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Friday, March 24, 2023

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

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everybody.  Welcome to Day 3 of the technical conference.


We are going to get right into the questions after Mr. Stevens addresses a couple of preliminary matters.

Preliminary Matters:


MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Michael.  Good morning. everybody.  Just a couple of administrative things to mention before we start.


First of all, a few minutes ago I sent out an e-mail to everybody indicating two things.  One, in response to a question from Mr. Elson, I confirmed that Enbridge Gas will be addressing the subject-to-check item that Mr. Elson noted in his e-mail, but that but we will be doing that by way of written undertaking, JT1.23.  I think that will be a more efficient way to deal with this.


Secondly, during the discussion with Mr. Parkes yesterday, there was a bit of back and forth about the attachment at I.10.Staff 27.


The witnesses were looking at, I think, a different version of that attachment from what had been filed the day before with the OEB.  Attached to my e-mail this morning is a copy of the document the witnesses were looking at yesterday, and I wonder if we could mark that as an exhibit for today.


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, let's do that.  It is KT3.1, and it is the -- David, it's the net zero home document, but what was the year?


MR. STEVENS:  It indicates at the top that it is as of December 31, 2022.


MR. MILLAR:  There it is.


Okay.  Thank you very much.


That's KT3.1.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

EXHIBIT NO. KT3.1:  NET ZERO HOME DOCUMENT FOR 31 DECEMBER 2022.


MR. STEVENS:  While we are on the topic of documents and references, I have just two requests for parties.


First of all, as we know, Angela Montfortin is doing a wonderful job of bringing everything up really quickly and really allowing us to get through things efficiently.


I will say that I feel for her.  It is very challenging when people are referring to documents only with part of the tag.


I'd ask if possible that people, every time you are speaking of an undertaking, to provide the full reference, not just the party, but also just the section of the evidence to which the undertaking relates.


The second request is, people are sending items in advance, their compendia.


As set out in the Board's virtual hearings guide, we are really hoping that compendia can be sent out at least a day in advance and, where there's new items, items that are not on the record, that that happen two days in advance.


And a final preliminary matter.  I am going to turn it over to my colleague, Dennis O'Leary to speak just very briefly about a correction to the transcript from Day 1.


MR. O'LEARY:  Good morning.  Can you hear me?


MR. MILLAR:  We can hear you.


MR. O'LEARY:  Oh, okay.  Thanks.  I'm not sure that my -- I've turned on my video, but I'm not sure -- oh, there I go.  Just a little delay.


In reviewing the transcript from Day 1, it was determined that there is one area where there was a bit of confusion we thought we should correct on the record.


It was a discussion between Mr. Quinn and Ms. Ferguson, and the references are at pages 63 and 64, lines 8 to 13, and it was a discussion about a table that was attached to interrogatory -- well, marked as interrogatory I.6-FRPO-5.


It was really referring to the 1.8 series of evidence, but there was a discussion about the cost and revenue lines and title energy in the table, and it should be made clear that the revenue line refers to the service [audio dropout] that Enbridge's provides to Tidal Energy, and the cost line refers to the services provided by Tidal to Enbridge.


Small correction.  Thanks, everyone.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. O'Leary.


Mr. Stevens, was there anything more?


MR. STEVENS:  That's everything.  So the panel is ready for the final sets of questions.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you so much.  Right on time.


I'll turn it over to you, Mr. Brophy, and you've got about 35 minutes left.
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Examination by Mr. Brophy (cont'd.):


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  Good morning, panel.  Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.  I will just jump in.


The first question relates to 1.10-Pollution Probe-4, but you may not need to pull it up.  I'll ask the question, and I think it's pretty simple.


So in that, Guidehouse indicates it assumes hydrogen supplied in Ontario via a mix of green hydrogen, blue hydrogen, and hydrogen imports, and I think that also came from the Posterity assumptions; is that correct?


MR. RINGO:  I don't know that Posterity designated whether hydrogen would be imported or exported, and there, I think the Posterity's scope did not include hydrogen for the whole of Ontario.


They were focused on the Enbridge portion of Ontario's consumption, so scope's a little different there, but their numbers are a subset of what's in this chart.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, yes, super, and I don't think that's going to affect the question, but for the green hydrogen, which I think is in both the Guidehouse and Posterity, which, that Guidehouse has indicated that green hydrogen assumption is the production emissions are 0.0 kilograms of CO2 per petajoule, and I think you indicate that because it is assumed to be produced by a renewable electricity; does that sound right?


MR. RINGO:  Yes.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So as you know, Ontario's, you know, grid is not zero emissions, and there is a proposal to add more gas plants, which are going to increase the emissions of the grid, so I'm wondering why you didn't at least use either the average or the marginal emission grid factor for Ontario instead of assuming zero?


MR. RINGO:  When we assess an emissions factor for hydrogen, that's for the combustion of hydrogen and how much carbon is produced there.


You are talking about upstream emissions associated with producing the hydrogen.  Those are captured by the power sector portion of the model, which is determining where the power comes from.


That may be the current plan.  I'm -- you know, I can't speak to the IESO's current plan, but this is a scenario exercise where it's more of a what-if analysis to say, okay, in 2050 we have a net zero constraint.  What has to happen to get us there?


One of the things that has to happen is you have to have renewable energy that is used to produce green hydrogen, and you have to green your grid, and so that's just -- that has to happen, and that has been implemented in these scenarios so that -- so that the green hydrogen is effectively emissions-free upstream.


It is not a prediction of the future.  It is not a prediction of the next five years or ten years; it is just saying if net zero happens in 2050, which is the point of the study, what needs to happen along the way to get us there?


Does that answer your question, Mr. Brophy?


MR. BROPHY:  I think partly, but I just want to clarify, because I think I heard two answers in there, and I want to make sure I have it correct.


So I heard that, you know, if you burn hydrogen as an Enbridge customer, you know, it would be zero emissions at the point of combustion.


MR. RINGO:  Right.


MR. BROPHY:  If emissions are created in producing that hydrogen that's upstream, say, you know, if it's electrolysis, it's the power generators in Ontario that would attract those emissions.  So in that case, you know, even though the Enbridge customer might have zero emissions, you're pushing, you know, those emissions are really occurring, they are just occurring somewhere else, so that's the first part I heard.


And then secondly, you are indicating even though it is a theoretical kind of exercise, you are not saying everything is going to move to zero emissions electricity generation.  You have to force that in the model in order to have things balance out.


Are those the two pieces I heard?


MR. RINGO:  Let me wordsmith them a little bit and see if we can agree on what I'm saying here.


I'm saying we're not predicting the future.  We have embedded in the modelling and the assumptions spreadsheets that goes into it the planned capacity expansion that IESO has published, and then the conversion of capacity over time, retirement of, you know, fossil-burning plants and bringing online of renewable generation, so that the green hydrogen produced by 2050 is all from renewable sources.


If you call me up in 2050 and say that didn't happen, I'll say well I'm sorry, this is an exercise, right?  So.


But rest assured that any emissions associated with the production of hydrogen upstream by the power sector are captured in the model because it is modelling the fuel consumption -- or some light or wind or other resource consumption -- used to produce the electricity, which is then sent.  And there is line loss and efficiency loss, et cetera.  It is doing all that modelling to capture the amount of upstream consumption and emissions needed to produce the hydrogen.

But we assume, you know -- I think we have a stack of the generation resource in one of the figures of our report and you can see in there that it's all zero emissions generation certainly by 2050.  I think it gets there by 2040.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so you just said your model accounts for the upstream electricity generation and losses and that kind of thing.


MR. RINGO:  That's right.


MR. BROPHY:  But in the scenario that you've modeled if you are assuming renewable electricity then you are assuming that zero upstream for that component, right?


MR. RINGO:  Zero upstream emissions, right.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and I think I know the answer to that but I'll ask: Do you know what year Ontario is going to reach a hundred percent renewable electricity with zero emissions?


MR. RINGO:  I can't speak to what's going to happen in the future but I can tell what you we've modeled, and we've modeled four points in time.  So if it happens between 2030 and 2040, it's not captured.  I think I'm going to pull up our report and we have -- and we have -- so we have 2050 in both cases as the first year that all emissions are renewable sources only.


There are in our projections -- I'm looking, sorry, at figure 14 on page numbered 35 of the report, which I don't think lines up with your PDF number.  There we go.


You see the top, "Electricity supply in gigawatts in both scenarios."


And the light grey sliver of that gas methane turbines declines over time and by 2050 is eliminated and the 2050 stack is all renewable generation sources.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so your theoretical assumption in the model of zero emissions from renewable electricity is true by 2050 in the model, but before that it is not zero; it is higher than zero, right, according to this?


MR. RINGO:  Right, unless there's -- there may be carbon capture associated with some of those gas turbines.  I'm not sure of that off the top of my head.


But the gas turbines as you can see in the -- so you have the supply capacity are the top two charts there.  That's the gigawatts of capacity available.  And then the supply mix is the second set of charts, in terawatt hours and you can see the methane gas turbines make up a very small, almost invisible portion of that supply mix, because they are a peaking resource that when you have all those renewables, it gets called on infrequently.


So that was a long way of answering your question.  Zero emissions capacity by 2050 for sure; the majority of production in 2030-2040 is low or zero emissions.


MR. BROPHY:  Would it be possible for the 2020 slice, and I know that's not going to be the marginal amount, but can you indicate what the grid emissions are for your 2020 scenario?  I know it's going to be lower than the marginal amount but it is probably the easiest way than having you go and recalculate then based on Ontario's marginal emissions factor.  Is that something easy to do?


MR. RINGO:  Let me clarify what you're asking for.  So you would like to see how much emissions are produced from power production in 2020?


MR. BROPHY:  Power production, yeah.  If we can say 2020 or 2030 because those are numbers already sitting in your model.


MR. RINGO:  Yes, we can do that.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.


MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking. Is that something that's relatively straightforward to determine, Decker?


MR. RINGO:  Yes, that's a line in our model that we can extract.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, then that undertaking is clear and is acceptable.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay, we'll call that JT3.1.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.1:  TO PROVIDE A FIGURE FOR EMISSIONS PRODUCED FROM POWER PRODUCTION IN 2020 OR 2030.


MR. BROPHY:  And the next question, and it relates to 1.10-Pollution Probe-4 and did I send a quick chat note to Angela just to give her a heads up.


So the response references for the upstream emissions I think which you're calling scope 2 and scope 3, the Enbridge resilient energy infrastructure report.  There was a footnote in that IR response for the report, but when I went to use it, it wasn't -- the footnote link wasn't working.  So I did go through other channels and hunted down, so I don't think it's possible to pull it up if that link is not actually working.


I guess what I'd maybe just ask is Enbridge or Guidehouse can undertake just to file that report if the link in the IR response is not working.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  It is David Stevens speaking.  Enbridge Gas will undertake to file either the report or a working link to the report, depending on how the report is.


MR. BROPHY:  Sure, yeah, it's not a huge report but that would be great.  Thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  That's JT3.2.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.2:  TO PROVIDE A COPY OR ACCESS TO A COPY OF THE ENBRIDGE RESILIENT ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE REPORT.


MR. BROPHY:  I'm not going to walk you through the report because it is impossible to put it on the screen right now until we get the actual copy or a working link, but when I took a look at it understood from what is in that report that there is a diagram -- it indicates about 30.8 percent of the emissions are due to the upstream and about 69.2 percent is due to combustion.


I'm not sure if that's the number you are using or not, but if you, if Guidehouse could confirm if that's the actual number, if I've got the right number in the report, and if not, if you could let me know what the right number is and the reference in the report, just so I can find it.


Is that possible?


MR. STEVENS:  Michael, it's David Stevens speaking.  I am just trying to follow the request.


It sounds like it's presupposing that Guidehouse was using whatever is in this Enbridge report; is that right?  Do I have the presumption right?


MR. BROPHY:  That is the reference, isn't it?  That's why the reference is provided because that's the source of the information they used.


MR. RINGO:  Did you have any other questions, David?


MR. STEVENS:  I mean if it's something that you can answer, Decker, please do.  Go ahead.


MR. RINGO:  Sure, yes, we can provide the precise citation there.  So we looked at -- we didn't indicate a table number in the footnote because the table doesn't have a table number in the report, but we can point you to where that is.


MR. BROPHY:  Sure.


MR. MILLAR:  That is JT two-point --


MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens speaking.  Decker, could you be you just be a bit more expansive about that so it is clear on the record what citation you are going to find and reference, please.


MR. RINGO:  Yes, so there is the 2019 report highlighted in footnote 1 of Exhibit I.1.10-PP-4.  It references emissions factors that Guidehouse used to estimate the upstream emissions from methane transmission.


We will note the exact numbers, tonnes CO2 per VCF, that we drew from that report.


MR. MILLAR:  That is JT3.3.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.3:  TO CONFIRM THE FIGURES OF TONNES CO2 PER VCF REFERENCED IN THE 2019 REPORT HIGHLIGHTED IN FOOTNOTE  1 OF EXHIBIT I.1.10-PP-4.


MR. BROPHY:  And if possible, when you do that, if the number in the Enbridge report came from a source, if you can indicate that as well, that would be great.


If that's not possible to find based on your read, then just let us know, but it would be good to know the actual source of that.


MR. RINGO:  Okay, I mean, I'm not going to know where Enbridge got the figures.  Their table has some footnotes, but it doesn't point to how they measured that, so I won't be able to answer that part of the request.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  That's fine.  I understand.


MR. ELSON:  Can I just jump in?  Can Enbridge answer that if it's an Enbridge document?  Kent Elson here.  Sorry to interrupt.


MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer Murphy --


MR. ELSON:  That can be taken away as a -- go ahead.


MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer Murphy, Enbridge Gas.  This report is from Enbridge Inc., so we weren't the authors, you know, the panel members, but we could on a best-efforts basis try to find out the answer to that.


MR. ELSON:  Thanks.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great.  I'll move on to the next question.


MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens for Enbridge.  Just to be clear, the addition to the undertaking from Enbridge Gas is part of JT3.3; is that right?


MR. BROPHY:  I think that would be fine.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.


MR. BROPHY:  The next question, and again, I don't think you have to pull it up, but we can if you find you need it.  It is 1.10-Pollution Probe-18.


And so Posterity's ETSA work was released in June of 2022, I think it was June 23rd, and the Guidehouse net zero work was also released in June 2022.


So I'm trying to understand if the Posterity work fed into Guidehouse and it all had to line up.


I know it doesn't line up a hundred percent because it never will, but to the extent possible, I guess there must have been a lot of coordination, and I think Enbridge said they had project managers on each of those projects doing all the coordination behind the scenes.


There must have been a lot of coordination to align all those moving parts before all that was done in June of 2022, so is Guidehouse able to help me understand how that all happened?


MR. RINGO:  This might be a question better suited for the Enbridge panel, but I can speak to Guidehouse's role on it.


I believe our project started well before 2022.  This was an analysis that was in the works for a while.  We, I think, began in the summer of 2021 working with the Enbridge team and subject-matter experts to talk about different technologies and scenario definitions, and then when Posterity concluded their projections we received the projections that we used as inputs to our scenario development, so that all happened, you know, over the course of summer/fall 2021, and I think by early 2022 we had our preliminary conclusions, you know, in review.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so then -- I guess because this is all happening real-time, I guess it was just probably just through meetings and sharing files and information between --


MR. RINGO:  That's right.


MR. BROPHY:  -- Posterity and Enbridge to make this all fit together in time.


MR. RINGO:  That's right.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, I won't ask more questions on there, just for the sake of time.


So the next question is related to 1.10 Pollution Probe 8.  In that question we asked if Enbridge's rebasing application complied with the OEB's most recent DSM decision and, more specifically, the expectations for net natural gas throughput reductions from 2028 and beyond.


And I see in Posterity's response it indicates that the modelling in the application does not align with the most recent decision, and it would take longer than available in the IR -- the IR response period to make the changes to do the remodelling to make that happen.


So I guess the question is:  Is there a plan for Posterity to go back and re-do its modelling to align with the recent OEB DSM decision or not?


MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer Murphy, Enbridge Gas.  At this point in time we did not have an intention to update the ETSA study that Posterity undertook.


We are, however, committed to monitoring -- we had discussed this yesterday, about the ongoing energy transition climate policy, what stakeholders are saying, so part of that would also be looking at the DSM decision and making sure that we understand the impact of forecasting.  We would be doing that internally, and I believe at this point in time we would have an intention to re-do the ETSA study in the future, likely ahead of the next rebasing term, or perhaps if there's a material change to it, but I don't believe that the difference between what was modelled and the DSM decision would make a very large difference, so we don't have an intention to update the study at this point in time.


MR. BROPHY:  And I guess it is impossible to really say the impact in detail until modelling is done, but my understanding is moving to net throughput reductions -- significant net throughput reductions is a major shift that would have an impact, and I understand the constraints in continuously re-opening the modelling and updating it.  I understand that, but I'm just trying to get my head around, you know, the magnitude of that impact, but it sounds like that's something that's kind of beyond what Enbridge is able to do right now.


Is that accurate, or is there a way to understand, you know, at a higher level what those impacts were?


MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer Murphy from Enbridge Gas.  I just want to confer with my panel for one moment.


MR. BROPHY:  Sure.


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge Gas.  So as mentioned yesterday, we don't have someone on the panel from DSM but I just want to speak to -- I think you're talking about the additional incentive for the net reduction by the end of the DSM plan; is that correct?


MR. BROPHY:  Well the incentive aside, just the expectations around the net throughput reductions.  And I understand there is an incentive, but I'm not talking about the incentive specifically.


MS. WADE:  Yeah, so, it isn't a requirement for the DSM plan and it's something that's being looked at right now internally.


There is many different aspects that are going to play into that that are being evaluated, so conversion of customers to gas for reduction of emissions in Ontario, new housing starts.  There are many different aspects that are going to be playing into the achievement of that net reduction that's still being evaluated and understanding how we can achieve that and what role that would play in the forecasting that we've done today.


So I think the answer that Jennifer has given is that we are continuing to update our forecasting process and include inputs as they become relevant.


MR. BROPHY:  I think that's it for now.  I'm not going to spend more time on that issue at this point.


Okay, so just two more kind of quick questions, hopefully.  The first one's just a clarification, so quick clarification, I think it's for Guidehouse.  In your Enbridge modelling is it correct that you assume that RNG is net zero emissions?


MR. RINGO:  There -- for the biogenic -- sorry, this is Decker Ringo, Guidehouse.  We assume that the biogenic carbon dioxide produced by RNG is net zero.  We don't count those biogenic CO2 emissions.


There are other GHG emissions from that combustion, and we count those.  So there is a nonzero emissions factor in terms of tonnes CO2 per metre cubed of RNG.


It's not zero.  It is low.  It is near zero because it's only counting I think the NOx and the other non-carbon dioxide pollutants.


MR. BROPHY:  Would you be able to share what those factors are?


MR. RINGO:  They are provided in one of our IR responses, I'm certain of it.  I don't have it at my fingertips.


MR. BROPHY:  You can undertake to provide the reference, if that is easier.


MR. MILLAR:  That is JT 2.4.


MS. MURPHY:  It's Jennifer Murphy from Enbridge Gas.  We believe we know what the IR is.  If we could be given a moment that before we take another undertaking.


MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  Do you want me to ask my last questions while you look, and then we can come back to that?  Does that make --

MS. MURPHY:  Yes, that sounds efficient.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Then I can maybe give a minute back to Mr. Millar.


Okay, so -- 2.6-Pollution Probe-38 requested a copy of the RNG strategy document and the response provided an evidence reference that describes the RNG strategy but didn't actually provide the RNG strategy.  So I'm just wondering, does the RNG strategy exist as a document or it doesn't exist and the description in the evidence is all that exists?


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge.  To the best of my knowledge what's been provided here is what we have.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so there is no RNG strategy?


MS. WADE:  Yeah, so there is nobody on the panel that can speak to that further, but -- what has been provided -- to the best of my knowledge what we have has been provided.


MR. BROPHY:  Can you undertake just to confirm that the RNG strategy doesn't exist, and if it turns out it does, provide a copy?


MS. WADE:  Yes, I can undertake to do that.  My understanding is there are elements within this answer, but I can undertake to provide anything more fulsome if we have it.


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.


MR. MILLAR:  We had half marked JT3.4 but I understand we may not need to if that information can be pulled up.  Is that still possible?


MS. MURPHY:  It's Jennifer Murphy from Enbridge Gas.  I believe the response -- or the value that Mr. Brophy is looking for is at exhibit I.1.10-GEC-17.  Specifically it is response (b).


MR. BROPHY:  Maybe if you could just say when we're on it on the screen.


MR. RINGO:  This is Decker ring from Guidehouse.  It is on page 2 of 2, the fourth line down, counting nitrous oxide emissions from RNG combustion, .0113 kilograms CO2 equivalent per metre cubed.  And the citation for that is provided.


MR. BROPHY:  That's great.  Then we'll use JT3.4 for the other.


MR. MILLAR:  JT3.4 will be the undertaking with respect to any RNG -- was it study or plan?


MR. BROPHY:  Strategy.


MR. MILLAR:  Strategy.  Okay, thank you.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.4:  TO CONFIRM THAT THE RNG STRATEGY DOESN'T EXIST, AND IF IT TURNS OUT IT DOES, PROVIDE A COPY


MR. BROPHY:  Great.  And -- with that, I'm done.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Mr. Brophy, appreciated.  I believe up next we have APPrO, which is Mr. Yauch.


Just a quick note before I hand it over to Brady.  The document that was filed today as KT 3.1, folks may recall that Mr. Parkes indicated he may have a question around that, once it was filed.


He does have a question which will only take a minute or two, so I'm going to put him at the end of the list after VECC.  But just to let folks know, Mr. Parkes does have a follow-up question on that.


With that I will pass it over to Mr. Yauch.

Examination by Mr. Yauch:


MR. YAUCH:  Thank you, Michael.  Yes, I have a whopping five minutes so I'll be quick.


So I the reference is exhibit I.10-APPro-18.  In this IR we asked you about potential for CFR credits, as they are mentioned in the application, And what you said if they're generated the mechanism for returning any of the benefits that come from CFR credits is undetermined at this time.


So our only question in follow-up to this is:  Do you -- have you done any internal estimates or studies, memos, on the magnitude in terms of the number of CFR credits you might earn, and/or the financial value of them over this rate application?


MS. MURPHY:  It's Jennifer Murphy from Enbridge Gas.  Apologies.  There is a lot of paper.


MR. YAUCH:  I get it.  Okay.


MS. MURPHY:  I'm just looking for -- I know there's -- there is only a couple of IRs that have to do with (audio dropout) regulation.  And I know we filed some documents.


I would say we have done an analysis on a potential, I believe in the document that was filed, that that was something that we may have redacted and filed confidentially, because we're just a bit concerned to put our position in the market.


MR. YAUCH:  Yeah.  I don't think we need an undertaking.  If you have the information -- I mean, I'm happy just to -- during break, you can just email it to me, the reference, if that's sufficient.


MS. MURPHY:  I think it's SEC-18.  Sorry, I'm just going to look for that and then I'll provide the full.  Yes, so it's exhibit I.1.10-SEC-18.


We were asked to file some, you know, documents around CFR.  So in attachment 2, that would include a lot of information on CFR that was presented internally and I believe you'll see there are some redactions there.


MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  That should be okay.


So I guess my follow-up to this is:  In our IR we asked you about -- so the mechanism or mechanics or the kind of governance around any revenue.  And you responded that we don't really have any sort of process.  Just -- has that changed, or do you -- is the company's position still that if these things are generated we don't actually know what we're going to do with them over the next five years or any revenue related to them?


MS. MURPHY:  It is something that's a work in progress.


Nothing has changed since this was filed at the beginning of the month.  The CFR credits can come from a few different ways, so natural gas vehicles, for example, or from producing RNG or buying RNG, producing or buying hydrogen.


So there's a few different activities that we could be doing, and we're looking at each of those activities and trying to determine how we would deal with the revenue.


MR. YAUCH:  Yeah, I guess the reason we're asking is that you can probably generate CFRs from different lines of your business, right, distribution, transmission, storage, and any revenue generated, we're curious, is it going to flow back to the business where the CFR came from?  Or is it just going to go into general revenues?


MS. MURPHY:  Just speaking on behalf of Enbridge Gas, and, you know, I don't know if other business units might also generate credits, but the CFR credits would be generated -- are generated based on, for clean fuels, so [audio dropout] for hydrogen are generated based on the amount that's produced.


So it's really through the distribution side where we would -- if we're buying renewable natural gas, for example, we might buy that with a CFR credit attached.


If we were to own some sort of a production facility such as, you know, the hydrogen, the power to gas plant that we have in Markham, we might be the ones generating the credit.


So it is a bit complex.  There is different ways that credits may be landing at Enbridge, whether we're producing those credits ourselves or we're buying it attached to a fuel, and we're just trying to determine that beast mechanism, so it could go to general revenue, it could go through the PGVA accounts.


It really depends on each of those opportunities, and we're still underway in determining that.


MR. STEVENS:  Brady, it is David Stevens speaking from Enbridge.


Just listening to this back-and-forth, are you asking even more granularly as to sort of what customer groups are going to benefit once -- I mean, the premise is established, I think, in the interrogatory response that if it's utility credits then they'll go to the benefit of rate-payers.


If you're asking whether there is a more granular determination of which rate-payers it goes to, reading between the lines, I just don't think Enbridge has got to that point yet.


MR. YAUCH:  That's my question, and that's the answer, so I think we're good in terms of what I need.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.


MR. YAUCH:  So I know I only have five minutes, so I just had one more question.  It is on the following IR, APPrO 19.


And in -- I'll wait for it to come up.


We ask you to sort of rank the underlying economic viability of these "safe bet" options, and Enbridge's response is that you haven't ranked them.


So my question really is:  How do you -- how do you allocate your resources efficiently?  Do you have a process in which you are going to allocate your resources efficiently to target the safe-bet options that are most value-add for rate-payers?


What is your process around that if you don't have a ranking for them?


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, Enbridge Gas.  So I think it -- we're not saying here we don't have a process to rank or prioritize the resources.


I think we were looking at this as, which one of these safe-bet actions, if we could only do one or -- you know, which one will we do first, where our answer is really saying, we need to do all of them and we need to move forward, and that's why we have proposed each of them.


So one on its own is not going to get us to our 2030 emissions reduction target, and that the safe bets that we've proposed are ones that we believe will -- as outlined in the plan -- get us to our 2030 or make progress towards our 2030 emissions reductions goal, maintain pathway optionality, given where we are right now in the energy transition in Ontario.  And -- sorry, were you going to --


MR. YAUCH:  No, no, go -- sorry.


MS. WADE:  And so from our perspective all of the safe-bet actions are required.  Internally we have resources focused on each of the different elements, and we believe that, you know, moving forward with these safe-bet actions will enable us to move forward and support the achievement of Ontario's 2030 target.


MR. YAUCH:  Okay, the last follow-up on that and then I promise I'm done, Michael.


You don't take -- of these safe-bet options, the one that would provide the, I say, quote unquote, the best value for money, you don't say -- Enbridge isn't currently saying, "We'll put all our money in that first and then move on to the next one."  You're taking a basket approach and then kind of going from there, sort of looking at all of them in the same lens.


MS. WADE:  Yes, I would say that from our perspective we are not going to reach 2030 emissions reduction target by putting all of the money in just one of these safe bets.  We have to look at each of these safe bets that are on the table and put forward resources and investment towards them in order to support continued progress towards the goals.


So it really is all the tools in the tool belt.  We believe that this is, again, supporting near-term reductions.  It's keeping pathway optionality open, as that is further defined by the province.


And it's ensuring that we maintain the safe and reliable delivery of energy as we move through the next few years in rebasing period.


MR. YAUCH:  Okay, as promised, I'm done.


Thank you very much.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Yauch.


Mr. Garner, I think you're up next, and you've got five minutes.

Examination by Mr. Garner:


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Can you hear me, panel?


MS. MURPHY:  Yes.


MR. GARNER:  Great.  And my first remark would be to Mr. Millar.  I may be more than five minutes, but I do promise to stay within my allotment.  This may shorten my questions on the next panel.


