is in other examples, too -- but I thought I would pull this one up for illustrative purposes.

So 8 indicates the customer will be required to pay to the company the aid amount, and then blank, for the ones that are the indemnity letters and other things, there's a clause somewhat similar that, you know, the customer indemnify Enbridge against the costs much the project if it proceeds and they don't move forward with what they're contracting for, so kind of very similar thing.

So there is the ability in all of these then for a requirement from these customers that are driving the project to contribute.

So can you share the amounts that the customers responsible for this project are going to have to pay?

MR. KEIZER:  Are you asking for the actual amount for each customer who signed the contract?  Is that what you are asking for?

MR. BROPHY:  Well, you know, you can give me the list by the numbers, or just give me the total is fine.  This would be both for customers.  So there is two that have signed contracts like this example in your list in Pollution Probe 5a.  And then the rest that didn't have dates have signed either the indemnity letter or the -- I can't remember the name of the other, the letters of commitment or whatever it was and there is examples of those as well, which I can take you to if you want, but similar wording where they're committing to pay for the costs of the project as well.

So I just want to know how much those customers are allocated to pay for the project, using this clause like in article 8 here.

MR. MacPHERSON:  I will take a crack at it, Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.

So first of all, these would be confidential, but more importantly these would be done on a case-by-case basis based on the specifics of the customer's assets to serve their needs including the pipeline station, and then an assessment of the revenue that they would be paying through the rate schedule over time.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. MacPHERSON:  One other point just to clarify, Mr. Brophy, that for ones that are commitment letters, or even ones under letters of indemnity, those processes are about allowing the company to work through those costings, the cost to provide those services that goes into the feasibility calculation to determine if a contribution is required and how much it will be.

So for all of those, except ones that have signed contracts, we wouldn't have a number at this time.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And I don't want individual numbers because of the confidentiality issue you mentioned.  But can you undertake to provide the total number that all customers in the Panhandle system would be committed to pay the company in aid of the project in aggregate?  Can you do that?

MR. KEIZER:  I think the problem, as the witness has identified, Mr. Brophy, is that ones that have signed the contract, it is on an individual basis, depending upon their location, depending on any number of things that they require with respect to their needs.

So it wouldn't be any amount that would be prescribed generally, I think.  The witness can correct me if I am wrong.  So if I misunderstood your answer, there wouldn't be any one prescribed number that you could total up and say that is the number for all of the customers that are represented in Pollution Probe 5.  They would vary depending on where they were, what time, the staging of when they signed, al of those kind of things would vary.

MR. BROPHY:  I am just talking about the contract customers first, because I don't want to mix them with the non-contract because it is going to get confusing.

But, you know, in this example up on the screen, this is your contract for contract customers and it indicates that they would paid an amount in aid of the project.

So I am just -- like those amounts would exist.  They would be in there, you just add them up and that is the number I am asking for.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  So to clarify, this is a draft contract and to confirm what Mr. Keizer just mentioned, these are case-by-case and not in all cases is there any aid amount to be paid by the customer.  If the term and revenue of the contract from the distribution margin paid by the customer is sufficient to bring the present value of the project to feasibility, then no aid of payment is required.

MR. BROPHY:  I am not questioning what the amount should be.  It might be zero, as you mentioned.

So what I am asking is if you can undertake to, for the contract customers, indicate the contractual -- the total aggregated amount of the contractual aid amount for this project in aggregate.

MR. KEIZER:  Just to be clear.

MR. BROPHY:  If it is zero, that's fine.

MR. KEIZER:  Just to be clear, though, the -- maybe the witness can clarify.  This aid amount -- just to help you, Mr. Brophy, to make sure you are getting the right number for what you are looking for.  This aid amount is in respect of the distribution connection, right.  It is not with respect to the transmission.  Is that correct, Mr. MacPherson?

MR. MacPHERSON:  That is correct.  There is no -- there is no allocation of the transmission project facilities into this calculation although there is, depending on the rate class, a portion of the revenue that is paid through the rate, that's split between distribution and transmission margin.

So only the portion of that revenue that is related to transmission margin is going into that calculation that Mr. Szymanski has been speaking to that figures out the profitability.

So on these types of contracts and revenue assessments, we're only talking about the distribution revenue and the distribution facility specific to each customer one by one that we would be looking at here.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I think what I heard is this section 8 in your contract is meant only for their service costs.  And if they're driving costs on the broader system to meet their needs, that is excluded from the aid amount payment schedule.  Is that what I heard?

MR. MacPHERSON:  There may be other types of costs.  There is upstream reinforcement costs that are distribution related or that maybe transmission related specific to a customer they would show here in the cost.  Also hourly allocation factor allocations would be calculated and added to the capital cost of the project for this assessment, as well as specific overheads are added to the project estimation, too.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So it sounds like there is a lot in here kind of behind the scenes.  Is there like a document or anything that then helps the customer understand what these costs are?  Is there something in your guidelines or policy or something that can list out all of those things that could be in this?

MR. MacPHERSON:  There is a couple of things that we could refer to.  One would be the Board's regulation EBO 188, which sets out the different parameters that we need to input into this calculation.  So that is set by the Board.

And then there is also the OEB -- I believe there is also details of the regulation set out in the OEB handbook related to project -- related to LTC projects.

Maybe I can refer to Mr. Szymanski, who might be able to add more clarity to my comment.

MR. BROPHY:  I think that is actually fine.  I just -- I am getting the gist of it.  I kind of misinterpreted a little bit what that line was and that is helpful.  So I am happy to move to the next question, just for the sake of time, if that is agreeable.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Mr. Brophy, as you are doing that you're not looking for any undertaking at this point, is that right?

MR. BROPHY:  No, that's fine, based on what the panel was saying.

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Thank you.

MR. BROPHY:  There was a discussion yesterday about the need of generating stations, you know, I think the example was Brighton Beach Generating Station, but I think you indicated there is others as well that need a minimum pressure -- or I guess not need.  They would like a minimum pressure and need it to run their equipment.

I think you said that the minimum for Brighton Beach is 1724 kPa.  Would a customer like that pay extra in order to get that extra high pressure?  Or do they just pay based on the cubic metres of gas consumed?  Is there an extra charge to get that pressure?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  There is no pressure-related charge per the company's rate schedules.  However, the facilities to meet that pressure would have been costed in the initial economic evaluation of bringing service to that customer and that would have been evaluated on that basis.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then so if Enbridge isn't able to give the customer the pressure it would like, I guess you offer whatever you are able to provide.  And then to the extent you need to build facilities like this, there would be a cost associated with getting that extra pressure to the customer.  Is that correct?

MR. MacPHERSON:  That would be correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thanks.  Okay, I will just move on.

Just a clarification.  I think you touched on this yesterday, just a quick one.  Your response to Pollution Probe 7 was very helpful.  Just indicating that for the EV plant that the gas is only used for space heating, space conditioning, process heating and emergency backup.

So I think that confirmed, then, it is not -- there's nothing in that EV plant specific to gas, kind of like the power plants that you mentioned.  It is for more generic use of gas for things like space heating, process heating and emergency backup.  Is that correct?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  As mentioned in Mr. Ciupka's answer and our IR response to this, we are -- that is, to the best of our understanding how these, how gas will be used in the facility.

However, I would like to point out this is the first plant of its kind in this country so we do not have a great deal of familiarity with the types of assets and equipment in EV battery manufacturing assembly plants.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  But you know, when you did the estimate for their load, you would have -- either you or them would have had to determine that based on the uses for gas, which I think you listed in Pollution Probe 7.  So does that sound accurate?

MR. MacPHERSON:  This is our answer, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  Okay, thank you.  So I would like to turn to the OEB's IRP decision, page 7.  It is on the public record, but out of courtesy we shared a copy again yesterday so the panel would have a chance.  Not planning to go through the whole document.  It is long.  I am sure some on the Enbridge panel probably have it memorized.  But if we could please move to page 7, that would be great.

Perfect.  Thank you for that.  Then just to focus you in a little more I will talk about the stakeholder outreaching and engagement process.  This is the OEB's decision kind of mandating and requiring what Enbridge needs to do in relation to IRP.

I know you know, this was over a year ago.  It is a 2021 decision.  I think everyone's still familiar with it.  So I just have a couple of questions here on that.

So under the stakeholder outreach and engagement process, it includes some of the OEB's expectations for projects like this and how it relates to IRP.

Enbridge in its presentation indicated that Panhandle is a self-contained system, so it is kind of its own little region that, you know, you consider on its own because it doesn't impact other parts of the system outside Panhandle.

So the question, first question is, has Enbridge held a Panhandle regional stakeholder day focussed on Panhandle system needs identified in the asset management plan and options to address these needs through IRP solutions?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  So there was stakeholder outreach done specific for the project, and included within that project stakeholder day there was some information provided about the IRP decision and an overview of what integrated resource planning is.

At that session we did not go through the IRP alternative, as it was deemed not feasible.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thanks.  I recall yesterday as part of the environmental group selection there was the open house where I think Enbridge had mentioned it shared some information, as you mentioned.

Would you be able to provide a copy of the IRP-related information that you provided at that session?


MS. WADE:  Yes.  That is publicly available.  We can provide it.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great, thank you.  That is, I am assuming -- I will wait for the undertaking number to be assigned.  Mr. Sidlofsky?

MR. SIDLOFSKY:  Do we have a number yet?  Sorry just a small technical issue there.  That will be JT2.2.  Sorry about that.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.2:  TO FILE IRP-RELATED INFORMATION FILED AT PANHANDLE REGION STAKEHOLDER OUTREACH SESSION


MR. BROPHY:  No problem.  Sometimes I think I have lost connectivity when there is a bit of a space, so I always worry if it is me.  Okay, great.  Thank you for that.

Has Enbridge held project-specific -- I think you have answered this already but I will read the question.  Has Enbridge held project-specific consultation for specific proposed IRP alternatives or IRP plans in the Panhandle region?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  We have not held specific IRPA stakeholder sessions.

I would note, as outlined in the decision that you have up, here that as part of component 2, that we will be holding regional stakeholder days on an annual basis with the asset management plan, and the asset management plan has just been recently completed.  It will be filed in the next coming few weeks as part of our rebasing application and we will be holding regional stakeholder sessions, as noted here, early in the new year.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I understand the purpose of these sessions is to hold them so that they can be included in decision making prior to completion of an asset management plan.  Am I off base on that?

MS. WADE:  That's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  So, okay, so my understanding was correct.  Thank you.

MS. WADE:  Yes.  Just to clarify, sorry.  The decision came July last year.  Our new asset management plan has just been completed.  So we will be, the process was already underway with the decision.  So this will now be circulated.  And as you know, Mr. Brophy, the asset management plan is updated on an annual basis or when we submit it on an annual basis.  So any needs that are identified, any input that we receive in those stakeholder sessions would be incorporated.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So another element in the OEB's decision was requiring Enbridge to build a website, and we already talked about the stakeholdering.

So I see Enbridge has completed its initial version of its website.  I am not sure, you know, how widely that's been shared or not.  But did Enbridge list the project needs driven by this Panhandle project on its IRP website?

MS. WADE:  So the website -- sorry, Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  The website was launched, as you have noted.  We have the ability for individuals to register by region to be able to attend the stakeholder sessions that we will be holding next year.

And again, with the asset management plan that last just been completed, we will be looking to add those projects from the plan into those regional stakeholder sessions.

MR. BROPHY:  So part of the purpose of the website was to identify constraints and projects so that stakeholders can provide input on potential IRP solutions.  But if this project is not added for another year or so, then that's after you have actually moved forward with the project.

So I guess for intents of the website, this project has been included?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  With the decision being received in July of last year and the creation of the website later in the year, the project timing from that perspective did not align with this piece.

