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Tuesday, March 28, 2023

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

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.

Welcome to Day 5, I guess it is, of the Enbridge technical conference.

Mr. Stevens.
Preliminary Matters:

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Michael.  Good morning, everybody.  Three quick preliminary matters that I just want to touch on.

First, I sent an e-mail out this morning with maps that have been requested by OGVG for the Panhandle and Sarnia industrial line systems.

I believe those maps are relevant to panel 10, but should they be interesting to anybody, they can be entered as an exhibit when panel 10 comes up.

We haven't filed them with the Board.

Secondly, as promised yesterday, I sent out an update to Exhibit 1.2.6 SEC 129.

The witnesses can answer questions on the update.

I think the numbers that have been updated are indicated.

We don't intend -- we didn't file it with the OEB because we plan to file a collective version of all updated interrogatory responses at the end of the technical conference, but should people want to ask questions about it today, again, it could be indicated as an exhibit.

Final matter, this is in relation to a discussion yesterday that I had with Mark Rubenstein around Undertaking -- Exhibit J4.24.

It had to do with the rate base estimates for future years beyond 2026, essentially an expansion of a table at Exhibit I1.2 SEC 6.

In my discussion yesterday with Mr. Rubenstein, I mistakenly indicated that an undertaking had previously been given to panel 2, to Mark's colleague, Jay Shepherd, to provide a rate base or estimates of rate base impacts or updates for 2027 and 2028.

I mistakenly said that undertaking had been given in response to panel 2.  In fact, what happened was we agreed to defer the questions to this panel, so there was no previous undertaking.

So I'd like to clarify for the record today that Enbridge Gas is prepared to provide estimates of the updated rate base for 2027 and 2028.

And just to close the loop on what I took under advisement yesterday, Enbridge Gas is not prepared to provide updated rate base numbers for the years that go beyond what's covered by the years for which approval is sought in this application.

So to be clear, Enbridge will provide estimates for 2027 and 2028, but not for future years beyond that.

And just for clarity, I don't know whether it makes sense to mark this as a new undertaking so that everything is collected in one place.

MR. MILLAR:  I think it probably does, David, but I see a couple of faces have come on the screen, so maybe, Ian, I saw you first.

MR. MONDROW:  Thanks, Michael.  And, sorry, I think I probably distracted you from the main topic of, David, your remarks.  I just wanted to ask about the maps for a second, because they say "restricted".  I assume there is no significance to that, but I just wanted to check before circulating this any broader.

MR. STEVENS:  I was informed before I sent it out that these were items that had been filed in previous proceedings, and so therefore are fit for public consumption.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

MR. BUONAGURO:  It is Michael Buonaguro.  I actually -- looking at them, I think they're actually in the evidence already under Exhibit 2.

Well, we can deal with that at panel 10.

I just -- I think they're already there, so I don't think there is a problem.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Mark, did you have a question about the undertaking or were you just getting ready to ask your questions of the panel?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  A little bit of both.  But I -- let's deal with the marking or non-marking issue first.

MR. MILLAR:  Well, I'm not sure there's an issue.  I just propose to mark it exactly as David had described, so I will do so.

That is JT5.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.1:  TO PROVIDE THE SAME INFORMATION AS REQUESTED YESTERDAY IN JT4.24 BUT THIS TIME IN RELATION TO PANEL 2.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And did we not mark it yesterday?  I'm a bit -- I thought we had marked it yesterday.

MR. STEVENS:  It was marked yesterday, Mark -- sorry to talk over.  I'll try not to do that.

It was marked yesterday as JT4.24.

Where it had not been marked was in relation to panel 2.

I mistakenly indicated that an undertaking had been given to Jay Shepherd when, in fact, what had happened was the question was simply kicked over to panel 4.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  I'm confused, but we'll mark it again.  That's fine.

Could I just ask then, what is -- why is -- what is the basis of the refusal, or the partial refusal is probably the better way to put it?

MR. STEVENS:  The basis is that Enbridge isn't seeking any approvals, any rate recovery of rate base or any rate implications beyond 2028, the capital plan, the capital -- but then the asset plan is something that is refreshed every two years.

It will take significant work to come up with a rate base proxy based on what is in the asset plan for any particular year, so Enbridge declines to do that beyond the 2024 to 2028 period.

MR. MILLAR:  And I see Dwayne has come on the screen.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, Michael.  Thank you.

It may be that I haven't looked at the second stage, stage 2 evidence, recently, but is it Enbridge's position that you are only asking for a four-year IRM?

2024 is the rebasing year.  Five more years would be 2025 to 2029.

You keep talking like 2028 is the end.

MR. STEVENS:  Yeah.  Subject to check, Dwayne, my understanding is December 31, 2028 is the last day covered by this application.

In other words, the next rebasing would be on the first day of 2029.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, with that, Mark, I'm going to pass it back to you to continue your examination of panel 4.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 4, resumed

Mohamed Chebaro

Cara-Lynne Wade

Bob Wellington

Danielle Dreveny

Byron Madrid

Jason Vinagre

Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning, panel.

Where we left off yesterday we were discussing your response to 2.6 SEC 117.

And as I understood your -- what you had said in response to my questions about the 2024 capital expenditures that involve Leave to Construct applications is that even though 142 of the $262 million -- your evidence is you will not -- you will not happen in 2024.

As I understood your evidence is that your -- you still don't expect any change to the overall 2024 capital budget and capital spend; is that a fair summation?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I think it's fair to say that we won't expect to have material differences, although I would like to confirm a couple things that were just pointed out there, Mr. Rubenstein, as did I have a chance to look at this again last night.

So I'd just like to call out that within this table it is positioned as projects in 2024 that are subject to LTC, but they don't necessarily go into service in 2024.

So if we were to break this down into the projects that actually impact '24 rate base, I believe it was in the neighbourhood of 80 million for those projects.

And then within that, if they were not to go into service in 2024, the depreciation impact would be relatively low, because these tend to go into service at the end of the year.

Then from a revenue-requirement perspective, these tend to have the impact of a negative revenue requirement in the year of in-service due to tax implications, so having them deferred would actually increase the revenue requirement.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Do I take it then it's not that there would be a material change in the capital budgets.  At the revenue requirement there will be no material change in the revenue requirement.  Is that the better way to put it?

MS. DREVENY:  That might be a better way to put it, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, well, I'd like to understand the 2024 -- the 2023 capital budget and the 2024 capital budget, so maybe the best way to do it is if we can turn to CCC 50.

Sorry, this is -- my apologies for not providing the first part.  I apologize.  That is 4. -- sorry, 2. -- 2.6, CCC 50.

In the attachment, as I understand, essentially you were provided on a project-by-project basis the capital expenditures for each year.

Is that a high-level, my understanding of what you've done in the attachment?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.  It is Bob Wellington.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask that you go through that list and for the 2023 and 2024 projects and no longer will be in place for 2023 and 2024 -- or sorry, no longer the spending has been delayed or there is a change.

If you could highlight those and tell us when those expenditures will take place.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, I see no reason that we can't do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  JT5.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.2:  TO CONFIRM WHEN 2023 AND 2024 EXPENDITURES THAT HAVE BEEN DELAYED WILL TAKE PLACE.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  As I understand this attachment, this is the post-optimization?

MR. WELLINGTON:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is there a similar version that you had for the pre-optimization?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I believe we would have something, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide that?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, I think we can.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT5.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.3:  TO PROVIDE A PRE-OPTIMIZATION VERSION OF ATTACHMENT 1, 2.6-CCC-50.