If I could ask that the Exhibit 3.2-VECC-28 be brought up.  And if it helps, I believe it's -- the PDF page is 1122.


Yes, and if you scroll down you will see a table.  It is table 1.  If we just stop there.


My interest -- VECC -- I'm with a group called VECC, and our interests are with lower-income residential consumers, and one thing I want to understand.


I've been listening to you for the last two days, and it is very elucidating, although a little above my head in many places.


What I'm very interested in is, what's the impact to the test year in rates and what's the impact over the rate plan.


And in this table you will see -- this about residential replacements.


And the way I understand replacement customers, these are existing homes which switch from one energy source to another to natural gas.  Is that your understanding as well, for the replacement customers?


MS. MURPHY:  Enbridge Gas, Jennifer Murphy.  Yes, that would be my understanding.


MR. GARNER:  Right.  And so in this table you'll see for the bridge year there is an energy transition number of 26.  So this is a customer account.  And as I understand the math, you are subtracting 26 customers from a forecast which has already been adjusted by, as you can see, the sales team.


Are you aware of how that number is derived?


MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  So if you were to look in our evidence at Exhibit 1, tab 10, schedule 4.  It is page 6 of 20.  We have a table there, table 2.  And on the second line it says "customer addition replacement conversions".  So the assumption that's related to that number shows that we've assumed that in -- starting in 2030 there would be 10 percent fewer existing homes that were not previously heated with natural gas that are converting to natural gas.


So just, I think, to be clear on that, 10 percent fewer than what would have been forecast otherwise is assumed to not connect.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So that's how I derived -- thank you.  That's very helpful, because I was looking for how these numbers get derived.


In this table, will I be able to derive the same for the new construction, how the new construction is adjusted for '24, for the test year '24?


MS. MURPHY:  Yes, so on the first line, that's the new construction assumption.  And then we've provided in the third column -- or sorry, fourth column, the forecast item reference.  So I suspect if you go to exhibit 3, tab 2, schedule 6 you will find more numbers.


We've just got the assumptions here, and the actual forecasts are provided in that location.


MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Ms. Murphy, for that.


And this may be a question for the next panel because what I was looking to find is to actually get a table that actually shows me for both new construction and replacement, for both the bridge year '23 and '24, specifically what the customer account adjustment is -- and specifically, what the customer volume adjustment is.  And you're saying that may already be in the tables and maybe that panel will be able to point me to that?


MS. MURPHY:  I think there was also an interrogatory, I'm just flipping through my binder here, but I believe it is I.11.10-Staff-31.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.


MS. MURPHY:  Where we've provided some tables there, as well in the attachment.


And so between looking at the forecasting evidence and then Staff-31 I think there's a fulsome picture of how the forecasts in exhibit 3 were arrived at.


So the tables there show the impact on the number of customers by assumption, and the assumptions are listed in table 2.


So it explains which of the -- assumption 1 is related to existing customers; assumption 2 is related to new construction, and then assumption 3 is related to replacement.


And then in tables 4, 5, and 6 it shows the impact of each of those assumptions for customer numbers, and tables 7, 8, and 9 it shows -- 7, 8, 9, 10, sorry, it shows the impact to volumes.


MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Ms. Murphy.  There is a lot of evidence.


MS. MURPHY:  Yes.


MR. GARNER:  And trying to recall it all.  But thank you, that's exactly what I was looking for, so thank you for that.


My other question is -- because again I was trying to from my perspective just understand exactly what -- how the energy transition impacts the rate plan.


Other than these adjustments that are being done to the forecast of customer account and volumes, as I understand it, there is no other direct impact on the rate plan other than what we will be talking about later, as I understand it, the unfortunately acronymed SFDD rate structure, right?  That's one aspect.


But there is no other -- is that the only other aspect I should be looking at in the energy transition when I'm saying:  This impacts the rate plan that's in front of the board?


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I would also just direct you to -- sorry, CC -- sorry, exhibit I.1.10-CCC-28.


MR. GARNER:  Mm-hmm.


MS. WADE:  So this IR had asked for us to specifically set out how energy transition issues or items have impacted the 2024 revenue requirement and deficiency.


And you will see there -- if you scroll down, there's table 1.


So this would be the only other IR that I would point you towards.


MR. GARNER:  Yeah, I saw this with the NGV program.  So I was trying to find other aspects of the application that -- like I said, there is a rate -- I think I heard you in your testimony earlier indicate the rate plan that later -- we'll be looking at later in this process, is a transition mechanism because what it tries to do is move volumetric risk off of the table and move it to customer accounts and that sort of -- that was sort of my idea; am I right with that?  That's, that rate plan is being driven by this discussion about energy transition.


MS. WADE:  I would say there is not anyone on the panel to speak to that specifically.  I can say that energy transition was considered, but that that panel would be best to speak to that.


MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  And the last question that was really brought up earlier, just before me, about the CFR credits.  I do understand what you were saying there, but what I didn't see is -- and maybe this again is for the panel that talks about DVAs -- I didn't see any proposal.  Are you aware of a proposal in order to book the -- any of the cost consequences of the -- of the credits so as they can be dealt with and discussed by the Board?  Is that part of the plan, for the credits to be accounted for somewhere, for a future review of the Board?  Or is that a question for someone else?


MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer --

MR. STEVENS:  Good morning, Mark, David Stevens for Enbridge.


MR. GARNER:  Good morning.


MR. STEVENS:  It looked like Jennifer may have something to add.  I was just going to indicate, I imagine this is likely something that the folks speaking about gas costs -- I'm trying to remember if it's panel 5 or panel 7 which has somebody talking about the deferral accounts associated with gas costs.  They may be the best people to speak about this.


I'm not sure -- because it's still an unknown, I'm not sure that there's anything expressly set out in the PGVA or other accounts that is sort of purpose-built to deal with CFR credits.  But there certainly is the representation from Enbridge Gas that the benefit of the credits will flow through.  That being said, it looks like Jennifer may have something to add.


MS. MURPHY:  Yes.  Jennifer Murphy, Enbridge Gas.  I was just going to say that we haven't proposed a specific account or different account.  We're looking at how we can treat those revenues through Enbridge's existing deferral and variance account structures.


At this point I don't believe we would be applying for a separate account, but it's something, you know, that may -- we may come to that at some point in the future, but at this point that wasn't proposed.


MR. GARNER:  Right.  But you are expecting some credits in the future; isn't that correct?  Is that correct?


MS. MURPHY:  We are --


MR. GARNER:  We just don't know what they are yet?


MS. MURPHY:  Yes, we are expecting we would have costs related to CFR and some credit revenue that will begin potentially this year, that we would have some -- definitely costs and perhaps revenue.


The revenue will come when we sell credits, so there could be a bit of a delay.  Whether that's this year or next.


MR. GARNER:  I hadn't contemplated that.  Thank you.  So you're pointing out that when you do whatever you do, you're going to have to account for both a cost-based the subsequent credit, and have a net impact?


MS. MURPHY:  That's correct.  And at this point in time, you know, we're working with fairly minor credit volumes.


When we get to Phase II of this application and we talk about the proposal around renewable natural gas, you know, if that proposal is approved and we start buying a larger amount of RNG starting in the future, then there would be higher revenue.  But right now it would be -- we have some minor costs being incurred to do some consulting work or whatnot, and the revenue associated to the credits won't be realized until we, first, get those credits and then, second, sell them which would be sometime into the future.


So although CFR is active, we're not at the point where we have revenue, and when we do, it will be small to start with.  So we're just working through this process of how it will be handled.


MR. GARNER:  Right.  Thank you, Ms. Murphy.  Those are my questions.  Thank you, panel.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.  Let's -- Mr. Parkes, are you there?


MR. PARKES:  Yes, Mr. Millar, I am.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay, please go ahead.

Examination by Mr. Parkes:


MR. PARKES:  Thank you.  Good morning, panel.  Mike Parkes, OEB Staff.  I just want to pick up on a line of questioning that I was asking about yesterday.


Just as a reminder, I was trying to understand some of the energy transition adjustments that are in Enbridge's customer additions forecast, specifically for new construction.  So Enbridge had indicated that one assumption it used was that by 2030 all new buildings would need to be built according to a net zero energy ready standard, and then there was an assumption that 10 percent of builders meeting that standard would choose not to serve their buildings with gas. and then for nearer term energy transition assumptions there was a reliance on the number of homes currently participating in the net zero labelling program.  So yesterday we kind of left off looking for the Canadian Home Builders Association report that provided some of the background assumptions that went into that.


So I'm wondering if we could pull up the updated summary that was just filed this morning here.


That's it.  Thanks very much.


So I just want to understand the basis for the assumption that 10 percent of builders meeting the net zero energy ready standard would not be gas-connected.


I'm just looking at the heating system configuration data from this report, which I guess is the most updated version of the report.


If you could scroll down a bit.  Yes, thank you.


So it's looking to me like there's -- this is somewhere around the neighbourhood of 30 percent of these homes would likely not be connected to the gas grid, so the air-source heat-pump plus electric furnace or baseboard or the ground-source heat-pump system.


So I'm just wondering if you can understand how you got to the 10 percent assumption with that data.


MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer Murphy, Enbridge Gas.


And so, yes, as you can see on the attachment that we are showing on the screen that was sent this morning, which I believe has been marked as KT3.1, we are seeing that there is a very small amount of net zero ready homes that are being built in Ontario and that are certified or labelled through the CHBA program, so that is showing, you are correct, that about 30 percent of those homes being built don't have natural gas.


This, however, is representing, you know, the thousand homes that are shown there over the 2017 to 2022 time frame.


It represents approximately .1 percent of all homes built in Ontario.


And it is really -- they're being built by, I don't know if handful would be the right -- you know, I don't have the number of builders building to this -- in this program, but it's a small number of builders, so we believe that as we get, you know, to 2030 and more homes are being built net zero ready, that there will be a trend, that, you know, some amount of them don't have natural gas, but we're not certain that this percentage would be representative.  These home builders are, you know, first out of the gate and really interested in building net zero or net zero rate homes.


When the rest of the population of builders move, you know, are moved in that direction due to building codes, not quite sure if that trend, you know, 30 percent would hold up.


So we have been a bit more conservative in the numbers that we've used, and that would be shown in Exhibit 1, tab 10, Schedule 4, at table 2, where we've assumed that by 2032 it is about 12 and a half percent that are not building with natural gas.


MR. PARKES:  So if I understand you correctly then this data was not used to come up with that assumption that 10 percent of builders meeting the net zero standard would not be connected to the gas system; is that correct?


MS. MURPHY:  It was -- I would say it's not quite correct.  It was used.  It was part of the scan of, you know, market trends and available data that was looked at by Enbridge Gas.


And this is our, you know, I think some of the best information that was available to reference.  It's hard to know how this -- the percentage shown here would be projected out, so, no, we did not use the 30 percent with no gas that is shown in this study, but I wouldn't say this wasn't used.  It was used.  It just, we didn't use -- the document was used as a reference.


We just didn't think that that trend would hold up, per se, as we get to 2030 and more builders or all builders are going towards net zero.


MR. PARKES:  Okay, did you have any other sources that you used to come up with the number or the estimate of 10 percent in 2030 that wouldn't service their buildings with natural gas?


MS. MURPHY:  I believe this was the main source, so I'll say subject to check I think this was it, but if we find anything else, I could perhaps take that as an undertaking.  If there was something else we could file it.


MR. PARKES:  Okay, and then the last question, I guess.  So the only way this report was directly used then was to make the interpolation, I guess, down from 2030 to previous years.


So am I correct that you took the actual number of net zero and net zero-ready homes here shown, I guess in 2022, as sort of one data point that then fed into your assumptions for 2023 as to how many customers would not connect to the gas grid, and then interpolated between that value and your '23 estimate that 10 percent of all new construction would not connect to the gas grid?


MS. MURPHY:  Jennifer Murphy, Enbridge Gas.  Yes, I believe that's correct.


We used this is where we are today, and then that was the starting point and being able to interpolate and draw a trend out over time.


This is the starting point.


MR. PARKES:  Okay, those are my questions.  Thank you very much.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Parkes.  Was there an undertaking in there?  I thought you had asked for an undertaking, I think, Mr. Parkes, to report back on something, but nothing has been marked, so if we need an undertaking I need to mark it.


MR. PARKES:  Okay.  Well, I didn't directly ask for an undertaking.  I guess I had asked if there were any other sources that fed into the assumption that 10 percent of builders in 2030 meeting the net zero energy standard would not service their buildings with gas, but Enbridge had indicated that they would check to see if there was any more sources.


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, so I'm in everyone's hands.  Do we want that marked or not?


MR. STEVENS:  Ms. Murphy had indicated subject to check.  I suppose we're in your hands as to whether that's sufficient.


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, let's not mark it then, if Mr. Parkes will be informed if there's something he needs to be informed of.  Mr. Elson, I -- I see you've come on, Mr. Elson.  I just saw you sent me a note as well, but I haven't read it.


MR. ELSON:  I'm just going to try to ask a quick follow-up question with your indulgence.  It should be very quick.


MR. MILLAR:  Yes, go ahead.  And I see you've actually removed your time for panel 11, so that will give you a minute or two here.  Go ahead.


MR. ELSON:  Good.  This is for Guidehouse, just clarification.  Mr. Ringo, your model includes user costs, but I'm assuming that those user costs do not include the cost of behind-the-meter gas pipes in new construction; would that be a correct assumption?


MR. RINGO:  Yes.


MR. ELSON:  And your model includes the cost of existing distribution systems, but I'm assuming it wouldn't include the cost of expanding the distribution system to new residential developments or new homes; is that correct?


MR. RINGO:  Our costs include the O&M of the existing gas system, but we don't model the expansion or conversion of the distribution pipelines.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  That's all.


MR. MILLAR:  And thank you, Mr. Elson.


With that we will take -- I guess that's it for panel 2.  So thank you very much, panel.  You're excused, with the Board's thanks.


We will turn after our morning break with panel 3, and I think it's you who are up again, Kent, so we'll take 15 minutes, which will take us to 10:55.


When we return we're going to do a switch of counsel here, so you'll be in the tender care of Mr. Richler, but I will be back later in the day.


And we'll be back in 15 minutes.  Thank you.

      --- Recess taken at 10:40 a.m.

      --- On resuming at 10:55


MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back, everyone, from the break.  We are now ready to move on to Enbridge's third witness panel.


MR. STEVENS:  Panel 3 has now joined us.  They will be speaking to revenues, volumes, customer additions, attachment policies and UFG.


It is a larger panel, and I will ask them to introduce themselves in a moment.  But before that, I just want to indicate that joining me for this panel are a few new people who you will see appear on camera from time to time.  First is my co-counsel, Tania Persad, and then from the regulatory group I'm joined also by Joel Denomy.


And Mark Kitchen is still with us for this portion, and from time to time, Vanessa Innis will be sitting with us at the regulatory table.


With that, I will turn us over to the witness panel.  What I'm going to do is ask each of them to introduce themselves and their title, and to indicate very briefly the portions of the evidence or the topics to which they will be speaking.


And I'm going to go from left to right on your screen starting with Faheem Ahmad.


MR. AHMAD:  My name is Faheem Ahmad, so specialist customer portfolio and analysis.  I will be speaking about attachment policies.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Good morning.  Ian MacPherson.  I'm the director of distribution and franchise sales, and I'll be speaking to new business policies and economic policies.


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau, manager of revenue and cost of gas, and I'll be speaking primarily to the contract market forecast and unaccounted for gas.


MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy, manager of underground storage, and I'll be speaking to the heat value of carbonization.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan, specialist, economic evaluation and forecast.  I am here to speak to general service volume forecast.


MR. BASHUALDO:  Gilmer Bashualdo, manager of economic evaluation and forecast.  I'm here to speak about the general service volume forecast as well.


MS. HO:  Catherine Ho, manager of financial planning and analysis.  I'll be addressing financial and economic assumptions.
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MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, panel.  And with that, I believe we are ready for the first group of questions.


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.  First up is Environmental Defence.  Mr. Elson, over to you.  You've got 45 minutes.

Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  Good morning.  Thank you, panel.  If we could start by returning are turning to Environmental Defence-83 and that would be 1.2.5-83 -- sorry, 1.15-ED-83.


As it's being pulled up I think I can ask the question which is around residential developments. and I understand from the response to part (b) of 1.15-ED-83 that developments can pay a TSC instead of a CIAC.


MR. AHMAD:  Yes, that is correct.


MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens.  We will do our very best to make sure each speaker is, number 1, holding up their card, and number 2, indicating their name and number 3, speaking loudly and slowly.  We appreciate the challenge we have with such a large panel.


MR. ELSON:  And so in the case of a new residential development, like a subdivision, the temporary connection surcharge is paid by the customers buying the homes, not by the developer; have I understood that correctly?


MR. AHMAD:  That is correct.


MR. ELSON:  And that cannot be combined with the contribution in aid of construction?


MR. AHMAD:  Yes, that is correct.


MR. ELSON:  So if the TCS is used, the temporary connection surcharge, the developers don't pay anything, and only the homeowners do; is that right?


MR. AHMAD:  Yes, that is right.


MR. ELSON:  And the TSC, that can only be used when there is 50 or fewer customers; is that correct as well?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian McPherson.  That's correct, but I'd like to clarify Mr. Ahmad's answer in that it is not our practice to use, generally to use TCS and SCS in new construction subdivision projects.


They, per the Board's decision on community expansion projects, must apply in new developments in those cases. With new constructions that development we would expect the builder to pay any contribution, to make the project feasible.


MR. ELSON:  So you never use the TCS for residential developments?


MR. AHMAD:  Not so far.  We have applying only CIAC for (inaudible).


MR. ELSON:  So when, in what circumstances are you using the TCS?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian McPherson.  We would generally apply it in short main extension applications.


MR. ELSON:  So would that -- if it's not for a residential development, what is it for in terms of homes?  Do you ever use it for homes?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian McPherson.  Typically yes.  It would be, most often there would be a short main extension for existing homes.  However, it could be -- it could be infill homes like that are newly constructed, but just to differentiate, the difference between a subdivision versus a couple of new homes to be built, like a court, that would be different.


MR. ELSON:  So it's like small -- you would use it for smaller residential developments; is that right?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian McPherson.  Confirmed.


MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Okay.  And have you used the SES for a larger residential development, like a subdivision?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  SES is used when the residential customers in the development are more than 50, but the segregation between the SES and TCS is a number of customers.  But the charge is applied in the same manner and the rate is the same as well.


MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So SES is not only for community expansion projects; is that right?


MR. AHMAD:  Yes, that is correct, yeah, not only for community expansion.  It will be applied for the existing homes and (inaudible) as well.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian McPherson.  Just to clarify, in cases of community expansion projects where the SES is applied, we have no choice but to apply the SES to all connecting customers within that development, including the construction subdivisions.


MR. ELSON:  Okay, since the TCS and SES have been available, approximately what percent of developments have been charged with the TCS or the SES instead of the CIAC?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  None.


MR. ELSON:  None.  And that's just a choice that Enbridge has made?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  As I said earlier, our policy is not to -- not to apply those types of charges to new construction that the development -- that the builder should pay.  That in cases of like community expansion, we have no choice but to apply it, if that is what you are asking.  It's not discretionary --


MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And when you say policy, that's internal Enbridge policy, as opposed to the surcharges decision from the OEB?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Confirmed.  It does not restrict the use of that charge in developments.


MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So you could use it if you changed your policy, and so that leads to my next question is:  Why do you have that policy in place?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  So the reason this policy is in place that we do not want the builder to pass on the contribution to the end-use customers.  So that will lead to customers disputing the charge on their bill going forward.  So that's why we don't want to use it for the builders.


MR. ELSON:  Okay, could you file the policy document that includes that restriction on using the TCS or SES for residential developments by way of undertaking?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  We filed our policies in this application.  There is no -- like, there is no statement in that application that, you know, that prohibits that charge.  However, we did provide an IR response explaining that that is our practice not to do so.


MR. ELSON:  Got it.  So it's an unwritten policy not to do so.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Confirmed.


MR. ELSON:  I provided yesterday a printout from your website where you list your TCS and SES locations, and I'm just trying to drill down a little bit to understand, you know, when you're using them and when you're not using them, and I'm wondering if -- maybe you can scroll further down in this document, just to the next page.  I'm sure you're familiar with what's here.


Could you undertake to provide a copy of this table, adding three columns, one of them saying whether it is the TCS or SES, one of them saying whether it's new build versus existing, and then the third one saying the number of new customers.


Could you undertake that do that?  Sorry, number of customers?


MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Kent.  David Stevens.  Can we start by noting the document we're looking at as an exhibit?


MR. ELSON:  That would be good.  Thanks, Mr. Stevens.  Could we mark this as an exhibit?


MR. RICHLER:  Yes, this will be Exhibit KT3.2, and for the record, Mr. Elson, can you just read out the title of this?


MR. ELSON:  Of course I can.  Natural gas expansion surcharge, Enbridge Gas, and it's a printout from the Enbridge website.

EXHIBIT NO. KT3.2:  DOCUMENT ENTITLED "NATURAL GAS EXPANSION SURCHARGE, ENBRIDGE GAS", A PRINTOUT FROM THE ENBRIDGE WEBSITE.


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Kent, can you please also just repeat the three things that you are requesting will be added as new columns to this table?


MR. ELSON:  Of course I can.  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.


One column indicating whether it is the TCS or the SES that is being applied.  A second column saying whether these are new builds or existing addresses.  Then a third column saying, you know, the number of customers.


And all of that's on a best-efforts basis.  If, for example, you can't figure out whether it's new build versus existing, just let us know, but if you could provide that by way of undertaking, that would be appreciated.


MR. STEVENS:  We can do that, Kent.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


MR. MacPHERSON:  One clarification.  When you separate new build from existing, I assume you mean subdivision versus existing?


MR. ELSON:  I think we would be looking for new build versus existing, but if all you can provide is subdivision versus existing, then that would be fine too.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Yep.


MR. RICHLER:  We will note that undertaking as JT3.5.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.5:  TO ADD TO EXHIBIT KT3.2 ONE COLUMN INDICATING WHETHER IT IS THE TCS OR THE SES THAT IS BEING APPLIED.  A SECOND COLUMN SAYING WHETHER THESE ARE NEW BUILDS OR EXISTING ADDRESSES.  THEN A THIRD COLUMN SAYING THE NUMBER OF CUSTOMERS.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If we could go back to 1.15-ED-83, and in tables D and E in the question we had asked for a comparison of the connections policies on the gas side and on the electric side and for an explanation of any of the differences.


And you provided us the response on the gas side, but you declined to do so on the electric side, because there's 55 LDCs, and that's a fair point.


But we would be satisfied with a response that only includes the electric connection rules that are set out in the distribution system code, and then an explanation for or justification for the differences on the gas side with respect to those; is that something that you can undertake to provide?


MR. STEVENS:  I can.  David Stevens for Enbridge.


We received your e-mail this morning -- or yesterday providing attachment A, I think it is, from the distribution system code.


MR. ELSON:  Mm-hmm.


MR. STEVENS:  And we are talking about it amongst ourselves, and I will say that the rules on the electricity side are not something that are particularly familiar to the Enbridge connections team.


It's not a document or approach they use.  They follow the prescribed rules on the gas side.


So they'd be learning about this and providing you this information, and I'm not sure why it's something to receive from Enbridge rather for them -- for you instead simply to speak to.


Enbridge follows the rules that apply to it, and there may be other rules for others, but it wouldn't have any idea why those -- why things developed differently on the electricity side or, indeed, what the differences are.


So on that basis we're reluctant to provide the undertaking you're asking for.


MR. ELSON:  Well, you know what, Mr. Stevens, maybe what I'll do is start asking some questions and see where it goes.


I just thought it would be better to do it by way of undertaking to address all of the differences, and it may be that your -- that your panel doesn't have specific justifications, but why don't I just give it a shot.


So on the electric side there is a five-year customer attachment horizon, and on the gas side there is a 10-year customer attachment horizon.


Can you justify or explain why there should be a longer customer attachment horizon for the economic assessment of connections?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  I'm not in a position to explain the difference.


These regulations, as was done in the Electricity Distribution Code and EBO-188, were done through a consultative process which considered all these aspects that I think you're going to ask us about now and were a rule made by the Board.


Our proposal here today before in our application is to update and harmonize our policies consistent with that rule.


So I don't know if it's useful for me to try to opine on the Board's decision and rule that we -- that we're following now.


MR. ELSON:  That's a fair answer, and what I'm trying to get at is there is a difference between the policies, and the gas policies are more liberal, in a sense, and whether there is anything that comes to your mind that would explain why you can have a longer customer attachment forecast to use as a discount against your CIAC than you can in the electric context.


I'm happy for you to take it away and think about it, and that was my original suggestion, but if you have no sort of justification of it, then that's fine.


MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Kent, it's David Stevens again.


Based on my quick discussions this morning with the Enbridge team, they don't have any familiarity with the process that led to the determination of the system expansion rules and the economic evaluation rules, I suppose, said more properly, on the electricity side.


And so that puts them in a position that they can't make comparisons.  They know the gas side, but they don't know what determinations went into the economic evaluation on the electricity side, and I would suggest it would be pure speculation on their side, on their part, the Enbridge witnesses' part, to start guessing at why things are expressed differently in the distribution system code versus EBO-188.


MR. ELSON:  I'm not asking for them to guess why the policies ended up the way they are.


I'm asking for whether Enbridge believes there's an actual justification for it in this day and age to have, you know, a different customer attachment horizon or a different customer revenue horizon because there -- what it comes down to is differentiations in risk, right?  If you have a longer customer attachment horizon and a longer customer revenue horizon, then it is putting more risk on existing rate-payers versus the new customer.


Just, I mean maybe Enbridge is saying we had no reason to believe there should be a greater or lesser risks in one sector than the other; that's fine, that's the answer.


But I'd just like to know, put it to your witnesses.


So I'll ask one more question and see what their answer is and then I'll move on, Mr. Stevens.


MR. STEVENS:  Before doing that, Kent, with respect, I just don't think it's fair to ask the Enbridge witnesses how their industry compares to another industry that they're not so closely involved in, and why the prescribed rule that applies to their industry might be changed.


MR. ELSON:  There is a 25-year customer revenue horizon on the electric side and a 40-year customer revenue horizon on the gas side.


From your perspective, is there a distinction between the electricity and the gas sector that would mean that the risks are different, for example, to justify a longer customer revenue horizon on the gas side?


MR. STEVENS:  I guess I'm in the witnesses' hands to understand if they have any specific knowledge to be able to answer that.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I have no information or knowledge on this topic to offer.


MR. ELSON:  That is fine.  And I will move on now to page 4 of this interrogatory response.


So, in terms of your connections, you have to maintain your portfolio greater than one.  Who is liable for shortfalls if your portfolio ends up coming in at less than one?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad, Enbridge Gas.  So Enbridge is -- Enbridge is liable to manage its investment portfolio at a PI greater than one.


And if there are some specific customers with -- where we experience a cost overrun or revenue shortfall, that feeds into investment portfolio.  And historically Enbridge has managed its investment portfolio above one.


So this is how we -- the cost overruns by some projects are offset by cost underruns on other projects.  And same applies to the revenue shortfall.  Overall, they mitigate each other.


MR. ELSON:  Understood.  And that's what you said in response to this interrogatory.  My question is different.  If your overall revenues or cost overruns mean that your overall portfolio is in a shortfall with a PI of less than one, who's liable for that?


Is that a cost that's borne by rate-payers or by the Enbridge shareholder?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  The indications of a negative NPV are set out in EBO-188, that set that the Board will determine if there are any consequences of a deficiency in the investment portfolio.


MR. ELSON:  So you would be required to bring that to the Board any time -- or Enbridge is required to flag that for the Board at it next rebasing, every time there's -- or anytime that there would be a shortfall?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Could you repeat the question?


MR. ELSON:  So you said if it has to be dealt with by the Board, and so I'm just confirming that Enbridge has an obligation to notify the Board of any shortfall.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I'm not sure there is an obligation or not in -- (inaudible) that case (inaudible) a cumulative investment portfolio in the -- during this -- these deferred rebasing periods is positive.  I'm not sure if you're -- the nature of the question.