However, we did hold a stakeholder session day where we did review the -- or the open house where we reviewed the alternatives, and as noted, spoke to integrated resource planning and the decision that we had received.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if a stakeholder had better IRP alternatives than what Enbridge is proposing in this project, you know, for example I think Mr. Elson had thrown out a couple yesterday, what is the mechanism that they could have used to provide that input to Enbridge during your planning for this project?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  A key way especially for the large contract customers that are making up 98 percent of the demand for this project would have been through the extensive consultation that we have with those customers on an ongoing basis, as well as through the EOI.  As we have noted, they could have provided an expression to turn back or to have an interruptible rate.

MR. BROPHY:  So there is no functionality in the website that the Board is required that allows them to post suggestions, comments or solutions.  Is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  At this time that is correct.

We have, as noted, just launched the website and have allowed all interested parties to register, as well as to provide or submit any questions or comments and to register to be a part of those stakeholder sessions.

As part of those stakeholder sessions, we will be accepting feedback from all relevant stakeholders within regions.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  My next question is related to Pollution Probe 16, attachment 3 -- we as well use page 9.  There's a couple of slides there, but the info is similar on both of them.  I will just give it a minute while that gets pulled up.

MS. ALLMAN:  Mike, this is Stephanie.  Did you say Pollution Probe 3?

MR. BROPHY:  16, sorry.

MS. ALLMAN:  Sorry about that.

MR. BROPHY:  Pollution Probe 16, attachment 3, page 9.  Great.  So you know, as I mentioned there is a few slides we can go to, but I will ask the first question and if I need to point you to stuff in this material, I am happy to stop and do that.

First question is fairly simple one.   Can you explain how this project relates to Enbridge's net zero by 2050 commitment?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  Sorry, can you repeat the question, Mr. Brophy?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, no problem.  Can you explain how this project relates to Enbridge's net zero by 2050 GHG commitment?


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  This project relates to our 35 percent emissions intensity reduction by 2030 and our net zero by 2050 in the sense that the emissions that are added as a part of the project would be considered as part of that goal.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  And you know, I noted at the bottom of this page that -- and this is the first time I have actually seen this which I think is great that this is done now, that this project requires mitigation due to the GHG emissions that will result from it in order to align with Enbridge's net zero commitment.

So that's now part of project gating?  If a project can't offset its increase to GHG emissions, then that is a criteria that Enbridge is now applying, is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  The emissions as a result of a project and how it contributes to our corporate goal is now part of the project evaluation criteria, that's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  So then if a project can't -- if the emissions related to a project can't be mitigated, then that would be a gating factor.  Is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  The cost associated with the mitigation activity would be considered as part of the project itself, as part of the evaluation.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Super.  And then so in Pollution Probe 16, attachment 5, down below -- you can pull it up if you need to, but in the board of directors deck, page 3 indicates that this project would require about 21 million of carbon offset cost to reduce the incremental emissions due to the project.

So then those are the costs then that the project then has to include in order to get it to be carbon neutral.  Is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  That's correct.  That is the cost for the project to reach a 35 percent emissions intensity reduction by 2030 and net zero by 2050.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  And that 21 million, is that like a total cost for the project or an annual amount for those carbon offsets?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  That would be the total cost for the project.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And are those -- those are in the capital costs for the project?  Or would those be O&M costs?

MS. WADE:  Those have been considered O&M costs.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  Just to clarify, those costs have not been included within the costs that have been submitted as part of the project.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you for that.  Okay.  So I am just going to move to Pollution Probe 2.  I don't think you need to pull it up, but we can if you do.

That provided references in relation to this project to the asset management plan, and it is your current one.  I think you said you just completed another one that will be filed at some point in the near future.

I was able to follow most of those references, but I didn't see anywhere in the asset management plan through the references provided anywhere where this project is ranked against all of the other thousands of projects in there to say that, you know, it's more important, urgent, or beats any of those other projects in a ranking.

Is it correct that that is just not part of the asset management plan?  Or did I miss a reference?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  Scroll up to response C to this response.  Mr. Brophy, are you able to see the text at response C?

MR. BROPHY:  I see something on the screen.  Maybe point me to where -- C, yes, I see it.

MR. THOMAS:  The project was identified as a growth investment driven under EBO 134.
"Growth driven investments under EBO 134 are fixed asset timing on when incremental facilities are required, and have not been directly ranked against other projects in the asset management plan."

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So that confirms I think my question that it wasn't ranked against other projects.

If we can go to Pollution Probe 17.  Okay, perfect thank you for that.  This lists criteria that Enbridge used to assess which alternatives would be suitable.

So the list of criteria that Enbridge developed and used, did you apply them -- so there is two pipelines proposed as part of this project.

You just provided them in bulk against the project or did you apply them to pipeline one and then pipeline 2 separately?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  The alternative section criteria was applied equally to all of the alternatives considered.  So for clarity, the proposed project, the alternative is constructing both pipelines.  In the alternatives we did not propose an alternative which was building one or the other.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So if there was an alternative that would have passed these criteria for pipeline 2, but not pipeline one, it still would have failed, then, is that correct?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  Can we please bring up Exhibit C1.1, page 3-4.  Page 3.  So at the bottom of the page, beginning of the second piece, please.  Maybe just go to the second one.  So in terms of the alternatives we identified specific to timing, if you can scroll down a bit more please, Stephanie.

So to the extent that the alternative must meet the growing firm demand on the Panhandle system for the next five years and also meet the required in-service date for November 1, 2023, there were no other alternatives identified that could meet these criteria on a quantitative basis.

MR. BROPHY:  That is why I asked and I think you said you just applied it to the project which included two, because the first pipeline you would like to be in place for the November 2023 date, but the second pipeline is later.

So if you develop criteria for the second pipeline, then this date would have been a later date than November 1, 2023.  Do you see what I am getting at?

MR. THOMAS:  Because a single facility was not able to meet the five-year shortfall, the company evaluated both assets as one to make sure that the proposed alternative would actually be able to meet the specific criteria.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you for that.

And can you tell us who developed the criteria that were listed in Pollution Probe 17?  Was it somebody on this panel?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  The alternative assessment criteria here was developed using, informed by the OEB handbook as well as our customers' interests and preferences for firm, safe and reliable service, including cost-effectiveness metrics.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  But like which group in Enbridge developed these criteria?  Was it the planning group or somebody on this panel?  Was it IRP?  Was it like -- where did these criteria get -- who developed them for this project specifically?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  This was developed as part of the project team.  And as I stated, it was informed by the OEB handbook.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So the criteria that are listed in Pollution Probe 17, are they a standard set of criteria?  Or it sounds more like they were project-specific and just informed by the things you mentioned?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  If you look at Pollution Probe 17 you will notice that some of the items listed were additional benefits but were not exclusively listed in the criteria.  This is ultimately the criteria that was used.  There are other project-specific benefits that are also listed, and if you look at the response to Staff 7, attachment 1 and 2, we indicated to the extent possible how those other considerations would be impacted on the other alternatives.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  You indicated that the project team developed these criteria.  I am assuming that this was done during the planning process probably in 2020, 2021 somewhere in there.

Do you know when these criteria were finalized?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  These criteria were finalized to support the leave-to-construct application.  I believe the OEB handbook was released on March 31st, 2022 with specific wording, but these were the general criteria that we were starting with in terms of timing, safe and reliable, which are informed by our knowledge of our customers.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So I think what I heard and I just want you to confirm because I might have misheard it, these criteria weren't developed during your planning for the project so they could be applied to alternatives.  They were developed prior to filing your OEB leave-to-construct.  Is that what you said?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  That is not confirmed.

These criteria were laid out in terms of the specific timing, capacity requirements, safe and reliable, but the specific wording here is what is confirmed and aligned with the OEB handbook prior to filing the leave-to-construct application.

MR. BROPHY:  So were these criteria developed and used during the planning for the project?  Or only after the decisions had been made?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  These were used during the planning phases.

MR. BROPHY:  Can you tell me what general timeline that was?  If you filed, you know, in 2022 I guess planning happened prior to that.  If you can confirm when that was.

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  The expression of interest was closed in March of 2021 and the company filed its letter with the MENDM in up June of 2021.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So the criteria were developed by summer 2021.  Is that what I am hearing?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  I think that is generally correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.

MS. DEBEVC:  I will step in.  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.

These issues are -- like some of these points are just carry-overs from previous projects.  There is nothing that different from this project to previous projects that we filed, as far as the assessment criteria.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  My next question is OEB Staff 7, related to OEB Staff 7.  So it is the same topic, but then you completed the table as you will see in Staff 7, if you want to pull that up.

And even while Staff 7 is getting pulled up, I think you know generally, you know, that is the table that the OEB staff asked for that was completed, with the criteria against each alternative there.

So it would be down lower.  It is a table in Staff 7 where the criteria were applied.  Keep going if you want.

Eventually you will find a table where there was the decision criteria.  Okay.  So that is an example there.  That is fine.  Just an illustrative on that page.

So for each of the boxes where an assessment was done related to each criteria for each alternative, who completed, who made the decision for each of those boxes?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  This table was completed again with the project team using their input based on the specific alternative assessment criteria.

In some cases, they were quantitative with a binary yes-or-no, such as meets in-service date or provides sufficient capacity.  Others were qualitative.

And once Enbridge Gas determined that an alternative could not be viable, it did not pursue it further.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then if I use, for example, the last criteria, environmental and socioeconomic, I think it is the minimum impact there.

In Pollution Probe 21, Enbridge confirmed that the environmental consultant only considered pipeline options when it did its assessment in environmental report.

So I am assuming, then, that it was the project team, not the environmental consultant that made the decision for everything in the column under environmental and socioeconomic.  Is that correct?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  All of these viable alternatives, if you notice will have effectively the same route of approximately 19 kilometres and the equivalent NPS 16 Leamington interconnect routing.  So therefore they all have very similar pipeline routing and subsequently were looked at at the open house from that perspective on an equivalency basis.

It is important to know that we call out that when it comes to ranking these, it is relative to the proposed project.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So just to clarify, then.  The environmental consultant wasn't involved in putting the check marks, or assessing the environmental and socioeconomic column that is on Staff 7, attachment 1, page 1.  Is that correct?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  The viable alternatives all follow the proposed preferred route as indicated in the environmental report.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  I am just asking, did the environmental consultant --


MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  So the environmental consultant basically assessed routes from Dover down to Comber or back to Richardson Sideroad and confirmed that the 20-inch Panhandle route was the environmentally preferred route.

MR. BROPHY:  And I understand the environmental report.  I read that.

My question is, was the environmental consultant the one who recommended the check marks in the column for decision criteria under environment and socioeconomic on this table?  Or is it Enbridge's interpretation of information that led to this?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas, Enbridge Gas.  This is Enbridge Gas's interpretation.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Thank you.  I see I am at time, so I am going to finish up and thank you very much, panel. I will hand it back.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mr. Brophy.  We had scheduled -- we were going to take a break at 11:05, so I think it makes sense to do so now, after which time we will go back to Mr. Elson.  Are you there, Kent?

MR. ELSON:  I am.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  And then -- sorry, go ahead?

MR. QUINN:  This is Dwayne Quinn.  I was trying to interject a question earlier.  May I just ask one question that follows up on Mr. Brophy's question, sorry, to Ms. Debevc?

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  It will take one minute.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  As you were providing an answer about how you were simulating customer demand -- and I will try to be brief, but if you have 100 residential customers and you aggregate their need because you recognize there's non-coincident peaks which used to be called, I guess, diversity of load.

Now when you move to the contract load, I thought I heard you say that you would use a similar approach by aggregating the contract customers and somehow developing an aggregation that isn't specifically of the total contracted demand.  Did I hear that correctly?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas, yes, you heard that correctly.