MS. GIRVAN:  Mark, Can I interject?  Up on the screen it says CCC-60 and I think you are referring to 50.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, 50, attachment 1.  I think that is what the witnesses are referring to; is that correct?  They know what I was asking about?

MS. MONTFORTIN:  Sorry, I don't have a CCC-50 attachment 1.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean it exists.  2.6-CCC-50.  It is a 23-page attachment.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Bob, this attachment is what you are referring to when you've indicated that, subject to the information being available, that you can provide the -- indicate the projects that are no longer on the same timing and also provide a similar version of the attachment that shows what was considered pre-optimization?


MR. WELLINGTON:  That's correct, David, yes.

MR. STEVENS:  So with that, Mark, I think we are on the same page.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I think we can move on.  We don't need to find the document now.

Can I ask now if you go to the prefiled evidence, Exhibit 2, tab 2, schedule 1.  This is the rate base calculations.  It is exhibit 2, tab 2, schedule 1, page 3 and 4.  If we can go to page 3.  This is the continuity schedule for gross assets, and on page 4 you have the continuity schedule for accumulated depreciation.  Do you see that?

MR. VINAGRE:  Sorry, Jason Vinagre here.  Yes, we do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Based on the most up-to-date forecast that you have for 2023 and 2024, can you please provide an undated version of those two tables.

MR. VINAGRE:   Mr. Rubenstein, this is Jason Vinagre here.  This is the most up-to-date version that we have.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think you made some comments about what we just talked about, about $80 million for 2024 we know and -- 20 -- sorry, I believe about 2024 the comments that where just made about 2024 about $80 million, I believe, about, in-service additions 2024 will not happen and that's only for -- the LTC pool,  not the non-LTC pool and that doesn't include 2023.  So clearly there's -- an update that can be made on best available information.

I understand you may not be proposing to actually make an update in terms of the revenue -- the impacts for the revenue requirement but clearly this is not the most up-to-date revenue requirement that you can provide -- sorry, rate base numbers that you can provide.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I will add, Mr. Rubenstein, that as of today this is the best information that we have, although we are undergoing our budget process and planning period right now for the upcoming 2024 year. So at this time we don't have any further updates to provide, but we do expect that there would be an update,  whether or not it is materially different than what's presented on the screen today, we don't expect it to be different, but we would expect that we would have that in time for the hearing.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, what about the settlement conference?

MS. DREVENY:  Can we confer for a moment, please.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just witnesses, for your information the settlement conference I believe is scheduled to start on 11 May.

MS. DREVENY:  I don't expect we'd have them in time for the settlement conference, no.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, could I ask you --


MR. STEVENS:  Just before you move along, Mark, just for clarity of the record, I note that the exhibit that's up on the screen says that it was updated on March the 8th of this year and there is a bunch of lines shown as updated.  Could you just indicate what the nature of the updates there?  When you indicate this is the most up to date, what was changed within this exhibit between when it was filed in October of 2022 and what was filed updated on March the 8th?


MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  So the main update that happened was to the 2022 estimate.  There was correction of an error that was present initially in the prefiled evidence.

From there, I believe, subject to confirmation with my colleague, I think this there were a couple of items that were removed at the end of 2022 or was it into 2030?  Sorry, I'm directing this to Ms. Dreveny.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, confirmed, Mr. Vinagre that there was an update to a specific project where it was planned as not having a kayak and that was updated.


MR. VINAGRE:  Correct.


MS. DREVENY:  So it is one project in particular that was updated.

MR. STEVENS:  It sounds like -- that's not response to your question, Mark.  I just wanted the record to be clear as to what was updated.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Angela, can we make sure we don't close this, but could we move to 2.5-SEC-104.

And we had asked about -- this interrogatory addresses, as I understand, there has been a delay for the Panhandle regional expansion project, which was to go in service I believe in late 2023, and now it's been deferred to late 2024; do I have that correct?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, that's correct, as stated in the response here.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I don't have the exact number but roughly I believe the cost of the project is north of $200 million?

MS. DREVENY:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right, so that delay of that project, as I understand you were asked, what type of adjustments to the application are you making and you said "none," do I have that correctly?  Am I saying that correctly?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I think we are still working through the impacts of the changes related to Panhandle, but I had brought up at the end of the day yesterday that one of the potential things that the company is looking at is proposing a levelized strategy related to the revenue requirement because if you shift the in service out to 2024 it does produce a significant impact from the CCA perspective.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So can I ask you to provide a response to D.  Assume there is no change in the cost of the project, because as I understand one of the issues is there may be a change in the cost.  But just assume there is a delay of one year, the in service date is delayed on one year based on your proposed at the time forecast and service cost.

What is the revenue requirement in 2024 of that change of a shift in one year in (audio dropout)?  Can you provide that information by way of undertaking?


MR. STEVENS:  Hi Mark, its David Stevens.  The regulatory team is just to confer for one moment.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. STEVENS:  Hi Mark, it's David Stevens.  The regulatory team is just going to confer for one moment.

Thank you, Mark.  Yes, Enbridge Gas will provide that undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So those are my questions on these parts of the issues.

I will just flag that, I mean, these responses are problematic in the sense of, you recognize that there's been some material and significant changes to the 2023 and 2024 capital spend budget, but we don't have an update on what the actual impacts are to the application, and that it will happen before the hearing.

This is obviously problematic, so I do -- and is of concern to SEC, so I just want to flag that for the company.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  Just before we move on, can we mark the undertaking we just talked about with an exhibit?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, it is JT5.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.4:  TO PROVIDE THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT IN 2024 OF THAT CHANGE OF A SHIFT IN ONE YEAR.


MR. STEVENS:  Can I ask -- sorry, just in response to your comment, Mark, just to make sure that it's clear for the record, Enbridge Gas is in the midst of its budget process for 2024, and we'll report on that when it's done and certainly in advance of the hearing and as soon as that information can be provided.

But anything interim that's provided really doesn't reflect the outcomes on the budget process that's happening for 2024.

So that's the -- that's the timing that -- that is inherent in the answers that we're providing as to when updates will be given.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah.  And as you can imagine, that that is inherently challenging for us.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask now that we can go to 2.5-CME-15.

And this is just a jumping-off point for a question I had.  And you were asked about some of the post-financial reports for some of the projects and what information does exist for the WAMS project which didn't require a post-financial report.

And I was wondering, internally does the company, for its very large projects, undertake any internal, what I would call sort of a post-completion review that is in addition or different than what you may be required by the OEB to file?  Does the company do sort of an after-action report about what went right, what went wrong, for its large projects?

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington at Enbridge Gas.

I believe there was an attachment filed.  I think it was to this interrogatory.  Angela, can you scroll down?  I might be mistaken.  It may have been another one.  Yes, it's here.

So there is a presentation which speaks to some of the outcomes of the project and some of the inherent benefits that we still realize as a result of the project, so this is the type of report that we would see as project managers that are reporting to leadership on the project outcomes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  This is very specific to a specific project.

I think I was just asking sort of about a general level.

Is this -- and what you are saying, is this something you would normally produce internally for one of the large projects?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Mr. Rubenstein, can you just repeat the question one more time?  I just want to make sure I am getting the answer correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  The question I had is sort of at this -- at a general level for the company.  For your very large projects, when they are complete, internally do you do a post-project report, sort of lessons learned, however you may call it, that is in addition or different from what you may be required to provide to the Board?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Okay, thank you.  I'm going to provide an initial response and ask one of my colleagues if they would like to add something as well.