MR. ELSON:  That's okay, Mr. MacPherson.  I'll move on, in the interest of time.


If I could move on to the subsequent three interrogatories forward, which is 1.15-ED-86.


And we had asked an interrogatory exploring the impact of the Greener Homes Grant incentives on customer attachments of the gas system to the gas system.


And we had asked for the customer attachments by month in the community expansions as a percentage of the forecast to see whether in the period where the Greener Homes Grant became available, you started to see a decline in those customer attachments.


So this question really isn't about the community expansions in particular, it's about customer attachments more generally.  And Enbridge declined to provide a response and it seemed to say, well, community expansions isn't within scope and we're going to provide our community expansion reporting later.


But our question was different from that.  It's not limited to community expansion.  So with that additional background, we would ask that you undertake to provide a response to ED-86.


MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Kent.  It's David Stevens speaking.  Just so that everybody is literally on the same page, can you indicate which part of ED-86 you're speaking of so we have it front of us?


MR. ELSON:  (b), and if you scroll down a slight bit we will be at (b).  There we go.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Kent, Ian MacPherson.  So you are asking for an undertaking on part (b) of ED-95?  About the --


MR. ELSON:  ED-86.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Excuse me.


MR. AHMAD:  Yes, Faheem Ahmad.  I believe that the panel number 4 can expand on community expansion projects.  So they will be in the best position to respond to this question.


MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking.  So we can see the question here.  Maybe it would be helpful to pull up the answer.  I just want to make sure we're not sending you to a panel who would send you back to this panel.


MR. ELSON:  This is one of those lovely answers that refers you to another interrogatory that provides to a refusal based on grounds that don't really apply to my question.


MR. MacPHERSON:  We're not trying to do that.  Apologies.  We want to make sure what you're asking.


MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps if the witness panel could have a moment to confer, and they can pull up FRPO 21, look at the questions and answers, and just -- I want to make sure we're giving you --


MR. ELSON:  I can tell you what FRPO-21 -- We just don't have a lot of time.  FRPO 21 says Enbridge is required to provide reporting in response to the community expansion decision, you know, ten years after the rate period.


MR. STEVENS:  Okay.


MR. ELSON:  It is just not a justification not to provide this information.

I mean, I can bring it up to panel 4 but it is really question about customer attachments.  It's not as much a question...


MR. STEVENS:  Angela, could you please pull up ED-86 again?  Thank you.  And the question (b).


MR. ELSON:  What you could do is provide me an undertaking to provide a response on a best-efforts basis, and if the people in charge of this information can't provide an answer, then they won't.  But that would be great so we could just save time, and not go over this all --


MR. STEVENS:  We will proceed on that basis, Kent, whether it's this panel or the subsequent panel who provides the answer.


Enbridge Gas will, on a best efforts basis, provide a response to ED-86.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT3.6.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.6:  A BEST EFFORTS BASIS, TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE TO ED-86.


MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to ED-94 which would, again, be 1.15-ED-94 -- my apologies.  It is actually 2.6-ED-94.  And on page 5, table 4 it says "single-family dwellings, apartment en suite".  I'm not really sure what that means.


And does single-family dwellings include only new homes?  Maybe that's something that you could just undertake to clarify what that column means, whether it's -- it includes only new homes and otherwise what it's meant to encompass.


The other question we have on this -- [overspeaking] -- I'll ask another question and maybe we can put them together.  Which of these years are historic versus actual numbers?  Sorry, actual versus forecast.


MR. AHMAD:  These are -- Faheem Ahmad -- a single-family dwelling, so this means that these are residential -- residential unit which are individually metered within the condo buildings.  So this is what this column means.


And this has the actual numbers for 2020 to 2022, and the remaining period is forecast.


MR. ELSON:  Okay, that's -- thank you.


If we could turn to the next interrogatory response, 2.6-ED-94.  And we had asked for information on -- sorry, ED-95.  I think I just said 94 again.  2.6-ED-95.


We had asked for information on account closures, and you provided a response only for contract customers in the response to (b), and could you undertake to provide the account closures for general-service customers as well?


MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens for Enbridge.


I'd simply ask the panel whether that's information that's available?


MR. BASHUALDO:  Gilmer Bashualdo.  That information is not available.


MR. STEVENS:  Can you explain why, please, Gilmer?


MR. BASHUALDO:  We don't track that information in our group.


We when we produce the customer forecast we explain that in our evidence, and we have this number that we call customer shrinkage, which is the difference between the customer account, versus the (inaudible) customer account versus which we would have resulted using the customer adds.  There is this number of customers that basically the company doesn't get revenue from, and it's about 3,000, I believe, top of my head, subject to check.  But specifically where those numbers are coming from, line by line, we don't have that available.


MR. ELSON:  Do you mean only in your area?  I'm surprised that Enbridge wouldn't know how many residential customers are leaving its system.


MR. BASHUALDO:  Gilmer Bashualdo.  In my area.


MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to talk to other areas in Enbridge to determine how many customers are leaving your system who are general-service customers?


MR. STEVENS:  I recognize your time is short and we respect that, but I need just a moment to confer with my regulatory colleagues.


[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for that indulgence, Kent.


The challenge that we are anticipating is that, while Enbridge would track the number of accounts that are closed, we're not certain whether Enbridge then links that up to accounts being re-established at the same meter by a new owner such that a net number of lost accounts or terminated accounts can be determined.


We can do more investigation and determine whether Enbridge, in any of the groups, does track the number of closed residential accounts, but our answer may simply be a repeat, that this is not something that is specifically tracked or known.


MR. ELSON:  That would be fine, which would be an undertaking on a best-efforts basis to determine the number of account enclosures for general-service customers.


MR. RICHLER:  We'll note that as JT3.7.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.7:  ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS TO DETERMINE THE NUMBER OF ACCOUNT ENCLOSURES FOR GENERAL-SERVICE CUSTOMERS.


MR. ELSON:  And I'm fine if you have to come back with a calculated answer, you know, we know this many people were added and we know that we had this many people at the end of the year, and so we're estimating it's in this range, you know, whatever can be done to come up with a number, even if it's not something that you don't automatically track.


MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  And just to be clear, we're speaking of permanently closed or permanently departed customers?


MR. ELSON:  Well, I guess you never know whether they are permanently departed, but we try to track as much as possible people who have left the gas system.


MR. STEVENS:  Understood.


MR. ELSON:  Further down on ED-95, in part (c) we had asked for a greener homes grant application for heat pumps, and Enbridge didn't have the information yet.


We are now a little bit further along.


I understand that Enbridge is now receiving those applications, so could you provide by way of undertaking a response to ED-95(c) as of the time that you provide your undertaking responses?


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, what -- can you explain, Kent, what's the benefit to providing an update that's simply one month later?


MR. ELSON:  Well, you didn't provide any --


MR. STEVENS:  I think the date of these interrogatories was the 8th of March.  Our undertakings are due on the 6th of April.


MR. ELSON:  Yes, so you didn't provide any answer because you said we've just started administering the program, and so I'm now looking -- hoping that you can provide something, because it will be April, and you will have been administering it by three months and your applications will have been received.


Happy if it's on a best-efforts basis, because I don't think that anyone here is going to know for sure whether it's possible, but we'd like to get an indication of how many people are electrifying through the greener homes grant, and if that can't be provided by April that would be appreciated on a best-efforts basis.


MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge can undertake to advise whether there is any update to ED-95(d) without committing that there will actually be an update.


It may well be the answer that three months is still not indicative enough to give you information that Enbridge is prepared to share, but we can certainly take this away and advise whether there is an update to part (d).


MR. ELSON:  Yes, and presumably if there is an update you'll provide the update.


MR. STEVENS:  Right.


MR. RICHLER:  Okay, that will be JT3.8.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.8:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE IS ANY UPDATE TO ED-95(D) WITHOUT COMMITTING THAT THERE WILL ACTUALLY BE AN UPDATE.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


Turning now to ED-133, which is in a different section of the evidence, 4.3, ED-133.  Attachment 3 to this interrogatory provides losses that are focused on leaks, and I think I probably used the wrong word, because I'm actually looking for all of the physical losses, not just leaks.


I understand that you classify leaks as being a subset of physical losses, now that I look at it.


Could you reproduce attachment 3 with a breakout of physical losses instead of just losses from leaks?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Beyond the leak volumes that have been provided, we do not have more granular level of detail for the remainder of the empty volumes to attribute to physical losses versus other sources.


MR. ELSON:  So the other sources would include other kinds of physical losses aside from leaks?


MS. GOODREAU:  The information provided regarding the leak volumes.


MR. ELSON:  Yes.


MS. GOODREAU:  Is the detail that we have available down.  But for the remainder of the UFG volumes we are not able to quantify more specifically the contributors, whether they're leaks versus other sources of UFG.


MR. ELSON:  And can you break-out meter losses from everything else?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  We do not have updated information on that.  I believe there had been percentages provided in the 2019 UFG report that was completed, but we do not have any additional updates to provide beyond that.


MR. ELSON:  Okay, maybe you can provide a breakdown for 2019 of the UFG in -- as detailed as possible as a percentage of throughput.

I didn't see in that document, it being expressed as a percentage of throughput.  You can just tell me to go and look at it again if it's already in there, but if you could provide it by way of undertaking, that would be helpful for me.


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Could I clarify what percentage -- what are you asking us to provide?


MR. ELSON:  The UFG volume by type or by source, and in each case both by cubic metres and also as a percentage of throughput.


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  We can provide those items as a percentage of UFG to the extent that they are quantified and the remainder will be identified as other.


MR. ELSON:  Got it.  And you can do that as percentage of throughput?


MS. GOODREAU:  Yes.


MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens speaking, Kent.


Is it fair to say that what you are asking for is whether Enbridge has any more granular breakdown of the 2019 column in attachment 3 of ED-133?


MR. ELSON:  I think that would be another way of phrasing it.


MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.  It sounds like there is at least an estimate of losses associated with meters.  I don't know if there would be anymore granularity, but we'll find out and we can include it.


MR. RICHLER:  JT3.9.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.9:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER ENBRIDGE HAS ANY MORE GRANULAR BREAKDOWN OF THE 2019 COLUMN IN ATTACHMENT 3 OF ED-133.


MR. ELSON:  This is going to be a difficult question to answer, but what percentage reduction in physical losses is possible?  I know you're not going to be able to give me a percent but how much better can Enbridge do in terms of reducing the physical losses of gas in its system?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I believe we -- in the response to ED-133, we indicated that we did not believe it would be possible to provide an estimate for that.


MR. ELSON:  I think I had asked you, you know, maybe something more specific and had asked, in particular, for the costing of it.  Can you give me any sort of indication, is it impossible to get a 5 percent reduction?  Is it impossible to get a 100 percent reduction?  What kind of target can you possibly be shooting for?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I don't believe we are in a position to be able to provide an estimate (inaudible) --


MR. ELSON:  To me that suggests --


MS. GOODREAU:  Sorry, that was a bit muffled.  Able to provide an estimate of the, that you were suggesting?  Sorry, Rachel Goodreau.  Indicated that I don't believe we are able to provide an estimate of the reductions that Mr. Elson is requesting.


MR. ELSON:  Now, I understand that Enbridge does not do aerial testing.


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I believe that is correct.


MR. ELSON:  Why not?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I am not aware of the reasons for or against.


MR. ELSON:  How can you be sure that you have the right number in terms of physical losses without aerial testing?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  UFG overall we are able to calculate but to the extent of the individual components of UFG, they are all -- it's not possible to quantify them all individually.


The physical losses, I believe, are determined based on the leaks in emission volumes that have been calculated.  I'm not sure if that answers your question.


MR. ELSON:  Not quite.  How can you know what the leaks in emissions volumes are without doing aerial testing?


MR. STEVENS:  I am mindful of the fact that while we do have a large panel here, Kent, we don't have very many folks who have sort of operational responsibility.  so I guess I'd ask the panel whether there's anybody who is a subject-matter expert to be able to answer that kind of question.  I'm seeing a lot of shaking heads.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I don't think this panel is qualified to answer, but just because from my understanding we use other methods of determining leaks and verifying our system.


But I think -- I'm not sure which panel is the right one, but there is different operational panels that are coming forward that would be in a better position to answer this.


MR. STEVENS:  Would it be acceptable for you, Kent, for us to take this away in writing rather than --


MR. ELSON:  Sure.  Sure.


MR. STEVENS:  -- having you spent time with another panel?


MR. ELSON:  Sure, I'll ask a broader question, which is to ask that you comment on the reasonableness of conducting aerial testing in the future to get a better or complete understanding of your UFG including leaks and emissions.


MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we will provide that undertaking.


MR. RICHLER:  JT3.10.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.10:  TO COMMENT ON THE REASONABLENESS OF CONDUCTING AERIAL TESTING IN THE FUTURE TO GET A BETTER OR COMPLETE UNDERSTANDING OF UFG, INCLUDING LEAKS AND EMISSIONS.


MR. ELSON:  I'm getting there.  I'm going to go back to connections and ask for an undertaking to let us know how much it costs to connect a home to the gas grid on average, focusing only on those costs paid for via rates, and also how long it would take for the rates from that single home to pay off those connection costs.


MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens again, Kent.  When you say how long to connect a home, are you just asking for the average of all homes?  I think we've talked about a few different kind of connection types, whether it's a subdivision, whether it's an infill and I'm sure there are variations on each.


MR. ELSON:  I'm talking about an average home, so that would be one without the TCS or SES.


If you connect the home, and on average how much are the connection costs and on average how long would it take with rates to pay off those connection costs.


MR. STEVENS:  We can undertake to provide that.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


MR. RICHLER:  JT3.11.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.11:  TO ADVISE HOW MUCH IT COSTS TO CONNECT A HOME TO THE GAS GRID, ON AVERAGE, FOCUSING ONLY ON THOSE COSTS PAID FOR VIA RATES, AND ALSO HOW LONG IT WOULD TAKE FOR THE RATES FROM THAT SINGLE HOME TO PAY OFF THOSE CONNECTION COSTS FOR AN AVERAGE HOME, WITHOUT TCS OR SES.  ON AVERAGE HOW MUCH ARE THE CONNECTION COSTS AND ON AVERAGE HOW LONG WOULD IT TAKE WITH RATES TO PAY OFF THOSE CONNECTION COSTS.  NOT INCLUDING THE SES OR TCS COSTS.


MR. ELSON:  Just to confirm, I am not including the SES or TCS costs because although they're all located for different pipes.


Last question to be further to 1.10 GEC 7, which was actually an energy transition question but -- interrogatory.  But let me ask a question that relates to attachments.


In the residential gas end use study -- and Mr. Richler, I'm almost done here -- there is reference that we saw to previously how most customers prefer natural gas heating in a new home, but that is declining from 86 percent in 2019 to 83 to 77.


Just looking for a table tracking the preference for natural gas in a new home since 2015; is that something you could put together?


MR. STEVENS:  Can you just clarify, please, Kent, what you mean by the preference?


MR. ELSON:  If we turn to attachment 5, page 19, one of your survey questions is whether customers would prefer natural gas for home heating in a new home, and just looking for those responses since 2015 in a table.


MR. STEVENS:  To extent that those are available, we can provide it.


MR. ELSON:  Okay.


MR. RICHLER:  JT3.12.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.12:  WITH REFERENCE TO THE RESIDENTIAL GAS END USE STUDY, ATTACHMENT 5, PAGE 19, TO PROVIDE A TABLE TRACKING THE PREFERENCE FOR NATURAL GAS IN A NEW HOME SINCE 2015


MR. ELSON:  And last question would be for Enbridge to undertake to comment on whether it would agree to update this survey to differentiate between electric baseboard heaters and cold-climate heat pumps.


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to be clear, Kent, you're asking whether if Enbridge is using this form of survey in the future, whether it would insert the update you're suggesting?


MR. ELSON:  Yes.


The rationale for it being that there is one answer for electricity, and that could be confusing to customers, because electric baseboards are very expensive and electric cold-climate heat pumps are very cost-effective, so you might get better results if you split those two up.


So that would -- it is something that your panel can't speak to now, just to undertake to comment on whether it would agree to update this survey to differentiate between those two heating sources.


MR. STEVENS:  Yeah, we can provide a response to that request.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.


MR. RICHLER:  It's JT3.13.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.13:  TO COMMENT ON WHETHER ENBRIDGE WOULD AGREE TO UPDATE THIS SURVEY TO DIFFERENTIATE BETWEEN ELECTRIC BASEBOARD HEATERS AND COLD-CLIMATE HEAT PUMPS.


MR. ELSON:  Those are my questions.  Thank you very much, panel.


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Elson.


Next up is School Energy Coalition.  Mr. Rubenstein, are you ready to proceed?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I am.  Thank you.

Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning, panel.  Can we start at 3.2 GEC 29.  And in the attachment to this interrogatory you provided 365 pages of data.  I was wondering if you could undertake to provide that in Excel.


MR. STEVENS:  I'll just ask the panel if there is anybody that can speak to whether this is possible or not.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  This isn't my response, but I don't know why we couldn't provide this data, subject to check.


MR. RICHLER:  I will note that as JT3.14.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.14:  IN 3.2 GEC 29, TO PROVIDE THE ATTACHMENT TO THIS INTERROGATORY IN EXCEL.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.


Could I ask if you could turn to 3.2-VECC-29.


I'm wondering if we could turn just to the attachment.


So here you provided a table which is, I understand, is a customer additions without the community expansion forecasts and without any energy transition of adjustment; do I have that correct?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Yes, that is correct.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so I was wondering -- the first thing, I was wondering if you could provide us the actual -- for each of the categories and the sub-categories, if you could provide the, on the same basis, the actual 2022 customer additions by way of undertaking?


MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens, Mark.


Sorry, you would like a third column for 2022?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, 2022 forecast is there.


MR. STEVENS:  Right.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- [overspeaking] -- on the same basis.


Yeah, the actuals, since the year is over.


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Yes, we can provide that.


MR. RICHLER:  JT.15.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.15:  TO PROVIDE, FOR EACH OF THE CATEGORIES AND THE SUB-CATEGORIES, THE ACTUAL 2022 CUSTOMER ADDITIONS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I want to just understand the forecast, the pre-energy transition and the -- excluding the customer expansion forecast, just understand what you did, and let's use 2024 as an example, and I think there was some discussion.


So there's an economic -- you utilize your economic tools and you come up with a forecast, so for 2024 that's in column G.


And then you make adjustments, as I understand, and those adjustments, as I understand, are based on discussions with sort of the regional sales group.


And I take it that if they have some insights that are very on-the-ground insights and they differ from the forecasts that are being derived, that's what's made up of the adjustment?


MR. AHMAD:  Yes, Faheem Ahmad.  Yes, those are the basis of their adjustment, because the regional sales -- regional teams who connect the customer, as well as our sales team, they have direct contacts with the builder's community, and based on their contacts they gather the information of how much construction activity they are expecting in their respective areas, and if they believe that the economic forecast numbers need to be adjusted up or down a little bit, so these are the adjustments based on those discussions.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, I only see adjustments at the residential level, none for commercial and industrial; is that because this doesn't apply to those commercial and industrial segments, or that when you spoke to the regional sales teams, the result was they had no adjustments to make?


MR. AHMAD:  Yeah, typically -- Faheem Ahmad.  So residential sector, particularly the new subdivision, so it's the bigger sector, and that actually exhibits some trends, so that's why they have the ability to adjust the number.


For the commercial and industrial, so they are small numbers, so they may not have the proper information on those type of customers, so that's why they -- unless and until they have the specific information about a specific commercial or industrial customer, they do not tend to adjust, but if they do, they do adjust.


MR. STEVENS:  If I may, Mark, it is David Stevens speaking, just to make sure that we're clear on this, I believe there's at least a couple undertakings speaking to the fact that the Enbridge expectation is that during the initial meetings or the planned meetings between a customer representative and a contract customer, the contract customer will already know what its future plans are and will be taking -- as a sophisticated business will be taking energy transition into account.


So there's no need for Enbridge itself to layer on further assumptions about what that customer is going to do.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, sorry, that's at the volume level; I'm just talking about additions, so this is new customers.  So my question was, and I just want to be clear, is I was trying to understand if the -- the approach is a -- only applies to residential with the adjustments or it could -- it could also apply to commercial and industrial, except at least with respect to 2022, 2023, and 2024 forecast, they've never -- those sales groups who were responsible at the regional level for those customer groups have never determined that an adjustment is required or appropriate.


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Yeah, I think as long as they have information or the reason to adjust, they may adjust, but maybe for these three years they didn't have enough information to make any adjustment.


That's why they did not offer any adjustment.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, with respect to the forecast, presumably these forecasts, at least with respect to the residential, were developed sometime, obviously before the application was filed at the end of -- this component of the application at the end of October, correct?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Confirmed.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so you would not have considered the impact of Bill 23?  This is the More Homes Build Faster Act that was introduced in, I think, October, and passed in November?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I think in one of our interrogatory responses we've answered is, that through the process of how this -- how we build up our outlook on residential new construction and forecast attachments, we are using housing starts as that information.


To the extent that those regulations for Bill -- Build New Homes Faster Act, including changes to greenbelt zoning, are becoming incorporated into that forecast, that that would work its way into these results.


I mean, that's all we can offer.  It's not in the information we received to start that process.


It's not segregated in any way that we could tell that it's having or not having an effect on new home connections.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I understand if there are impacts they will flow to the actuals, additions but my question is with respect to the forecast.


The impact of bill 23 was obviously not included, either in the economic forecast by also in the adjusted forecast, correct?  Because that bill was introduced after the completion of the forecast?


MR. BASHUALDO:  Gilmer Bashualdo.  Confirmed.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Has the company done, since the introduction or the passage of the bill, has the company done any analysis about what the impact is going to look like, and specifically for 2024?


MR. BASHUALDO:  We have not.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I just ask why you have not thought -- why you have not thought of the implications?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  We are considering the implications of these changes.  However, a number of these applications like rezoning, they take time and the number of homes we were expecting to be built in 2024 as a result of these things is very low, by our understanding, in conversations with new construction builders, and in speaking to the planning teams involved, that 2025 would be the first year that we'd be expecting to see incremental housing starts as a results of those changes.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, so beginning in 2025 your expectation is the impacts of government policy about home construction, that's when we're going to see the greater than historic forecast there, or sort of historic trend?


It won't begin until 2025; is that fair?


MR. MacPHERSON:  That's fair, and to add greater clarity, we have analyzed in more detail like the goals of the government, including the goal of building 1.5 million new homes, where they're planning to build them and even a specific number of homes that would be built in these new areas, which involves 7,400 acres being reclassified out of the Greenbelt that would result in 50,000 new homes being built in the next ten years, in those very specific areas.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  I want to add one point.  To forecast new customers for 2024 we used housing consensus housing start forecast.  And we believe this forecast, consensus housing start forecast, already take into account all these changing government policies.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well it couldn't have -- maybe some of the broader policy that had previously announced, but it couldn't include the bill 24 impact.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  We cannot talk about third parties' forecast, but as I mentioned, consensus housing start is expected to include all these change in immigration, et cetera, government policies in it.  And we just use this consensus forecast to estimate new customers economically, not adjusted.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I ask if we could go to 2.6-SEC-119.  So in this is a question that we asked with respect to the community expansion projects to provide a number of pieces of information.  In response you did provide some of that information, and we thank you for that.


But you also, with respect to some other of that information, point us to 1.12-FRPO-20, 21.


And in -- you pull that response up if you want, but it essentially is a refusal to provide that information.  And I'm not entirely -- in the refusal it discusses essentially a previous Board decision, or your interpretation of a Board decision which I think, as I take it, you believe you're not required to provide that information; is that my understanding?


MR. STEVENS:  If you're able, Mark, are you able to pull up the specific request that was declined just so -- to make sure we're all on the same page?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, sure, if you go up to the -- it is on the screen.  So if you can go up, scroll up.  You say part 3, part 5, part 7, part 9, part 11.


And then you go to FRPO 21, and that is sort of a different IR which asks somewhat different question and there is sort of a blanket refusal to part of it.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I can take a bit of a crack at it.


If you are asking for the interpretation of this information, in the EB-2019-0034 proceeding on SES and TCS and (inaudible) allocation factor, where the company proposed to harmonize the practices the Board approved, that the company would no longer have to provide annual updates with respect to this information.


Phase I projects were not exempted from that harmonization decision, so that the information that we provided with respect to the projects like Scugog and Fenelon have been provided, however that's a source of our evidence of why we would not be performing that work at this time.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I mean, I read that decision differently and it talks about, you know, for the purposes of changing the SES rate that the Board wouldn't be doing that.  And really that's a question later, after the rebasing of that project.


But obviously this is important information in understanding -- community expansion is a good example of a discrete project where there is a specific information on a monthly basis of -- or sorry, on an annual basis of the forecast and so on.


So it's a good indication or a tool to determine actually how attachments as compared to forecasts are going.


So I would ask you to provide the response, the full response to 2.6-SEC-119 as requested.


MR. STEVENS:  If you could grant us an indulgence for a moment for the regulatory team to confer, please.


[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  Our only misgiving is as to whether all this data is available.  Subject to data availability, Enbridge will provide responses to the portions of SEC-119, part (a) that were previously declined.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.


MR. RICHLER:  I'll note that as JT3.16.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.16:  SUBJECT TO DATA AVAILABILITY, TO PROVIDE RESPONSES TO THE PORTIONS OF SEC-119(A) THAT WERE PREVIOUSLY DECLINED.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Let me ask about community expansion specifically and how it relates.  You would agree with me as a result of the rate harmonization proposals in this application, and we can just talk about the 2024 rate harmonization proposal specifically, the economics of a customer to switch to gas as compared to the current rate structure would be different.


So for example, the economics for a potential customer of Union's, you know, Union South expansion project will be worse while Union North will be better.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Just to restate what I think you've asked is that the feasibility process because our rates are -- our harmonization proposal is changing that input is changing, we would agree with that.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Have you done any analysis of what the impact of the rate harmonization proposal is with respect to community attachment rates where or a customer attachment expectations?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  So is your question about the implementation of straight fixed/variable rate design for 2024 or full harmonization of our rates as proposed in Phase II of this application?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, no, I'm primarily talking about the -- cost allocation, the no longer having essentially cost allocation for three different rate zones in the traditional sense, right.  So Union South rates are going up, Union North rates are going down.


So to me, that obviously has an impact on the economics of a potential homeowner in a community expansion community in its decision to switch, right?  Because the economics of gas versus some other source -- energy source has changed.


[Witness panel confers]


MR. AHMAD:  So -- Faheem Ahmad.  Mark, so we have not examined that.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.


Can I ask you now to turn to 2.6, SEC 118.


So in this interrogatory we've asked you in part (a) to provide the annual investment for folio PI and the calculations and then in part (b) the rolling project portfolio PI and the underlying portfolio calculations.


And you provide in table 1 the PIs and the PV inflows and outflows.


So let me just start with table 1, and this is, as I understand it, this is with respect to the portfolio PI, correct?


MR. AHMAD:  This is Faheem Ahmad.  Yeah, this is with respect to investment portfolio.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So my understanding -- and you can correct me if it's different than your understanding -- under EBO-188 the portfolio PI in the year must be above 1; is that your understanding?


MR. AHMAD:  Yeah, that is correct.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So can I ask you about 2021 and 2022, where the numbers are below 1?  Why is that the case?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Yeah, in EBO-188 that you referred to, so EBO-188 directions are that utilities should design their portfolio to manage their portfolio above PI1.


So these are the actual results of the investment portfolio based on the actual cost and the actual number of customers.


And why in 2021 our portfolio actual performance was below 1, because of the inflation -- extraordinary inflation that we experienced during the pandemic.


So in pandemic, so the cost of material and the labour and third parties, they went up significantly.


As a result of that -- and those costs were not anticipated when we evaluated these projects, because of our subdivision projects, for example, so they are long cycle projects.


When we evaluated those projects we were not anticipating those cost increases, and they suddenly jumped in these two years.


As a result of that we were not able to collect enough contributions from those projects, and that's why the PI was -- turned out to be lower than we expected -- [overspeaking] --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe I can just -- go ahead.  Sorry, I don't want to interrupt you.