MR. QUINN:  Can you describe briefly how you would do that?  I understand and respect that not all of the load in this proceeding, incremental load is -- well, is not all greenhouse.

But if you had 100 greenhouses, how would you develop an ability to say what would be the non--- what would be the - what would be the aggregation of their demand for the purposes of your peak hour or peak day?

MS. DEBEVC:  We're able to look at the customers' daily measurement on an individual basis and then group customers together to observe how their actual use occurs.  And we're able to extrapolate groups of customers to the design day conditions.

So especially we're using this approach on heat sensitive-type customers that have very consistent usage throughout the day.  But customers that are more of a process that are using constant amounts of gas during the day, we'll look at those and then add their demand in a coincident fashion.

MR. QUINN:  I got all of that, thank you.  My question is, in this case you have forecast demand from let's say a dozen greenhouses in this project.  You can't look at their actual demand because it doesn't exist yet.

How do you somehow extrapolate how you would measure the diversity of their demand to come up with a non-cumulative total?

MS. DEBEVC:  So that is a good clarification.  We are able to do that on the existing customers' use.  We're not able to do that on the forecast customer use.

So we will assume whatever they're contracting for is what we're going to design for.  But every year when we update who has connected to the system, we can re-evaluate what the base customer demand is and readjust our capability to continue to serve customers in the future.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I said I would be brief and I am sorry I went a little longer, Mr. Millar.  But thank you, Ms. Debevc, for your answer.  That helps me understand.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  With that, we will take our break and we will return at 11:20.
--- Recess taken at 11:05 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:20 p.m.

Preliminary Matters:


MR. COUREY:  Hello, it is Paul Courey.  Have we got any audio here, Mr. Millar?

MR. KEIZER:  I can hear you, Mr. Courey it is Charles Keizer on behalf of Enbridge.  I don't know if Mr. Millar is back on the line yet or not.

MS. ALLMAN:  He's on mute.

MR. COUREY:  His lips are moving but he's not saying anything.  I will try to refocus the camera.  I am not used to this thing yet.  With me is Mr. David McLean.  He is an engineer retained by me on behalf of my clients.

MR. COUREY:  Was the previous participant, is he finished?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  I'm sorry, can folks hear me now?

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.

MS. ALLMAN:  Yes, we can.

MR. MILLAR:  I apologize, there was something wrong with my microphone.  Welcome, Mr. Courey.  Yes, we're just, thank you for joining us, Mr. Elson is just finishing up his questions, I have him down for about 15 minutes.  Then we're looking to turn to you around 11:35 or something like that.

MR. COUREY:  That will be fine for the benefit of all of the participants or anyone who is going to continue, we straddle the lunch break, but depending how quickly it goes we're quite content to just push on and finish it without stopping for the lunch break if that works.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's see where we are, if time permits we will do that.  We do like to take a break around 12:30, but if we're close to you finishing, I think that makes sense, to finish up rather than break and come back for five or ten minutes to finish your questions.  Let's park that for the moment.  We will see where we get when we're around 12:20.

With that I think we can return to the questions.  Mr. Elson, are you there?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, I am here.  I should note that as I have regrouped overnight I might end up with a bit more than 15, but I will try to get through this as quickly as possible.  Most of them are requests for undertaking, so it may be quick.  I will do my best.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Mr. Keizer, are you and your witnesses ready?

MR. KEIZER:  Yes, I believe so.

MR. MILLAR:  With that, I will turn it over to you, Mr. Elson.
Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Can we turn to ED 3, please, and page 2.  I have a couple of questions based on this.  As it is getting pulled up, my first question relates to the capacity, and I understand the capacity is 713 TJs per day.  My question is, at what threshold of forecast design demand do you start declining new connection requests?  Is it right at 713 TJs per day?  Or can you have a forecast demand that is somewhat higher than the capacity because of the buffers or the conservativeness that you have included in the capacity and demand estimates?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  We would cut off customers at 713 TJs per day.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Brighton Beach, I believe is the 58 TJs per day listed for power generation winter 2024-25.

Can you confirm whether this is attributable to using the existing facility to a greater degree?  Or building a new turbine?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  It is my understanding that it is just more use of the existing equipment, and specifically converting interruptible to firm.

MR. ELSON:  Can you undertake to provide the amount of the penalty that this customer would pay if it cancels its incremental 58 TJ per day contract before accepting any gas, in comparison to the NPV of the incremental revenue included in the stage 1 DCF analysis that is associated with this flow?  I understand you might need to file that confidentially, but could you undertake to do provide that?

MR. KEIZER:  Can you clarify, Mr. Elson?  When you said that the DCF analysis, are you talking about overall or specifically for them?

MR. ELSON:  That would be associated with their flow.

MR. KEIZER:  I guess I have to ask the client -- sorry.  The witness as to whether or not that we could even look at flows individually within the analysis.

MR. MacPHERSON:  It's Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  Kent, could you please restate that again just so we can try to understand what you are asking for.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  We are looking for two figures.  One is the penalty that would be paid if that 58 TJs per day contract is cancelled before they accept any of that incremental gas.  And the second is, I guess you could think of as the alternative scenario, which is what is the net present value of the incremental revenue included in your stage 1 DCF analysis associated with the flow from this incremental power generation demand.

MR. MacPHERSON:  I am just going to check with Mr. Szymanski.  Is that clear enough?

MR. SZYMANSKI:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  From the incremental revenue perspective, that is a calculation that I can perform.  I cannot speak to the penalty component of your request, however.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I will mark that I believe we are now at JT2.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.3:  TO ADVISE (A) THE PENALTY TO BE PAID IF THE 58 TJS PER DAY IS CANCELLED BEFORE ACCEPTANCE OF ANY INCREMENTAL GAS; (B) TO ADVISE THE NPV OF THE INCREMENTAL REVENUE INCLUDED IN THE STAGE 1 DCF ANALYSIS ASSOCIATED WITH THE FLOW FROM THIS INCREMENTAL POWER GENERATION DEMAND.  IF THE QUESTION CANNOT BE ANSWERED, TO ADVISE AND EXPLAIN WHY.


MR. KEIZER:  Just to be clear, though, I think to the extent there are any issues in providing that, Mr. Elson, we will indicate that in the undertaking response.

MR. ELSON:  As always.  Yes.  Thank you.

And could you recalculate the net present value of this project under the stage 1 DCF, assuming that there is no gas power generation from 2035 onward?


MS. THOMPSON:  Rich Szymanski, Enbridge Gas.  I believe, Mr. Elson, you have already provided us with an interrogatory requesting something very similar to that.

MR. ELSON:  That's correct; I did, and that is ED 8.  And what I asked for is that there is no incremental demand from 2035 onward.  And what I am asking is that there -- it be recalculated just isolating the difference if you were to just remove the gas-powered generation -- revenue from those gas-powered generators.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, what would be the factual underpinning for that presumption?

MR. ELSON:  Well, I am not asking Enbridge to agree that that is what is going to take place, but the federal government has committed to phase out fossil fuel power generation by 2035, and I think it is important to look at how that would impact the economics of the project.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I think I just want to note, Kent, though, by 2035 there is still the possibility that that power plant can be running using natural gas, perhaps paying penalties, or it could run on hydrogen that would require the capacity of our system.

So I guess I just point to the answer that we provided in ED 8, that I don't think it is -- we can't presume that is not going to be still running in 2035 at some capacity, because of those clean electricity regulations.

MR. ELSON:  Well I think what I am saying is the same thing, which is you can't presume a necessary future and we are looking for the numbers that would account for this potential future.

I understand that it may be running on hydrogen.  Hydrogen is not going to be going through these pipelines in 100 percent concentration to serve a power plant.


But you know, I really don't think in this technical conference we need to agree what's going to happen in 2035, but I don't think you can say that there is a de minimus or trivial possibility that you don't have gas-fired generation in 2035, and in particular gas-fired generation that is feeding from this line.

So we are looking to quantify that risk to customers and the simplest way to do that would be for you to provide the NPV assuming that there is no revenue from gas-fired generators from 2035 onward.

MR. KEIZER:  Well I think we're at a bit of an impasse in terms of the fact that we do disagree with the proposition you are putting forward, and the basis for it.  We have already articulated that in a more generalized way within the interrogatories.

So I think, you know, where we are right now with respect to that question is, we're not going to provide it.  And we will leave it there.

MR. ELSON:  This incremental capacity, the 58 TJs per day, subject to check, that's approximately 29 percent of the incremental capacity.  Right?  Does that sound about right to you?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  Can you please repeat that, Kent?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  The 58 TJs per day for power generation, that amounts to roughly 29 percent of the incremental capacity.  Give or take?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Someone have a calculator?  It sounds reasonable.

MR. ELSON:  That's all I need.  So if we take 29 percent of the incremental capacity or took 29 percent of the cost, that would come to 90 million dollars of this project going towards that one customer.

The reason I am asking about those numbers is really for the purpose of founding this undertaking request, which is to ask if you applied an equivalent of the half to Brighton Beach's 58 TJs per day, what would it need to contribute to this project?  Is that something you could undertake on a best efforts basis?

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, you are asking for how much -- how much as a capital contribution, is that what you are asking?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. KEIZER:  Currently there is no basis for a capital contribution to be sought on a transmission line.

MR. ELSON:  Understood.

MR. KEIZER:  So I am not sure why we would provide the calculation.

MR. ELSON:  Because there's parties who are obviously pursuing this and may ask the Board that this be a condition.

MR. KEIZER:  First of all, I am not sure whether the calculation can be done.  And it is not -- it's not clear to me why necessarily the argument would be that this would be a separate -- an exception to the rule.  So I guess that is what I am struggling with, the basis of the calculation.

MR. ELSON:  Well, Mr. Keizer, if you are refusing on the basis of relevance, we can just move on.

But if you are saying that it is non-calculable, maybe we need to turn to your witnesses.  Perhaps you could clarify.

MR. KEIZER:  Well, we're refusing on the basis of relevance.

MR. ELSON:  That's faster.  Could we move to ED 7, please. I have a couple of questions that would be potential undertakings for the Posterity Group to answer.

I expect -- well, all of these will be on a best efforts basis and based on our previous questions, I will acknowledge you will just need to check to see whether Posterity can answer them.

My first question is, what is the average potential peak reduction for industrial customers by 2030 as a percentage of the base case?  And if possible, can you provide that in cubic metres per hour and cubic metres per day, if possible?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  We can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  Undertaking JT2.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.4:  TO  PROVIDE DATA FOR THE AVERAGE PEAK REDUCTION FOR INDUSTRIAL CUSTOMERS BY 2030 AS A PERCENTAGE OF THE BASE CASE, AND IF POSSIBLE, TO PROVIDE THE PERCENTAGE ON A CUBIC METRES PER HOUR, CUBIC METRES PER DAY BASIS.


MR. ELSON:  I should be more clear, the percentage on a cubic metres per hour, cubic meter per day basis.

The second one would be, what is the average ratio for residential customers between the achievable annual savings and the achievable peak savings?  And again, if possible, in relation to cubic metres per hour and cubic metres per day.

MS. WADE:  Subject to check, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  JT2.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.5:  TO PROVIDE DATA FOR THE AVERAGE RATIO FOR RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMERS BETWEEN THE ACHIEVABLE ANNUAL SAVINGS AND THE ACHIEVABLE PEAK SAVINGS, IN RELATION TO CUBIC METRES PER HOUR AND CUBIC METRES PER DAY.


MR. ELSON:  And then third, to please provide the base case general service space heating demand in 2023 broken down by residential and non-residential, if possible.

MS. WADE:  Sorry, Mr. Elson, can you repeat the question?

MR. ELSON:  The base case general service space heating demand in 2023 broken down by residential and non-residential.