So, yes, typically with our very large projects there is certainly a significant amount of oversight from steering committees and such, and as part of the project management practice there is typically a lessons learned undertaken, where we find opportunities for future improvements to similar types of projects, and I'll ask if any of my other panel members have anything to add to that.

MR. MADRID:  I would just confirm that that is typically the process --


[Reporter appeals]

MR. MADRID:  Byron Madrid.  I would agree that that is the typical process that we follow for some large projects.

In addition to that, any material that we provide our executives are consistent with what we provide in our post-construction financial reports, so there wouldn't be any information that is any different or any of the variance explanations that's any different from the post-construction financial report.

And as Bob alluded to, we do go through the exercise of lessons learned so that we can continuously improve on our project management and execution.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So for the GTA project, is there any documentation internally that, in the type that you are discussing right now, in addition to what was filed as part of the post-financial review that you filed with the Board?

MR. MADRID:  Byron Madrid.  I would say I don't believe that we've got a specific report for the GTA project.

As you can tell, the GTA project post-construction financial report is fairly lengthy and detailed.

That same information would have been shared with senior management, including the lessons learned exercise that was completed through that process.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So is that a no or at least "no material difference"?

MR. MADRID:  No material that I'm aware of, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, can I ask you to turn now to 2.5-SEC-105.

In part (b) we had asked you -- so we -- maybe I'll just cut to the chase and ask you by way of undertaking.

In response to part (b) you've pointed us to 2.5-SEC-108 attachment 1, but that information does not go back to 2013.

Can you undertake to provide the information as requested?

MS. DREVENY:  So if we could confer for a moment.

This is Danielle Dreveny.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just to be clear, part (a) did, and then the part (b) didn't in the interrogatory response.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.

The witnesses were just explaining to me something offline that I think is better explained to everybody online, and then we can take it from there.

So maybe if you could repeat your question, then I'll ask the witnesses to relay what they were saying to me.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, in part (b) we had asked for certain information between 2013 and 2023.  You point us to another interrogatory response attachment, and I just note, when I reviewed it, that information does not go back to 2013, and if you could provide the information as requested.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  So this would be a significant amount of effort to produce this information at this level of detail, so to quantify how much time it would take it, I think this is probably at least a few weeks of work.

The challenge is that the data is not organized in this format, so it would require us to go back and look at all of the projects and map them into these categories, which is a fairly tedious task.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to be clear, when you say "in this format", Danielle, you are referring to translating amounts spent to in-service capital on a by-year basis?

MS. DREVENY:  Actually, in our financial systems the data is not organized in this format, where we split it by asset class.

MR. STEVENS:  I see.

MS. DREVENY:  And so it is the challenge of mapping all of those individual projects into these asset classes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Going back to 2013?  Is that what you're saying?

MS. DREVENY:  Correct, correct.  So we started took on this view in 2019 once we started with the annual rates applications, and so on an ongoing basis we continue to map it this way, but to go back retroactively to 2013, we have not completed that work.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, and so I take it as a refusal based on the amount of work.

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  To be clear, I'm not claiming it is an unreasonable refusal.  Could I ask you to go to 2.6-SEC-123, attachment 4.  So that is 2.6-SEC-123, attachment 4.

And if we can go to page 1.

Maybe you can explain to me what I'm -- maybe before I get into some questioning here, explain to me exactly what I am looking at here.

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington at Enbridge Gas.  So this is our management program 01, which is asset management at Enbridge.  It is our health check.

On a quarterly basis, we meet with a senior management team and share with them updates to our asset management program, including a health check on some of the activities and our KPIs that we are targeting for that year.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  While this is dated February 9, 2023, am I correct that this is the year end -- this reflects year end 2022 information?


MR. WELLINGTON:  That's correct.  That would be the Q4, 2022 health check.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I have a couple of questions about some of the items here.  So the first is three lines down.

It says, "You have target end date September 2022, 100 percent is value-based decision-making improvements, previously titled roadmap of value framework improvements."

Can you explain what that is?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yeah, so we're undertaking an initiative to improve the tools that we have to apply our value framework and look at (inaudible), so, you know, opex, capex, life cycle values associated with our assets including the value we derive from those assets.

So it's a very I'll say technical look at how value framework is applied and how we can make improvements to the application value framework by simplifying some of the tools that are available to our investment owners, as we describe them, or folks who are seeking approval on capital funds to demonstrate, you know, better demonstrate the value to the investments for specific types of investments.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, and so what was the outcome of that.  What changes were made and have they all been implemented?

MR. WELLINGTON:  So we came up with a -- that was really Phase I of the project was to establish what is, you know, what is our long-term approach here?  How do we make the necessary changes to find the improvements that we are seeking?

So outcome of that phase was a directive for us to create some common value models that would be used for specific investment types and test those for those investments to see how effective they are, how user-friendly they are and how repeatable their use might be for future investments.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And you haven't done that yet, though?  That's to come?


MR. WELLINGTON:  We have created one of four.  So we are in the process of creating more right now.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In respect to these improvements what was the out outcome of that, a report or...?


MR. WELLINGTON:  It was really -- we do have some slide decks outlining the effectiveness of the tool and we've got essentially what is a template for creating a value model for a specific investment type.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide a copy of those?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I think we can provide that, yes.

MR. MILLAR:  It's JT5.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.5:  TO PROVIDE SLIDE DECKS OUTLINING THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE TOOL.


MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Bob, is there slide decks?


MR. WELLINGTON:  We have a slide deck where it has been shared with different business stakeholders.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now if we go down -- if we go down to the sort of metrics part of the page, I see that you have a metric for in service budget for the Union rate zone and an in service budget for the Enbridge rate zone.  Do you see that?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So the target amount that I'm seeing, what is the basis for the target amount?  Is that previous AMP?  Is that some internal annual budgeted amount?


MR. WELLINGTON:  It is the approved annual capital budget by rate zone.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, and now it says, using the Union one, it says, "In service capital budget UGL rate zone " and there is sort of asterisk 8 plus 4  (inaudible).  What is that asterisk 8 plus 4 mean?

MR. WELLINGTON:  So it's obviously a reference to the 8 plus 4 forecast.  I'm trying to remember -- so that applies to the percent complete.  Pardon me, my eyes are getting a bit weak here.

I apologize, I honestly haven't looked at the report since earlier this year and I'm trying too recall what the reference is about.

Can I confer for one moment with my colleague here?

[Witness panel confers.]


Sorry, Mr. Rubenstein, I think I'm going to have to take this one back and just review and clarify with my team.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure and I have the same question for the core capital maintenance, where it is asterisk 9 plus 3 forecast.  I didn't know what that means.  So if you want to take and undertaking to...


MR. WELLINGTON:  Certainly.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT5.6.

What is the undertaking, Mr. Rubenstein?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  To explain in 2.6-SEC-123, attachment 4, for the various budget metrics, what the asterisk 8 plus 4 forecast or asterisk 9 plus 3 forecast, what do those words mean.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  That's JT5.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.6:  TO EXPLAIN IN 2.6-SEC-123, ATTACHMENT 4, FOR THE VARIOUS BUDGET METRICS, WHAT THE ASTERISK 8 PLUS 4 FORECAST OR ASTERISK 9 PLUS 3 FORECAST, WHAT DO THOSE WORDS MEAN.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, how long have you produced these, exactly, the title, the annual asset health report or quarterly report?  How long has this been in place?  This or a similar asset management tool?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.

I would have to go back to check our records to see when we first started producing them.