MR. AHMAD:  This was one factor, and then there was another factor.  In-fill customer segment, so they are subject to not full feasibility assessment, so the rules to connect them are simpler, so we provide a service to those customers up to a certain threshold, which is 20 metres in EG rate zone and 30 metres with Union rate zone.


And over and above these long thresholds, the customer pay an extra length charge, and those charges were not updated a long time, so as a result of that, so there was a shortfall we experienced, and in the past we tried -- we tried to make the in-fill customer subject to full feasibility assessment, but that attempt to fix this issue was turned down by the Board, and we -- because the Board made an observation that we should not be changing the rules during the IR period.


But those costs are being updated in 2024 rate applications, and going forward, we believe that this issue of investment portfolio performance will be addressed.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So when you -- I want to start from -- one of the first things you said in your response was these are the actuals, and I just want to clarify what you mean, because it is inherently a forecast calculation to determine the portfolio PI, so when you mean actual, do you mean at the time the project -- you know, the first sort of shovel hits the ground, that's the sort of revised forecast?


Can you help me understand what you mean by that?


MR. AHMAD:  When we say "actuals", that means that when the 2021 year ended, so we determined the total cost, we -- the total cost we incurred to attached customers in the year 2021.  So we used the actual dollar value, the actual capital cost, rather than the forecast of the budget.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, but the attachment rates, all that, the volumes, all that is still a forecast numbers?


MR. AHMAD:  No, attachment numbers for the actual.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe I'm -- I don't understand then.  Maybe it's my issue and I don't understand the calculation exactly.


MR. AHMAD:  We use the actual number of customers and the actual capital cost and the average use and the revenue rate, so we updated that as well.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Let me just use a very simplistic example.


If this was -- your system only had one expansion -- one new connection, right, and started in 2023, right?  So you are going to -- you do a -- you are doing -- under EBO-188 you are estimating the cash flow -- the inflows, the outflows on the net present value to determine the PI.


And then the project begins, and you have -- you have a 10-year, 20-year, 40-year revenue horizon.


MR. AHMAD:  Mm-hmm.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that project, you're tracking it though every year, it tracks through in the 2024 calculations and the 2015 calculations based on actuals of those years?


MR. AHMAD:  For 2024?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, 2014, every year you're including sort of the actuals as they go for that one project?


MR. AHMAD:  Not one project.


So this is -- [overspeaking] --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, I'm using a very simplistic example.


Imagine your system is one project.


MR. AHMAD:  Okay.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And it's in 2013 year start.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Let me clarify.


So these calculations are in a single test year; they're not -- they don't go beyond that year.


That project would only be reflected in 2024 in your example, Mark.


So there would be no effect in '25 of that project.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So when you talk about actuals, it is only the actuals in that first year; the rest are forecasts, right?  For the forecast attachments in year two, three, four, five, six, you never update that in the -- for the purpose of the portfolio, correct?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Okay.  So here is the thing, that in investment portfolio calculations we do not use the forecast, we use the actual number of customers to be connected in the test year or the actual year.


So only those customers, for example, we connect 45,000 customers in a year, only those 45 customers we incorporate in these calculations.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe the best -- [overspeaking] -- maybe the best --


MR. AHMAD:  Yeah.  That is the difference.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So maybe the best thing is for 2021 and 2022 can you provide me with the -- so you were asking the interrogatory.  This was sort of the next question.


For the actual underlying calculations -- and all you've provided is the cash inflows, outflows, sort of on a total basis.


Can you provide the full underlying calculations for the PIs for the years as requested in the original interrogatory?


MR. AHMAD:  Okay.  Can you -- Faheem Ahmad.  Can you please elaborate on what additional details are required?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, the inflows is actually made up a number of things, right?


MR. AHMAD:  Yeah, yeah.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the outflows are made up of a number of things.  There were underlying numbers that you came to to reach the column 1 or column 2, I guess, and column 3.


You provide the full calculations.


MR. AHMAD:  Yeah, we can provide that information.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide the same thing for part (b)?


MR. AHMAD:  On a best-efforts basis, yes.


MR. RICHLER:  We'll note that as JT3.17.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.17:  TO PROVIDE THE FULL UNDERLYING CALCULATIONS FOR THE PIS FOR THE YEARS AS REQUESTED IN THE ORIGINAL INTERROGATORY.


MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Rubenstein, you are coming up to the end of your allotted 30 minutes and we're also due for our lunch break, so can I ask you to start wrapping it up soon, please.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  Can I ask you to go to 4.3-SEC-167.  This is my last question.


In attachment 2, you -- Enbridge created a table, as I understand, which essentially summarized the flowthrough impacts of UFG to customers, and there are three categories.


And in category (c) UFG percentage updated annually, and there are five utilities that update the UFG percentage annually.


I was wondering if you could undertake to let us know what is the basis of the annual update?  So for example, is it based on multi-year average of historical actuals?  Is it based on some revised forecast?  Based on some other formula, et cetera?  What is the basis of when those utilities may be updated?


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  David Stevens.  I don't think we can promise whether the information is available but we can make investigations and advise on a best-efforts basis.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine.


MR. RICHLER:  JT3.18.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.18:  REFERRING TO 4.3-SEC-167, ATTACHMENT 2, ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS TO ADVISE THE BASIS FOR THE ANNUAL UPDATE, WHETHER IT IS MULTI-YEAR AVERAGE OF HISTORICAL ACTUALS, A REVISED FORECAST OR SOME OTHER FORMULA

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much, panel.


Those are all my questions.


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.


Let's take our lunch break now and come back at one o'clock.


Mr. Quinn you'll be up next.


Thank you.


Sorry, did you have something to say before we went off the record.


MR. QUINN:  No, I was actually going to file some follow some of the inquiry that Mr. Rubenstein had but I might take more than five minutes Mr. Richler so why don't we start it after the break.


MR. RICHLER:  Let's do that.  Thanks, everyone.  See you back at one o'clock.  Thanks.

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

--- On resuming at 1:01 p.m.


MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back, everyone.


We are going to pick up where we left off, but actually, before I hand it over to Mr. Quinn, I understand, Mr. Rubenstein, you wanted to clarify the undertakings that had been given?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  This is with respect to JT13.17, and I just want to clarify my expectation about what the undertaking will come back with.


It is the expectation of essentially all the inputs to the PI -- the rolling PI and the portfolio calculation.


And I would ask that presumably this lives on an Excel spreadsheet that is developing this to determine that, and if that Excel -- that live Excel spreadsheet could also be filed.


MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps I can put that question to Mr. Ahmad where whether that presumption is right or not.


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Yes, we can provide the Excel spreadsheet.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks very much.


MR. RICHLER:  Thanks for that clarification, and with that, I'm going to turn it over to Mr. Quinn on behalf of the Federation of Rental Housing Providers of Ontario, or FRPO.  Mr. Quinn, please go ahead.


MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking.  Just before Dwayne begins, can I have a moment just to pass along a message that the reporter gave to me to the panel?


I'm just going to go off microphone and pass that along.


MR. RICHLER:  Sure.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  We were just trying to solve audibility issues.


MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Thanks.  Mr. Quinn, you're up.  I have you down for 30 minutes, and you will be followed by Energy Probe.  Please go ahead.

Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Great.  Thank you, Mr. Richler.  Good afternoon, panel.  I'm Dwayne Quinn, on behalf of FRPO.


Before we get started, administratively, Mr. Richler, I had submitted a compendium, and to be specific, it was a compendium that was version 2, which was submitted last night, so it is the one dated March 23rd.  And it is FRPO compendium for panel 3 --


MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, before we proceed, does it make sense to mark it as an exhibit?


I think there are things in there that may not be on the record otherwise.


MR. QUINN:  Yes, that's what I was intending.  I was just trying to make sure we have the right one, David.


MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Let's do that.  That will be marked KT3.3.

EXHIBIT NO. KT3.3:  FRPO COMPENDIUM FOR PANEL 3.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you for the -- thank you, Angela.  That is the right one, because I see that has 11 pages, because I only had one page last night, because we got clarification that panel 3 is the panel that we ought to be speaking with in regards to attachments, and that's where Mr. Elson and Mr. Rubenstein left off with you, and I just want to extend one additional question.


So if we could turn up page 11, page 10 of the compendium, page 11 of the PDF.  It is the very last page.


Okay.  So to describe, and it's not entitled very well here, but these are the projects that -- sorry, the community expansion projects that were identified in Exhibit 1.2-CCC-12, and so we -- all we simply did was to take the data that was provided in that interrogatory response and do the division to say if we have the cost of the project and we have the number of customers expected to be connected, what is the cost per customer.


Is Enbridge understanding, accepting subject to check, that this data is accurate?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  We do.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thanks, Mr. MacPherson.


My one question -- and again, hopefully it is fairly simple, but we don't want to get into all the inflows and outflows relative to these projects.


I understand that there are some significant sources of funding in different ways, but just to put this in context, could Enbridge provide what amount of capital does the margin that you get from one residential customer support to achieve a PI of 1?


So if you have the consumption of one standard residential customer and you are seeking a PI of 1, how much capital can you invest to get to that PI of 1?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.


So are you asking, Mr. Quinn, in terms of a community expansion project with an expansion surcharge applied or a regular connection?


MR. QUINN:  No, just generally speaking, Mr. MacPherson.


So it could be, let's just say a generic customer.


It could be in a subdivision.  It could be wherever.  But basically, it's a formulaic calculation that says 2,600 metres cubed, if that's the number you are using, that's what the residential [audio dropout] will assume.  I want to see for PI of 1 how much capital can I invest and still achieve a PI of 1.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  We can undertake to provide this information.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. MacPherson.  Before we mark it, Mr. Richler, I would also ask if you could do it also for .7, so the same process, but establishing the PI level as .7, opposed to 1, just so we get some sensitivity on that?


MR. MacPHERSON:  We can do that.  No problem.  We can do that.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. MacPherson.


MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as JT3.19.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.19:  TO PROVIDE WHAT AMOUNT OF CAPITAL DOES THE MARGIN THAT YOU GET FROM ONE RESIDENTIAL CUSTOMER SUPPORT TO ACHIEVE A PI OF 1.  ALSO TO DO IT FOR .7, SO THE SAME PROCESS, BUT ESTABLISHING THE PI LEVEL AS .7, OPPOSED TO 1, JUST SO WE GET SOME SENSITIVITY ON THAT.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Now, the bulk of my remaining questions have to do you with heat value and UFG, and I think our best reference to start with is -- and if you have the compendium still available, Angela, I would also ask that we turn up Exhibit 3.6-FRPO-8.


Now, some of it is in the compendium, but I wanted to make sure that I gave a context.


Thank you.  So this is the -- FRPO requesting an understanding of Enbridge's heat value proposals, and if you scroll down, thank you, we asked for significant amount of data, which we appreciate Enbridge provided, in terms of monthly heat values, so attachment 1 and 2 [audio dropout] has a bunch of data, which I'm not going to ask you to do any calculations on, because that's what we put into our compendium.


So -- and I appreciate Enbridge provided it in Excel format, which made it easier to do some comparisons.


So I want to then -- I guess you don't have to turn up the attachments.  You know where these numbers are coming from.  And again, you would want to understand that it's subject to check, but what we've done is taken the data and put it into some graphs, which makes it easier to see initially.


So if we could turn to our compendium at page 1 of the compendium.  Thank you.


I added page numbers, but it's a small compendium, so the PDF number might have been sufficient.


So what we did is we asked for monthly, as opposed to annual, which I understand we're going to get to momentarily.  These are the heat values associated with Union south initially.


So if we can scroll down a little further to the graph, this is the graph that gets generated from taking those heat values.


And what I'm asking and pointing out to the witness panel for their observation and confirmation is, there is a seasonal effect with heat value that seems to be reoccurring from the data you're seeing here, and assuming that we can take the numbers subject to check in terms of, these are the numbers you provided me, do you see a seasonal effect in that data as graphed?


MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  So, Mr. Quinn, I agree that as I look at the data, there certainly appears to be differences between the month, and particularly in the summer that the value looks about 1 percent smaller through the summer months.


I will add that when we calculate our annual heating value we use all the data from the entire year so that does -- that is reflected in the calculation that we make also.


MR. QUINN:  Yes, thank you, Mr. Pardy, I appreciate your confirmation and this is what we wanted to discuss, is how that would be used and would be used, differentiating monthly heat data from, as you are proposing, using annualized values.


So if we could scroll down to the next page.  We will go one page at a time here.  This is the Union South.


What we just did is took an average, so exactly what Mr. Pardy recognized is that it's generally speaking lower in the summer.  We can quibble out whether it is one or two percent but ultimately there is a seasonal effect with data and so that is for Union South specifically.


If we scroll down to the next set of data, what we have done is taken the Union South heat values, which are exactly the same as what you saw graphed above, but then we've provided the Enbridge EDA heat value and provided averages for those values also.


So what I wanted to point out, which is better seen from the graph, if you scroll down to page 4, please.


This is the graph of Union South versus the Enbridge EDA territory.  For those who are trying to orient themselves, EDA is Ottawa area.


So this is the difference across the system on a monthly basis, the average monthly heat value, and you can see the differentiation between Union South and the Enbridge Ottawa territory as an example.


So to the witness panel, would you agree that that same seasonal effect is in place for the EDA values?


MR PARDY:  Yes, I agree with that.


MR. QUINN:  Would you agree with me, Mr. Pardy, then, that there is a fairly consistent differentiation when you used averages on a monthly basis there is a fairly consistent difference between what Union South experiences versus the EDA?


MR PARDY:  Yes, I would say based on the graph I'm looking at here, it looks like there's a fairly similar trend on both lines.


MR. QUINN:  Great.  Thank you.  That is why we asked for the data that you provided and thank you for providing the data.  This is the benefit of getting the spreadsheets and seeing it in the graphical form.


So what, Mr. Pardy, you started trying to provide me comfort that the annualized heat value takes into account the monthly values.  I get that.  That's how you come up with the average annual value, but what I'm trying to understand and get my head wrapped around is how is Enbridge proposing to use a -- to use the information it has to ensure that when a customer is in the EDA, that their consumption and their deliveries are matched in a way that doesn't create UFG.


MR PARDY:  I will start out by saying so, as part of our proposals that we have with respect to harmonizing heat value, the company is not proposing to change the way we use the annual heat value or the monthly heat value.


They are used for -- they don't necessarily relate to each other.  They are used for different purposes.


So the annual heat value is used primarily in forecasting, so as we do our annual planning process we need a heat value to help convert our volumes to energy, and we use that annual heat value in the forecasting.


And then the monthly heat value here relates to our direct-purchase customers and how the -- how their consumption is changed from volume to energy on a monthly basis to match their DCQ so.


Sorry, Mr. Quinn, I believe you had another question in there that --


MR. QUINN:  And Mr. Pardy, you are following along with our concerns but I'm going to -- using the last example you gave, you are saying that you are going to use monthly heat values for your direct customers.  So if we were to use an example of a customer that is in the Ottawa area, just for simplicity, because that's the eastern delivery area, and their DCQ was a hundred units per day and yet in the summer they can consume -- I'll keep the math easy -- 50 units a day in the summer and 150 units a day in the winter.


How do you reconcile their consumption and their deliveries with the appropriate heat values to ensure that you're not creating UFG?


MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy again.  So you're correct, so customer -- we use the annualised heat values to help create DP customers and their DCQ.


Those customers deliver gas and energy, so on a monthly basis as they bring gas into our system, that's delivered in energy, and then as they consume gas, they're consuming -- we measure volume.  And then on a monthly basis we calculate a monthly heat value related to the zone that they're in.


So if the customer's in the EEDA, what we're proposing is that we will use the monthly heat value for the EEDA and use that to calculate, to convert the customer's volume that they consumed that month and use that monthly value that -- monthly heat value that we calculate to determine the amount of energy that they consume.


Then the difference between their DCQ and then their consumption, both in energy now, goes to their either bank gas account or to one of their storage accounts.


MR. QUINN:  So following that through, which I can, and the difference, though, you're saying that both their deliveries and their consumptions would use the EEDA monthly value, correct?


MR PARDY:  I believe their delivery users -- the actual -- so what they deliver gas in energy.  So there is conversion that's required for the amount of gas they deliver.  The only conversion that's required is the amount of gas they consume.


MR. QUINN:  Well, yes and, how are you calculating the amount that they delivered?  Are you not starting volumetrically?  And if so, where are -- where's that gas being received and what peak value are you ascribing to it?


MR PARDY:  So, with respect to -- there is a conversion that happens at the beginning, when we're calculating their DCQ, which we use the annual value for, as I stated earlier.  And that just tells them how much they need to deliver on a daily basis.


When they deliver gas, obviously they go through -- they go out, they purchase that gas, they purchase it in energy, they deliver it in energy, so our -- through our gas management systems and processes that we have in place for gas that comes into our system, that's where we track customers that are delivering gas to our system and how much that is.

But that is all done in energy because that's how they will need to purchase the gas in energy.  There's no conversion that's happening on that end.


MR. QUINN:  Okay, so let's use that that same consumption and delivery profile if this were a system gas customer.


So I know that they don't -- a system gas customer doesn't deliver a DCQ, but Enbridge does it -- would you agree with me Enbridge does that on their behalf through their gas supply plan?


MR PARDY:  Yes, I agree, Enbridge purchases gas on behalf of our system customers.


MR. QUINN:  Okay, so they're consuming and we heard you say if they're a system gas customer their consumption, in volume gets changed to energy based upon the EEDA heat value; do I have that correct?


MR PARDY:  I think -- let me confer here with the panel for a second.


MR. QUINN:  Could I ask a follow up with that so you can confer with the panel?


MR PARDY:  Sure.


MR. QUINN:  I think you said "Sure" so I just -- what I want to do is understand that I'm going to go now to the purchase side to say, okay, if the purchase side is getting adjusted annually and your customer is getting adjusted monthly, how do you  reconcile that?

MR PARDY:  Thank you.  Just one second, please.


[Witness panel confers]


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Mr. Quinn, you had two questions.  Can you start with the first one?


MR. QUINN:  I was just asking a confirmation that the customer, as a system gas customer, on a monthly basis would be measured in volume and would be converted to energy based upon the monthly heat value number in the Ottawa area?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  On a monthly basis the consumption for system gas customers is recorded and converted using the annual heat value.


As noted in the IR response, in the subsequent month, there is a true-up to adjust to the monthly heat value.


MR. QUINN:  To the actual recorded monthly heat value, are you saying?


MS. GOODREAU:  Correct.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And then on the purchase side, I understand from that interrogatory response you are doing a similar process with the purchase side?


MS. GOODREAU:  In terms of recording our purchases?


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, I thought you were going to continue.


I'm asking for the purchases that are made for the system gas program in the month there's a presumed, first off, in the month, presumed annual heat value which adjusts their volumes into energy.


Do I have that part right?


MR PARDY:  Could we have one second again, Mr. Quinn?


MR. QUINN:  Sure.


[Witness panel confers]


MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  So for the purchase that we make -- the company makes on behalf of our residential customers, that those purchases are made in energy and are delivered to our system in energy, so there is no conversion required during the month or on the day the energy that's coming into our system, so that gas is delivered in energy.


MR. QUINN:  But you are getting to energy by measuring volume and then converting it with what heat value?


MR PARDY:  No, I would say at all the -- at the interconnects we have with other pipelines that connect into our system, there is obviously chromatograph, and that gas -- those transactions happen on the gas system in energy.


So there's not -- it's not volumetric when we are buying gas.  We buy 100 gJs of gas, then we get delivered 100 gJs of gas.


MR. QUINN:  I'll come back to the chromatograph issue, but plainly spoken, you're relying on the transaction to have been in energy, and then it arrives at Dawn for the purposes of storage -- the increment above the consumption of the customers is going into storage at an energy value.


MR PARDY:  All the transactions, all the gas that we purchase in the market, all of that happens in energy, so it's not based on volume; it's all based on energy.  So gas, again, as I mention, is purchased in energy and it is delivered in energy, so there is no conversions or conversion assumptions that need to happen based on that.


Those interconnect points, the gas is measured in energy, and then that's the values that we use in our gas management system.


MR. QUINN:  I'm going to ask this quick question if you don't have an answer.


You don't have chromatographs at all at your interconnects at this point, correct?


MR PARDY:  I believe we have chromatographs at all the interconnects with other pipelines.  Like, TransCanada or Vector or any of those pipelines that connect into our systems we do have interconnects, we do have chromatographs, sorry, that's my understanding --


MR. QUINN:  Part of your evidence was that you wanted to add a couple of chromatographs, my recollection, is Ojibway and Sarnia area are the two places.


MR PARDY:  Yeah, you're correct, so I think there are -- sorry, one second.


So I think a part of our proposal is to add chromatograph at Ojibway and at the St. Clair interconnect, I believe it is.


I do still go back to the way the natural gas industry transacts business is all done in energy.  So that gas moves in and out of the system in energy.


MR. QUINN:  I understand, but I guess you're relying on the chromatograph readings of the third party that you are transacting with then?


MR PARDY:  Yeah, so at each of those interconnects there had a custody transfer point, and so there would be custody transfer [audio dropout] measurement and energy management at those points.


MR. QUINN:  Okay, Mr. Pardy, we may have to take this -- Mr. Richler has given me the five-minute warning already, and I believe he has a hook, so I want to get to the crux of my question on the UFG.


My understanding is -- from your evidence is you're doing UFG on a monthly basis; is that correct?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Yes, we calculate UFG on a monthly basis.


MR. QUINN:  Can you provide by way of undertaking -- because this is technical stuff, Ms. Goodreau and Mr. Pardy.  Thank you for your answers.  This is technical stuff, and I understand it's not a two-minute answer.


Can you demonstrate to us how a customer -- how -- let me put it this way -- how your unaccounted-for gas -- do you do it by regional area to establish your first -- at your monthly unaccounted-for gas?  Do you do it in a regional area?


MS. GOODREAU:  Yes, we can undertake to provide a --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, it's David Stevens.  I wasn't sure whether your wording, Dwayne, was do you do it on a regional area or can you do it on a regional area?


MR. QUINN:  It was attempted to be the former.  Do you do it on a regional area?


MS. GOODREAU:  The calculation of -- Rachel Goodreau.  Sorry.  Can you confirm you're asking whether we calculate UFG on a regional area?


MR. QUINN:  Yes.


MS. GOODREAU:  I can confirm for the calculation of UFG that currently with the Union north and the Union south rate zones that we use the heat values for those respective areas.


MR. QUINN:  Well, how about, and using this example, Enbridge EDA?


Basically -- maybe I'll just cut to my undertaking request, and that is to demonstrate how you're doing your UFG using the example of the Enbridge EDA and that will then include the answer whether it's done regionally or not, how is it done on a monthly basis, and is it reconciled to the heat values that are prevalent on either the consumption or purchase side to ensure that that match is not artificially creating UFG.


MR. STEVENS:  I think my -- I think my clarification here would be simply to ask Rachel and Steve whether Enbridge has the information that it could answer this request.


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Yes, I confirm.


MR. STEVENS:  And is the request sufficiently clear?


MS. GOODREAU:  I believe so, yes.


MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can provide that undertaking, Dwayne.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens, and thank you, Ms. Goodreau and Mr. Pardy.


MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Quinn, I think you're about to wrap up, but just so we don't lose sight of it, let's note that last undertaking as JT3.20, thanks.

UNDERTAKING NO. 3.20:  TO DEMONSTRATE HOW ENBRIDGE DOES UFG, USING THE EXAMPLE OF THE ENBRIDGE EDA, TO INCLUDE WHETHER IT IS DONE REGIONALLY OR NOT, WHETHER IT IS DONE ON A MONTHLY BASIS, IS IT RECONCILED TO THE HEAT VALUES THAT ARE PREVALENT ON EITHER THE CONSUMPTION OR PURCHASE SIDE TO ENSURE THAT MATCH IS NOT ARTIFICALLY CREATING UFG.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you for your tender care, Mr. Richler.  Those are my questions.  Thank you, panel.


MR. RICHLER:  Thanks very much, Mr. Quinn, for your questions and for respecting the strict timelines we are under.

Up next is Energy Probe.  Dr. Higgin, I see you are ready to go.  Please proceed.  You are down for 30 minutes.


DR. HIGGIN:  See if my mic is working okay.


MR. RICHLER:  Yes, we can hear you fine.

Examination by Dr. Higgin:


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  All of my questions relate to 2024 average use forecast for the residential sector.  I haven't had time to bring in the degree day forecast.  Hopefully this will cover things.


So first question to the panel.  Can you confirm the major change in the new methodology, the new forecasting methodology is to establish five new degree day zone forecasts from the former eight zones, and then together with rate classification, this provides me, at least, with challenges to comparing the legacy to the new forecast; am I correct?


MR. BASHUALDO:  Yes, we are proposing to harmonize five rate zones in our demand forecast.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.  I'd like to start with some overview, some high-level questions on residential average use forecast for 2024.  So could we turn to Energy Probe 41.  That's exhibit I.3.2-Enbridge-41.  And the response table there.  Okay.  Okay, thank you.


So basically this table shows the bridge year forecast, not the '24 forecast, correct. So the values are 2360 m-cubed and 2334 m-cubed.


However, there's a normalization issue that hasn't been addressed.  So can you give me the volume for 2023 normalized to the 2-24 degree days.  If you have it, that's fine.  If not, undertake.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Can you clarify the question?  Are you asking 2023 forecast to be normalized to be 2024 degree days?  Is that what you're asking?


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  I'm saying if you look at the notes below the table.


MS. SAYYAN:  Yes.


DR. HIGGIN:  The first values for '23 are normalized for '23 degree day.


MS. SAYYAN:  Yes.


DR. HIGGIN:  And the second part, this application, is normalized to 2024 degree day forecast.  And of course there will be a difference.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  So this is part of our process.  This IR is asking comparison of average use filed in 2023 rate application versus the average use forecast filed in this application.


This is creating a difficulty.  The big provider response for this IR just for -- to be able to provide a response, but this two set is not comparable.


And adding to that, unfortunately we are not able to normalize 2023 forecast filed in 2023 application, to 2024 proposed degree days.  That would be very time consuming for us.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, the issue is you are trying to compare the legacy forecasts with the new methodology.


Surely that's a number one thing, is to see what the differences are.  Anyway I will leave it as a refusal and then I will move on to EP-45 if you could do that.  That's exhibit I.3.2-EP-45.


I would like to keep moving down if you could, please.  In number 45, if we continue, as I understand this interrogatory, it has a number of pages after this.


What I'm trying to get to is the page that is number 45 and I'm trying to get to the response here which is attachment 1, page 15.  Thank you.


You will see here that the response indicates the 2023 number and the 2024 number.  The latter is 2267 cubic metres.  I just wanted us to remember that number as we move forward.


So let's go now and just confirm with you what the consolidated number is for the residential, if it's different from 2267 cubic metres or not.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Again, to clarify your question, are you asking for reconciliation between the number provided here and the number provided in the attachment to the evidence?


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.


MS. SAYYAN:  As we mentioned in the IR response, the number provided in this application, in the attachment to exhibit 2, 5 -- sorry, 325 was incorrect and through this IR we provided the corrected numbers.

So I can say, I confirm that this number you see here is the number corrected.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So can you confirm what the number is now after those corrections?


MS. SAYYAN:  These numbers you are seeing in this IR response is the corrected number.  The number you are seeing in the evidence attachment is incorrect.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So can we go to page 18 of this exhibit.  Okay, so I'm just comparing now what we've just discussed with the value that is shown here.


Now just to be -- give us context, this is for which rates and which zone?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.


DR. HIGGIN:  Sorry.


MS. SAYYAN:  Go ahead, sorry.


DR. HIGGIN:  Is it all zones and rates 1 and M1?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Enbridge Gas proposed a reduced forecast technology is based on residential and non-residential sectors.


It's not by rate classes, so we have models for each weather zone for residential and non-residential sectors.  Here, this chart, you will see the combined residential average use forecasts, which is in terms of rate which, is including rate 1, rate M1, and rate 01.


DR. HIGGIN:  Rate 01. That's what I thought.  Okay.