MS. WADE:  On a best efforts basis, we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT2.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.6:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE THE BASE CASE GENERAL SERVICE SPACE HEATING DEMAND IN 2023 BROKEN DOWN BY RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL, IF POSSIBLE

MR. ELSON:  One last question further to Pollution Probe 5, please.

As it is getting pulled up, I will ask my question.  Based on your knowledge of the customers den -- and I am looking actually at the next page on Pollution Probe 5.  That Is it.  Thank you.

Based on your knowledge of these customers and the demand from these kind of customers on your existing system, could you please estimate the winter peak contribution of these customers as a whole?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  I am not sure I understand the question, Mr. Elson, as to exactly what you are looking for us to provide.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  If you scroll down a little bit, at the bottom of this table, the full contract demand -- I shouldn't say contract demand.  The full potential demand including contracts, letters of indemnity, and commitment letters is 167.3 pJs per day, but that would just be the contracted amount.

We had a discussion earlier about how some customers are winter peaking and some are not.  And my request is that you calculate what, or estimate what the winter peak would be from these customers, and a single number would be sufficient.  I don't think you have to do it for the entire column.

So instead of the full contract amount of 167.3 TJs per day, what would the contribution to winter peak be based on the customer types and your knowledge of the demand profile of these customer types based on your existing customers.

MR. MacPHERSON:  I would refer this one to Ms. Debevc.

MS. DEBEVC:  It is my understanding that the -- excuse me.  It is my understanding that the values that are shown in this table are all winter peak values, so these would be added to the design day demands.

MR. ELSON:  These are the contracted amounts that they have requested, right?

MS. DEBEVC:  Correct.  And we have no knowledge as to any value, other than what the customer contracts for.

MR. ELSON:  And that contract amount is not differentiated between summer and winter?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And when you apply diversity factors to your existing customers, you do make that differentiation.  And what I am asking you to do, based on your knowledge of existing customers and the customer types that are represented by these new customers, that you develop an estimate of what the winter peak would be.

Another way to think about it could be to estimate the diversity in the reduction and overall demand due to diversity of these new customers based on your existing customers.

MS. DEBEVC:  I can do that on a best efforts basis.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT2.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.7:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO ESTIMATE THE DIVERSITY IN THE REDUCTION AND OVERALL DEMAND DUE TO DIVERSITY OF THESE NEW CUSTOMERS, BASED ON EXISTING CUSTOMERS


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you, Mr. Elson.  Mr. Courey, are you there?

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Courey?  There by go.  Mr. Courey, are you ready to proceed?  I am not picking up any audio, Mr. Courey, though I did hear you earlier today.  We can see you, Mr. Courey, but unless others can, I can't hear you.

MR. KEIZER:  I can't hear Mr. Courey either.

MS. ALLMAN:  I can't hear him either and he is not on mute.

MR. MILLAR:  We are still not hearing you, Mr. Courey.  There may be an issue.  It was working earlier.  I could hear you when we were speaking 15 minutes ago.

MS. ALLMAN:  Can he leave and rejoin?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  Mr. Courey, I suggest you leave the meeting and come back in.  That may reset things.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Parkes, in the event that we lose Mr. Courey for a bit, are you prepared to go?  If you are there?

MR. PARKES:  Yes, Mr. Millar, I can go if Mr. Courey is unable to.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's give him one more minute.  I don't think staff has a lot, frankly, but at least we could use our time that way.  I don't see that he has returned yet.

MS. SANASIE:  He is not back yet.

MR. KEIZER:  Maybe I don't know, Michael, whether or not you have the ability to contact him?  Maybe he could call in, if he can't get a video link.

MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we do this.

MS. SANASIE:  He is joining right now.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, great.  Hi, Mr. Courey.  We see you have joined us again.  Are you able to hear me?  Once again if you are speaking, we're not able to hear you.  I can see you again, Mr. Courey, but I can't hear you.  We are not getting anything.

Mr. Courey what I am going to suggest is this.  You can call in, if that would work for you.  You can -- maybe Ashley can -- is the call in information on the invite, Ashley?

MS. SANASIE:  It is.  He is calling right now.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Mr. Courey while you are doing that, staff has just a couple of questions.  I think we will move to that quickly and I think that may only take ten minutes or so, and that will give you an opportunity to call in and hopefully we will have the audio set up.

With that in mind, I am going to move to Mr. Parkes in just a second, but before I do that, Mr. Keizer, we had discussed earlier that Staff had filed a few questions that we were hoping to have answered by way of undertaking.

So what I propose to do is first I will mark that as an exhibit.  I think we filed it on the record but just for the purposes of identification I will mark that as an exhibit.  So that is KT2.1.  Those are the staff prefiled questions.
EXHIBIT NO. KT2.1:  BOARD STAFF PREFILED QUESTIONS


Then I am hoping to get an undertaking that those could be responded to.

MR. KEIZER:  Yes.  That's fine.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So we will call that JT2.8.  Did I miss one?  Thanks you, Ms. Forbes.  2.8.  Mr. Parkes.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.8:  TO RESPOND TO EXHIBIT NO. KT2.1

Examination by Mr. Parkes:


MR. PARKES:  Thanks, Mr. Millar.  Good morning, panel.  I just have a few follow-up questions related to I.Staff.9, and then I.Staff.10.


Perhaps we can start with I.Staff.9.  This question asked about options for demand response or interruptible rates solutions to mitigate the demand increases.

Would most greenhouse customers have a backup source of heating that could potentially be used as a solution if they were on a demand response type of program?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  It would depend whether or not these customers, greenhouse customers have contracted for interruptible service in the past, but I am sure they could install backup fuel systems if they don't have that.

I will note, however, going back to the years of I believe 2013, 2014 and 2015, a number of these greenhouse customers had issues not only with their backup fuel systems, whether it's not being operational, wasn't able to convert over and also with the procurement of alternate fuels in the marketplace during the periods that interruptions were called.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, thank you.  So your understanding though would be that most greenhouse customers who were currently on firm service would not at the moment have a backup source of heating that could potentially contribute to a demand response type of program?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  Our understanding from knowledge of our customers is that a number of customers do have sources of backup fuel for purposes of insurance.

However, these tend to be limited, in terms of the number of hours of interruption that they could be backed up for.  They have no ability generally to cease operations, as many industrials do.

Some customers have capability of closing their plant.  Stopping production.  These operations, once a growing cycle begins, they have no ability with growing plants is a continuous process, and so from the point of view of the risk of having a demand response feedback that we received is it would not be desirable and it would put their operations at significant risk.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, thanks, Mr. MacPherson.  That is helpful.  That is kind of where I wanted to go next, actually, to some of the points shown in the response here.

You note that some of the down sides associated with these alternative fuels are sort of the high costs of the alternative fuels, the inability to use the CO2 emissions within the greenhouse.

Do you think these limitations would prevent the greenhouse from using an alternate fuel source for the typical length of a demand response related service interruption?  So let's say for a 24-hour period, do you think that would be infeasible for greenhouses to use these backup sources of heating for an outage of that extent?

MR. MacPHERSON:  I can only tell you -- sorry, Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  I had conversations with a number of customers with respect to their ability to participate in such a program, and in those representative conversations a number of them did not even have 24 hours of fuel supply on site, and had less than 12 hours of backup fuel.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  That is helpful.  Thanks.

We heard in Mr. Quinn's questioning earlier that Enbridge hasn't specifically looked at the price responsiveness of these customers, in terms of demand response, interruptible rates, solutions and what sort of price might be needed to get them to consider those solutions.

Is that type of work being undertaken by Enbridge as part of the interruptible rates study which it mentions in this IR that will be filed as part of rebasing?  Are you serving customers and looking at their price responsiveness to demand response and interruptible rate solutions?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  I would like to request a breakout room, please.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]

MR. MILLAR:  While the breakout is occurring, Mr. Courey, I think you have joined us by phone.  Are we able to do a mic check to see if we've got you?


MR. COUREY:  We think we are here.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, there we go.  We've got you.  So these technical issues arise from time to time, but I am glad we've got you.  So if you can just sit tight for a few moments, staff will finish up its questions and then we will turn it over to you.

MR. COUREY:  If I could just, just to do a little test run on this, I understand that to mute the phone that I press star six, so I will try that and then I am going to try speaking and perhaps you can confirm that it is muted.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.

MR. COUREY:  Can you hear me now?


MR. MILLAR:  I could hear you now, but I could not hear you before, so it looks like that worked.

MR. COUREY:  That worked.  Thank you.  The wonders of technology.  Hopefully the tech lines are more technologically safe.


MR. MILLAR:  We will turn to you in a few moments.

MR. COUREY:  Thank you.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  So, yes, there is a study underway which was ordered by the Board as part of the IRP decision to evaluate the customer needs to increase the adoption of interruptible services, that will be filed at the time of rebasing.

Subject to check, our understanding is that survey information and other market specific information is being captured by customers, and other proposals related to interruptible services is being evaluated for the company's rebasing application.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Thank you.  That is helpful.  I would like to move on to I.Staff.10 which asked about energy efficiency options for greenhouse customers as a way of mitigating increases in demand on the system.

I am also going to make reference to the greenhouse energy profile study which I think I included as a link in the initial I.Staff.10.  I don't know if Enbridge has that study as well.  If you might be able to pull that up.  It may need to be marked as an exhibit, Mr. Millar.  I don't think it has been introduced yet.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  I'm sorry.  Is this the profile study, Mr. Parkes?

MR. PARKES:  Yes, that's right.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  We can mark that as KT2.2.
EXHIBIT NO. KT2.2:  PROFILE STUDY


MR. PARKES:  Is Enbridge able to pull up that study on the screen?  I just wanted to quickly make reference to a couple of points in it.

MS. ALLMAN:  Mr. Parkes, this is Stephanie.  It doesn't look like the link is working here.

MR. PARKES:  I apologize.  I thought Staff had sent this over separately to you.  Okay.

MS. ALLMAN:  Is this what you are talking about?

MR. PARKES:  Oh, yes, that's it.  Perfect.  Thank you.  So this is the Greenhouse Energy Profile Study which the IESO, I believe, undertook in 2019.  I believe Enbridge contributed to the study as well.

I pulled up a few extracts from the study.  If we can scroll down on this a bit.  So if you can stop there.  Just back up a tiny bit.  Okay.

So this is a list of energy efficiency measures for greenhouses that were identified within the study both on the electricity and natural gas side, and the potential energy savings for a customer that might be associated with each of these measures.  So I just wanted to flag a few of them here that are relevant on the natural gas side so we can see energy curtains there, space heating measure with potential of up to 30 percent energy savings.

High-efficiency hot water boilers at the bottom there, also space heating measure with eight percent energy savings.

Can you scroll down to next couple of pages as well, please.  So again some more space heating measures here, including envelope improvements shown there with a potential for up to 30 percent reduction in energy usage.

So if you go back to I.Staff.10 now, and in particular the response to part A, I would like to start there.

So the last sentence here talks about -- well, first the response generally indicates here there is limited potential for incremental energy efficiency programming related reductions for contract customers, which was covered, discussed a bit in Mr. Elson's examination yesterday.

I want to ask about the bottom sentence here where you state that:
"The efficiencies gained through these activities typically reduce annual consumption, but may have limited impact on peak hour needs."


I didn't understand how that went with the list of energy efficiency measures from that study, which seemed to be almost entirely space heating related and would seem to have a large impact on peak hour demands.  I just wondered if you could explain that statement.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  I think I just want to clarify one point, Mr. Parkes, around the limited energy efficiency left within the greenhouse space.

So as noted yesterday, we believe there is still opportunity within the greenhouse space, but that we working very closely with those customers are ware of what they're going to be doing and that has been incorporated within their expression of interest.