I -- as a best guess I would say two to three years at the moment, but that would be subject to check.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide the ones as far back as they go, these year end version of this so this similar version for 2022 for the years that it's been in place.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Subject to verification of those records we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT5.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.7:  TO PROVIDE THE YEAR END VERSIONS OF THE annual asset health report, AS FAR BACK AS THEY GO, FOR THE YEARS THAT IT HAS BEEN IN PLACE.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can I now ask if you could go to 2.5-CCC-43.  Can we go to part (d)


In part (d) you were asked for each of the particulars in line 6.  Please provide the forecast amounts for each years and for years 19 to 2022.  I think you are providing that in (e).  Sorry, I mean that this is part (e), not part (d).


So in part (e) you provided table and I just want to understand, when you answered this, what did you mean by forecast?  What is the basis of the forecast?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I believe that represents the budgets for those years.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So that's the internal budgets for that year, set presumably at the beginning of the year?

MS. DREVENY:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask -- you see this in all the tables that are based on asset class.  You have a line item of EA fixed overhead; do you do I see that?


MS. DREVENY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What is that exactly?


MS. DREVENY:  These are the engineering Alliance partner fixed overhead costs.  I believe we get give the description of what those are, actually.

If you can bear with me for a moment, I'll provide you what was in the undertaking response for that definition.

That is in Exhibit I.2.5-CCC-42, in (d).  So:
"EA fixed overhead refers to the overheads of extended alliance partners and includes items such as management and administration personnel, office costs, such as heat, hydro, and maintenance, insurance, information technology, communications, and training."

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And those partners, your contractors, they work on individual projects?

MS. DREVENY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But you track their overhead costs separately?

MS. DREVENY:  Yes, I believe so.

Subject to check, we collect them, and then I think that they get allocated across the projects.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, let me -- I was going to get to it later, but when you're entering in specific projects into Copperleaf, and so you have a cost of the project and, you know, various costs or risks and benefits for the project, are you allocating those fixed overheads to the cost of the project?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  No, I don't believe we are in the Copperleaf -- so from a budgeting perspective, they are gathered within this asset class here, so EA fixed overhead -- and, sorry, I'll correct my previous statement.  We are not allocating these across, so they remain as a separate item within the asset class format here.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So doesn't that inherently skew the results when you are doing an optimization in Copperleaf, because you are not actually including the full cost of a project that one of these contractors work on?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Mr. Rubenstein, it is Bob Wellington at Enbridge.

So we treat it as a fixed cost as negotiated through our extended contracts with the Alliance partners, and I'm not directly involved in those negotiations, so I can only offer a little bit of detail there, but -- and it is negotiated across, I believe, a three- or four-year term, and again, can't get into the technicalities of it because I'm not familiar with it.  However, there are fixed costs associated with administrative costs, office buildings, things like that, that, you know, they're -- essentially, they -- we would not be able to optimize those costs if we allocated to projects and letter optimization determine, you know, which projects were the best, because at the end of the day we would have to pay those costs no matter what, because they are part of our contract.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can I ask if you can go to 2.6 SEC 137.

So in part (b) we ask for each property where the summary strategy is to dispose of -- disposition:
"Please detail when Enbridge plans to dispose of the project and the forecast proceeds of the disposition."

If you scroll down to part (b) you provide the list.  And there is four projects at the bottom that are to be disposed of in 2024; do you see that?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, is the proceeds from disposition, is that included in your other revenue forecast for 2024 or some other place in the application?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  So we have not forecasted any gain or loss on the disposition of properties as part of the forecast.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So I take it it's not included anywhere?  There is no other revenue implication for this?

MS. DREVENY:  No, there's not.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And why not?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Because of market volatility, we forecast the disposition based on the book value of the building, but we are not forecasting any gain or loss as part of the application, so that would flow through the annual ESM on an actual basis.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My correction, for proposing and DSM for 2024, correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So then there would -- the proceeds from disposition would flow directly to the shareholder then in 2024?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.

From the disposition of asset perspective, depending on what the asset being disposed of is, the inherent allocation of proceeds to, say, buildings, whatnot, that would ultimately stay within the net book value ultimately flowing through accumulated depreciation for pooled assets.  However, any disposition of the associated land and any allocation of proceeds and gain to that would flow through to [audio dropout]


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  And since there is no ESM for 2024 and you've built in no amount to other revenue, that would flow directly to the shareholder, correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  I believe that would be a fair statement.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, and have you -- putting aside what you've done in this interrogatory or what you're including, do you have an estimate of the proceeds of disposition for the four properties you are planning to dispose in 2024?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I don't have that information with me now.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you please provide that?

MR. STEVENS:  Danielle, to be clear, when you say you don't have that information, do you have any understanding of whether that information exists somewhere, that it can be found?

MS. DREVENY:  I'm not sure that it does.  I think we'd have to take that away and ask the question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I'd ask you to do that.  If you have the information, provide it, and if you don't, then say so.

MR. STEVENS:  On that basis we can provide the undertaking, Mark.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  We'll mark that as JT5.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.8:  TO PROVIDE AN ESTIMATE OF THE PROCEEDS OF DISPOSITION FOR THE FOUR PROPERTIES YOU ARE PLANNING TO DISPOSE IN 2024.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I ask if we now go to 2.6 SEC 145.

There is actually a number of interrogatories from a number of parties that ask you to reconcile numbers, total project costs included in the project sheets, as compared to the AMP or the -- or other parts of the evidence.

And the answer to a lot of them is that, as I understand, in the project sheets that you provide, they don't include overheads; do I have that right?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So when you are using the Copperleaf system and you are putting in project costs into Copperleaf, do they include or are they inclusive or exclusive of overheads?

MR. WELLINGTON:  They are exclusive of overheads.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can I ask, at least as it relates to directly allocated overheads, doesn't that skew the results, because you're not actually including the full cost of the project?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I think because the overheads are allocated as an even percentage across all the projects, if you were to assume that all of them were put through optimization, the outcome wouldn't look really any different, because proportionally the value for each project would remain the same relative to one another.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So that was my initial thought, but that doesn't work, since the value -- as I understand at a high level when you are determining the project score, you are -- at its highest level -- we'll take about some of the details later -- you know, you have the risk on one hand and you have the project costs on the other hand, and I recognize it is a bit more complicated than that, but the risk part doesn't change, and if the project is -- since it's as a percentage of the total cost of the project, the overhead, that would skew the relative ranking of various projects, correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I'm not sure.  It would be subject to further review, I think, to verify what you are proposing.

And the other thing I would add is that, I mean, the overheads are assumed as a fixed cost within our capital forecast regardless.

So they're -- like the EA overheads, they're kept separate from the optimization process.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But as it relates to directly allocated overheads, correct?  As I understand from a long discussion on a previous panel, we have the indirects and we have the directly allocated overheads, correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I'm just going to confer with my panel for one moment.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I'll skip a little bit ahead as you confer, and the directly allocated would represent, you know, amounts that would be directly allocated to a project, so specific work on a specific project, and so then wouldn't that -- you would want that information?

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. WELLINGTON:  Thanks for waiting, Mr. Rubenstein.

I was just consulting with my colleagues here.  I wanted to ensure my understanding of the differences between the direct and indirect overheads.

So the direct overheads are actually applied directly to the investment forecasts.  It's the indirect overheads that are treated separately.

And would not be -- going back to our conversation about its use in optimization, it would be treated as a fixed cost and not affect the total value of each investment through optimization.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just to clarify, the directly allocated overheads are included in the project costs when you are entering them into Copperleaf?  It is only the indirects that are not?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Could I ask you to turn to 2.6-SEC-120.