MS. SAYYAN:  Only residential part of rate M1 and rate 01, because rate M1 and rate 01 are a mix of rates, so they are not full residential like rate 1.


They are combined of mix of residential and other non-residential sectors.


So this chart only represents a substantial part of those rates I just mentioned.


DR. HIGGIN:  Just to confirm, this is a consolidated for those rates across all rates zones; is that correct?


MS. SAYYAN:  Only residential part of it confirmed.


DR. HIGGIN:  That's what I mean.  For those zones that you just outlined, rate 1 and so on, okay?


MS. SAYYAN:  Confirmed, yep.


DR. HIGGIN:  So can we go to EP-46.  That's Exhibit 1.32-EP-46.  I'm trying to get down to looking at -- when I get to 46 -- okay.  I'm trying to now look at the response to part (b) to start with.


So just to confirm the context that we've just discussed, the company's proposed methodology consists of five weather zones for those, and then for this reason it says historic central residential average use is only available at the sub-region level.


Could you just explain that, please?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  This part of our response you are referring to is explaining the current OEB-approved methodology, not the proposed one, so historic or current OEB-approved methodology for EGD is using more granular level of regions.  It's not only five regions.


And we are talking about that methodology in this part of response.


EGD rate zone, current OEB-approved methodology has central divided by Metro, western, central, and northern, but now in the proposed methodology we are proposing to use only one central region, which is combination of Metro, western, central, and northern; is that explaining?  Yeah.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.


So let's look at page 2 in the first paragraph, just the bit at the end that says the 2-23 average use forecast was approximately that, and based on the proposed methodology, the new methodology produces this number, 2,435 metre cubed, okay?  So can you confirm there is a difference between the two methodologies, the legacy and this methodology?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  As I mentioned, we are proposing to use a new methodology.  We cannot expect the results from these two different methodologies to be the same.


There are many factors contributing to the difference. One is normalization, the 50 days used for normalization, they are used -- they normalize to different degree days.


Another factor, even the models, regulation models, proposed are different.


In the previous or current OEB-approved methodology, EGD rate zone used ECM models, and they are annual.


Now we are proposing to use monthly models and regression models, not ECM models.


So there are changes in the methodology.


I don't want this to be interpreted as the results will be materially different, but the results will be different.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So let's look at the first chart here, figure 1.


This is for the central zone, which you've just -- we've just discussed.


Now, you see, there seems to be reasonable correlation between the forecast using the legacy, which is shown here, as well as the new.


You would agree?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Even though methodology is used different to generic, those forecast and actual normalized data, from economic or statistical built prospective we always expect our forecast to be close to the trend.


So as I said, the forecast generated in number, in resulting number, will be different, but the trends are supposed to be close to each other, even though they are generated from using different methodologies.


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, okay.


That should be good.  We should like that.


Thank you.  Moving on now to EP-47.


That is Exhibit 132, EP-47, in the graph, figure 1.


Okay.  Just from a looking-at-it point of view it does appear this is another reasonable correlation.


Would you agree?


MS. SAYYAN:  Yes.  Hulya Sayyan, confirmed, yes.


DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.


Let's have a look at number 48, which is EP, Exhibit 1.32-EP-48, and let's look at the average-use forecast in this one.


Now, we are starting to see here, I would suggest, some differences.


Could you explain why we're seeing those differences?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  The difference between central and eastern region I want to explain, actually.


I would explain maybe in my previous responses.  So it all depends what models you are comparing with.


In the previous EGD, Niagara average use forecast hasn't been reviewed or edited for more than ten years, so the difference you are seeing here is still not material in the numbers, but the difference is all because we are trying to generate more accurate forecast than we had before in the current OEB-approved methodologies.


So any chart you are seeing here, there is a difference between the historic or current OEB-approved methodology and the proposed methodology.


It's all because -- for the purpose of to improve the forecast and to have more accurate forecast for those regions.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you for that answer.


Can I now move it down to one of the other charts, which I believe is 49, Exhibit 132, EP-49, and the chart in there.


So we seem to have some issues around with this forecast.  Can you help me understand that?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  2022 estimate, you are seeing belonged to current OEB-approved methodology.


You see in the chart is incorrect.  We just realized it.  Based on current OEB-approved Union Gas methodology, it requires to use the latest available actual averages that sought 2022 forecast you see in this chart based on current methodology, which would have been -- should have closed to 2020 point that you see in the chart, and 2023 would be closed to 2021.  So there is a mistake here done in the links, and we can correct this if it is required.


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, Thank you.  As you would guess, I would like to have you update this figure, and I think if we could the previous one as well that we just discussed.  I think that was -- which zone was that?  That was the best weather zone.  So if you could do that as well, thank you.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Sorry, for west weather zone we don't have any incorrect numbers.  It is correct.


But the reason points are different is just because of the reason I just explained.

These are different methodologies.  The purpose of proposed methodology is to have more accurate forecast and we believe the points showing more accurate forecast for west weather zone.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so can we just update this one, the south one please.

MS. SAYYAN:  South one, we will.

MR. STEVENS:  Excuse me, Roger, it is David Stevens for Enbridge.  Just so we can keep track of things, I suggest that we assign an undertaking to this.

It may well be that there is a few corrected interrogatories that go in at the end of the technical conference, but for our own housekeeping I think we'd prefer to put an undertaking number to this correction.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I'd like to have an undertaken then, thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, we'll note that as JT 3.21.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT 3.21:  TO PROVIDE A CORRECTION FOR THE 2020 NUMBER.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so we're nearly at the end.  So can we look at one, exhibit I.3.2-EP-50, and the chart in that one.  This is the north weather zone.  We seem to have some other issues here as well.  Can you help me with that?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  I should add a new comment to what I said.  For Union rate zone it's a little different picture than EGD rate zone when we compare the current methodology with the proposed methodology.

For Union rate zone, for rate-setting purposes, the forecast is based on the actual, the latest available actual average use.  So giving an example, to create 2022 forecast, Union Gas, using 2020 actual average use.

For 2023 it is actually based on 2021 actual average use.  So as you can see from this chart, it is based on this methodology.


So it is not -- it is close to (inaudible) methodology but it is not from regression.  That's why you see this difference.


And again, we believe our proposed methodology is generating more accurate forecast.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so you think that the new methodology is better but why are we having higher m-cubeds in 22?  Can you explain that?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Yeah.  As you can see from this figure the proposed methodology's forecast from proposed methodologies is more closer to trend.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Okay, right.  I've got it, yes.  Thank you.  Let's just have a couple of follow-up questions.  So can we look at I -- sorry, exhibit I.3.2-EP-51 part (b) and (c), please.  I just want to get this overall chart here.

So if you look at part (a) and then (b)(c), you have updated the data for exhibit 3, schedule 5, page 18, figure 7, but I would like, if you could, to given me that in a graphical form.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Can we clarify your question.  So you are asking to re-do the figure 7 --


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, just --

MS. SAYYAN:  -- based on --


DR. HIGGIN:  Sorry.  Sorry.  Carry on.

MS. SAYYAN:  It is provided in the response.  Are you asking for applying something different to here?


DR. HIGGIN:  The 7 was for the non-residential, correct?

MS. SAYYAN:  That is correct and figure 1 which correspond to residential average use is provided already in the other IR you showed us.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so I must have missed that.

So the questions now just come to -- the question of the new methodology and the question that is in part (d), the standard deviations.  And you provided some information on that.

So the question is:  Do you have any more statistical tests that compare the legacy and the new model forecast?  That's what I'm looking for, is -- standard deviation is just one, which is fine but there are many others as well that are often used for statistical tests.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Dr. Higgin, are you referring a different IR or are we still talking about EP-50?

DR. HIGGIN:  I believe wherever the standard deviations are, which must be a different one.  I must have got it wrong.  Standard deviations, that's -- I have it as 51 so I may have made an error.  Maybe 51.  There is a response that deals with the standard deviations, correct?

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  That is correct, but I don't know which IR number.  If you can refer us which IR number we can provide it.


DR. HIGGIN:  I'm going to have to go back to the PDF file and that will take me a bit.  So why don't I -- to avoid losing time, I will send an email to David indicating the IR number and then what I'm asking for is the other statistical tests, whether that's --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry to interrupt, Roger.  We believe it may be EP-52.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Let me look at that.  I think you've got it right.  Yes, you are right.  Very good.  Thank you.  Thank you, David.

So the answer I'm looking for is some comparison of -- you've got the standard deviations shown here.  Thank you, and I'm looking for some other test that would normally be applied to two models, i.e. the legacy one and the new model.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  This is explaining -- to explain our proposal to change in normalization methodology -- to your point and to your request, this is actually -- we can consider this table as a second step.

The first step taken Enbridge Gas was to make sure to ensure that we have accurate average use models because our proposed normalization methodology is based on these weather coefficients included in our regression models, average use regression models.

The first step is done through average use models.  We made sure our key statistics are statistically significant, R-squared, R high are close to 1.  and also we checked all these accuracy statistics in sample and out of sample, also diagnostic test results.

We did all the statistic check, improved average use models, and this is just additional layer of check for normalization methodology to make sure normalization results also stable.


DR. HIGGIN:  So is that in evidence the -- and have you compared that to the legacy results?  For example, in the EB-0133 models which we spent a lot of time?  Have you been able to compare?  I would like to see the comparisons.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  For this comparison we need to go back to current OEB-approved models versus the proposed models.  OEB-approved -- the current OEB-approved method results in terms of statistical results from the models is provided in 2023 rate application.


We can provide you, we can refer you the number of exhibit, and it is also provided as part of EP-response, IR response, during 2023 rate application again.


The new proposed models are provided in Exhibit 3, tab 2, schedule 5, attachment -- I believe attachment 5, the models with the statistical results are provided as part of exhibits, so you can find both results from those report evidences.


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you for that response.  So I will look there.  Thank you, those are all the questions from me.  Thank you.


MS. SAYYAN:  Thank you.


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Dr. Higgin.


Next up is Pollution Probe.  Mr. Brophy, please go ahead.


MR. BROPHY:  Great, can you hear me?


MR. RICHLER:  Yes, we can, and I have you down for 15 minutes.

Examination by Mr. Brophy:


MR. BROPHY:  That's correct.  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Michael Brophy.  It is good to see some familiar faces, and I've got a few questions.  Hopefully, I shouldn't take too long and maybe even give back a little time if we're efficient.


So the first -- I'm going to end up referring to 1.2 Staff number 2, but before I go there and while it's being pulled up, there was a discussion earlier today about potential for, you know, customers to leave the system and some things along that lines.


So, first off, are there any Enbridge customer charges if a customer closes their account?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, Enbridge.  Subject to check, I don't believe there are any charges, Mr. Brophy.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.


MR. MacPHERSON:  If they leave the system.


Sorry, I should qualify that.  When you say -- sorry, so when you say "leave the system", what do you mean by that?  Like, what would -- what would be undertaken by the customer?  To disconnect their -- like -- just stop taking the service?  Or do you mean that they're stopping taking service and having their service line removed?


MR. BROPHY:  Yeah.  I'll get into a scenario where you may remove a service line in a minute, but right now, if a customer just requests their account to be closed and nothing else, that was the scenario, and I think what you said is you understand there are no charges for that; is that correct?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  That's correct, subject to check.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And that's the current practice, and that would remain the practice in the new rebasing period we're talking about, right?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Subject to check, I believe that's correct.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Super, thanks.


So on to the second part of what you were alluding to there.  If a customer, existing customer, leaves the system in favour of another energy alternative, you know, like heat pumps or something, is there a scenario where Enbridge would charge the customer a fee, and what would those scenarios be if that is the case?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  So in your -- to repeat that, so a customer is disconnecting, having their service line removed is your scenario now, if they're getting off gas and getting a heat pump?


MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, we covered closing the account.  I guess the other option --


MR. MacPHERSON:  So we're getting into -- so to be fair, we're getting into a couple of things related to,  like, not [audio dropout] energy non-energy charges.


There's, I believe, a different panel that will speak to those, but today there's an approved charge for -- that varies between rate zones for what they call a cut-off in main, which I believe the charge in Enbridge rate zone is $1,300 for a standard cut-off.


MR. BROPHY:  And that's just the residential amount, or would that apply to small commercial as well?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I believe that's a standard residential charge.  I'm not sure on the commercial.


MR. STEVENS:  Michael, it's David Stevens speaking.


I can advise that the folks who are able to speak on service charges are in the very next panel this afternoon.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  We had dropped our time because I thought this was the panel.  Would it be possible just to -- if you're aware of anything that varies from the answer you gave, you will just -- you will just get back to me, I think is fair.


MR. STEVENS:  To get back to you if there is any additions to the information that Ian has conveyed?


MR. BROPHY:  Correct.


MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great, thank you.


MR. RICHLER:  And just to be clear, Mr. Stevens, should we note that as an undertaking to keep track of this?


MR. STEVENS:  I think that makes sense, Ian, so perhaps we will undertake to advise if there's any additional or different information about the cut-off at main charges for residential and other customers that would be applicable, any different information from what Mr. MacPherson has explained --


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, that will be JT3.22.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.22:  TO ADVISE IF THERE'S ANY ADDITIONAL OR DIFFERENT INFORMATION ABOUT THE CUT-OFF AT MAIN CHARGES FOR RESIDENTIAL AND OTHER CUSTOMERS THAT WOULD BE APPLICABLE, ANY DIFFERENT INFORMATION FROM WHAT MR. MACPHERSON HAS EXPLAINED.  AND ALSO, IF THE COMMERCIAL WAS THE SAME, TO PROVIDE THE SMALL COMMERCIAL CHARGE IF IT IS DIFFERENT THAN THE 1,300.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then in that response, because you weren't sure about the commercial, if that was the same, if you can just provide the small commercial charge if it is different than the 1,300?  That would be terrific.


MR. STEVENS:  We will do that.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.


Okay.  So you've got Staff 2 there.  In there you indicate the customer attachments forecast is primarily built on a macroeconomic VU using historical data accounting for future energy transition assumptions.


Is that -- that's correct?


MR. BASHUALDO:  Gilmer Bashualdo.  Yes, correct.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, super.


And what energy transmission -- transition adjustments were made to the attachment in load forecast?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  This is supposed to be explained under an energy transition team, but I can refer you the response that includes this information, which is Staff 31.


Staff 31, attachment 1 includes all these assumptions with detail and also explain the impact on customer addition forecast and volumes.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that reference.  I thought it was an attachment in volume question, but thanks for that referral.


And is your forecast, attachment forecast, load forecast, and related revenues their net numbers after you've backed out things like people leaving the system, or are they gross values before you make those adjustments?


MR. BASHUALDO:  Gilmer Bashualdo.  The value forecast is based on customer numbers that were forecasted on an econometric basis, and then made the proper adjustments; for example, due to the energy transition.  And finally, the delivery area is just a multiplication of those numbers times the appropriate rates.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And then those adjustments you are referring to, I would be able to find those in the Staff 31 IR response?


MR. BASHUALDO:  Correct.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you for that.


I wasn't sure if this was going to be the capital panel related to IRP, but it is a forecast question.  You can let me know if it should be the other panel.


Were any reductions to the forecast over the rebasing period made due to IRP alternatives, for example, heat pumps instead of natural-gas-related capital?  Were any adjustments made for application of IRP alternatives?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  I think it is not for our panel.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, then panel --


MR. STEVENS:  If I may, Michael.  It is David Stevens speaking.  Just look looking at the regulatory team, we don't think that there is any other panel that could answer this.  So unless there's somebody here who can provide a response we'll have to do it by way of undertaking.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Maybe you could -- Ian MacPherson, Mr. Brophy.  If you could restate the question maybe we could quickly confer and attempt an answer.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, I'll put the question and if you have the answer ,great, if not we can add an undertaking, that's fair as well.


So over the proposed rebasing term, what reductions were applied to the forecasts specific to IRP alternatives being undertaken, for example, heat pumps instead of natural gas, or in lieu of natural-gas-related capital.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson, and just to clarify one thing, if your question has to do with not the impact on customers additions, but the actual capital cost in our asset management plan related to customer connections capital?


MR. BROPHY:  I think they are all related, so it would be attachments, the volumes, and also then the related capital costs would have to be backed out if you are backing out customers as well, right?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Can we just have a minute to confer.


MR. BROPHY:  Sure, thanks.


[Witness panel confers.]


MR. MacPHERSON:  Apologies for the delay.  Ian MacPherson.  We think it might be helpful to have an undertaking, Mr. Brophy, to provide a proper response here.


So if you could -- if we could ask you to restate your request, so that we can take it under advisement.


MR. BROPHY:  Why don't we get the undertaking number and then I'll restate it again.


MR. RICHLER:  Number will be JT 3.23.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT 3.23:  REDUCTIONS IN ATTACHMENTS, VOLUMES, AND RELATED CAPITAL COSTS DUE TO IRP ATTORNEYS BEING IMPLEMENTED OFFER THE REBASING PERIOD.


MR. BROPHY:  And the question, and I'll try to be as clear as possible.  So it would be the reductions in attachments, volumes, and related capital costs due to IRP attorneys being implemented offer the rebasing period.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you Michael.  It is David Stevens speaking.  Just two clarifications.


When you speak about IRPAs being implemented, are you speaking about IRP plans?  I mean there's things that could be considered to be an IPRA that really are maybe a DSM initiative, unless they are specifically targeted at avoiding a facilities project.


MR. BROPHY:  I wouldn't expect plans to be included because the plans don't equal real results that would impact actual attachments and capital and volumes.


If they're implemented and you expect the results to occur, that's what would flow through.


MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  Sorry, when I indicate --  when I use the phrase "IRP plan", Michael, what I'm referring to is to the equivalent of an LTC, what Enbridge is putting forward for approval that is going to be an IPR project in place of a facilities project.


MR. BROPHY:  Yes, so if those are in your assumptions for your rebasing application, then I would include those, yes.


MR. STEVENS:  When you are saying rebasing period you are speaking 2024 through 2028?


MR. BROPHY:  Yes.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you very much.  On that note I'm going to give back a few minutes and that's it for me.


MR. ELSON: Can I ask a quick follow-up question?  Kent Elson here for Environmental Defence.


There was just a brief exchange about a charge for cutoff at main.  Maybe this would be for panel 11, but we had asked an interrogatory, EP-153, and got the response that there is no charges when a residential customer asks to disconnect.


If a residential customer asks to disconnect, will Enbridge ever force them to pay that cutoff at main cost or is that optional, just if they want to have the pipes removed and the metre removed?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Just to clarify, my previous answer was based on the current charges approved by the OEB for the rate zones in our -- And I believe the answer that you are referring to is our proposal is not to have a cutoff at main charge, which is our practice in the Union rate zone today.


So we are going away from that $1,300 charge to a no-charge to customers disconnecting.


MR. ELSON: Got it.  So either way a residential customer wouldn't be paying for that?


MR. MacPHERSON:  That's correct.


MR. ELSON: Okay, thank you.


MR. RICHLER:  I would are due for our break and we'll come back in ten minutes and come back at 2:30.  VECC will be up next.  See you at 2:30.
--- Recess taken at 2:20 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:30 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Let's go back on the record.  I will pass it over to you, Mr. Garner.  I have you down for 15.


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  I think that's right.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  You are on mute, but go ahead.


MR. GARNER:  I shouldn't be.  Can you hear me now?


MR. MILLAR:  I don't know about others, Mark, but I can't hear you.


MS. WALTER:  I can hear you, Mr. Garner.


MR. GARNER:  I'm sorry, you can or cannot?


MS. WALTER:  I can hear you.


MR. GARNER:  You can.  So maybe it's just -- can the panel hear me?


UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  Yes, we can hear you here.


UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  Yes, we can.

Examination by Mr. Garner:


MR. GARNER:  So only Michael can't hear me, so I'll try not to say anything bad about him.


Good afternoon, panel.  My name is mark Garner.


I'm with VECC, which is an organization that tries to represent the interests of low-volume or low-income consumers.


I have a couple of questions, but actually, I want to start with something, and an indulgence from Mr. Stevens, perhaps.


Just before we ended before the break, there was this discussion about the $1,300 for disconnection, which is not locked -- not locked metering, but actually, as I take it, physical disconnection from the system, and a discussion about the Union practice vis-a-vis the Enbridge practice, and then, in fact, there was a proposal to change that.


And I wonder if -- there was an undertaking yesterday, and I think it was JT2.14, that went to, what happens with stranded assets?  And it dawned on me listening to this conversation just before the break that one of the things I'd like to know is, under the current mechanism I think that Union uses, how is the income derived from that fee utilized to address the stranded asset, which I take would be the stranded asset that happens in that circumstance?


So maybe, Mr. Stevens, if there is a way that that could be just incorporated, they could say, you know, take, yes, we understand that fee is there and it has no effect or we don't use it to account for anything in stranded asset.


Whatever the answer to that is, would that be acceptable?


MR. STEVENS:  Maybe I'll just pass it over to the witnesses for a moment to see if there is any clarification.


I think my recollection -- and based on what I heard -- is it's the Enbridge rate zone that charges the cut-off at main, not the Union rate zone, but it looks like Mr. MacPherson may have something to add to that.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Yes, Ian MacPherson.


If it helps, the purpose of the charge in the Enbridge rate zone is cost recovery of the incremental operating costs to cut off the main.


It's not intended to be a -- any kind of credit to rate base for the assets to serve a customer.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That's helpful.  So I don't think I need what I asked.  That answers it.


Thank you, Mr. Stevens.  Thank you, Mr. MacPherson.


My first question -- some of my questions were covered this morning and quite happily by Mr. Rubenstein on some of the VECC questions, so I'm down to a few.


One is at Exhibit 1.15-VECC-5, and while it's being pulled up, I'm not sure how much we need it.  While it's being pulled up, the question went to the refunds of contribution aid of construction and about how a customer might or might not get that refund.


And there were a couple of things in that response that I didn't understand and I just want to follow up with you.


First of all, before I ask about that specifically, I heard that you are not utilizing the TCS SES mechanisms, but if you were, would a customer in those circumstances be eligible for some form of refund in the case where the  economics of the project, number of customers attaching, et cetera, was better than anticipated and therefore there was more income coming from that project?  Under those two mechanisms would there also be an eligibility for some form of refund?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  So in response to on occasions where the company employs a TCS or an expansion surcharge in a small [audio dropout] project, we do not offer a refund; however, we feel it's unnecessary because we forecast the customer additions.


We use the ten-year attachment horizon to forecast customers connecting to the system, so a refund is unnecessary.


However, on the occasion where we're taking contributions from customers where we do a small main extension, only year 1 connecting customers pay a contribution.  We don't collect contributions from future anticipated customers.


So that's -- that's a -- that's the case where we run into when those initial customers pay more than their fair share and then, you know, then something different happens, be it other customers necessitating a request for a refund, which we consider.


MR. GARNER:  So if I've understood this correctly, it doesn't matter if you're applying the TCS SES mechanism if in fact you had a ten-year horizon but exceeded it in year 4.  It makes no difference to what the customer -- the customer continues to pay that charge as per whatever the original schedule is for that charge.


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Yes, that is correct.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you.


And so the CIAC is only utilized, as I'm hearing it, in a one-year project.


And one of the things, if you look at the response, in the response that you gave me, you said the majority of projects are short main extensions with ten customers or less.


But from this afternoon's conversation I took it that a lot of these projects are actually for developments, with developers; is that the case?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  No, these types of charges are actually not used with developers or new construction subdivision projects; they're mostly reserved for smaller projects.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank --


MR. MacPHERSON:  And just a correction, I didn't mean they're one-year projects, I mean we only count contribution from year-1 customers connecting to the project, so if we had, you know, ten homes, two were committed to connecting, only those two would be contributing to the contribution in aid of construction.


MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So in the case of a developer who was putting in a development, do they ever pay a contribution in aid of construction for you to put in your distribution plant into the development?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.


MR. GARNER:  Mm-hmm.


MR. MacPHERSON:  Yes, they do.  Sometimes.  Depends on the economics of the project.


MR. GARNER:  I see.  And are they also eligible for a refund in the case where maybe they built more houses, I guess, than anticipated?  Is that possible for them?


MR. AHMAD:  No, they are not.


MR. GARNER:  So the circumstance we're talking about here then is a small extension where, as you say here, usually, but not always, ten or less customers, correct?


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  That is the most typical case we have.


MR. GARNER:  Right.  And do you have any -- can you give me any sense of the materiality of the issue for me, let's say looking at it in the sense of how many -- how many projects like this would there be, and how often might one run into an issue where you, you know, you actually exceed your expectation and there is an eligibility for a refund?  Is there any sort of way you can give me a quantum of the number of customers affected or the number of dollars affected in a year for something like this?


MR. AHMAD:  So can I confirm with my -- yes, Faheem Ahmad.  Can we confer with our panel members?


MR. GARNER:  I'm sorry, I didn't understand your response.  Could you repeat it?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Can I confer with our panel members?


MR. GARNER:  Oh, oh, sorry.  Yes, absolutely.


[Witness panel confers]


MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I think it would be very difficult for us to make an estimate of that.


And I would like to point out that in these -- now that the Board has approved this mechanism, we try to -- we try to employ it where, you know, where it's suitable.  It makes a lot of problems go away.  It's much simpler.  It's more fair between customers.  And then we don't have -- we don't have these cases where people have to come and ask us in future for refunds.


So generally, we generally find consumers are much more happy to have something -- don't like to have difficulties between neighbours where some connect and some don't and people don't pay a fair share of the expansion cost.


MR. GARNER:  Yeah, I'm not sure that helps me understand how many people are deserving of a refund who aren't getting one is really where I'm going, and try to get an understanding of that, but if that can't be -- if I can't be helped today on that, I understand.  I'm not going to press it.


The other part of the response that I was a little confused at is that we also asked is if a customer did ask for a refund, would they get interest on their -- on their refund that they are owed.

And I think it's in (c), you indicate, well no, because it's based on a reduction from rate base, and we don't get interest on that.  But that response I don't understand in this way.

A customer is owed a refund is a customer who has actually overpaid the contribution, right, or the contribution is already not needed because more customers, for instance, pay the contribution.

You don't go back and readjust your project for contributions that are greater than -- that are owed to customers, do you?

Like if you had a project, put it this way:  If you had a project and you assumed it needed a hundred-dollar contribution from a hundred customers, and, in fact, you got way over that, you don't go back to your -- do you go back to your set of continuity schedules and change your contribution in aid of construction to that project?

MR. AHMAD:  Yeah, Faheem Ahmad.  Yes, We do not -- I think in our response we mentioned that the contribution amount offsets our capital assets and lowers our capital cost.  So we do not earn an interest on that, so therefore we don't pay interest to the customer who paid contribution.

MR. GARNER:  I think you just repeated your response.

My question was:  But that's true for your initial amount, so when you do a -- when you do and book a project, you booked a project on the assumption of a certain contribution of X.

In a case where a customer is owed a refund, you've got an X plus Y.  That's why they're owed the refund, right?  Because you have more money than you anticipated.

But in those circumstances as I would think, is you don't go back and change your accounting for that project, because you could only then do that after you knew how many customers took their refund or didn't take their refund, right, because you would have to understand, you know, we gave X number of customers refund back and some we didn't get back.

I wouldn't think that you'd go back from your original booking of that project with the original booking of contribution of aid of construction in that project, do you?

MR. AHMAD:  I'm not --


MR. GARNER:  Do you make an accounting change for that?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  So when I say "book your project", I'm not following that.  How do we book it --


MR. GARNER:  For rate-making purposes your project would be booked in for say a thousand dollars' worth of project a hundred dollars' worth of CIAC, so a 900 net amount of project in rate base, and that's how you'll calculate your rate base.

Now, if a project actually gives you more than $100 of contribution in aid of construction, I wouldn't think that you'd go back and make an adjustment to that project in the past and say, no, no, we actually got way more contribution in aid of construction, and that you don't make a change to that, your regulatory books demonstrate the same amount as originally.

MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  I think that the assumption that you are making about the rate base, it doesn't work like that.

When we estimate a project, it does not -- it doesn't go into the regulatory books as a rate base right away.

We estimate a project, and we calculate the contribution amount and the -- so the PI is less than one and the customer has to commit to pay CIAC.