I will let Mr. Ciupka add to my answer, but my understanding of that last sentence is that the annual consumption and any peak hour consumption reductions would also have been expressed in the expression of interest.  And because of the contract demand element of what would be put in place with the customer, we would not expect to see a reduction in their peak hour.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, thank you.  Just a follow up question on the amount of energy efficiency potentially available within this sector.

Is Enbridge's understanding that the bulk of greenhouses, both new build and existing, would be implementing the majority of the measures that are shown there in the Posterity study?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  That is correct.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, thank you.  And part C here asked about the DSM programs available to the greenhouse sector.  I just wanted to clarify.  Is there a difference between the DSM offerings that Enbridge has for greenhouse customers for general service versus those who would be contract customers?  And if so, if you could clarify the difference in the programming available to those two sets of customers.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  We do have custom programs for each of the different sectors or the ability to customize our DSM energy conservation programs, but for the, any of the prescriptive measures we would have to check specifically if there is any for those customers.

MR. PARKES:  Yes.  That is where I was going.  I wasn't sure if those -- you mentioned here the incentive, increasing the incentive offers for greenhouse projects, I wasn't sure if that was available to contract customers.

Would you be able to check by way of undertaking whether those increases, whether those incentives are available to contract customers?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  I can confirm that these were specifically -- these were offered to large customers, these types of extra incentives to induce action.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Thank you.  I believe those are all of my questions.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  All right.  Thank you, Mr. Parkes.  Mr. Courey, we're going to turn to you now.  I see it is right about 12.  As you say, it would be great if we can finish up without having to take a lunch break.  Normally we stop around 12:30, but I think we can probably extend that a little bit if that will get things done.

Why don't we get you started and I will check in with you around 12:30 and we will see where we are.
Examination by Mr. Courey:

MR. COUREY:  That will be fine.  I will just get to the right spot here.  There is still a document up on the screen, so the participant list is not completely visible.  But as I introduce Mr. McLean, a professional engineer who is retained by my clients and I will speak to a few introductory things briefly.

Board Staff knows I have been struggling with this.  I am a small-town sole practitioner lawyer, and I have been trying to retain more expert counsel in this matter.  I haven't yet, but will.  Mr. McLean's and his sub consultant are retained as potential expert witnesses.

The focus of my two clients -- my three clients, excuse me.  The focus of two of my three clients, Courey Corporation, Middle Road Farm Limited are as landowners located at the most westerly terminus of what is now proposed as the most westerly terminus of this project.

We oppose that on the basis that we don't see any justification for terminating this project at this point as opposed to one that is farther east.

The questions here will try to explore that notion.  So firstly, we think, from what Enbridge has told us, this is phase one of a multi phase project.  Would we be correct in that assumption?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  That would be correct.

MR. COUREY:  So the application EB-2025-0157 is this just this phase?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.

MR. COUREY:  Excuse me.  Excuse me, I said 2025.  It is 2022, of course.

MS. DEBEVC:  Yes.  That would be correct, assuming that there is sufficient growth beyond the current five-year forecast that another phase of a project would be required.

MR. COUREY:  So how many phases are at least on someone's horizon at this point?  And where does the next phase go to?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  The exact phasing hasn't been finalized because we haven't started working on the final -- like the next phase of the project.  It is anticipated it could go as far as the Comber Road transmission station during the next phase.

MR. COUREY:  The original materials circulated to the public by Enbridge showed a termination point at some sort of facility Enbridge has at Rochester Town Line Road.  Is that what you meant when you said Comber Road?

MS. DEBEVC:  Subject to check, I would say yes.  I'm not sure -- I'm not sure what road it is on.  That's the only thing, but it makes sense.

MR. COUREY:  Well, as someone who lives around here, perhaps we can proceed on the basis of I am telling you that you have a facility, substantial facility at Rochester Town Line on this pipeline and you don't have a substantial facility on Highway 77, which I think you are calling Comber Road.

But on that basis, is there a rationale for not terminating at an existing Enbridge facility, whether it is a valve station or a switching or transmission station or something?  Because right now you are terminating at Richardson Road, where there is no facility whatsoever.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Extending the pipeline further and terminating at Comber transmission station would provide excess capacity compared to the five-year forecast that we are planning for.

MR. COUREY:  There is another facility of sorts at what is called Wheatley Road.  I would call it a valve station.  I don't know if that is the technical term.

But from that facility at Wheatley Road looking westerly to Richardson Sideroad, is there any other facility between those two roads currently?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  I don't believe there is a current station or facility at Wheatley Road.

MR. COUREY:  Well, I won't debate with you, but I will invite you to drive the same route I drove this morning and perhaps your answer would be different.  It is about a mile south of where I am sitting, and I can assure you that there is.

In any event, what is the demand for gas, or load if you call it that, between Wheatley Road and Richardson sideroad?  Are there any users?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Can we pull up the presentation that we had yesterday morning?  I think it is KT1.  And can we turn to slide number 3.  So this slide provides an overview of the Panhandle system.  It shows the two main transmission lines in yellow and the four transmission laterals.

So the Panhandle system provides gas supply to the entire area between the Dawn compressor station, which is shown in the circle at the top, and into Windsor.  It serves Essex County.  It certificates Chatham-Kent.  And the lower portion of Lambton county.

So while there is no direct connected customers on this main transmission line and specifically the section between Wheatley and Richardson Sideroad, these pipelines feed all of the customers by way of their downstream connected distribution systems.

MR. COUREY:  I think you answered my question.  Thank you.  There are no customers between Wheatley Road and Richardson Sideroad.

There is an existing -- please confirm there is an existing gas transmission line of some size on Wheatley Road, which presumably services customers at least to the south and perhaps to the north.

MS. DEBEVC:  I can confirm that.  I can confirm that.  And it is connected to the Windsor line, which is another distribution system in the area.  And the Windsor line would be getting its main feed from the Panhandle system.

MR. COUREY:  So what is Enbridge's rationale for extending this new pipeline farther west than the last point at which gas is taken from it and ending it at Richardson Sideroad where there is no customer and no other gas line to tie into?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  So what we're doing by way of this pipeline project is installing a pipeline loop.  So a loop is installing a pipeline, a new pipeline, parallel to the existing pipeline.

So the looped pipeline is physically connected into the existing pipeline.  And in this instance, the loop starts at the existing Dover transmission station and it is going to end, or proposes to end at the new valve site at the Richardson Sideroad.

So looping an existing pipeline to increase the system capacity is very effective.  So rather than building a new pipeline all the way from Dawn to Windsor in one project, like we said before, this pipeline is being installed in phases, in sections.  So this is termed phasing.

So each loop that we install increases the system capacity for all the customers in the region.  So why we are planning to land the project at Richardson Sideroad is that we're trying to solve two main issues.  We're trying to increase the pressure into the constrained areas of our system.

And if you can turn to slide number -- just a second.  Slide Number 10, please.  Okay.  What we're trying to do is we are trying to reduce the pressure loss in the pipelines that are shown in red to be able to maintain the minimum pressures at two locations.  We are trying to maintain the pressures into number 1, which is the Leamington North station which is located at the bottom of the map.  And we're trying to maintain the pressure on the system into number 2, which is the delivery pressure into the Brighton Beach Power Generating Station.

So as the customer demand grows on the system, the pressure on the system drops over time to a point where the pressure drops below what is required at point number 1 and point number 2.

So to increase the pressure and thus be able to continue to serve customers on the system, we are trying to reduce the pressure loss in those red portions of the pipeline, which by way of -- so we are going to loop those pipelines to reduce the pressure loss which will then serve customers.

So how we landed at Richardson Sideroad is that we had to hold just enough pressure into number 2 to meet the five-year forecast, and that landed the NPS 36 pipeline in the middle of the farm field between Wheatley Road and Richardson Sideroad.

So it is Enbridge Gas's preference to build a new station or tie-in facilities adjacent to existing roadways to have the locations easily accessible to our maintenance vehicles, and it lessens the environmental impact that a new roadway into a station site that would need to be constructed.

So like I said, the balance point between having enough pressure into the Sandwich transmission station was located 17.85 kilometres from Dover transmission station.  So it was 1.08 kilometres from Richardson Sideroad.  And in order to meet the criteria of landing a pipeline on a roadway, we went to the next roadway to the west which is Richardson Sideroad.

MR. COUREY:  What's the pressure drop in the existing pipeline between Wheatley Road and Richardson Sideroad calculated to be?

MS. DEBEVC:  I don't know that number off the top of my head.

MR. COUREY:  Are you able to calculate it and provide it later?

MS. DEBEVC:  We can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  That will be undertaking JT2.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.9:  TO ADVISE A CALCULATED FIGURE FOR PRESSURE DROP IN THE EXISTING PIPELINE BETWEEN WHEATLEY ROAD AND RICHARDSON SIDEROAD.


MR. COUREY:  Thank you.  It seems, when you speak about environmental impact, that you must have done some sort of environmental assessment in a small sense of the area between Richardson Road and Wheatley Road.  Have you done that?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  Yes.  We completed an environmental assessment starting at Dover all the way through to Richardson Sideroad.

MR. COUREY:  How did you complete the last 2,500 feet of that when access to the property wasn't granted to you?

MR. SCHMIDT:  So a number of things we do is when we do these route selections and so on, is our consultants use various mapping, that is electronically available to them.  So we use those as sources.

We're also -- we're fortunate down here based on the type of landscape we have that we can stand at the side of the road and actually assess sort of the, you know, the make up of the property, water courses, wood lots, things like that.  And of course, again, back to some electronic mapping and so on of Google Earth and things like that, we can still do assessments to look at your piece of property or look at that property.

The one thing that we can't do right now is an archeological assessment until we do have that approval from yourself.  But we've been able to assess things like species at risk, that there are no species at risk concerns on your particular property.

MR. COUREY:  Am I correct, then, that your environmental consultants have not visited -- have not been on the site in farm lots 19 and 20?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Yes.  If that is the property 19 and 20 at Richardson Sideroad, they would not have stepped on your property.  That was the direction given to them.

MR. COUREY:  Did their report to you indicate that they have made an assessment for things like species at risk and been adequately been able to assess those risks without stepping on the site?

MR. SCHMIDT:  That's correct.  Other than archeology, we can't -- archeology, soy bean system --


MR. COUREY:  I know about archeology.  I know about that.  That is the next question.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Okay.

MR. COUREY:  Are you able to produce a copy of your consultant's report for the environmental assessment to me?

MR. SCHMIDT:  It's been filed as exhibit F, tab 1, schedule 1, attachment 1 to this application, the entire environmental assessment report completed by AECOM.

MR. COUREY:  Thank you.  Thank you.  I have overlooked that.  No undertaking necessary, obviously.

You may have been advised that concern was raised by these landowners of the location of the pipeline intersecting its entire subsurface drainage system, and the suggestion by the landowner that a minor shift north in your pipeline alignment a few metres would eliminate that problem.  Perhaps you are also aware that that suggestion went unheeded.

Can you explain why, through farm lot 19 and 20, that your pipeline, if you end up building it, can't be shifted 10 or 15 metres to the north where there is a drainage ditch and then relocate the drainage ditch farther to the south?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  My understanding is that shift would put the pipeline in the bottom of that municipal drain, and the municipal drain superintendent has indicated that they wouldn't support such a location of the pipeline in that area.

MR. COUREY:  Clearly, sir, you must have gotten the report back from your lands agent who met with me, wherein I explained to him that the municipal superintendent to whom I sent him doesn't control that process, that the municipality administers it under the Drainage Act.  They don't control it, and the landowner can request a relocation of a drain and it is routinely done.

And as I also explained to him, the exact same process was followed with respect to an EDFR wind turbine interconnection point 4,000 feet to the north.  And when he complained that it would take too long, which was the reason by the way, that he came back and said we can't do that because it will take too long, the EDF process took 32 days.