In this interrogatory we ask you essentially for one of the figures, the main figures for the capital expenditures and the AMP, if you could just provide this in tabular form, as it is essentially a graph there.

One of the things that I noticed is that the numbers in between what's included in the AMP are not the same for some years as are included in the USP and the capital expenditure forecast.  So, for example, the 2024 capex in the AMP is 1.426 billion and yet in exhibit 2.5.2, page 2 of -- the number is 1.491, 1.491 billion and then for 2023 in the AMP it is 1-point -- approximately 1.5 billion and yet in in exhibit 2, tab 5, schedule 3 it is 1.625 billion.

Is there a reason?  I'm a bit confused why those numbers are not exactly the same.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  There are some projects that end up being part of the capital budget that are not included in the AMP, so specifically that would be the community expansion projects.  So they are not listed in the AMP.  And then there would also be some customer driven RNG and CNG projects.  and then in the case of 2023 I believe you would also have the integration projects, which would have been captured as part of that 1.6 but would not be included in the AMP document.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I ask you by way of undertaking to do that reconciliation?

MS. DREVENY:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT 35.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.9:  FOR THE NUMBERS IN TABLE 1 AT SEC-120, TO RECONCILE THE AMP AND THE USP, THE CAPITAL FORECAST THAT FLOW TO THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT, FOR THE YEARS 2013 TO 2028.


MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Mark, you are looking for the reconciliation between the numbers in table 1 at SEC-120 and the totals to -- to reconcile the totals by year in that exhibit versus the totals by year in the AMP or in the USPs?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, this this is from the AMP, this table, so it is really to reconcile the AMP and the USP, the capital forecast that flow to the revenue requirement.

MR. STEVENS:  What's the date range we're speaking about?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well preferably I guess we're talking 2013 to 2028, because you are providing the numbers in the USP to 2028.


MR. STEVENS:  Is that possible, Danielle, or is there only a subset of that that's possible in terms of comparability pre- and post-amalgamation?

MS. DREVENY:  We can look at it.  I think we can do it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  Can I ask if we now go to 2.6-CCC-49, and I have a number of questions as it relates to this interrogatory.

So in this interrogatory you provide a lot of information around exactly how the investment values are calculated and how the measures work.

And so as I understand -- as -- this is what you call your value framework; do I have that correct?


MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington at Enbridge.  Yeah, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, is there some internal guide that sets out,  essentially sets out the entire value framework?  Some reference document?

MR. WELLINGTON:  We have an enterprise standard that we follow that -- well, it's really followed by the enterprise team that puts together the value framework embedded in Copperleaf.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And that provides details of each value, how you're doing the calculation?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide that please?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Subject to some further review, and there are some confidentiality concerns due to the potential use in a competitive environment because it is used by our enterprise team, which means it applies to other business units.

We would have to undertake, agree with the legal team to verify what we would be willing to provide on public record.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'd ask you to just provide it and you'll make a claim for confidentiality over the portions that you believe should be kept confidential.

MR. STEVENS:  We can do that, Mark.  Just hearing this exchange, it sounds like this could be something that might be challenging to have completed within a week, in terms of determining what's confidential and what's not, but we'll do the best we can to meet the deadline and we'll provide the undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  You can provide a confidentially by the deadline; the rest can wait.  That's less of a concern, at least from my perspective.

MR. MILLAR:  Hold on, Mark.  The undertaking is it JT5.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.10:  TO FILE THE ENTERPRISE STANDARD DOCUMENT, SUBJECT TO CONFIDENTIALITY CONCERNS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If we can flip to page 3.  So in page 3 you provide the value units for the consequences and for the frequency; do you see that?  And I know it's confidential but that's what that table is showing, correct.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And what I -- (inaudible) reviewed the confidential part, but how were these numbers determined?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Can you be more specific about which numbers?  Is there a particular line, or?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I'm not going to -- to be honest I don't recall the numbers, but for consequence level financial, 7 is a number.  Correct?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Right, right.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  How were these numbers determined?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Sure, so I mean what's blacked out there is sort of the upper limit of the range of that particular risk, risk element.  So financial risk, obviously we're considering the potential financial consequences of an outcome of an event.


So with all of these we have to establish a range, which has an upper and lower limit, and the upper limit tends to represent value which beyond that point it is such a high consequence that Enbridge just doesn't go beyond that value.  And that is so we can establish sort of a range to work in and a simplified scale that we can use with our operations team if we don't have specific numbers to estimate the consequence.


So it could be a range from, you know, $10 to $100, as an example.  It could be assigned to one of those numbers.


That's then used and applied against the probability or the likelihood of an event occurring, and that helps us understand what the outcome of that risk might be and the value investing to avoid that risk.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I fully understand consequences times frequency idea of determining a risk score, but in all the blacked-out in table 1 there is a number, and I have no idea how you made a determination of this is going to be the number for consequence level 3, versus 4, versus 5.  How is that determined?

Someone, either -- and maybe this is at the corporate level for this methodology, but there was some determination of how those scores -- and I -- it is clearly not apparent when you look at those how those numbers were determined.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Could I have a moment to confer with my panel?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the answer may be you may need to take an undertaking, because it maybe confidential, the response, and that's okay, but I'd like to have a better understanding of how those numbers were determined.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. WELLINGTON:  Hi, Mr. Rubenstein, sorry about the delay.

So I believe in the last undertaking you had asked are requested us to provide a copy of our framework standard, subject to some review and possible confidentiality agreement, so I believe most of the answers to your questions are captured within that standard and might be a more effective use of time to provide through that undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, well, so I'll ask if it's in there then you don't have to do any more work, but if it is, then I'd ask, as part of that undertaking --


MR. WELLINGTON:  Certainly.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- you explain how those numbers were determined.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Certainly, we'll do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, if we go down to the interrogatory, starting at page 4 and page 5, you provide an example using two projects of how this all works.

And maybe we can go to page 5, where you have a specific project, and I have a question.

And so there you provide the financial risk, the operational risk, the reputation risks.

I just want to understand what those mean exactly.  So let's use financial risk as an example.

And I want to understand -- and so I think we -- and I recognize it is slightly more complicated in how it's calculated, but at the highest level you're determining the -- based on the table we looked at, you are scoring the financial risk of some underlying issue versus the frequency that it is likely to occur?

And you get a value -- a value unit?  Is that fair?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington.  Yes, that's correct, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I want to understand how this works.

Is it representative of the risk of the underlying issue, or is it representative of the change in risk if you do the capital project?  So let me just give you an example.

Imagine you have a pipe that is -- you have determined is corroded, and there is a financial risk of some sort if the problem gets worse.

You're determining then the financial risk of whatever that -- what that may occur and the likelihood of it happening, and is that what is the financial risk, or is it, do you subtract out then, even if you do the project, there is still going to be some risk, maybe a much lower risk, obviously, that some -- that there may be a leak or something happens.  Are you doing that, or is it just the first?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington again.

We are looking at the baseline risk and comparing against the outcome in terms of, you know, the remaining go-forward operating costs and if quantified the associated risk.  I can't speak to whether this investment was given a residual risk, but it is the difference between the two that is being assessed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  That is helpful in understanding.

So I used a very simplistic way of how you're doing the calculation, but as I understand, it is a bit more complicated than that.  As for some of these risks you're making, there is what I would call some -- there's some upstream calculations that are going into Copperleaf, as well as you are doing a net present value analysis; do I have that correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.