And one once the person pays CIAC, at that time we are satisfied the financial requirements of that project are met.


And once the project is up and running and the gas starts flowing, so at that time the capital cost goes into the rate base.  So that's why we don't book any project into the rate base at the time of estimation.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, maybe to understand that better -- I'm not sure I do, but maybe that goes to my -- another -- the question I had on this is:  In the circumstance where a customer is eligible for a refund on the contribution to aid of construction, how long does that customer's eligibility last?  So, this is a circumstance where a customer is, you know, by your own estimation, can contact you because, it's only the customer contacts you, you don't contact them, as I understand it, and they say, okay I want my refund.

Can they do that a year later, two years later, five years later?

MR. MacPHERSON:  It is Ian MacPherson.  So currently what we have approved is we have a five-year policy in the Enbridge rate zone and there is no refund policy in the Union rate zones.  What we are proposing as a harmonized policy is a ten-year window that a consumer could request that we re-evaluate a project for refund.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, so and that goes to the answer just before, though, so that would say that within a ten-year timeframe customers can come back and ask for money off of projects that -- where you've over-collected the CIAC; is that right?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Confirmed.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, what is the impediment you have with notifying a customer that they are eligible for a refund?  What's -- why is that not possible?

MR. AHMAD:  Can you repeat your question?


MR. GARNER:  What is the impediment to you contacting a customer or customers in those circumstances where they are eligible for a refund of their CIAC?

MR. AHMAD:  Can I confer with the panel members?

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. AHMAD:  Yeah, Faheem Ahmad.  It is not practical for Enbridge to inform the customers of the possibility of a refund because there are so many projects we have done over many years.  There are so many projects so we cannot track each and every single project to find if there is an opportunity for a refund to the customers.

So it is -- that's why it is easier for the customer to understand if there are additional customers on the facility they have paid contribution on.

MR. GARNER:  Why would it be easier for the customer to understand?  How would they understand how many customers were anticipated to be on the project.  If I went down my street, how would I know whether you had anticipated all of my neighbours, half my neighbours, or none of my neighbours?  How would I know that?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  It's a strange answer.  If you've been involved in one of these projects, very personal, on a street, that when the neighbours get together to try to do something like this, and they kind of, they know,  Like there's --

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Especially when people have, as I said before, paid more than other neighbours and then someone who said, no connects later, people are aware.  And (inaudible) mentioned it.


It's visible from the point of view because you're very small.  Like Enbridge comes along and does construction and the meter is visible.  So this is -- this is what we have relied on.

But I do want to emphasize that we are getting away from this because of these very reasons, like we don't want customers to have to do that.

We'd rather to do this in a simple way, that we are counting on those customers using mechanisms that recover the capital through an expansion surcharge, and none of this is required.  No trouble.  No wandering around the neighborhood counting meters.  It just works and it is much simpler.

MR. GARNER:  Maybe I didn't -- well, first of all, I guess my first response to that when a customer contacts you, though, you do have that information about whether they're owed a refund or not, in the sense of tracking. There was an answer about, you know, there are lots of things to track.  But you must have the information in order to offer them the refund, right?


MR. MacPHERSON:  We would have to do some research.  We would have to dig up -- Sorry, Ian MacPherson.  We'd have to do research, dig up the original project file, re-run the estimates, see whose attached.  So it would take some effort --


MR. GARNER:  It's not an easy thing.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Like, When it happens, it doesn't take five minutes, I'll say that.  It takes a little bit of work.

MR. MacPHERSON:  It's not looking it up in a database.  Thank you.  I think I understand.

On the second part of your answer, this goes to also this morning, or this afternoon.  I thought you weren't applying the SES and TCS mechanisms right now, and are you saying that for these ten -- these small things, in the future, that is the plan and therefore this is not going to be utilized in the future?


MR. MacPHERSON:  We are utilizing those mechanisms today, TCS and SES.  Those are approved mechanisms that we employ.

This is directly available to use a contribution such as this, but our preference is to try not to, if we're running into -- especially if we're running into problems like we're talking about here, where we have feasibility issues.

MR. GARNER:  I thought I had 15 minutes, but I'm being told I've run out of time, so I'm going to just jump quickly to one last question.

I had a number of questions, by the way, for -- you have a benchmarking study from Guidehouse, and I don't think there is anybody on this panel from Guidehouse, is there?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  There is not.

MR. GARNER:  Yeah, that's fine.

MR. STEVENS:  Nobody had indicated that they had questions for Guidehouse.

MR. GARNER:  I thought I had, David, but it's not a big deal.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. GARNER:  So I think I can get to the same point after -- in all of this, in any event.

It is really an interrogatory, which I don't -- we can pull up, but I'm not sure we need to pull it up, really, but it is 3.2 VECC 25.  And while it's being pulled up, it is very simple, is:  One of the things that -- I had a lot of questions about the way the heating degree day's changing, the way you're doing the normalized formula, et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.

And there's in my mind significant inconsistencies, et cetera, but one of the things that I really didn't understand is, under the proposed straight fixed/variable and demand proposal, if one moves to that -- let's say that is what happens -- for the new rate class, 01, I think it's called, which is the residential class, how much do -- to put in the vernacular, how much do I care about that any more?  Do I care about normalized use calculations under that rate design any more?

Is it an important part of the rate design for the residential class of customers?  Is it even necessary?

Is the calculation of a NAC a necessary component still under SFVD rate design?

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Every closed forecast we propose in this application will be used for rate-setting purposes until a set BD is approved and fully implemented.

Variance account is the same thing.  It will be used and effective until OEB approve a set VB and it is fully implemented.

After that day, every closed forecast, proposed every closed forecast, will still continue to be used for other purposes but not for rate-setting purposes.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, not for rate-setting purposes, but for these other purposes -- again, very quickly, why would I care, as looking at my rates, why would I -- how does it impact my rates and that?  Does it impact my rates, does it have a meaningful impact on my rates?

MS. SAYYAN:  After the SVB is approved and fully implemented, every closed forecast won't be impacting rates base.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  And so just the last question very quickly.

If -- and I don't want to -- I'm not trying to negotiate here, but I'm just trying to really understand when we move ahead in this application, is under the SFVD, why wouldn't I -- instead of arguing about all these changes to doing the NAC changes, all these other heating degree changes, why wouldn't I just say, well, it's easier.  Just use what you're using until that happens, which I take it is in a year and a half or whatever it is later.

Why I would bother going through all of the commotion of arguing about changes to those things right now?  Is there something that I need to [overspeaking] --


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Companies will make a forecast is developed generated not only for rate-setting purposes but for other purposes as well.

One of this gas supply planning.  After SFVD is implemented, approved and implemented, we still need to provide volumetric forecast to gas supply plan -- forecast supply planning, and also other areas, long-range planning, companies' internal long-range planning, and other area OEB engaging achievable potential study, for example, and this study again require all volumetric forecasts.

So every closed choose doesn't impact rate-setting, doesn't mean it is not going to be produced, generated by the company.

Enbridge Gas will continue to produce this forecast, and we want to make sure it is harmonized in that application, even though it is not going to be used for rate-setting purposes after SFVD is implemented.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, thank you.  I owe Mr. Millar lots of time right now, so I think I will thank you and move on.  Thank you, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.

We're going to move to OEB Staff now, and I believe it's Mr. Viraney.
Examination by Mr. Viraney:

MR. VIRANEY:  Good afternoon.  It is Khalil Viraney from the OEB.  Can the panel and the court reporter hear me?

UNIDENTIFIED MALE SPEAKER:  We can hear you.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  The reference is Exhibit 1.3.2-Staff-85.  And that refers to whether Enbridge Gas has considered emerging trends, which includes electrification, RNG, hydrogen blending, et cetera, in the forecasting methodologies, and Enbridge has confirmed that it has used these trends.

So I just want to confirm whether Enbridge has used these trends in the statistical modelling that is the regression analysis.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Enbridge Gas intends to use this emerging trends through energy transition planning, as explained in 1.10.4.

There are some assumptions used in our forecast in terms of customer numbers.

We have some energy transition assumptions, and we apply it additionally on top of our economic forecast to customer numbers.

In terms of average use forecasting, we have gas price in some of the models, and discuss prices, including the carbon price based on the assumption, $170 per tonne in 2030.

In addition to that, we know there is -- there is a change in building code, a new building code, and when clarification is available, Enbridge Gas also planning to apply this impact on the average use volumetric forecast.  These are [audio dropout] forecasts.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.  So I see that you use the billing code as a vintage variable in the statistical analysis, but I don't see any of the independent variables considering the use of heat pumps or hydrogen blending or RNG.

It is just that you have stated you have considered that as part of the customer forecast, just the customer numbers.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Those assumptions will be all additional adjustment in our econometric forecast through energy transition planning assumptions.

If they have new assumptions to be added to address our econometric forecast, we will be applying them in the future.

Other than that, our regression models have high R squared, which is close to 1.099, even over 99, and the most major variables are for residential customers, heating degree days and vintage variable for non-residential average use, it is again heating degree day and some economic variables, like gas price or employment.  All these assumptions regarding emerging trends will be applied when any change is done through energy transition assumptions.

MR. VIRANEY:  So that is something in the future?  You're -- you did not apply for the 2024 forecasting model?

MS. SAYYAN:  Not 2024.  I believe -- subject to check, I believe energy transition assumptions are flexible to change, based on the changing emerging trends, and when there's any change happens and approved by OEB, our economic forecast is flexible to be adjusted by these changing assumptions.

MR. VIRANEY:  So I just want to be clear.  You did not use it in the 2024 forecast, but your response did say that Enbridge considered emerging trends.

MS. SAYYAN:  For 2024, the assumptions used in our forecast was related customer [audio dropout] customers, which is we had three energy transition assumptions used to --


[Reporter appeals]

MS. SAYYAN:  So for customer forecast compiled for 2024 application, adjusted for three energy transition assumptions, they are provided under Staff 31 as an IR response.

Regarding average use forecast, carbon price assumptions used in gas price was based on $170 per tonne in 2030.  These are old assumptions impacting volume regarding energy transition.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you.  Now I'm moving to 1.3.2-Staff-94.  This is an update to the average customers and I'm specifically looking at rate 110.  And that is the attachment 1.  If you look at rate 110, for 2022 it shows 426 customers.  And if you pull up the original evidence, which is exhibit 3, tab 2, schedule 8, attachment 2, page 2, the forecast was 396.  Can you explain the significant change and also confirm that for 2023 and 2024 it remain -- it will be 416, that's what you are expecting?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Just a moment to confer, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  (Inaudible) the change, the update, from forecast to actual, 2022 was a period of high growth.  This is one of the most common classes that (inaudible) new large customers coming into -- in the Enbridge rate zone, lots of economic activity and just a new businesses.  The second part of your question is asking, I believe were you asking about in future years, Mr. Viraney?

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.


MR. MacPHERSON:  I think it would be fair to say that that trend would -- like would be increasing from that point, upward.  I don't have a number at this point, but it -- you know, things -- some businesses close but it's -- it would probably stay at that level or go higher is my expectation.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay, thank you.  If you could just go back to the answer that would be the previous page.  I would like a better explanation for the rate 25, the decline in customer.  What does it mean by "this allocation difference can result in a lower rate of 25 count"?  Can you just give a brief explanation?

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I'll attempt to walk through the response that was provided.

What we were intending to communicate there is that on an actual basis the allocation of volume between firm versus interruptible is determined on a daily basis, whereas when we are doing that on a forecast basis, we take the volume that we forecasted for a month and it is spread across the month, and which would potentially result in lower volumes being forecasted as interruptible.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.  That's it.  I believe Michael Parkes had one question, and if he's there maybe he could jump in.
Examination by Mr. Parkes:


MR. PARKES:  Thanks very much, Mr. Viraney.  Two questions actually.  One is on stranded asset risk and economic feasibility calculations.

If we could go to 1.15-ED-83.  Move down to page 4 of this response.

So this asked about liability for revenue forecast shortfalls, so the answer in the right column there is Enbridge's response.

So my understanding from discussions with Mr. Rubenstein earlier today is that these calculations would be done at the time when you have complete information on actual capital costs and information on actual number of customers connected to the system, but that you would then be assuming that revenues for those customers continued for the 40-year time horizon; is that correct?

MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  Yes, this is correct.

MR. PARKES:  So if customers left the system prior to that time horizon then the asset is still in rate base and based on the cost to be recovered from the remaining Enbridge Gas customers, correct?


MR. AHMAD:  Faheem Ahmad.  These are new customers so I'm not sure when you say the customer leaving so these are gross new customers which are being added to the system.

MR. PARKES:  Yes, yes, understood.  So if they join but leave prior to the 40-year time horizon?


MR. AHMAD:  Investment portfolio is based on a single year so the customer attachment in a single year they are counted in these calculations.

MR. PARKES:  Yes, yes.  Understood.  But if they leave the system prior to that, that is not counted, basically, in the -- these revenue calculations here.  You've assumed that when the calculation is done that those customers will remain on the system for the 40-year horizon?

MR. AHMAD:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. PARKES:  Thank you.  Second question is on a different topic around DSM adjustments to the volume forecast.  If we could go to exhibit 3, tab 2, schedule 7.  If we could move to page 3 for this one.

Enbridge Gas notes here that the historical data used to forecast average use volumes includes DSM, but doesn't capture Enbridge's future DSM plans.  And so consequently expected DSM activity is layered on to the volumetric forecast.

So from looking at this exhibit and the IRRs, Enbridge has essentially put the full expected DSM volumes from 2024 into the forecast.  I am just wondering how this aligned or potentially overlapped with Enbridge's existing trend analysis for average use of customers.


So what I mean by that is if you had the same level of DSM activity from the year to year, then you wouldn't need to explicitly have a DSM adjustment at all, because it would be captured in your average trend analysis, but it looked to me from the forecast that you weren't proposing to include only the difference in level of DSM activity in 2014 versus the level used in historical year that you were using the full 2024 DSM activity.  So I just wanted to confirm if that is correct and if there's a reason for that.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  DSM adjustment done in the general-service volumetric forecasts or contract mark and volumetric forecast in this application is consistent with the DSM adjustment done for EGD rate zone and Union rate zone in the past filing and applications, rate applications.

There is no change in terms of DSM adjustment in this application that we are proposing.

Regarding -- DSM adjustment is based on incremental changes, and we believe that the DSM included in the actual data is considered, taken into account in the forecast, and we expect this trend to be continued, but at the same time, because of government policies and changes, we expect more and more saving, DSM savings in the future.

That's why we need this additional adjustment in our process.  But it is consistent with the previous and past applications.  There is no change.

MR. PARKES:  Yeah, I understand that it's not a change.

No, I notice from the Guidehouse study there are several different ways to do this.

So you believe that the method you have is accurate and the best way to go forward then?  Okay, those are my questions then.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Parkes.

We're going to move down to Mr. Jarvis now, who is down for ten minutes.

Mr. Jarvis, I just note that we are running behind time today, so I'll ask you to be as efficient as you can be, thank you.
Examination by Mr. Jarvis:

MR. JARVIS:  I certainly will be, Mr. Millar.

Good afternoon, panel.  Ian Jarvis with the Building Owners and Managers Association and looking particularly here at contract customers and following on to conversations we had yesterday, looking at the demand forecast, both annual and peak, related to those customers.

I wonder if we could turn to Exhibit 3, tab 2, Schedule 8, attachment 1, please.

That's not -- this is Schedule 8, attachment 1?  Yes, it is.

So that's not what I was looking for.  I was looking at the forecast of 2019, the gas volumes, broken down between buildings and the different types; is that -- is that perhaps attachment 2?

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Are you referring to page 3, perhaps?

MR. JARVIS:  Could be.  Could well be.  Thank you.

Looking for the breakdown between the categories, the contract.  There we go.  Thank you very much.  Not a good start.

Could I first confirm, Ms. Goodreau, that the row "buildings", is that a proxy for commercial customers?

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  We do believe that that could be a reasonable proxy for commercial customers.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay.  And so running the math through there, it looks like commercial customers represent about 5 percent of contract volume; does that sound fair?

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Subject to check, that sounds fair.

MR. JARVIS:  And looking previously, without pulling up the exhibit in the interests of time, I believe 2019, the volume for general-service commercial customers -- and keep in mind our constituency is the commercial sector -- was around 6.4 million, so the contract volume -- the contract customer, commercial volume is about 7 and a half percent, again subject to check, of the total volume.

So 500,000 out of 6 -- out of about 7 million.

It's about 7 and a half percent; does that sound reasonable?  Just trying to get orders of magnitude.

MS. GOODREAU:  Subject to check, yes.

MR. JARVIS:  So it's only 7 and a half percent of the total commercial, but these are the biggest customers.

I assume these are hospital campuses and commercial complexes and university campuses and so on.

That's the kind of customer that would be in that mix; is that correct?

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Confirmed.

MR. JARVIS:  Looking at this forecast, we are going from in 2019, 526,000, to 2024, 642 -- 642,000, so the forecast is growing by about 22 percent?

MS. GOODREAU:  Subject to check, yes.

MR. JARVIS:  And we talked about new customers.  Is there any way of knowing if, among the new customers, any of those are commercial?  It sounded like they were industrial, but in terms of this scale, is there -- do you have any knowledge of whether any part of that is growth in number of customers, or is this an expected increase in average use of commercial customers?

MS. GOODREAU:  Can I clarify your question?

MR. JARVIS:  Yes.

MS. GOODREAU:  You're referring specifically to line 27, buildings, and wondering, within that segment, whether it's -- sorry, can you just repeat your question to clarify?

MR. JARVIS:  Yes, sorry.  So in terms of buildings, yes, the growth of, let's say 22 percent from 2019 to 2024, is that due to any new customers, or is it due to  growth in average use of those customers?

MS. GOODREAU:  I don't have the confirmation if it is customers or incremental volumes.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Could we just have a moment to confer?

MR. JARVIS:  Of course, yes.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  Just to confirm, largely this is driven by new customers in this class.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay.  There was a -- thank you for that, Mr. MacPherson.

There was a response to SEC-157, without pulling it up, regarding customer growth.  It all looked like it was in Union Gas territory and the rates looked like they were industrial, but there was expectation of big new commercial customers coming on during this period of time, so take that as stated.

Could we turn just briefly to, again, going back to the actual exhibit, 3.2.8, page 4.

I just want to run through that in terms of -- from the perspective of commercial customers, if I may.

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Can you restate your reference, 328 --


MR. JARVIS:  3.2.8, page 4.

Now we're into -- I have obviously misread.

Looking to the line items 10 -- yes, okay, so line item 10 here speaks to the bottom up, looking at volume forecast based on the experience of your account managers, I believe.

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Correct.

MR. JARVIS:  And looking to the Staff 93 question again -- I can read it to you -- Staff 93 on the same area refers to Canada's 40 percent reduction goal and whether that was included in the conversations that your account managers have with these customers and confirmed that it was included, but again, these are big customers wondering if those conversations would also automatically include the DSM or carbon reduction targets that those big commercial customers have set over time.

Would you have confidence that those conversations would include that, and therefore those goals, those goals of those institutions would be reflected in the forecast?

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian MacPherson.  I can confirm that is correct.  These conversations involve an annual renewal process using the latest actual annual and peak demands about these customers and include conversations about changes, plans, production increases, DSM changes, and other investments that customers may be making that would impact their future forecast.

Many of the customers are key service customers that are incented -- well, first they have an optimum contract, but also to buy the right amount of energy so they're not wanting to -- if they are making a big change to be delivering to our system excess gas.

MR. JARVIS:  Thank you, Mr. MacPherson, and again, thinking here about commercial so not so much production unless they are planning a lot more students.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Fair point.


MR. JARVIS:  The item 11 here speaks to  discontinuation of considering the impact of whether, because -- again I think here it refers primarily to industrial, which are predominantly base load, but would you acknowledge that these commercial customers will be weather sensitive just like general service?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  There could be an element that is impacted by weather for those customers.

MR. JARVIS:  So, I'm thinking hospitals, universities.  These are weather sensitive, just like their smaller counterparts in general service.

MR. MacPHERSON:  Ian McPherson.  Just to clarify, in these large volume contract rate classes, a fairly high proportion of the distribution revenue is fixed for these customers (inaudible) approximately 83 percent.


So although you're right, there is more weather sensitivity, a lower proportion of their revenue requirement comes from weather related (inaudible).


MR. JARVIS:  My final question, could I go to paragraph 16 in the same sequence here.

Here it says that the -- Once again energy transition impacts are inherent, quote, and no additional consideration.

Would that also apply to again the commercial members of your contract customers?

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Yes, I would confirm that.

MR. JARVIS:  That is all my questions.  Thank you, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you so much, Mr. Jarvis.  I think up next we have the city of Kitchener.  Is that you, Ms. Chatterjee?  Oh, no, I'm sorry.
Examination by Mr. Abu-Eseifan:


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Khaled Abu-Eseifan here, representing the City of Kitchener.  And with me is Ms. Chatterjee, (inaudible) as well.


MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead, thank you.


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  My first question to the panel regarding the interrogatory response 3.2-Kitchener-1.

At column 3 there is a table that provides, table 1 that provides the heating degree dates for Waterloo (inaudible).  Can you tell us what is the source of the data for the heating degree days here?


MR. BASHUALDO:  Could you repeat the question, please.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Can you tell us the source of the data for the heating degree days in table 1?

MR. BASHUALDO:  Enbridge has a -- is based on gas control data that we gather from external party which in turn we understand that they gather weather information from the weather stations, from Environmental -- Environmental Canada (sic).

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  So this is Environmental Canada data, basically?

MR. BASHUALDO:  That is my understanding.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  And are you able to provide us the -- because we have Environmental Canada data as well, but our numbers differ from these numbers slightly.  They are slightly different than these numbers.  And are these numbers when adjusted?


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  These are gas day data taken from gas control from Enbridge.

These are still using the same stations with Environment Canada, but the difference is Environment Canada is calculating daily average temperature using the maximum and minimum temperature in a day, but for gas control, gas day, the calculation, average temperature calculation is done using 24-hours temperatures, average from 24-hours temperatures.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Are you able to share with us the -- raw data, up to this calculations?

[Reporter appeals.]


The raw, like the hourly data up to the total, total gas day data.


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  We can provide the daily data, but you are asking for -- just to clarify, 2020, 2022, daily data for London station; is that what you are looking for?

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  I'm asking for the source data for the table 1 that shows the daily data and the aggregation into the yearly data.


MS. SAYYAN:  But are you asking for the data for CYKF, Waterloo-Kitchener station?  Or from London, CYXU?


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Waterloo-Kitchener, yes.

MS. SAYYAN:  Water Kitchener, yeah, confirm.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, the undertaking is JT 3.24.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT 3.24:  TO PROVIDE THE SOURCE DATA FOR THE TABLE 1 THAT SHOWS THE DAILY DATA AND THE AGGREGATION INTO THE YEARLY DATA.


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  My second question is related to the interrogatory response 7.2-Kitchener-2(b), answer (b), (b) and (c) basically.

So, if Kitchener data is available, Kitchener weather data is available, table 2, I'm not sure why table 2 has been produced.  Why we did not use Kitchener data directly to calculate, rather than using a calculation to calculate London, from London weather station to [audio dropout] Waterloo data?


[Reporter appeals]


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Weather data available, why we are using calculations from London to calculate Waterloo data when we can use directly Kitchener data there, and is there a way to recalculate the answer for (b) and (c) using Kitchener data?

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  I think we are talking about different HVD usage for different purposes.

This IR you are sharing right now is for purpose of design day demand forecasting.  Their stations can be different than what used for HDD forecast that is used to normalize volumetric forecast.  I think this is the confusion.

The first IR we discussed was for HDD forecast use for normalization of volumetric forecasts, and this one is for design day demand forecast.  It is acceptable --


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Can you elaborate what is the difference between the HDD for design day and the HDD for volumetric --


MS. SAYYAN:  Subject to check --


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Yeah, the difference between HDD for design day and volumetric predictions.

MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Subject to check by expert, experts, but design day demand forecasts include more granular level of HDD used in the forecast.  So they have more stations than we use to -- in HDD forecast to normalize general service volumetric forecast.

For general service volumetric forecast normalization, we have HDD forecast for five weather zones only.  These are central, east, west, south, and north.

We don't do the forecast by station.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Okay, is there a way to get -- once we get the Kitchener HDD data that can be used for design day prediction, is there a way to produce the table in answer (c) using actual Kitchener data?  Yeah, this table.  This --


MS. SAYYAN:  Hulya Sayyan.  Again, this is not related to our panel.

MR. STEVENS:  Can I suggest, perhaps, that this is a question that is best asked of the representatives in panel 5, I think it is, who will be talking to the design day demand methodology and approach?  They'll be much more able, I think, to answer your questions about how many different stations are used and what different views could or should be provided.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  The question was basically about weather normalization, but if it is to panel 5 then it's okay.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Great.  Mr. Abu-Eseifan, I just note you're past your time.  Was that your last question for this panel, with the understanding that will be bumped to panel 5?

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you so much.

Let's move -- Dwayne, I think you had one quick follow-up question for this panel before we wrap them up?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  So there are two quick things.

On the undertaking that was taken to reconcile the monthly UFG between east and Union south that Enbridge undertook, my question is I followed what Mr. Pardy was saying about converting energy and that helps.

However, if you're aggregating monthly into an annual number, that's -- if you could be clear on the undertaking, if that's what you do to get the annual number, because the annual number we always get and the Board gets is in volume again.

So if you are converting it from an annual energy number back to volume, how do you do that while keeping into account the fact that you have monthly differences?

So is that clear, in terms of just refining that undertaking to satisfy what the Board needs?

MS. GOODREAU:  Could you --


MR. STEVENS:  So just to be clear, Dwayne, just to put us all on the same page, I think you're talking about Undertaking 3.20?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  And the question is:  How do you convert from monthly energy-based amounts to annual volumes?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, yeah.  There should be two steps.

One is, do you aggregate the monthly into an annual energy number, and then, if you go annual energy, then how do you get back into annual volume, respecting that your heat values have changed for each of those months?

And I think Mr. Pardy, I think Ms. Goodreau may understand that.

I just want to make sure it's part of the undertaking so we don't spend time at the settlement conference trying to figure this out.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm afraid that I'm seeing some shaking heads as to the understanding.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, David.  I am going to respect that this -- I'm going to try it again through e-mail, and I'll do my best.  Otherwise we'll pick it up in the settlement conference.

I want to respect the time and panel 11 coming up.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  And I think you've noted that Mr. Pardy is back in panel number 7, so -- [overspeaking] --


MR. QUINN:  Yeah, I have a few questions for him there.

MR. STEVENS:  -- send me -- sorry to talk over, but if you were to send me an e-mail before then and we need any clarification, perhaps we can do it with Mr. Pardy on that panel.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I'll do it that way.

The last one, David and I exchanged e-mails on an undertaking for the reference 4.

Angela, can you bring that up.  I copied Angela on it also.  I don't have it front of me now.

I have UFG in front of me.  Exhibit 4, tab 3, Schedule 1, pages 11 and 12.

And the undertaking talks to the impact on UFG from the change in [audio dropout] prices.  And I'm struggling to understand that answer, so I'm just wondering if Enbridge could provide an illustration of how that works, because it says in paragraph 24 -- it says that the 2023 bridge forecast for UFG is $46.2 million, which is $15 million higher than the 2022 estimate.  14 million of that increase is attributable to the increase in reference prices in each of the respective rate zones.

Sorry, that eludes my understanding of how changes in prices lead to what would quantifiably be about 30 percent increase in UFG costs, so if that could be demonstrated by a sample calculation or numerically I would appreciate that.

MR. STEVENS:  I know that -- I'm sure we're late in the day and I'm having more difficulty following [audio dropout] but maybe we could just break this down a little bit.

I'm not objecting to the question, Dwayne.  I just want to make sure that it is clear.

So we're talking about Exhibit 4, tab 3, Schedule 1?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, if you scroll down to paragraph 24 -- I was reading from paragraph 24.  I apologize.

Right there.  As you can see, 2023 is 46, 15 million higher than 2022.

14 of that 15 is attributable to an increase in reference prices in each of the respective rate zones.

That in fact eludes my understanding of how that could happen, but I may be missing something.