Now does any of that jive with what you were told by your land agent?  Or do you not know anything about that?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I don't have all of the details from the land agent, based on his discussions with you.  And I am not that familiar with locating a drain and don't really understand the complexities that come with that.  It sounds like 32 days is pretty impressive for approval for such a thing, as I was under the understanding that the different landowners along the municipal drain would have to sign off on any kind of adjustments to the drain and that would take --


MR. COUREY:  Where did you get that information?  Where did you get that information?

MR. SCHMIDT:  That was from the drainage superintendent.

MR. COUREY:  Sir, are you also aware that my clients are the landowners at the top end of the drain, which simply means that they don't affect anybody downstream so no one else's consent is required.  Have you been advised of that?

MR. SCHMIDT:  No, I have not been advised of that.

MR. COUREY:  You have now.  So you will take that into account? Or is the mould cast here and there is no room for Enbridge to revise its position?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I guess I can't speak to that decision right now.  I would like -- obviously like our design team and construction team would need some input in that.  So I feel like additional information would be required in order to pursue that, and I think it would be important to clarify with the drainage superintendent, too, if this is even possible or this is a non-stop.

I am not sure if it would make sense to have another discussion with those who are, you know, key players in this, to confirm if this is even a thing that we can consider.

MR. KEIZER:  Mr. Courey, it is Charles Keizer on behalf of Enbridge.  We don't have a lands person obviously on this panel.  And Mr. Schmidt can obviously speak to the environmental elements that he has already addressed.

So I think that unless someone else on the panel can speak to future discussions with you in regard to these matters, I think that may be something that someone may be able to allude to.  But if there are questions that relate to this that you want Enbridge to take away, then that is something that we can consider.

But I think you shouldn't take from this that we're trying our best to answer your questions.  We may not have the right person with the right expertise on the panel at this particular point in time.

MR. COUREY:  You and I are both in the same business, so we know that you don't ask the questions if you don't have the answers already.  So I don't need the answer today.

What I need today, sir, and I don't mean to be aggressive about it, but this is a sensitive topic.  What I need is an undertaking from Enbridge to revisit this subject with the participants who are in a position to influence the decision, which is far more than just a municipal drain superintendent.  It includes the landowners.

And to have -- and I want an undertaking from Enbridge that they will there will be a fair and open discussion so that Enbridge gets all of the information it needs to fairly consider the suggestion to relocate this short stretch of pipeline a minor distance, if in fact this pipeline is built.

Can I get that undertaking?

MR. KEIZER:  Well, typically in the course of this process, we would provide undertakings with respect to evidence that we would be putting on the record that would form part of the Board's deliberation.

I think the undertaking you are seeking is a process whereby it is part of any negotiations in terms of the access to land and use of the land.  And so, with respect to the OEB process of you know, how discussions and commentary is to take place, I don't think that the company can necessarily give that in the context of this OEB proceeding.

But I'm sure someone here could allude to whether or not they would entertain the ability to continue this discussion, and maybe one of the witnesses can address that.

MS. THOMPSON:  This is Hilary Thompson --


MR. COUREY:  if the undertaking is being refused -- excuse me -- I will take it the undertaking request is being refused, and it will just be on the record that I am telling you that the evidence led at the hearing will be that the request is eminently reasonable and eminently doable and more economical.  So we will leave it at that.  And go on to the next subject.

MR. KEIZER:  Let me finish my commentary, Mr. Courey, first of all.  You misconstrued what I said.

I said in terms of the context with respect to the evidentiary record, in terms of providing additional information and evidence that has been forwarded here, which is the purposes of this exercise which is the technical conference, and is the basis upon which undertakings are given, that is the basis upon which I have said that the undertaking could not necessarily be provided.

You are asking for an action to be undertaken outside of this technical conference by way of discussions and negotiations.

And I, in no way, suggested that that, that that discussion could not take place between yourself, your clients, and Enbridge.

I think Ms. Thompson is trying to interject to indicate Enbridge's position in that regard, so maybe if you let her comment on that we can then hopefully progress this towards a more positive result.

MS. THOMPSON:  That's right.  It is Hilary Thompson, Enbridge Gas.

What I was just jumping in to say was that Enbridge Gas is absolutely committed to working with the landowners along this route, and any landowners that may come up through any projects in understanding their interest and concerns and we will absolutely ensure that we continue to work with the landowners along this route by addressing whatever questions or concerns may come up along the way.

MR. COUREY:  Thank you for that.  I take you at your word, but it is not an undertaking so we will move on.

What is the next phase of this project after this phase?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  The next phase of the project has not been finalized yet.  A lot of it will depend on what customers are going to be connected to the system, where those customers are located at, and -- however, we do anticipate if the next phase is going to be a pipeline project, that it will be an extension of the 36-inch line from Richardson Sideroad toward the Comber transmission station.

MR. COUREY:  So when Enbridge's agents when meeting with landowners have said this is only the first phase of the twinning of this line all the way to Windsor, were they overstating Enbridge's position?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  No.  They weren't.

MR. COUREY:  It is Enbridge's plan to twin this line all the way to Windsor, eventually?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  I think it is hard to say that this pipeline will be extended all the way into Windsor.

However, if demand growth continues and other great solutions to reduce the demand, increase supply locations, transporting different fuels, it is really hard to say what the entirety of a -- what the solutions are going to look like in this area.

However, if the best alternative is to loop the pipeline, then, yes, I can see this pipeline being continued to loop into Windsor.

MR. COUREY:  So Enbridge spoke earlier about pressure differentials and the looping to maintain pressures.

And if I understood the answer, it was that the balance point, the break point, call it what you will, was in a farm field somewhere between the two roads, if I heard that correctly.


It leads to the question, so do you have now data to tell you that you could share with us to tell us the pressures at Wheatley Road now, and the pressure drop that would be experienced at Richardson Sideroad without this extension past Wheatley Road?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas, yes we have that data.

MR. COUREY:  Can you produce it.

MS. DEBEVC:  We can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT2.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.10:  TO PRODUCE DATA SHOWING PRESSURES AT WHEATLEY ROAD NOW, AND THE PRESSURE DROP THAT WOULD BE EXPERIENCED AT RICHARDSON SIDEROAD WITHOUT THIS EXTENSION PAST WHEATLEY ROAD

MR. COUREY:  Pardon me for a moment.  Is this an opportune time for you to ask?


MR. McLEAN:  I think so.


MR. COUREY:  I am going to ask Mr. McLean, who is far more adept at this than I, to ask you some questions about pressures.  So I will just turn the speaker to him.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Courey, sorry, it is Michael Millar. just before we do that, I see we're at about 12:30.  I don't know where you are with he respect to time.  I think, subject to the court reporter's thoughts and witnesses, if we can finish by one, I think I would prefer to keep going just to save us the lunch break, but I don't know where you are in your examination.

MR. COUREY:  Better we stop.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And that is accounted for in the schedule, anyway.  So I think that is okay.  Let's come back at 1:15.

Mr. Courey, we are very much hoping to finish by two, at which time I think we are going to lose some of the witnesses.  That still leaves you 45 minutes, so hopefully that will be sufficient.

MR. COUREY:  It's a long weekend for me too, sir.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's come back.  I will start us promptly at 1:15, so I will see everyone then.

MR. COUREY:  Thank you.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:30 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:15 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's go back on the record.  Good afternoon, everyone.  We're going to continue with Mr. Courey in just a second.  Mr. Brophy has to speak to something it may be something I am about to address, but I will start.

Mr. Parkes referenced a report that he has circulated to the parties and I neglected to give that an exhibit number for identification purposes.

It is called the Greenhouse Energy Profile Study and unless there are any objections to having it marked, I am going to call that KT2.3.
EXHIBIT NO. KT2.3:  Greenhouse Energy Profile Study

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Brophy, is that what you were going to mention, or did you have something else?

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.  I did have something else.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  So just before the break, there was a discussion between Mr. Courey and Mr. Keizer and I didn't want to interrupt it, and I know there was a dash for lunch given things were getting long in the lunch hour.  But I just wanted to kind of clarify an issue from Pollution Probe's perspective.

We do feel sympathy for stakeholders such as landowners that don't have the resources that Enbridge has in addressing some of the issues and concerns.

Typically, the technical conference doesn't preclude agreeing to things, even if it is not specific to the undertakings.  But I do get Mr. Keizer's point that, you know, the panel does not have the right people to be able to adequately understand or address what has happened between those discussions and make a commitment.

So I know that those kind of requests for relief from landowners have been made in oral hearings previously or other elements of a proceeding like this.  So I just wanted to confirm, then, that if issues like this, such as the one that Mr. Courey highlighted as an outstanding landowner issue, Enbridge wouldn't actually object to that being brought forward in the appropriate manner, given that the OEB hasn't set procedural steps yet for the residual of this proceeding following the technical conference.  

And you know, I would hate that it just gets kind of lost and buried, you know, given that Mr. Courey already mentioned that it is kind of difficult to understand the OEB process from that perspective.  

I just wanted confirmation -- maybe Mr. Keizer would be the best one just to confirm that Enbridge wouldn't try to block or deny that opportunity for those issues to be addressed in future procedural orders.

MR. KEIZER:  My only point was, Mr. Brophy, that you know, the undertaking request related to us taking an independent action separate and apart from this technical conference, and separate and apart from the record of evidence that this technical conference is designed to clarify and deal with, and it is an undertaking related to the discussions between the landowner and Enbridge.

And as a result, that is why the undertaking wasn't acceptable to Enbridge in that circumstance.

That doesn't mean that Mr. Courey is not free to raise whatever evidence he thinks is relevant and what the Board ultimately decides is relevant, you know.  That is what the Board is designed to do, if the evidence is relevant.  

But the point is the undertaking, as I understood it, was an independent action, separate and apart from simply delivering the evidence.  And when you give an undertaking, you are giving an undertaking to, you know, fulfil an obligation to the Board in this process and if it's not related directly to this process, then I don't think it is an appropriate undertaking.

MR. BROPHY:  Given that Enbridge's position is that it is not part of the technical conference process, I think you are agreeing that Enbridge wouldn't oppose Mr. Courey bringing these issues up in other parts of the proceeding?

MR. KEIZER:  No.  No, if Mr. Courey wants to raise his issues with respect to the drainage, and hopefully through the course of this process we can clarify that.

But if the question is go away and negotiate or do something else separate and apart from, you know, clarifying undertakings or clarifying the interrogatories with the prefiled evidence or the matters in which the Board is actually going to decide on, then I don't think that is an appropriate request to ask Enbridge to do.  That is why.  I am not precluding him from raising whatever issues he desires to raise, subject to it being relevant.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you for that.  Given that procedural orders for the future of this proceeding haven't been issued yet, I am assuming that OEB Staff would consider the ability for those types of issues to be brought forward when those do come forward.  So I will leave it there, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  I am not actually sure what you are asking for, Mr. Brophy, but I really don't want to eat into Mr. Courey's time here.  So maybe we can take this off line and I will give the floor back to Mr. Courey.

MR. KEIZER:  Just before Mr. Courey goes ahead, can I raise one issue and that is that Ms. Pennington, who was on the panel to the Indigenous matters, unfortunately does have to leave at 1:30.  But I am assuming Mr. Courey's questions do not relate to Indigenous matters and it is fine for her to be excused at 1:30.

We still have people who have a hard stop at two, but I wanted to raise that in case -- so she can drop off at 1:30.  But if he did have questions on Indigenous matters, he can pose that in advance of her departure.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you for that.

MR. COUREY:  I have no questions with respect to Indigenous matters.  She should go and enjoy her long weekend.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you very much, Mr. Courey.  Much appreciated.

MR. MILLAR:  Over to you, Mr. Courey.