Yes, the most simplistic investments use a questionnaire, and the questionnaire starts with the baseline assumptions in terms of risk, ongoing operating costs, et cetera, and the outcome questionnaire will have similar questions to establish the difference between the two and establish what the reductions would look like in the future to risk our ongoing costs, and then determines the net present value based on the planning horizon.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So could I ask you, for the two projects that are listed, the two example projects that are listed in the interrogatory, if you can provide essentially all the calculations to get to the risks, the total investment, cost of total, essentially, using these two as illustrative examples, really how every calculation works and how you could do all the math to get to the, essentially, the total value of the project?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I think -- Bob Wellington again.  I think we can provide the inputs that were used to undertake the calculations.

Obviously, the calculations aren't done by pen and paper, they are done by computational methods, so the prior undertaking you'd requested are value of framework standards, so that will provide the basis for the calculations, which I'm hoping is sufficient for you to understand how the input numbers determine the output values.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, I guess we'll see where we can get from there.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So that's an Undertaking JT5.11.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm not sure that I heard an undertaking there, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think the witness indicated that the guide will provide sort of the framework and the calculation approach that will answer Mark's question as to how the various values are derived that are shown in the example CCC [audio dropout]  I had thought, though, that what was going to be provided for these two examples, all the input calculations, but I guess the math I would use the previous undertaking to do.  That's what I understood was.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to make sure we're clear, Bob.  Enbridge -- what is it that you are proposing that you will provide in addition to what has already been undertaken?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Sure.  We can provide the input values that are used in the calculations, and then the value framework standard will provide the basis for the calculations and the formula, et cetera.

MR. STEVENS:  And are there any confidentiality concerns in relation to this additional undertaking?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I don't believe so, no.

MR. STEVENS:  Can I suggest that we mark this as an additional undertaking just for our housekeeping purposes?

So I apologize, Michael.  You were correct.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So we will maintain that as JT5.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.11:  TO PROVIDE THE INPUT VALUES THAT ARE USED IN THE CALCULATIONS, AND THEN THE VALUE FRAMEWORK STANDARD WILL PROVIDE THE BASIS FOR THE CALCULATIONS AND THE FORMULA, ET CETERA.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, in this interrogatory you talk about a number of different models.

There is the GHG, greenhouse gas value model, there is a financial benefits and costs value model, there is an energy efficiency value model.  These are employee productivity value model?

And do I take it that those are upstream models of what you input into Copperleaf for some of these value function matters?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge again.

Can you just clarify what you mean by "upstream"?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  These are a model that you put inputs into, and they derive an output that you then enter into the Copperleaf system for a given project.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Thanks for the clarification.

No, these are models that are directly embedded into the Copperleaf software.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, and in the document that you are going to provide me a couple undertakings ago, will it explain how each of these value models and all the math, how they work?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I believe so, yes.  Much of the information provided in this response is directly pulled from that standard.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

Now, can I ask about how you use the Copperleaf system?

So as I understand, you have various projects, you have all the inputs that we talked about and the -- and from it you get a value for each of the risks, and then you get a total value of the project.  Right?  That's essentially the input component, correct, before we do any optimization or anything like that, correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, for an investment evaluation process, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now, have you had to have made a determination before you enter the project that this is the best -- the best alternative to solving the underlying issue you are attempting to do?  So the model itself is not weighing various alternatives.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.

We actually do have a means, and in some investments we do have alternatives identified.

Typically, for larger investments we'll enter alternatives to see what the differences are between the different alternatives and what the, you know, what Copperleaf suggests the most appropriate alternative is going to be.

If memory serves, we are able to assign a preferred alternative, which might override that -- the other alternatives.

If there's some reason that we have a preference that we need to be input forward over others, but we have the alternatives kept on record so we can assess the difference between the values.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is that pre- or post-optimization?  So by that I mean are you determining -- let's use -- I'm just -- you know, alternative -- you know, option A has a total value of 300.

Option B has a total value negative 300 so you obviously want to do the first one.

Or do you enter them both and based on the optimization, it will determine which one you should do?  And that may reflect the total budgetary constraints or something that may move you to a different option.


MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington again.

Subject to review, I believe if you have not assigned a preferred alternative, the optimizer will put forward the higher value alternative, but I would want to confirm that with one of my Copperleaf experts.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I could ask you to do that.  And the second part is how many investments in the -- as part -- when you entered any investments before you do the optimization, how many of those had alternatives?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.  I don't know the answer to that question.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you undertake to provide that?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I think we can undertake a review to determine if that information is available and provide what's available.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT5.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT 5 to 12:  TO REVIW WHAT IS AVAILABLE TO DETERMINE WHETHER THE REQUESTED INFORMATION ABOUT INVESTMENTS PRE- AND POST-OPTIMIZATION IS AVAILABLE, AND TO PROVIDE WHAT'S AVAILABLE.


MR. MILLAR:  Mark, we are getting close to both the break and your time.  How are you doing?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I will I need more time.  But I will beg and steal and borrow from my own time and other panels.  I have a couple more questions.


MR. MILLAR:  A reminder again that we don't have time from other panels.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Michael, it's Wayne Quinn here.

Mr. Rubenstein is covering a significant amount of ground that I had hoped to cover and he's doing quite well.

I had shifted some of my time to get into this panel, 20 minutes of time, so I'm willing to offer Mr. Rubenstein that 20 minutes and I will stay inside the remainder.

MR. POLLOCK:  Scott Pollock for CME here.  I can also echo what Mr. Quinn said.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.  Mark, we will look to take our break in about five minutes so when you find a appropriate spot.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think I'm done with this interrogatory, so it may be the best time to take the break right now.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, let us return then at eleven o'clock.
--- Recess taken at 10:43 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:00 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's go back on the record.  And Mr. Rubenstein, back over to you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Panel, can we go to 2.6-CME-18.  If we can scroll down to part (b) on the next page.

I just want to understand something that you said in this response.  About midway through the response you say -- Enbridge says:
"While some value-driven investments are supported through the risk analysis process described in Exhibit 2, tab 6, Schedule 2, page 50 to 52, there are cases where the risk exceeds the upper threshold.  In these cases where capital investment is required to treat the risk, the investment is categorized as mandatory, and it is time-constrained with other mandatory and compliance-driven investments."

Do you see that?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington.  Yes, I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can you maybe explain exactly what you mean by that?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Sure.  So we have -- outside of our value assessment process, we have a risk management process at Enbridge Gas which provides an avenue for any of the business stakeholders who identify risks to our ongoing operation, and that's part of our overall, you know, management risk within the company, and occasionally those risks drive new investments, and where the risks are evaluated and determined to be above our upper threshold for risk tolerance, it generally drives a mandatory response, and in the case where there is capital investment required, how we respond to that need to implement a solution, we basically time-constrain the investment so that it's categorized as mandatory within our investment portfolio and it is time-constrained.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So let me say this back to you.

So you are doing the capital planning process, you may treat a project or you think may be what is a value-driven project -- a project at the time, but when you do the risk components of it, it reaches some threshold where now it is now no longer categorized as a value-driven project, it's now in the mandatory bucket; is that correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.

To some degree it's correct.

I would say the order of those events is typically reverses where the risk evaluation process determines that we have a risk that exceeds our upper threshold, and the solution to that risk, if it's -- or the treatment, I should say, if it's a capital investment in an asset, then that's the point at which we determine that it's -- it fits in the mandatory category of investments.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so in Exhibit 2, tab 6, schedule 2, page 51, this is part of what you reference.