So if I understand the detail on how that was calculated, hopefully we could confirm for the Board that it makes sense.

MR. STEVENS:  So the undertaking, Dwayne, is in relation to Exhibit 4, tab 3, Schedule 1, paragraph 24, to provide an explanation for the statement in the second sentence.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  We can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  JT3.25.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.25:  IN RELATION TO EXHIBIT 4, TAB 3, SCHEDULE 1, PARAGRAPH 24, TO PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION FOR THE STATEMENT IN THE SECOND SENTENCE.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you for Enbridge's accommodation and, Mr. Millar, for extra time.

I'm taking some off of panel 11.  I'm going to shift [audio dropout] my question to see if we can answer that by way of undertaking also, and that'll take off more time.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Dwayne.  And I believe that concludes panel 3.

We had a switch over and a break separate.  We are going to combine those because we're running a bit behind, and I understand there is a strong desire to finish panel 11 today, so let's come back in 10 minutes with the new panel at 3:48.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

--- Recess taken at 3:38 p.m.

--- On resuming at 3:48 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Stevens, did you want to quickly introduce your panel.

MR. STEVENS:  At the, yes, thank you, Michael.

We are now on to panel 11.  Panel 11 will be speaking to SQRs, non-gas deferral and variance accounts and service charges.

And with that, I will turn it over to the members of the panel to introduce themselves and to briefly indicate what parts of the evidence that they'll be speaking to.

So starting with the person closest to me on the screen, I'll turn it over to Michael McGivery.

MR. McGIVERY:  Michael McGivery, speaking of miscellaneous service charges.

MS. LYNCH:  Tracy Lynch, and I will be speaking so RSQRs.


MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre, manager of regulatory accounting.  I will be speaking to deferral and variance accounts.

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small, technical manager of regulatory accounting.  I will also speaking to deferral and variance accounts.

MS. COLLIER:  Jackie Collier, rate design specialist, speaking to the allocation and disposition of the deferral accounts.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 11

Michael McGivery

Jason Vinagre

Ryan Small

Jacki Collier

Tracy Lynch


MR. STEVENS:  With that, we are ready to for the questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Great, thank you, panel.  Mr. Stevens, SEC I believe is up first, so that's you, Mr. Rubenstein.  Go ahead.  I've got you for up to 25 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good afternoon, panel.  Late Friday afternoon talking about DVAs.

I have a number of issues that I want to go through but before we start, I was a bit unclear, Mr. Stevens, and maybe the panel can assist.

There was some questions with respect on Panel 2 with regard to the CFR revenue, and potentially costs, and if there were DVAs that would capture that.  I was unclear whether it would be this panel or panel 5 would be a better place to answer those questions.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe that would be panel 5.  They will be speaking to the gas-related DVAs.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can we first turn to 9.1-Staff-251.  In this interrogatory you were asked about the greenhouse gas emissions deferral accounts and specifically questions regarding the administrative costs in the administrative account.

And as I understood at a high-level, you have built into the revenue requirement in the OM&A about $1.4 million and anything in addition to that would be booked to the account; is that correct?

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.  Yeah, that's correct, we have built our ongoing costs of earned compliance into our base budget.  And I think, as -- maybe that's articulated more clearly in LPMA-47 part (h) or (i).

MR. STEVENS:  Part (h).

MR. SMALL:  Part (h), sorry.  Our proposal is that ongoing cost of current compliance, we are not proposing to track a variance around that, but to the extent that rules or requirements change that cause incremental impacts, then they would potentially be captured, or they would be captured in the greenhouse gas emissions deferral account.


And then I guess the other caveat is that we don't have a forecast for bad debt costs included in our 2024 budget, so those would continue to be captured in the greenhouse gas emissions variance account.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could we split out the two things that you just said?  So with respect to let's say new rules or policies it costs in addition -- is it all incremental -- let's me put it this way.

Is it any cost incurred with respect to those new requirements or is it any costs above $1.4 million that are built into the base revenue requirement that would be recorded (inaudible)


MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.  I think we have to recognize that we do have an amount in base rates.  We are not looking to track all variances to that, but in order to determine if there is incremental costs, we have to recognize that there is an amount in base rates.  So it would be the amount -- it would be...

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  I think what Ryan might be -- my colleague might be alluding to here is the fact that that 1.4 million right now is representative of the 7.5 FTEs in the group currently, and that will be present in the plan for 2024.

If any provincial or federal regulations change or programs change, and that may require incremental FTEs in order to manage those programs, that would be an expectation that we would be able to flow those amounts through the deferral account.

But again, back to, as my colleague alluded to, we recognize that there is the 1.4 million already represented by the 7.5 FTEs.  We are not planning on tracking any variances with regard to that team and the associated costs of that team.  Would you agree with that, Mr. (inaudible)?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry you are tracking the variance because you need to know if it costs more than $1.4 million, so I don't --

MR. VINAGRE:  True.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Obviously some confusion from me and maybe from the panel.  I would ask you to -- I don't want to spend a lot of time going back on this.  This is not even my main area, so if you want to clarify how in your view the account would operate --


UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER:  Can I suggest --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- through an undertaking, that would be most helpful.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  It's David Stevens speaking.  Can I suggest that we will provide an undertaking to communicate any further details as to the operation of this account as we think would be useful, having first read the transcript?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, and I'll just -- there are two -- I'll make two comments that I'd ask be addressed.

One is with respect to the bad debt expense, because you said you haven't forecast any bad debt related to, and my question is, is that with respect to new policies or is that related to the current -- the federal carbon program, I forget exactly the acronym you use.

MR. STEVENS:  So within that we'll address what would be treated as incremental bad debt.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then the third part of that is the if you spent -- is all -- is essentially any bad debt being put into the account or is that bad debt above sort of a total built into base for any sort of costs of 1.4 million?

MR. STEVENS:  I think that would be encompassed in the second part of (inaudible) in the sense of what would be treated as incremental bad debt, or stated differently, what bad debt costs could be recorded in this account.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, okay.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's mark that as JT 3.26.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT 3.26:  TO CLARIFY HOW IN YOUR VIEW THE ACCOUNT WOULD OPERATE AND TO ADDRESS WHAT WOULD BE TREATED AS INCREMENTAL BAD DEBT; TO EXPLAIN HOW INCREMENTAL BAD DEBT RELATED SPECIFICALLY TO GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS WOULD BE IDENTIFIED.  WITH REFERENCE TO 9.1-CCC-101 ADDRESS HOW INCREMENTAL BAD DEBT RELEVANT TO GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS REQUIREMENTS WOULD BE DETERMINED AND CONFIRM THAT THE MATERIALITY THRESHOLD FOR THE ACCOUNT IS $1 MILLION.

MS. GIRVAN:  Could I ask a question?  I'm sorry, it is Julie Girvan on behalf of the Consumers Council.  Just to save some time, I had a couple of questions on this account.

The first one -- and could you cover this off in the undertaking.  The first one is I was curious as to how incremental bad debt related specifically to greenhouse gas emissions would be identified and the second question that I had and it's part of -- 9.1-CCC-101.  I believe you are saying the materiality threshold for this account, because you are combining the two accounts, is a million dollars and if you could confirm that, that would be helpful.

Thank you, Mark I thought I would ask that since you are asking it anyway.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Julie.  It's David Stevens. We'll address how incremental bad debt relevant to greenhouse gas emissions requirements would be determined and confirm that the materiality threshold for the account is $1 million.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, I mean I also -- the last part was a bit confusing.

It was unclear if there was a materiality threshold or not on the account.  It was unclear if the responses to the interrogatories were saying because the account already exists or there's no -- or there are two separate accounts, essentially, for the two rate zones, that there is no need for materiality or a materiality threshold is existing, in terms of not just creation of the account but also for disposition of the account.

MR. STEVENS:  We can address that in the interrogatory response, but it may be that the panel wants to speak about, just in general, the view as to whether a materiality threshold would apply to ongoing accounts, whether they be combined; and secondly, whether a materiality threshold gets added to an account for clearance where it doesn't exist right now.

MS. GIRVAN:  That would be helpful.  Thank you.

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.

Our position would be that for established deferral accounts they are already established and there is no materiality threshold; we're just looking to continue the accounts.

And in terms of when it comes to clear amounts, again, we don't think there would be a materiality threshold, whether it's a debit or a credit.

Again, we think that the materiality threshold is if you are establishing a new account it is for the establishment of the account.

It then doesn't necessarily, in our interpretation, dictate that amounts recorded in the account have to exceed that.  There just has to be an expectation that they could.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask if we could go 9.1, SEC 225.

And this is a question, it is a bit unclear if this is a panel 9 -- sorry, a panel 11 or a panel 5 account.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Mark, I apologize for continuing to interrupt.

I have been corrected that it is actually panel 7, not panel 5, who would be speaking to the gas [audio dropout] variance accounts.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.

Is this question -- is this for this panel, SEC 225, or is that also for panel 7?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it may depend on what the question is, Mark.  It could be that it was for panel 3 depending on how volume-related the question is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, it is really just about -- I'm trying to understand the attachment or the table on the next page.

Maybe there is a mis -- it is how it's labelled, but I'm trying to understand footnote 1 and footnote 2, where it explains what's a positive number and what's a negative number.

So let me give you an example.

On the first line, so just back up of what the IR asked -- essentially was asking, you know, based on the current Union AUTUVA and the -- sorry, the Enbridge AUTUVA account and the Union NAC account.

If -- breaking down what those amounts would be historically if the proposed approach for the account was in place.  That's essentially -- there's both a weather impact and an average use component.

And if I take a look at the line 1 -- and let's just use 2021 as an example -- we have 19.2.  This is for Union, line number 1.  This is for average use.  And the footnote says "indicates positive is to collect and a negative is to reimburse", so I take it, at least as I understand, that to collect it's  -- it's to collect from customers, and what you are saying -- what that would reflect is that average use was lower than what was forecasted.

Then in line 2 we have weather impact, and the footnote says "indicates revenue gained minus indicates revenue loss", and so I would have assumed revenue gain means it was warmer, it was warmer, so the company gained more revenue than it would have, and negative means it would have been -- sorry, not that -- it wouldn't be warmer, it would be colder, but essentially the weather resulted in a greater gas use.

If it's a negative number, the company lost money because the weather essentially involved less gas use.

But you are subtracting those two numbers, and I would have thought, in the negative, essentially a lost number, you would be collecting that amount from customers, and because you're taking the 19.2 and then you're subtracting the 21.5, you get only a 2.3.

So I was going to ask to walk through this or make sure that the pluses and the minuses are not reversed.

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small again.

I think, subject to check, I think what this is indicating is that you're right, that for -- if we look at 2021, average use was below budget, and therefore we would have been collecting amounts.

And then I think it's indicating that weather was -- 
MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I take it your confusion is my confusion.

MR. SMALL:  I thought I had it in my head, but when I started to say it out loud it didn't work.  Sorry.

Yeah, we'll have to take it subject to -- we'll have to confirm.

MR. STEVENS:  We can provide an undertaking, Mark, if it's acceptable, to explain what it -- what is meant by the positive and negative numbers shown on table 1 and how the total volume variance amounts are calculated using 2021 as an example.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, thank you very much.

Can we go to 9.1 --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, we should put a number to that.

Is that JT3.27?
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.27:  TO EXPLAIN WHAT IS MEANT BY THE POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE NUMBERS SHOWN ON TABLE 1 AND HOW THE TOTAL VOLUME VARIANCE AMOUNTS ARE CALCULATED USING 2021 AS AN EXAMPLE.

MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Millar may have stepped away, but, yes, I think we're at -- I think that's right.  We're at 27.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I now ask that we go to 9.1 SEC 227.

So the background, as I understand, the need for this account relates really to what happened in 2028, and so we had asked you in the interrogatory to please provide the forecast 2028 balance, including the input calculations.

And your response is, "Well, we don't really have a forecast," and I'm -- essentially to require to calculate it, but I'd ask you on a best-efforts basis to provide a forecast, so to determine, one, the materiality of the account, but also to have a better sense of what that amount may be.

So can I ask by way of undertaking that on a best-efforts basis a -- using simplified assumptions if you have to, that you could provide a forecast?

MR. VINAGRE:  Mr. Rubenstein, it's Jason Vinagre here.  Subject to confirming with other groups, we can take that under advisement.  However, my understanding is that, right now, as far as our LRP is concerned, we don't have detailed information at the CCA pooled level that would allow us to provide a reasonable proxy or a reasonable estimate of what that impact would be in 2028.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I'd ask you on a best-efforts basis, and if you can't, you can explain why it's not feasible.

MR. MILLAR:  I'm hoping people can hear me.

That's JT3.28.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.28:  ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS TO PROVIDE A FORECAST, SO TO DETERMINE, ONE, THE MATERIALITY OF THE ACCOUNT, BUT ALSO TO HAVE A BETTER SENSE OF WHAT THAT AMOUNT MAY BE.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I now ask to go to 9.2 OGVG.11.

And I'm going to use this, but I have some sort of general questions about the issue.

And this is with respect to the $155 million you are seeking to clear from the accounting policy change to deferral account related to previous unamortized actual gains and losses and past service costs related to Union Gas.

So first, do I have the right panel for this issue?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, it is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I have a number of questions.  I just want to understand these amounts and then the account.  And I want to understand the regulatory -- both the regulatory and the financial accounting at various stages how they were treated.

So I want to understand, if there had not been the merger of Spectra and Enbridge, and then obviously downstream not a merger of Enbridge Gas and Union, what would have been the financial and regulatory treatment, presumably at Union Gas, of these amounts?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.

So essentially, Mr. Rubenstein, the treatment would have been essentially what we had reflected in the APCD amount annually in the sense that we are, in the absence -- like they're in the deferred rebasing period and subsequent to the merger treating it for financial and regulatory purposes as if that did not occur.  In the sense that we are continuing to amortize the balance in accordance with the calculations from our actuaries, Mercer, ultimately representing the drawdown of those cumulative actuarial losses that had occurred previous to the merger.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And where would the balances have been on the financial books and on the regulatory books?


MR. VINAGRE:  Both sets of records would contain them in the same area, and ultimately for Union Gas previously, that would have been contained in AOCI, and those balances would have been drawn down annually through an amortization.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in the last financial statements of Union Gas before the merger, is there a -- would I be able to see this -- obviously it's in a larger component, but in a note in the financial statements reference to these balances, where they would be placed?

MR. VINAGRE:  I think, subject to check.  I do not have the financial statements in front of me at the moment, but we can confirm that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, can you do that.

MR. VINAGRE:  To confirm, you are asking, in the 2018 combined financial statements, where that balance resided?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm -- yes.  I'm looking at -- this would be on Union's balances books before the Spectra Enbridge merger.  The last, I guess, the last financial statements that would have existed before that merger.

MR. VINAGRE:  And that would have been 2017?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Would be, I guess, yes, 2017's financial statements.

MR. VINAGRE:  Subject to check, yes, those amounts would have been in AOCI.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And would I be able to see that on the financial statements?  Like is there a note on the financial statements that is telling me that?  It may not.  I don't know.

MR. VINAGRE:  I believe there should be, but yes, I can confirm, subject to confirmation.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you undertake to do that and provide the 2017 financial --  Union financial statements?


MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can.

MR. MILLAR:  JT 3.29.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT 3.29:  TO CONFIRM WHERE IN THE 2018 FINANCIAL STATEMENTS THAT AMOUNT RESIDED; WHETHER THERE IS A NOTE IN THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS; TO PROVIDE THE 2017 UNION FINANCIAL STATEMENTS


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the next question is, there is a merger now between Spectra and Enbridge, but Union is still -- there is no -- this is -- but I want to discuss the period from the Spectra Union -- Spectra Enbridge merger but before the Enbridge Union Gas merger.

What is the financial and regulatory treatment and where are these -- where are the balances in that period of time?


MR. VINAGRE:  So I think, back to what we were just discussing, Mr. Rubenstein, the balances would still have shown up in Union's financial statements through 2017.

The Enbridge and Spectra merger was complete, and then in 2018 Union and Enbridge Gas filed combined financial statements.

The financial statements were reflective of the idea that the two entities were still standalone up until December 31st, through December 31st, 2018 and it was at the Enbridge Inc. level that they had recognized the implications of the merger and the purchase accounting resulting from that.  And any purchase price discrepancies and ultimately how everything was revalued, including the pension assets and liabilities and whatnot, and everything that came commensurate to that.

And from there, upon the amalgamation of Union and EGD, that requires the push-down accounting to take effect under U.S. GAAP.


Ultimately what that was -- would have transpired into was that the amounts representative of these balances that were contained in goodwill, and in order to continue to recognize for financial statement purposes and regulatory purposes, we had -- with the establishment of the accounting policy changed the deferral account.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, could I just back up.  We're going to get to the merger of Union and Enbridge.  I'm talking premerger.  I'm talking about the time between the Spectra Enbridge merger but before the Union Enbridge Gas merger.  I'm trying to trace all of this.

So in that period, where's the location of the balances on the financial and regulatory books?

MR. VINAGRE:  Subject to confirmation through to 2017 and through to 2018, the amounts represented of the balances for Union Gas were resident in AOCI.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, can we confirm that in the same undertaking?  And could you provide those -- the financial statement for that period, or the last financial statement for that period?

MR. STEVENS:  JT3.29 will confirm where the balances resided between the Enbridge Spectra merger and the Enbridge Union [audio dropout].  And we will provide the statements for 2018 to 2019 -- 2017 and to 2018.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.29:  TO CONFIRM WHERE THE BALANCES RESIDED BETWEEN THE ENBRIDGE SPECTRA MERGER AND THE ENBRIDGE UNION.  TO PROVIDE THE STATEMENTS FOR 2017 AND TO 2018.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now the merger occurs and the account is created, but assume for a minute the account did not exist, right?  Which was actually what Enbridge's position was in the MAADs application.  What would have happened to the balances -- sorry, to those balances?

MR. VINAGRE:  Mr. Rubenstein, it is Jason Vinagre here.  I am trying to think about ultimately how it would have played out, however coming back to the idea that it was the establishment of the accounting policy changes deferral account that allows for the recognition of any impacts of the amalgamation, and therefore that is why we recognize the amount in that account.
I understand, but let's just assume there was no account.  I'm just trying to understand what would have happened to those balances.

MR. VINAGRE:  Mr. Rubenstein, can I confer with my panel for a second, please?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  And if you would like to take this by way of undertaking, because it's complicated, I'm okay with that.


MR. STEVENS:  I think it would be more efficient. Our sincere hope to finish this afternoon for us to take this by way of undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's call it JT 3.30.  And what is the undertaking?
UNDERTAKING JT3.30:  AFTER THE MERGER, IF THERE HAD BEEN NO ACCOUNTING POLICY CHANGES DEFERRAL ACCOUNT, WHAT WOULD HAVE OCCURRED TO THE BALANCE, BOTH ON THE FINANCIAL AND REGULATORY PURPOSES, THE AMORTIZED EXTERNAL GAINS AND LOSSES AND PAST SERVICE COSTS REMAINING BALANCE.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  After the merger, if there had been no accounting policy changes deferral account, what would have occurred to the balance, both on the financial and regulatory purposes, the amortized external gains and losses and past service costs remaining balance.

MR. MILLAR:  David, it is JT3.30.  Mark, you are very close to time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I apologize, and I'll beg, borrow and steal where I need to.  This is an important area.

So the last question -- on this issue, on this part of the issue is, presumably at the time of the merger or before the -- sorry, at the time of the Spectra Enbridge merger but before the Union Gas Enbridge merger, you know, it is a very significant balance.  There was significant consideration of what -- of what would happen to these balances, presumably.  Would I be correct in that?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, you are correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I would ask you to provide, if -- at that time, if there's any accounting papers, internal memos or third-party accounting opinions about what would be occurring to those balances.  Can you undertake to provide that?

MR. STEVENS:  Just one moment.  The regulatory team are conferring.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  We will look and see what exists and produce whatever is responsive to your question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, I have just two more questions in this area, but they are --


MR. STEVENS:  Should we make that JT3.31.

MR. MILLAR:  That's correct.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.31:  TO SEE WHAT EXISTS AND PRODUCE WHATEVER IS RESPONSIVE TO THE QUESTION.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, going back to the OGVG interrogatory on the screen.  In part (a) you were essentially asked to sort of -- maybe we can scroll up without me trying to summarize -- go to the question.  You were asked to provide the most recent references in Union's rates to these -- to the amortized or accumulated actuarial gains and losses and past service costs, and essentially, you know, they look back at the last Union rebasing application, and in part (a) you provide a screen shot, I think, from a DVA application, which I think references the 2013 -- itself is from the 2013 application.

And as I understand, if you read down in that answer:
"Embedded in the 47.4 million of net periodic benefit costs is approximately 28 million for forecast amortized accumulated actual gains and losses and past service costs."

Do you see that?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could you help me understand or undertake to help me understand how -- where the $28 million number is?  I see the 47.4 and I recognize the 28 comes from that, but how that is actually derived.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, this would be available in the relevant Mercer report that was used to underpin the forecast.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you undertake to provide that or provide the reference if it's in some application in some record somewhere?

MR. STEVENS:  We will provide -- we will undertake to provide details of the $28 million forecast amortization accumulated actuarial gains and losses and past service costs that are embedded in the 47. [audio dropout] million dollar [audio dropout]


MR. MILLAR:  JT3.32.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.32:  TO PROVIDE DETAILS OF THE $28 MILLION FORECAST AMORTIZATION ACCUMULATED ACTUARIAL GAINS AND LOSSES AND PAST SERVICE COSTS THAT ARE EMBEDDED IN THE 47. [AUDIO DROPOUT] MILLION DOLLAR [AUDIO DROPOUT]


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And now my last question is in part (d).  In part (d) -- and maybe we can scroll up to the question before we get to the answer.

You were asked:
"Please confirm that it would be acceptable for both regulatory and accounting purposes to continue to draw down the annual amount against the remaining unamortized actuarial losses amount in the same or similar manner as it has been EGI's practice prior to the application.  If not confirmed, please explain why it would be necessary to dispose of the entire remaining balance in the proceeding."

And in the response, you don't confirm it, but as I read the explanation, it is essentially, we don't -- we can't do that, but unless the Board says we can, essentially, you need a Board order to allow you to do that for accounting purposes; is that a fair summation of the response?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  From a US GAAP perspective in the continued recognition of a regulatory asset, that is the premise that, yes, we would require Board approval and direction to continue to recognize this as a regulatory asset on the balance sheet ideally through some form of DVA.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So if the OEB approves that DVA or whatever mechanism you think is required, instead of disposing the hundred -- or seeking recovery from customers of $155 million, you can draw this down over, obviously, a much longer period, correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Maybe I can ask for you by way of undertaking:  What in your view is the specific requirements you would need from the Board to allow you to do that?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can provide that undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  JT3.33.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.33:  TO DESCRIBE THE SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS NEEDED FROM THE BOARD TO ALLOW A DVA OR THE RECOVERY OF $155 MILLION


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right, panel.

Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mr. Rubenstein.

Mr. Elson, I think you're up next.

I have you for 15 minutes.  I'll ask you to go as quick as you can, assuming you're here.

MR. ELSON:  You can skip me, Mr. Millar.

As I said, I have no questions for this panel.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Oh, great.  Well, look at you.  Thanks so much.

Mr. Garner, not more than 15.
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  I think I'll take his 15 and more.

But I'm going to go right to -- I think I'm going to limit myself to one question here.

If you go to Exhibit 1.7 VECC 9, and I think it's at PDF 1109.  And it is the updated scorecard.  And I asked a number of questions here about, you're seeking relief to basically change, I believe, three of the -- of the metrics on the scorecard.

And if I can just ask you, looking at that scorecard when it's brought up -- well, maybe while I'm waiting for it to be brought up I can ask my first question --


MS. WALTER:  Sorry, can I get a complete reference for that?

MR. GARNER:  Oh, I thought I did.  Exhibit 1.7-VECC-9.

MS. WALTER:  Could it be 1 -- Exhibit I1.17?

MR. GARNER:  Yes, I.1.7-VECC-9.  Thanks.  Sorry.

Thank you.

And while we're waiting for that, can I -- from the interrogatory response in the evidence can I summarize back to you what I think -- why you need the relief on these three metrics?  And basically it's because you've run into COVID and you ran into issues related to the amalgamation of the two utilities.

Are those the driving forces behind the need for relief on the three metrics?  Have I got that right?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracey Lynch.

As we've outlined in our evidence, there are multiple reasons that -- the pandemic was one piece, there is the weather issues, but the other part is really some of the changes we are seeing in customer behaviours, and that's an element when we think about our call answer where we're looking to ensure that we can provide comprehensive answers and complete all of the asks of a customer during a call, so we are looking for the relief there.

On the meter-reading performance metric, we are continuing post-COVID to see an increase in situations where we are not able to access the meter the way we would have before, so customers have either put locks on their gates, there's more dogs, elements like that, that have restricted our access, so it is a variety of reasons that have contributed to our ask for the exemption request.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Taking a look -- am I right that the items that you are seeking relief on are, if you scroll down on this interrogatory, there is an attachment that has the updated scorecard, so maybe I could ask that we could show that.

And maybe it is too small for you to see there.  Perhaps you have it in front of you.

Item -- I think the ones you were talking about are item 3, which is telephone calls answered; is it not?  That's one.  And the other one is item 7, time to reschedule.  And then item 8, meter-reading performance.

Have I got all three that you are seeking relief on?

MS. LYNCH:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  For the first one, calls answered, as I understand it, you are asking for a 65 percent target as opposed to the 75; is that correct?

MS. LYNCH:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. GARNER:  And when I look at the data that's shown on that line, any year except 2021 was above 65 percent.

So what makes you anticipate that the coming years are going to be at the lowest year you've experienced in the last, I guess, 10 or 9, whatever it is, and especially given that this year you're actually higher than that already?  I'm sorry, last year, '22, you were already higher than 65.

Or maybe another way to answer it, if it's helpful to you, is:  What's the magic of 65?  Where does that number come from?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracey Lynch.  So I just note that in our evidence provided at Exhibit 1, tab 7, schedule 1 we did outline the reasons for looking to adjust this metric to 65 percent.

As I mentioned, a key piece of that is wanting to ensure that we are able to meet customer expectations.  Another element --


MR. GARNER:  I read the evidence.  I don't want to interrupt you.  We don't have a lot of time.  I read the evidence.

My question is very specific.  You've done almost 76 percent last year.  What is it that you believe that you can't -- why is did you believe you can't meet what you've just met last year?  What behavioural things are changing between now and this year that you anticipate such a dramatic drop in your performance?  Is there something I'm missing, other than what you've written in the evidence?

MS. LYNCH:  I will say as we've noted in the evidence that we do believe aligning with the electricity Distribution System Code would make sense.

We have outlined that there are further changes that we're seeing when we're looking to implement the rate changes that we asked for this in proceeding, the green button initiative.  There are different elements where we see that we do expect that we will want more of that time available to answer questions that customers are asking, and that is why we proposed the 65 percent.

MR. GARNER:  So can I ask,  on the meter reading performance one, which I believe you have a number of 2 percent as opposed to the 0.5, how did you calculate 2 percent?  How did you derive that number?  Like why not 2.5 percent?  Why not 3?  How did you come up with that number?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracy Lynch.  When we looked at our historical performance we looked at the number of situations where we're seeing that we have access issues, the variability that we see for weather impacting us more in the winter months, and based on that, when we looked at what we've experienced in the last few years and our expectations going forward, 2 percent was what we had determined to be appropriate recommendation.

MR. GARNER:  Is there a mathematical formula behind either the call answered or the meter reading metric that you are proposing?  Is there a mathematical way of achieving those numbers that you can demonstrate to us or give us?

MS. LYNCH:  There isn't a mathematical formula.  There is obviously variability throughout the year.  We did look at what we've seen in the last couple of years, and then looked at what we would expect to be able to achieve, based on, again, the customer behaviour we're seeing.

MR. GARNER:  Would I be unfair to characterize both of those as you sat down with a group of people, you took the information you had and you put together a number you thought was reasonable?  There's no -- there's no math behind it.  That's not an average of the last five years.  It's not a -- it's nothing like that that you can point your finger to?  Would that be a fair characterization?