MR. COUREY:  Thank you, sir. I am going to note for the record that my limited time just got a lot more limited.  So you are going to bear with me, I trust, if we need a few minutes because I wasn't expecting to have lost all of that time.  I was satisfied with the response to the undertaking and I am perfectly capable of presenting my own case.

I thank Mr. Brophy for attempting to intervene on my behalf.  It wasn't necessary, nor asked for.

Now I was going to ask Mr. McLean to ask questions about pressures and such things, and so I will turn the speaker towards him.

MR. McLEAN:  Thank you.  I am interested in some pressures and flows based on the current design at four specific locations, and under three scenarios.

So it kind of ends to be a table that I have created, and I can very easily send this to you after, but let me just describe it at this point.  For the current design, I am interested in the flow and pressure for the existing pipeline and also the new pipeline at these locations:  the Dawn compressor station, Wheatley Road, Richardson Sideroad, and the Comber transmission station.

I would like to know those pressures and flows for a typical summer day for the 2025-26 operating year, for a typical winter day for the same period, and the peak design day.  It is unlikely you would have those answers right here, so that may be an undertaking.  But as I say, I would be pleased to submit this table for your consideration.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc --


MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead.

MR. KEIZER:  I think Ms. Debevc has an answer.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, we can provide that information.

MR. MILLAR:  So I take it the table will be -- the table will be provided electronically or however it best works.  But we will mark that as JT2.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.11:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE SHOWING PRESSURES AND FLOWS FOR A TYPICAL SUMMER DAY FOR THE 2025-26 OPERATING YEAR, FOR A TYPICAL WINTER DAY FOR THE SAME PERIOD, AND THE PEAK DESIGN DAY.

MR. COUREY:  We will submit the table.  Just before Mr. McLean continues, I want to clarify a point.

I would like to know the location of what you call the Comber transmission station.  That might be a municipal address, it might be a lot and concession number, or something else.  But I'm not completely clear where that point is.

MR. CADOTTE:  Mr. Courey, this is Jeff Cadotte.  To the best of my knowledge, the Comber transmission station is on Rochester Town Line, just south of Middle Line.

MR. COUREY:  You are correct.  Thank you.  We will continue.

MR. McLEAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  For the next part of my question, I would like similar information -- again I will submit a table -- for determination of the new loop to end at Wheatley Road as opposed to the Richardson Town Line.  So pressures and flows at the three locations of course, Dawn, Wheatley Road and Comber transmission for those three cases, summer day, winter day, and peak design day.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, we can provide that information.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT2.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.12:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE SHOWING PRESSURES AND FLOWS AT THE THREE LOCATIONS OF DAWN, WHEATLEY ROAD, AND COMBER TRANSMISSION FOR SUMMER DAY, WINTER DAY, AND PEAK DESIGN DAY.


MR. McLEAN:  The last thing that I have is earlier, Melissa, I think that you spoke very specifically about how much pipe you needed to exactly meet the load forecast that you are going for, for this phase.  And it ended up to be in the middle between Wheatley line or Wheatley Road and Richardson Sideroad.

Then you said that you extended that to Richardson Sideroad because it is more convenient to, you know, access and put the valve station there.

It makes sense.  But I just wondered, to be that specific what is the cumulative error in your sales forecast or your load forecast, plus your ability to model the pipeline?  Is it really two decimal points of a kilometre?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Certainly that number is not accurate to two decimal places, but it is within the tolerance of our current design model which verifies within one percent of actual values.

MR. McLEAN:  And does that one percent relate to the overall length of the loop?  Is there a direct correlation between those two?

MS. DEBEVC:  No, there isn't.  It is just the model itself.

MR. McLEAN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.  Thank you very much.

MR. COUREY:  Just to pick up on that.  Is the data that you have for markets and potential markets accurate within one percent?  There must be a margin of error when you are doing surveys and forecasts.

MS. THOMPSON:  Hilary Thompson, Enbridge Gas.  This question might span over a number of panelists.  I would like to request a breakout room, please.

[Witness panel confers in breakout room.]


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  So thank you for that moment to confer.  And just one thing that we realized that we don't believe you had the benefit of Day 1 of the technical conference, in which we provided a presentation on how we arrived at the demand forecast, the process the company went through.  And as you may have heard today, this project is driven by large customers predominantly, and I am going to ask Mr. Ciupka just to give kind of a highlight of that process that we employed to arrive at the numbers we have today.

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  Mr. Courey, Enbridge Gas went out to the market to our customers that we work very closely with and we went out with an expression of interest process.

What we were asking for customers -- and this is in response to what we were hearing from them directly through their account managers -- that they continue to have expansion plans and growth plans in this Panhandle market area.

And so the expression of interest process was a formal process to solicit those requests from customers so they could put down and articulate to Enbridge Gas exactly what their expected gas requirements will be over the next ten years.  And we have incorporated that information into our long-term demand forecast.

This project that we are proposing for is going to accommodate five years' of forecasted growth, based on what we know from our customers and the requests for incremental or new firm service that we have received from them.

In addition to that, we also formally went to market on two occasions with a reverse open season, giving customers the opportunity to turn back any capacity, firm or interruptible, that they don't feel that they would require in the future.  And through those processes we did not receive any bids to turn back any capacity.  

So hopefully that provides a little bit more clarity with respect to the demand forecast.

I would also like to point out that since the expression of interest process is closed, we continue to see a number of requests, preliminary in nature, about incremental demand that would exist beyond the current five year forecast, but at this time we have not included those demands within our forecast because they are preliminary in nature and do not meet the criteria for Enbridge Gas to include those demands in our forecast.

MR. McLEAN:  So if you have included those forecasts and the fact that you got virtually zero relief capacity because of your open season, how do you come up with the number, the terajoule per day number that you put in the forecast to come up with the pipeline size and length?  How do you do that?  And what is the error associated with that?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  If I could ask, sir if you could clarify the question.  The error in terms of our demand forecast?  Or the error in terms of the engineering pipeline solution to deliver on that?

MR. McLEAN:  Before, when we got a number of plus or minus one percent, I thought that that was cumulative between sales forecast and the engineering modelling for the pipeline, but I am thinking now that it is just the engineering modelling.

So I am looking at the sales forecast, the error itself that might go into that, because that is the driver number of what you are trying to satisfy at Comber.

MR. MacPHERSON:  So if I could -- pardon me?

MR. McLEAN:  Sorry, I said I am just looking for the error associated with the number that you are using to drive your model, in terms of daily or hourly load.

MR. MacPHERSON:  I see.  So with respect to this class of large customers in the market area that is driving this need, they are providing very specific demand requests based on their known and expected growth plans with hourly requirements, so that is how specific they are, and by year.  

So in a five year plan, that is considered very accurate.  However, as Mr. Ciupka mentioned a minute ago, that we are actually seeing a lot of new requests for information for additional capacity growth.

So to the extent that there is an error, A, I would say there is an error but likely in this case it is going to be, as before, on the high side, that we're seeing more than what is was in the plan.  That is just maybe how our process has to work, that we do this process.  We collect market interest.  Test that interest.  And also evaluate if there is you know, additional other changes in the market and then make our plan accordingly.  And you know, here we are and we're seeing new things happen.  

But we do have a standard of care for the credibility and defensibility of our plans with the OEB that we need to meet before we -- you know, before we bring a project such as this forward to the OEB.

So that is it on the sale side.  I don't know if there is anything more you would like to hear.  If it is technical with respect to, you know, the system plans that meet that, that would be a different team.  That would be Ms. Debevc or Matt Thomas.

MR. MCLEAN:  So based on what I have just heard, then the plus and minus one percent, in terms of total error that might be associated with determining the design of the pipeline, applies to all of its inputs including the sales input, including the load forecast.  Would that be a fair assumption on my part?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  I am still not quite clear.  We're very confident -- we're confident in the certainty of the proposal that the representations to the market going into this plan are right.  And then I think turning it over, based on that confidence, to the design team and Ms. Debevc, that that solution meets, that is a representation.

I don't know how to describe it, to say plus or minus one percent.  And Ms. Debevc, I don't know if you want to add to this?  I don't quite know how to answer what you are enquiring about, I apologize.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes.  With respect to the engineering model that we use to calculate the capacity of the system and its ability to serve customers, that model verifies within one percent of actual flow and pressure measurement in the field.

The other thing that I can tell you is that the customer demands that are currently served by the system are measured at the customer's meter station.  Those meter stations provide us actual measured values that we're using as partial inputs to the demand that is being served with this model.  And the other piece of information that we use is what the customer's -- the contract rate customers, what they contract for on our system.

So we're reserving capacity for those customers as how they want to contract for gas service on our system.

And like Ian MacPherson has said, the new customers that are requesting service on our system have told us this is what our equipment needs.  This is how much pressure it needs.  This is how much flow it needs.  And we are taking those -- that information at face value that the customer knows exactly what they need and we're using that information to inform our plans.

MR. MCLEAN:  Okay.  So I guess the critical design parameter then is the peak design day, and by that terminology it is what you use to design the system.

So just for clarification, all firm load is on.  All regular rate load is on.  And all interruptibles are off.  Is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. MCLEAN:  And that determined that you needed approximately 19 kilometres of 36 inch pipe at 6040 kPa gauge to make your system work over the next five years.

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

MR. COUREY:  With respect to your comments about expressions of interest from customers, you went through that process.  Is it an expression of interest the same as a commitment?  In other words, by expressing an interest, is the customer committed to take that supply?

MR. CIUPKA:  Matt Ciupka, Enbridge Gas.  The expression of interest itself was done on a non-binding basis.  But again our close relationship with these customers, the knowledge and certainty we have with them, we use that information to generate our demand forecast.

MR. COUREY:  Excuse me, sir, we're running out of time.  This is my time you're eating into here.  So I thank you for the answer, which is no, they're not committed.  I don't mean to be abrupt with you, but pretty soon I am going to get told that we're running out of time.

MR. KEIZER:  I think if the witness wants to give an answer, you should allow him to give a complete answer.

MR. COUREY:  I think the witness gave the answer when he said no.  Then he wanted to make a speech.  We will move on to a different subject.

MR. CIUPKA:  Sorry, Mr. Courey, I didn't get a chance to complete what I wanted to say and I would like to request that.

MR. COUREY:  Sir, you answered my question.  This is an examination for discovery by another name.  The question was, is the customer committed by making an expression of interest.  The answer is no.  You said that.  That is the end of that subject, sir, with respect.

MR. CIUPKA:  It is not.

MR. KEIZER:  It's not actually.  It is not before the OEB, so I will allow him to finish the answer so he has a right to complete his answer.  Let him complete his answer.

MR. COUREY:  You will consent to an extension of time as I need necessary to finish my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  It is Michael Millar.  Let's allow the witness to complete the answer, then we will move on.  We will see where we are with time at two o'clock.

MR. CIUPKA:  Thank you very much, Mr. Millar.  The expression of interest is the first phase in a contracting process with Enbridge Gas.  Customers then move through a progression and have the ability to execute different types of commercial agreements with Enbridge Gas, which they have.

The next form would be a commitment letter.  The customer can then submit an executed commitment letter to demonstrate further commitment to the capacity they've indicated in the expression of interest bid.

Those commitment letters also indicate a customer's desire to proceed to executing a distribution contract with Enbridge Gas.  And in the case that they would like to execute a letter of indemnification first, prior to finalizing the contract parameters for the distribution contract, customers have done that.

And on the record, we have provided a breakdown of the volumes that have been committed to by these customers by type.  Thank you.

MR. COUREY:  Is the design of this pipeline both in diameter, pressure, and distance, fully accounted for in the calculations only of committed customers who cannot back out at this point, who can not back out in the future?  Or is the design still dependent upon further commitments being obtained?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge Gas.  The pipeline proposal under consideration in this application has been proposed based on the demand forecast and based on the things you heard today, the expression of interest, and that has been accepted by the OEB as a reasonable premise for setting the forecast and building facilities as is setting out the intention of the market to meet capacity.  And as such, we're relying upon that to justify our application.