That's page 52.

If we can go to 51 and go down to the figure 4.23.  No, no, up.

Is this what we're talking about here?  There is some threshold where it --


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And what is the threshold?

Like, at what risk score essentially is the project that is mandatory?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Sure, so it's -- it's not as simple as a single value, so if I were to refer you to another interrogatory response, and maybe for the sake of time I won't ask Angela to pull it up right now, but we did submit our risk matrix.

Actually, it was Exhibit I.2.6-SEC-121, so within that response we provided our risk matrix as well, so within -- so what you see on the screen here is, I would say, more -- although it doesn't provide numbers, it provides -- it is a more holistic view of the different ways that we measure risk, and the risk matrix is somewhat of a simplified view, but within the risk matrix you will see we've got a high- and very high-risk quadrant -- not quadrant, boxes, and those would -- those boxes and the descriptions of the licences and consequences that align to those boxes would give you some sense for what's considered to be an accedence of our upper risk threshold.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, so as I understand that table -- and if you just scroll down, there is a sort of a -- the words aren't there, but it is essentially a table that looks like this.

Do I take that it that anything that is in the red has hit the threshold?

Is it that simple?  If it's in the red, we've hit the threshold and now it's mandatory, or is it the red and the orange?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It is typically the orange and the red.

There are occasions where something may be yellow and it is identified as a significant risk for reasons that are hard to quantify through our regular value framework, and through an internal review and discussions with executives it might receive a higher ranking than what's shown in our standard risk matrix.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And is there a set of rules of when something becomes mandatory, or is it a judgment call when you are developing the various projects?  And I ask because you are saying it could be red here, it is red, but sometimes it's yellow, and I want to understand if that's just -- you know, you are saying this based on your experience, or is there somewhat a formal, these are the rules of when we're going to do it, when it's going to be mandatory or not?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Well, again, if I use this as a guide for our discussion, the risk matrix, so anything that is orange or red would require some form of immediate action plan and some kind of response.

In some cases we implement interim plans to address a risk.

You know, an example could be lowering the pressure of a pipeline, as we, you know, mitigate integrity risks through a dig program until such time as we feel the pipeline is serviceable again.

That would be -- that would be the response, and if there is a longer-term capital investment that's required, that longer-term investment would be then implemented as soon as it could be as well, so that we can take our short-term mitigation away.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  That's helpful.

Could I ask you now to go to 2.6-CME-23.

So in the question you were asked to rank all the projects according to their net value, provide the score, and indicate where the product was within the budgetary constraint, and it was not, and then in attachment 1 you provide the list.

I just want to make sure I understand what is meant by within and without the budgetary constraints for the purposes of this table.

Can somebody pull that up?  And I just want to understand what you understood you were being asked to do here.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Sure, it's Bob Wellington.

I think the way that we understood this was to identify those investments that did not fit within the capital constraint that we applied through optimization, and so if you scroll down to -- bear with me here.  I'll get a page number.  It is quite a long attachment, actually.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, if you go down to the last couple of pages, it says "not within the budgetary constraint", and I just want to understand.

Is that your -- so that projects ultimately are now not part of [audio dropout]?

MR. WELLINGTON:  They're not part of the current planning horizon.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, sorry, when you mean current planning horizon, do you mean --


MR. WELLINGTON:  2023 to '32 capital forecast.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Can I ask you -- so this provides -- and this is a good table, provides all the projects and the values for us.  I was wondering if you could expand this table to provide not just the total value score but the individual value scores for each of the measures, the value metrics, or whatever the word is.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Mark, it is David Stevens speaking.

Are you asking that project by project for this 26 pages that Enbridge provide details for how the value in each row was derived?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Not how they were derived, what were the numbers.  So this is -- a value score is a mathematics, as when we looked at the CCC interrogatory of about seven or eight different other numbers, the value metrics.

MR. STEVENS:  Intuitively that seems like an immense amount of information, to have 26 pages of rows and then eight or nine data points for each of those rows on each of the 26 pages.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean, I don't think so, but, I mean, I think you are pulling this right out of the system, so I don't actually think this is a substantial amount of work for the company.

MR. STEVENS:  I guess I'll ask Bob, A, whether it is as simple as Mark is presuming, and B, whether there's any concerns with providing this.  And then I may have a follow-up question for Mark.

MR. WELLINGTON:  I'm not sure the magnitude of the effort that would be required to do this right now but I can certainly discuss with my team.

MR. STEVENS:  Would it be equally helpful, Mark, just to have some examples?  Or is it important to you to have all of this data?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All of this data.

MR. STEVENS:  Of the why is that?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well it understands exactly how the values were derived, which projects derived where, the risks and benefits in each of the projects.  Right?  Those are what goes into the determination of the value score which is what is the basis of how you determine which projects were in and out.

MR. STEVENS:  And would this process be any easier if we were to set a dollar limit on the projects we're talking about?  In other words, simply be looking at the projects that would be considered to be major or material?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I think it's important to have all the projects.

As I understand it, this is just a summation of those numbers that I'm pretty sure can be pulled out.

In fact, maybe even doing what you are proposing may be adding work.

MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington again.  The one challenge that we have with Copperleaf is that the reports are relatively fixed and not easily customizable, and I don't know that we've generated a report like that.

So I'm not saying it's not possible.  I'm not sure of the magnitude of work that's involved.

MR. STEVENS:  Can we advise, Mark, whether this can be readily extracted properly?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  We'll mark that as JT5.13.  Can you repeat the information that you are seeking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  To provide a version of 2.6-CME-23 --I just want to make sure I have the nomenclature correct.

Hold on so we get the nomenclature correct here.

That provides a breakdown not just of the value score but each of the value -- the individual value function measures.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  JT5.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.13:  TO PROVIDE A VERSION OF 2.6-CME-23 THAT PROVIDES A BREAKDOWN NOT JUST OF THE VALUE SCORE BUT EACH OF THE INDIVIDUAL VALUE FUNCTION MEASURES, INCLUDING PROJECT NUMBERS, AS POSSIBLE. (IN EXCEL FORMAT)

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  One additional part to that and under the same rubric, if it can be done, is if you are able to include the project ID numbers.  And the rationale for that is, there are project ID numbers for other tables, just so we can -- there are a lot of projects with quite similar names, and there are other tables and other information deposited on an ID basis.  It would be helpful, instead of me asking you to create even more information, provide more information, we can the matching ourselves.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, if that can be readily extracted we will include that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

Now I have some questions that relate to 2.6-SEC-141 and 140.  And first, before we bring it up, I just want to understand some of the terminology you use.

So we discussed this before and I think it was just discussed in response to some of the questions about moving a projects that is in a mandatory category.


What exactly does mandatory fixed timing, what does the fixed timing mean?


MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington again.

So fixed timing essentially means that we assign a year of execution in Copperleaf.  So if we go through our optimization process it will not move that investment based on its value.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So what it doesn't mean, then, is that you've determined that you have to the project in that year.  It's just a constraint for the purposes of the optimization model?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Typically the decision is made based on a need to complete a project within a year for a number of different reasons.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, so as it relates to my question, when you put a tag that says mandatory fixed timing, what you are not saying is that the underlying project must actually be done in that year?


It must be -- it is just for the purposes of the Copperleaf optimization, it essentially fixes -- it says that that the work for --the optimization process must be done in the year you are saying it is?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.  I think that's correct, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the reason I ask is when I compared to -- so in SEC-40, 2.6-SEC-40 there are a number of questions that ask you about sort of pre-optimization information, and then in SEC-41 it is essentially similar information.  I asked you about a post-optimization.