MS. LYNCH:  It's not an average of the last five years.  It really is, looking at the forecast of what we would expect based on the changes we've seen in customer behaviour, like I said.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, now on the meter reading performance, your evidence is that during Covid, you're having access issues to meters, and that's why it's gone from a history of 0.5 to 4.5, 4.1 in the last few years.

Are you -- are you saying that none of the meter-reading performance degradation and that metric, none of that has to do with that number of people reading meters or doing meter reading at the utility?


MS. LYNCH:  I would just say, as we outline in your evidence at exhibit 1, tab 7, schedule 1, there are a number of elements that we raised.  So during the pandemic in particular, it was periods of lockdown.  It was increased illness absence.  It was a variety of different pieces that were contributing to that.  Certainly labour availability was a factor, but that's been a continued area as outlined in our mitigation plans, where we have looked at ensuring that we have the appropriate number of meter readers in each area.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Final question.

On the -- on the reason of access to meters that you provide in your evidence, do you have data, do you collect data from your meter-reading staff or contractors that actually can substantiate how many meters have been able to be read or not read over the last five years?  Do you collect such data?

MS. LYNCH:  We do have data for more recent years, in the last couple of years on these access issues, where our meter readers, as they are going through their routes would be identifying when they have access issues, yes.

MR. GARNER:  So you have data that would indicate the number of meters defined as non-accessible.  From what period does that start?

MS. LYNCH:  I can confirm, Mr. Garner, but I believe from 2021 forward.

MR. GARNER:  Only from 2021 forward?  There are a number of meters, am I not right, that are always inaccessible because some people, for instance still have old systems where they have meters and they're boxed in or inside homes, even.  I'm not sure if there would be any gas ones in home, but they've been un-accessible for long periods; isn't that correct?

MS. LYNCH:  Yes, we do have circumstances where we do have inside meters.

MR. GARNER:  Yeah.  And so do you have -- did you collected data on how many inside meters you had et cetera, and that sort of thing prior to 2022?


MS. LINDLEY:  We do collect that data.  I just have to confirm how many, how far back.

MR. GARNER:  Maybe what I could ask you to do, if it's satisfactory with Mr. Stevens, is to undertake to provide whatever data you have on inaccessible meters from 2018 to 2022; could you do that?

MR. STEVENS:  On a best efforts basis or we will look and see what we have and we'll provide that information to you.

MR. GARNER:  Absolutely thanks.

That's what I'd like.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT 3.34.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.34:  TO MAKE BEST EFFORTS TO PROVIDE WHATEVER DATA IS AVAILABLE ON INACCESSIBLE METERS FROM 2018 TO 2022.


MR. GARNER:  And that is my question.  Thank you, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you, Mr. Garner.  Ms. Girvan, I have you up next.
Examination by Ms. Girvan:


MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you very much.  Julie Girvan on batch of the Consumers Council of Canada.  It is nice to see some familiar faces on the panel that I haven't seen for a very long time.

If you could turn to Exhibit I.9.1-Staff-249, please, Angela.

I just wanted to confirm.  They are talking about 15 FTE additions associated with IRP, and in addition to the 3.5 IRP roles that were provided in CCC 22, can you just confirm that all of those roles are now included in the 2024 base rates?


MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.  I'll say subject to check, yes, they are.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, thank you.  That's really helpful.

The second question that I have, and I'm going to some of the -- I must admit it's very confusing to me.  I'm going to the accounting policy changes deferral account. This was referred to by Mr. Rubenstein and if you go to exhibit I.9.1-SEC-230, and you pull up the attachment 1 which sets out the amounts.

A couple of questions.  The first question is -- and maybe this will be covered by Mr. Rubenstein's undertaking, but I'm trying to understand the calculation of the 155.2 million.

It may be in the record, but that would be helpful if you could even provide an undertaking or tell me now how that was specifically calculated.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  So the balance, as you see in this schedule, is from 2019 through to '23 forecast bridge year.

Starting with the 2019 actual, that is the amount that is representative of the cumulative pre-2017 losses of Union Gas.  As I noted previously, those amounts continue to be drawn down by amortization annually.

Those amortization amounts are provided by Mercer, and they do vary annually depending on different circumstances, and ultimately, though, it is those amortization amounts that we get from Mercer that we draw this balance down through.

MS. GIRVAN:  You said losses.  What does that mean?

MR. VINAGRE:  So actuarial losses.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, yeah.  Okay.  If you could just quickly to help me with this, and I'm just trying to understand it.  This is a very confusing part of the application.

If you could turn to Exhibit 9, tab 2, Schedule 1, page 17.

And again, this may be something that you wanted to take away.  I'm trying to understand the reference here to goodwill.  And I think this goes back to some of the questions that Mr. Rubenstein was asking about, because it is my understanding that goodwill is not recoverable in rates, and I'm trying to understand how goodwill has impacted these amounts.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  That should be encompassed in the response to Mr. Rubenstein's undertaking.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, so he will -- that will be -- the goodwill calculation will be referred to?

MR. VINAGRE:  Ultimately the -- what transpired from the --


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. VINAGRE:  -- all the way through the course of it, yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, okay, because, yeah, I'd like specific reference to the goodwill and how that was dealt with.

And my last question is -- this is for you, Ms. Lynch.

You were talking with Mr. Garner about the fact that in some respects you can't get access sometimes to people's meters or whatever, and I was aware of a recent incident, and I think it was in the press, that someone accumulated a bill of $7,000, and I'm just wondering what specific policies Enbridge has in place that may address something like that where someone getting a bill for that amount of money, given -- based on the fact that their meter wasn't able to be read because of a fence, I think it was a fence, I'm not sure, if -- what you're doing, if you're sort of making some proactive adjustments in terms of how you deal with these issues, because to me as a customer representative it is concerning that someone had a bill accumulated to $7,000.

Can you help me with that?

MS. LYNCH:  Yes, Ms. Girvan, so certainly there were a variety of items in that particular case that we did look at specifically, but we do look at how we're ensuring that we are getting access to the meters, how we're ensuring when a metre -- whether it's a metre exchange or other pieces that may impact the readings, that we're making sure that those are happening in a timely way, and we are ensuring that we are putting additional process in place, where there are larger balances that we would have additional checks on those accounts to ensure that we're minimizing these type of situations from happening.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Is there any way you could provide us with some information through an undertaking as to what you're specifically doing in that respect?  I'm really concerned going forward that we don't want to get these kind of bill impacts for customers, and I'd like to actually see what you are doing.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Julie, it's David Stevens.

Just to be clear, and I'm sure you're talking generically, not about the one situation.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah, yeah, definitely.

MR. STEVENS:  Is your question, what is Enbridge doing in response to scenarios where -- or I suppose to mitigate scenarios where unread meters lead to unexpectedly large bills?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, definitely.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can take that away and provide a response.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  That --


MR. GARNER:  Can I jump in with Julie?  Because I guess we shared a thing -- in that undertaking, for instance, the question that arises is how long --


[Reporter appeals.}

Oh, I'm sorry, it's Mark Garner for VECC.  My apologies.  Mark Garner for VECC.  If Ms. Girvan doesn't mind me just jumping in on her undertaking.

What would be interesting to know is how long a customer can continue to receive only an estimated REAP before the utility takes some proactive action on that, and the other thing that would be interesting to know is how long -- does the utilities billing system flag accounts that accumulate at a certain level?  Do you know what I mean?  Like, if you're a residential customer, you wouldn't expect your bill, a residential customer's bill, to be in the tens of thousands, given the volumes that go through that customer.

And if -- that we can just understand how those things are done specifically.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to play that back to you, Mark.

The first question is, how long can estimated billing continue?

MR. GARNER:  Yeah, before an actual bill -- effort is made to get an actual bill done on a customer, like an actual read on a customer.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I'm -- and then secondly you're asking --


MR. GARNER:  Is there any --


MR. STEVENS:  -- whether there is a threshold or something or some amount?  Perhaps you could play back the second part?

MR. GARNER:  Yeah, is there any mechanism in the billing system that flags customers who may have unusually large bills?  So, you know, a residential customer gets about a hundred -- you know, whatever their consumption is, 150, let's say 100 metres cubed, and a bill that was extraordinarily large after whatever for a customer in that class would seem to flag the system, and the system would check the bill out and ask a human being to look at it; do you know what I mean?

MR. STEVENS:  I understand it.  I'm just looking across to Tracey to see if there is anything she wants to address now or whether we prefer to do it all in writing.

MS. LYNCH:  We can provide it in writing, but I do want to emphasize that we do take very proactive measures on an ongoing basis to be contacting customers and ensuring that we are getting meter read, but again, we can outline that in the undertaking.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you, Tracey.  I really appreciate that.  So those are all my questions --


MR. MILLAR:  Pardon me, Julie.  I need to mark that.  It is JT3.35.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.35:  TO DESCRIBE MECHANISMS IN PLACE TO FLAG CUSTOMERS WITH UNUSUALLY LARGE BILLS.


MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And I am just saying I am finished with my questions, so --


MR. MILLAR:  Well, I hate to interrupt that, certainly.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Julie.

Dwayne, you had a question for this panel?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, I tried to advance it to Ms. Innis and Mr. Stevens.

Are you able to -- do you want me to read it on the record or do you want to have discussion about it?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it probably makes sense for you to proceed with it as if it's new to us.

Between everything that's happening, I haven't really had a chance to consider it.

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough, David.  I realize that.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:

MR. QUINN:  So if we could turn up Exhibit I 1.7-`FRPO-9.  I hope to try to make this quick.  I don't want to have to go through detail.

While this is coming up I'm just going to continue on.

We asked about the process of billing the last four years categorized as manual reads, electronic reads, estimated bills, and zero bills.  In the tables down below if you could -- if you -- there we go.  Those are the four different categories in those four tables.

Given client feedback, we realize that one area we did not ask for was customers who did not receive a bill sometimes for months.

Can Enbridge provide, by way of undertaking, the number of monthly bills that were not sent to customers that you've realized later on that they've been missing a bill for those same four years and, if possible, a breakdown between Enbridge and Union Gas territories?

MR. STEVENS:  I expect that Tracey is the person who could answer this.  I don't know whether data exists or not to be able to satisfy this question.

MS. LYNCH:  Mr. Quinn, just for clarity, so when we have a situation where a customer may be delayed in getting a bill, they would still get a bill, so they would get a bill for each month of billing so -- I just want to confirm your ask.

MR. QUINN:  Well, we have some of our members who did not receive a bill for months, even requesting the bill for months.  How did -- let's break it down, then, Ms. Lynch.

How did you track those incidents where customers could not be found in a way that they were not able to have a bill sent to them, because they weren't either in your system or you had no address for them that tied to their account?


MS. LYNCH:  We would have exceptions where we would be looking at particular billing situations.

My point of clarity was just that if customer does not receive a bill, so it is delayed, when they are billed, they would receive a bill for each month, historically.

So in the data that you're looking for, I just want to make sure I have clarity.

MR. QUINN:  Those bills then, what you would say is it took us four months to reconcile their account, address, whatever the issue was, so you would have four monthly bills in that timeframe that were eventually visited upon the customer.

What we're looking for you to do or to provide to us is the quantification of those impacts over the four years, including, of course that time period where Enbridge merged the Union Gas and Enbridge billing systems and a number of customers didn't receive bills for a long time.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I guess my question is whether data exists.  It sounds like what you are asking, Dwayne, is to provide the number of bills which weren't delivered within the month to which they related.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, that's a way of saying it, Mr. Stevens, thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  And again I'm at a loss as to whether that data exists to be able to answer your question or not.

MS. LYNCH:  We could look at it, subject to, and provide what is available, like subject to availability.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and including, if you would, the breakdown between Enbridge -- the former Enbridge and former Union territories would be helpful, if the data is available in that fashion.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT 3.36.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT 3.36:  ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS WILL ADVISE AS TO HOW MANY MONTHLY BILLS WERE MISSED, THAT IS NOT DELIVERED WITHIN THE RELEVANT MONTH, FOR EACH YEAR FROM 2019 TO 2022, DIVIDED BY RATE ZONE OR BY LEGACY UTILITY, IF POSSIBLE.

There was a lot of discussion.  Dwayne, are you able to summarize it in 10 to 12 words?  Well, 20 words?


MR. QUINN:  How about Mr. Stevens does that?  He is better at that than I.

MR. STEVENS:  As I understand it, Enbridge Gas on a best-efforts basis will advise as to how many monthly bills were missed, that is not delivered within the relevant month, for each year from 2019 to 2022, divided by rate zone or by legacy utility, if possible.

MR. QUINN:  That's excellent.  Thank you I'm happy with that, Mr. Millar.


MR. MILLAR:  And those are your questions, Mr. Quinn?


MR. QUINN:  That's my questions, thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Next on the list I have OGVG.  Mike, are you there?

Examination by Mr. Buonaguro:


MR. BUONAGARO:  I'm here.  Good afternoon.  I will be quick.

Can you put on the screen I.4.4-Staff-133, and while that's happening, these questions are all in relation to the information that was filed in I.9.2-OGVG-11.  Mr. Rubenstein took you through some of that and I just have a few extra questions.

So this is an answer to a Board Staff interrogatory and if you could go to page 3 of the attachment.

The attachment shows the various pension and OPEB actuarial gains and losses amounts throughout the years.

And the first thing I'd like to ask by way of undertaking, you will recall from OGVG-11, the 9.2-OGVG-11 the breakdown, or the provision of a 28 million-dollar Board-approved amount for amortization.  What I'd like to see as part of this table or as separately, a 2013 Board-approved column.  Can that be done?

MR. VINAGRE:  All right.  Jason Vinagre here.  I believe that -- yes we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  JT 3.37.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT 3.37:  WITH REFERENCE TO I.4.4-Staff-133, PAGE 3 OF THE ATTACHMENT, TO ADD A COLUMN FOR BOARD APPROVED.


MR. BUONAGARO:  I may ask you a couple extra things and I would assume they would all go into the same undertaking, because they are relate to these tables.

Before I do that, with respect to the $28 million, am I correct that in any particular year, that 28 million dollars on an actual basis represents the sum of rows 3, 4, and if there's an amount in it, rows 9 and 10?  If not, what did it represent?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  That would be correct.

MR. BUONAGARO:  So in any particular year, I can say for example, in 2014 there was 18 plus 1, $19 million in amortization booked against the account, and that's relative to the 28 million that was in rates in 2013 Board-approved, right?

MR. VINAGRE:  That's correct.

MR. BUONAGARO:  Thank you.  Now if you can go up two pages to page 1 of the attachment, and we are looking at the column for 2018.

I did the math and my understanding is the opening balance is basically the 2017 closing balances for Enbridge and Union combined; is that -- for that top part of the column for the EGI amount; is that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  That's correct.

MR. BUONAGARO:  So for 2018 until you recognized the crystallization, you've combined them, run the numbers and then taken it out and so what I'd ask you to do is separate out 2018 so I can see the Enbridge and the Union amounts separately.

MR. VINAGRE:  Yes, we can do that.  We can do that, yes.

MR. BUONAGARO:  Thank you.  And beyond that, I just confirm that in any year where the total amortization applied against the account was less than $28 million, that's money that Union just recovered in rates but didn't apply to amortization?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  It would have represented a variance between the forecast that was embedded in base rates, compared to the actual amortization that was provided by Mercer which can vary annually.

MR. BUONAGARO:  Right.  The point being, though, there would be $28 million plus escalation included in rates, but then in terms of actual amortization that was booked, it would be based on Mercer?


UNIDENTIFIED PERSON:  (inaudible)


MR. BUONAGURO:  I think you nodded.


[Reporter appeals]

MR. BUONAGARO:  Based on Mercer's calculations for the year.

MR. VINAGRE:  Just to clarify, like, that is one component of pension expense in the year.  Right.

MR. BUONAGARO:  Thank you.  I think I've got everything I need.  So those are my questions.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you so much, Mr. Buonaguro.  Next up I see BOMA.  Mr. Jarvis, do you have five minutes or less?
Examination by Mr. Jarvis:


MR. JARVIS:  Yes I certainly do, Mr. Millar.

I don't even think we need an exhibit, just general questions and probably to you, Tracy.

Looking at the -- what we just saw from FRPO 9, we're at less than .5 percent electronic reading of meters right now.  Does that just apply to general service, those numbers, or does that include contract customers?

MS. LYNCH:  Those would be the general service customers.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay, that's helpful.  Thank you.

Any reason -- so obviously we are speaking on behalf of BOMA, Ian Jarvis, and commercial customers.  Any reason to think that commercial customers have a disproportionate share of that less than 5 percent to hospitals and schools and commercial office buildings typically have electronic metering or is it pretty even across residential and commercial?

MS. LYNCH:  I don't have a reason to believe it would be different, but I don't have that number in front of me.

MR. JARVIS:  And I think it will be panel 5 that will be speaking to the AMI initiative and how and when we can expect electronic metering to come.  It feels like a little like we are in the stone age, but I understand that there are only so many things that you are allowed to do.

MR. STEVENS:  Based on the expressions of interest, I don't think we have anybody planning to speak to AMI at the technical conference, Ian.  It would not be this panel.

I suppose if you had a couple follow-up questions specifically to AMI, it might be most effective to send them to me by e-mail, and I could find a way to turn them into undertakings.

But as I said, given the lack of expression of interest of AMI, we hadn't been planning to address that during the technical conference.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay, I apologize for failing -- sorry --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to finish my thoughts, as you know, there is no proposal by Enbridge in the context of this application for AMI.

MR. JARVIS:  Understood.  And I apologize for not expressing that interest.  It is a very strong interest in the commercial sector which is using gas meter data and gas interval data extensively for diagnostics and for helping them move down the net zero path, so, yes, I -- we will consider dropping you a note, David, about what we might like to inquire of panel 5, if that makes sense.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. JARVIS:  And that's my questions.
Examination by Mr. Millar:


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Jarvis.  We're really rolling now, and last and perhaps least, the OEB Staff.

I'm going to introduce myself as the questioner.

Good afternoon, panel.  I hope to be quite quick on this.  I just have a couple of questions about your proposed new locates charge.  And just to frame the issue, it might be helpful to pull up Exhibit 8, tab 3, Schedule 1, page 13.  As that's coming up, I can probably start with the question.  There we go.  Thank you.

If we could go to page 13 of tab 3, Schedule 1.  You could scroll down to the bottom of that page, please.  Thank you very much.

Okay.  So just to frame this, as part of the application Enbridge is proposing to create -- it's a new charge for locates; is that correct?

MR. McGIVERY:  Michael McGivery.  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And the charge is proposed to be $200, but it is only going to be for third-party contractors and utilities; in other words, your existing customers won't have to pay a charge; is that correct?

MR. McGIVERY:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  And currently, before this charge comes into place, assuming it does, there is no specific charge for locates; is that right?

MR. McGIVERY:  Currently there is no specific charge for locates.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, but the costs for that are all -- they are kind of worked into your existing O&M budget; is that right?  It's not that Enbridge is doing this as charity work; it is just that it is included in distribution rates through O&M, I assume?

MR. McGIVERY:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  So the costs are currently being recovered from rate-payers, just not part of a discrete charge?

MR. McGIVERY:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  And you are seeking approval for this new charge so that you can recover at least some of those costs directly through this charge; is that right?

MR. McGIVERY:  I'd like to clarify that.

We are seeking this charge to recover the incremental costs above and beyond what we propose in rates.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, so there will still be -- some of it will be recovered through your O&M budget, but you are predicting certain incremental costs, and I think you talk about that.

You'll see paragraph 45 in front of you and 46.

This relates to, I think it's the Getting Ontario Connected Act; you are familiar with that?

MR. McGIVERY:  Yes, I am.

MR. MILLAR:  And you are predicting that that will lead to some incremental costs with respect to locates?

MR. McGIVERY:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  And you are proposing to recover those costs through this new charge?

MR. McGIVERY:  That's correct.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And do you have a sense -- one of the -- you have some bullet items, if we just scroll down a little bit in paragraph 46, there -- there you go.  You see (b), you expect a number of locates requests will increase.

I'm sorry if there is some background noise here.  There is construction at my neighbour's, so I'll try and speak loudly and clearly.

With respect to these new requests, do you have a sense as to who those are going to likely to come from?  And I guess, to put it more specifically, do you expect these are going to be related to broadband work from the telecoms, or is it broader than that, or what can you tell me about that?

MR. McGIVERY:  It is hard to quantify with contracts, just due to the recent legislation, the regulations being published as of February, which take effect April 1st, but we believe there will be materiality and significant locate requests coming from all sectors of the industry.

MR. MILLAR:  And, sorry, which industry?

MR. McGIVERY:  All industries.

So the legislation now mandates that anyone who is known to be digging without a locate can receive a monetary penalty, which wasn't -- which does not exist previously.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, so these could be from -- to be clear, these could be from telecoms, they could be from other utilities, they could be from any number of folks?

MR. McGIVERY:  That's correct, municipalities, builders, telecoms.

MR. MILLAR:  And you don't have a particular breakdown as to who you are most likely to get these requests from?

MR. McGIVERY:  No, that would be very difficult to quantify at this time, as this would be 2023, 2024 will become the base year for this new legislation.

MR. MILLAR:  Right.  Thank you.  We circulated in advance, and I believe Ms. Montfortin has it ready, a news release that OEB Staff happened upon with respect to the new locates charge.

Could I ask to have that pulled up, please?  There we go.

Okay.  And there is not much to this.  It is really just to frame the question.

I see if you scroll down a little ways you will see "what is changing?" and it says there effective May 1st Enbridge intends to start imposing this new charge.

My observation would be that, barring a miracle or I guess a time machine, you are not likely to have final approval through this proceeding for a discharge or any other by May 1st.

So I'm wondering if you can help me here.

Is this charge you intend to propose before this proceeding ends?

MR. McGIVERY:  That communication went out, as you can see on the screen.  Since then we've sent out an additional communication letting industry know that this charge is on pause.

However, the spirit of the communication as we continue to consult with industry on this charge is to look and treat the locate, the incremental locate delivery, due to Bill 93, very similar as our damage cost recovery due to requested work on behalf of other utilities, similarly, as we recoup already in our current rate case per our structure and framework to protect the rate-payers.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, understood.

But just to follow-up on my question:  Am I correct that you are not -- and David, if you want to chime in, that's fine as well, but am I correct that you are not proposing to actually charge the fee until you have OEB approval?

MR. McGIVERY:  I cannot --


MR. STEVENS:  I can speak to that briefly, and I'm sure Mike will have something to add.

That may turn out to be the case, Michael.

Enbridge took the view that it is appropriate to let people know about this charge and to -- and to ask for approval here.

It's not entirely clear that approval is needed to make a charge to non-customers, which is what's happening here.

This is a charge to third parties and, as Michael indicated, these aren't charges to Enbridge's customers.

That being said, I think it's probably academic, as Enbridge has determined that it's going to suspend the charge of this amount, and that won't be starting on May 1st, 2023.

MR. MILLAR:  David, could I ask for the company's position on whether or not OEB approval is required for this charge?  And if you need to think about that and come back, that's fine.

I just -- I'd like to understand if this is a request under section 36 of the Act or if it is not?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it's probably best to come back in writing.

I -- certainly from Enbridge's perspective it is important to have things in writing [audio dropout] took place, and that, I think, lies behind some of this request, but we'll confirm in writing Enbridge's position on approval of the charge.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you.  I'll mark that as JT3.38.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT3.38:  TO CONFIRM IN WRITING ENBRIDGE'S POSITION ON APPROVAL OF THE CHARGE.

MR. MILLAR:  And David, to the extent that you can, I'm hoping the answer is more than -- well, it's either yes or if it's no just some explanation as to why it's not covered under section 36.

And again, I'm not seeking to disagree here.  I just think it would assist Staff so we don't have to return to this cross-examination to understand if it's not part of section 36.  If you don't need approval, why not.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  And I -- I'm sorry, I should have marked as an exhibit, I don't think it is actually on the record, this news release, so I propose to mark that as KT3.4.
EXHIBIT NO. KT3.4:  NEWS RELEASE.

MR. MILLAR:  And witnesses, I'm sorry, Mr. Parkes, I believe, has one follow-up question.

That conclude me, and you'll be happy to hear after Mr. Parkes we're done, so I'll pass it to you, Mr. Parkes.
Examination by Mr. Parkes:

MR. PARKES:  Thanks very much, Mr. Millar.  The last question of the day, big honour.

I had a question on the IRP deferral accounts.

If we could turn to I9.1, Staff 248.  Thank you.

So Enbridge has proposed to keep the IRP operating costs and capital costs deferral accounts with the definitions that were approved in the IRP proceeding unchanged.

So part (b) of this question asked whether -- keep it up there for a sec -- whether Enbridge considered any changes to handle the issue of incrementality of IRP plans where you are addressing system needs which might already be budgeted for within the asset management plan and the capital constraint for the rebasing term.

If we could scroll down to the answer, part (b).

Specifically on the third paragraph there, we're talking about the capital cost deferral account.  Enbridge indicated that it didn't think that any changes were needed to that definition because even if the IRPA was a capital-cost-based alternative, that you might have misalignment between the budgeted capital spending would you have had on the facility project versus on how the capital might be spent under the IRP plan.

If we could turn to the definitions of the actual deferral and variance accounts, so that's exhibit 9, tab 1, schedule 1, attachment 3, page 28.  Perfect.  That was fast.

The first sentence there describes the capital cost deferral account as recording the actual annual revenue requirement of project costs eligible to be capitalized for inclusion in rate base as part of approved IRP plans.

So to me, that implies that the entire capital cost would be eligible to be put into this account.  And so my question was just whether Enbridge had considered amending this definition here to note the incremental revenue requirement just to recognize that the board might determine that not 100 percent of the IRP capital cost would actually be incremental.  If we scroll up just one page to page 27.

I did note that for this operating cost deferral account that issue of incrementality is within the definition so the -- in sentence 1 there you can see that it refers to incremental O&M cost and evaluation cost for IRP plans so I just wondered if Enbridge was open to considering adding that wording around incrementality to the capital cost deferral account.

MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking, Mike.

Just for my clarity, when he we're talking about the capital account, not the one in front of us, the project cost account, when you are saying "Incremental" just to make sure that I'm clear, incremental to what?

MR. PARKES:  Increment to if you had a project that you would have implemented through.

Right now in your AMP there are no IPR plans proposed, they are baseline facility solutions for all the system needs.

So if you had a baseline facilities solution that would be put into effect during the rebasing term and you then implemented an IPR plan as opposed to that baseline facilities solution, one could assess whether the capital spending was truly incremental to that, what you had in the baseline facilities solution?

MR. STEVENS:  I see that the witnesses may have a response.  I'm just -- my hesitation is the inevitable overlap between sort of the folks who are talking about the accounting orders and the folks that will talk about the AMP and IRP.

MR. PARKES:  I wanted to make sure I got this in today in case this was the preferred panel but I recognize it may not be.

MR. STEVENS:  It looks like Ryan Small has his green card ready to go.

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.  I was going to say I think we would need to discuss that.  Partly my concern becomes once we get past 2024 there is no explicit recovery of any capital at that point forward.


So I think we need to -- there will be a presumed amount recovered, I guess in rates, but there will be no explicit capital.  So when we start talking about incrementality, I think we need to discuss that, because we do expect that asset management plans will change as well.


So I think it could be -- my concern becomes it becomes very difficult to measure incrementality, so I think we would need to discuss that before.

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, it's David Stevens again.

Can I suggest that we will pass this conversation along to the panel 4, who will be speaking to capital and IRP, and they will be prepared to either answer this or to agree to an undertaking.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, that works for me.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, is that it for you, Mr. Parkes?


MR. PARKES:  That's it, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Look at us.  It is only 5:15 on a Friday afternoon.  Thanks so much everyone and thanks panel for your patience today and of course thank you to the court reporter for being so patient with us.

David, unless there are any final matters to address right now, I'm going to propose we all turn off our computers and go do something else until tomorrow morning at least, if not Monday morning.

MR. STEVENS:  Excellent idea, Michael.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much everybody and we'll see you on Monday.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 5:16 p.m.
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