MR. COUREY:  I am looking at the drawing by Enbridge Gas from June 6th, 2022, the portion that shows the western terminus at Richardson Sideroad.  It shows a proposed tie-in station 100 metres by 100 metres north of the pipeline.

My question is, what is to be located there in the sense of a valve station, a compressor station, something other than those two things?  And the reason I ask the question is because Enbridge representatives have at various times indicated that that a valve station and at various times have indicated that it is what that person called a pump station, which seems to mean compressors.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  So, yes, the term "station" is a generic term for a piece of property on which valve sites and/or equipment is located.

So the equipment that is located on a station site is variable.  It could be as little as one valve or it could be an entire compressor station.

But in this instance, at Richardson station, there is going to be several permanent valves just to complete the tie-in of the existing pipeline to the new pipeline.

So it is truly a valve station and a valve station only.

MR. COUREY:  No compressors?

MS. DEBEVC:  No compressors, no anything.  There may be a temporary receiver, which is a piece of equipment that accepts a tool called an inline inspection tool.  It is a piece of equipment that we need to run a piece of equipment internally within the pipeline to make sure that its integrity is intact.  So that piece of tool has to be inserted and removed from the pipeline, so there could be a piece of equipment that removes that tool located on this site.


But as the -- if the pipeline is extended, say, to Comber transmission station, that receiver piece of equipment will be removed from this station and relocated later.

MR. COUREY:  That occupies 100 metres by 100 metres plus temporary working space?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, Enbridge Gas.  I have no ability to know the size of that station and what the engineering requirements are for that, but I would assume if that was the size that was asked for, that that would be appropriate for the type of equipment required on this station site.

MR. COUREY:  Then I am going to ask you to find out for me, please, what is the type of equipment that is proposed and why does it occupy 100 metres by 100 metres.  On what looks to be a permanent basis.

MS. THOMPSON:  Hilary Thompson, Enbridge Gas.  Mr. Courey, could you please provide that reference one more time, just for the location of those dimensions?


MR. COUREY:  Your land agent on July 29th, 2022 his name was something L. Schroeder (ph), initial L, Schroeder provided me with a diagram that says Enbridge Gas property sketch.  It is dated 22/06/06 and it says owner, Middle Road Farms Limited and it depicts -- it is just an enlargement of the drawing from your application.  It is enlarged just to show the land immediately east of Richardson Sideroad.

That is about the only description I can give you.

MR. KEIZER:  Sorry, your undertaking request was to identify the equipment that would be located there and why it required 100 by 100 metres, and I think that was it.  Right?  Did I miss anything?

MR. COUREY:  That sounds about right.  No


MR. KEIZER:  Any issue with us providing that undertaking?  I don't think so.

MS. THOMPSON:  No issue.

MR. KEIZER:  No issue, that's fine.

MR. MILLAR:  JT2.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.13:  TO IDENTIFY THE EQUIPMENT THAT WOULD BE LOCATED AT THAT LOCATION AND WHY IT REQUIRED 100 BY 100 METRES

MR. COUREY:  Immediately south of what is labelled proposed tie-in station, so now we are south of the existing and the proposed pipeline, it says "proposed mobilization yard, 100 metres by 150 metres."


Can you tell me what a mobilization yard is, please.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  I can try to help here with this question.  This is a temporary area of land that we may use to bring in equipment to set it up and -- such as excavators and so on, to mobilize the equipment down the line.  So it is a space just to kind of prepare I guess equipment, is my understanding.  There is probably a little more to it, but unfortunately we don't have a construction person who can kind of expand on its use.

MR. COUREY:  Stockpile materials like pipe?

MR. SCHMIDT:  No, I don't believe it would be used for stockpiling pipe.

Pipe is actually strung and then strung out on the corridor.  So, no.

MR. COUREY:  Necessitate stripping that site and installing aggregates to make a hard stand for equipment?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I am unsure what the exact requirements would be.  It is likely to be stripped.  I am not too sure about a gravel pad.

MR. COUREY:  Is the plan to remove the well-established 40-year-old wind break, double-row wind break of trees along the edge of the property next to Richardson Side Road, both for the tie in station and the mobilization yard?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I think to gain access, possibly to remove some trees.  Other than that, I would not think it is necessary, but that would be subject to check.

MR. COUREY:  Can you check?

MR. SCHMIDT:  I will check.

MR. MILLAR:  That will be JT2.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.14:  TO CONFIRM PLANS REGARDING THE WIND BREAK OF TREES ON THE EDGE OF THE PROPERTY, NEXT TO RICHARDSON SIDE ROAD, BOTH FOR THE TIE-IN STATION AND THE MOBILIZATION YARD, AND WHETHER A GRAVE STAND HARD PAD IS REQUIRED.


MR. COUREY:  Thank you.  You might as well check on the gravel stand hard pad if you would, please.

MR. SCHMIDT:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. COUREY:  So looking still at this drawing, if Enbridge can't or won't or is not allowed to move the municipal drain to the north, as requested -- excuse me, to move the municipal drain to the south and move the pipeline to the north, how does Enbridge propose to work in the area of the mobilization yard and the tie-in station when that area is bisected by the existing municipal drain?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge Gas.  Our design and construction team would have laid the footprint out based on what they need and how they can accommodate to work around the drain.

I can assure you that they're aware of it and that the room that they have taken accommodates that drain being there and not being touched.  Because that is my responsibility now, is I would look to protect that drain from any sediment and erosion heading down that drain.  Or leaving the site.

MR. COUREY:  The drain is not shown.  The drain is not shown on the drawing.  That is number one.

Number two.  How does your equipment and your people and whatever you are going to do function on that 200-metre north-south dimension and either 150 or 100 east-west dimension when that is bisected by a four-foot-deep ditch?


MR. SCHMIDT:  I can assure -- sorry, go ahead.


MR. KEIZER:  I don't think we have anybody necessarily that could answer the construction methodology that is going to be employed to do that that is on this panel.  So I think that is something we could undertake to take away and provide you an answer by way of an undertaking.

And the other thing, if I could ask if -- I know your consultant is sending us the e-mail with the tables attached that he wants to complete.  If it would be possible to share that drawing, just to make sure we're all looking at the same thing as well, if you could send that to us as well that would be greatly appreciated.

MR. COUREY:  Certainly.  That is not an issue at all.  My file is probably thinner than yours so it is probably easier for me to do that.

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry to cut you off.  Mr. Keizer you gave an undertaking and I wanted to mark it but I wasn't sure what the undertaking was.  If you could repeat that?


MR. KEIZER:  Let me try, and I'm sure Mr. Courey will correct me if I get it wrong.  I think the question really was, given the layout as he sees on the diagram in front of him with respect to the location of the pipe and the drainage ditch and as well I guess probably the lay-down yard, as to how Enbridge Gas is going to execute its work, given the location of the drainage ditch.  Is that correct, Mr. Courey?

MR. COUREY:  That's close.  But I note you made reference to a lay down yard and I asked that specific question --


MR. KEIZER:  I'm sorry.  Maybe I used the wrong word.  Don't take my use of that term, as the witness I think gave you the correct answer.  I am just, I have articulated another term which maybe shows my inaccuracy with respect to construction work.

But have I properly described the undertaking?  Or maybe you want to describe it for the record.

MR. COUREY:  I think you are close enough.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's mark that as JT2.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.15:  TO EXPLAIN METHODOLOGY TO ALLOW ENBRIDGE TO FUNTION ON A 200-METRE NORTH-SOUTH DIMENSION AND EITHER 150 OR 100 EAST-WEST DIMENSION, BISECTED BY A FOUR-FOOT-DEEP DITCH.


MR. KEIZER:  We will interpret it based upon what you have already indicated in advance of that anyway, Mr. Courey, to make sure it is accurate.

MR. COUREY:  That's fair.

Now, you know, in all honesty, if I seem kind of testy about this, remember I have had a parade of your land agents come in to see me, talk about the place that is my home and my livelihood for the past 50 years, and I hope it is my son's home and livelihood for the next fifty.  And when I get conflicting answers and non-answers and untrue answers from your land agents, then Enbridge has a very large problem.

So that is my comment.  It is not a question.

So I am going to ask some questions about an entirely different subject and they're relatively brief.  


So I am going to ask some questions about an entirely different subject and they're relatively brief.  So this is with respect -- putting my lawyer's hat back on, this is with respect to my client, Girard Thibodeau.  It is generic.  I don't have to take you to the mapping or anything.

Mr. Thibodeau owns a relatively small parcel of farm land, approximately 17 acres.  It is hemmed in by Baptiste Creek, Canadian Pacific Railway and a road, the four sides another farmer.

Enbridge proposes the pipe to cross through that 17 acres diagonally.  They tell him that they're going to do an excavation within this 17 acres so that they can bore under the creek.

They're going to do another excavation at the opposite corner so they can bore under the railway, and they're going to put the pipeline between the two.  And they're also going to put in a road to get to the back of the proper where the railroad is.

So against all of that, my question is, does Enbridge have a policy that would assist an owner whose small parcel of land is perhaps damaged beyond repair, of acquiring the land because it is just not compensable, given the disruption?

MR. KEIZER:  I think that is something we would have to take away and give you a written undertaking response on.

MR. COUREY:  The undertaking that I want is, does Enbridge have a policy of changing its compensation approach when there is a small parcel that is rendered unusually destroyed.  That is poor language, but you know what I mean.

MR. KEIZER:  I understand what you mean.  I understand what you mean.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking is JT2.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT2.16:  TO ADVISE ENBRIDGE POLICY OF CHANGING ITS APPROACH WHEN A SMALL PARCEL OF LAND IS UNUSUALLY DESTROYED.


MR. COUREY:  Fine.  Does Enbridge ever acquire parcels of land in fee simple or take ownership of them as opposed to by an agent for pipeline purposes?

MR. SCHMIDT:  Doug Schmidt, Enbridge.  Based on my past experience, I have seen or noted that Enbridge has bought parcels of land.  So, yes.

MR. COUREY:  All right.  Thank you.  I would just like to take a minute, and I can just mute my microphone, sir, if you will bear with me for a minute.

Thank you very much, Michael.  The timetable and the cooperation from Enbridge will -- we will say we've got the answers to the questions, subject to the undertakings and we thank you for that.

My only further question of the Board is, I am not sure of the process to request a recording, but I can just e-mail the Board and ask for that, but just for the record I do want the recording of today.

MR. MILLAR:  There always is a transcript, Mr. Courey, which you should receive, the written transcript.  I am not sure about audio recordings, but we can follow up with you about that.  Anyway we will follow up with you on that.

MR. COUREY:  If it were a written transcript, that would be my preference, but one way or the other.

MR. MILLAR:  You will receive a written transcript.

MR. COUREY:  Thank you.  That is all I have.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Well, thank you so much, Mr. Courey, you get a gold star because we are at 1:59 and we have sixty seconds of time to kill, which I will use to see if there are --


MR. COUREY:  I didn't wear a watch, but I have been looking at...


MR. MILLAR:  Are there any final matters we need to go over before we adjourn the day?

MR. KEIZER:  There are none from Enbridge.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Well, with that, we are adjourned.  Thank you so much to the witnesses and the court reporter and all of the parties for working very hard to get us in under the line.

I wish you a very happy Thanksgiving.

There will be a procedural order to follow from the Board.  I believe that is the next step in this proceeding.  But everyone have a great weekend and we will catch you all later.

MR. KEIZER:  Thank you, everybody.
--- Whereupon the hearing adjourned at 2:00 p.m.
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