So I was obviously comparing those two numbers.


And what I noticed was it relates to attachment 2, which is the sort of dollar value broken down into the various asset classes and the various mandatory value-driven is there is a reduction, post-optimization, for a number of categories that were categorized as mandatory fixed timing.

Sorry, I meant attachment 3.

And sorry, what I wanted to understand is it's reduced because you made a determination that, putting aside the optimization process, I didn't actually have to do the work on that timing, correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington again.

Having -- not having specific recollection of those specific investments, I would have to draw the same conclusion that for some reason we were able to determine that we could postpone that work from the year in which it was intended to be fixed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, can I ask you by way undertaking -- this relates to something else -- is to go back and look at the attachment 2 in SEC 141 and 140.

So these are asking you not by dollars but to provide the number of investments by asset class between the pre and post.

And there must be some -- there was a -- you used the wrong rows, or referencing the wrong investment.

Just when I do the comparison there is order of magnitude changes where for example, post-optimization you are doing much more in a category and I think it's you accidentally labeled the wrong categories.  So could I ask you to go back and check the accuracy and labeling of SEC-141 and 140 attachments -- the attachment to each of those.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington.  Yes, I think we can do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT5.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.14:  TO CONFIRM THE ACCURACY OF THE FIGURES AND LABELLING IN THE ATTACHMENTS TO SEC-140 AND SEC-141.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I now ask if we could go to 2.6-SEC-110 attachment 1, page 14.  I'm almost at the end here.

In this response, so as I understand, this report was a report that Enbridge Inc. did with respect to Enbridge Gas and a number of other of its business units regarding the maturity of some of its asset management processes; do I have that correct?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  As I understand from reading this, there was actually a previous report.  I'm not sure if it was similar or done in a slightly different context, that were done for both EGD and UG in 2018?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington here.

I -- I -- there may be a report referenced.

I did not find any such report in our archives when looking for this type of information to support the response.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well could I ask that you inquire, maybe at UG or whatever group at Enbridge Inc. that was responsible for this may have copies of the 2018 assessments?  Could you inquire and if so provide a copy of those -- that 2018 assessment?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, we can inquire, and if the copies are available we can provide.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT5.15.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.15:  RE 2.6-SEC-110 ATTACHMENT 1, PAGE 14, TO CONFIRM WITH ENBRIDGE INC. WHETHER THE 2018 ASSESSMENT(S) ARE AVAILABLE, AND IF SO TO PROVIDE THEM.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I go to 2.7-SEC-151.  This reflects AMI, and in discussion with your counsel I don't think there is anyone who is actually on this panel who is familiar with this issue, so it may be by way of undertaking you'll need to respond.

So in the evidence it talks about how that Enbridge plans to file a standalone AMI application as soon as practically possible requesting approval of the OEB for funding of the implementation of the AMI.  And so we asked a number of questions about that.

So, in part (b) we asked you to provide any cost estimates that existed in -- at this early stage, and essentially Enbridge says it doesn't even have that.


Am I to take it that Enbridge has no actual idea of what an AMI program may cost, even at a high level?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington again.

While I'm not directly involved with the project and might not be able to fully respond, I do know that the project is still going through a proof-of-concept process to understand, you know, whether or not the technology will support what we want to achieve with AMI, and from there would intend to build out, you know, what the cost for deployment would look like and then what the business case would need to look like to support the investment.

But I don't know of any specific cost estimates at this point.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But you would agree with me that we're talking in the range of hundreds of millions of dollars, but that's the order of magnitude here, correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I'm honestly not in a position to provide a response to that.

MR. STEVENS:  Mark, it is David Stevens speaking.

I think Enbridge can stipulate that, yes, it would be large amounts of money, considering the number of meters on the system.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then in part (c) we had asked you to explain how the standalone AMI application fits into the proposed rate-setting framework, and the response is:
"Given that there are no costs associated with the AMI assessment project included in the rebasing application, there is no consideration of AMI within the proposed rate framework.  EGI proposal for regulatory treatment of costs associated with the AMI will be included in a future application to the OEB."

So I am confused by this response.  So as I understand, you have an application for a rate framework until, as Mr. Stevens said at the beginning of the day, the last day of December 2028, and I'm trying to understand what funding mechanism is available for you to bring a future application for an AMI.

Is it simply an ICM, or is there -- are you saying that there is another mechanism that you are setting out in this application that would allow you to bring forward an application?  Maybe that's a question for the regulatory folks that you maybe want to take by way of undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  If you'll just grant us one moment, the regulatory folks will discuss.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.

As the answer indicates, Enbridge does not currently have either a firm understanding of the magnitude or the timing of an AMI proposal, nor of the means it would use to come back to the Board and ask for supplementary funding.

You are quite right that it's possible that Enbridge could seek to advance this.

It's an ICM request.  Again, there is no current proposal to do that, or it could be depending on the magnitude and the nature of the ask and what's been supported through IRP work that there could be an extraordinary ask that doesn't neatly fit within the IRM framework.

Enbridge acknowledges and understands that anything it puts forward later is going to be subject to full review and test by the OEB by all parties, but we're simply not at a spot to indicate what that's going to [audio dropout] or when it's going to happen.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, the reason I raise the issue is because, as you can imagine, presumably one of those  discussions were what was considered in the rebasing application.

And I'm just trying to understand.  Your framework sets a bunch of rules:  This is to cover rates, these are things that could be Y factors, and these are Z factors, these are mechanisms, and I'm unclear, because you are saying, well, we may bring another application for capital.

What are the -- is it a Y factor, in your view, that this could fall under?  I'm just trying to understand this, because it is entirely unclear to me outside of the ICM where -- and maybe I'm wrong -- what authority -- since you want the Board approval for the rules for Enbridge over the next five years, where this would be, and I think it does matter, because it then reflects how we should treat each of those issues and what consideration.

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge's IRM framework that it currently has proposed includes ICM.

It includes Z factors.

I'm not sure whether there are -- that there are currently any other extraordinary mechanisms proposed.

So Enbridge would either have to fit within one of the mechanisms proposed in the IRM framework, and as we know, that's phase 2 -- Enbridge's evidence -- or Enbridge would have to convince the Board, convince the OEB, that something extraordinary beyond those mechanisms would be appropriate to this particular initiative.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right, if you could just give me a minute to check my notes.

Okay, thank you, panel, very much for answering my questions.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.

Next on my list I have Mr. Elson, who I see has come on the screen, so I will pass it over to you, Mr. Elson.

You have up to 45 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Elson:

MR. ELSON:  Good morning, panel.  Kent Elson for Environmental Defence.  I'm going to start with 2.6 ED-97.

In that interrogatory we asked for an assessment of whether Enbridge shareholders are likely or not likely or are certain to be made whole for their investments in certain specific scenarios where the assets have become stranded, and Enbridge referred us to a couple other interrogatory responses with the general comment that Enbridge should be able to recover all prudent investments, but it didn't really answer our interrogatory, because it doesn't give an assessment of the likelihood that shareholders would be made whole.

It doesn't address each of the specific scenarios individually like we requested, and it doesn't discuss the relevant considerations.

So we'd ask you to take this back and provide that additional detail that we had requested in ED-7.

Can you undertake to do that?

MR. STEVENS:  If you will grant me just a moment to speak with my regulatory colleagues, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  Enbridge has provided a general response as to [audio dropout] on assets continuing to be used or useful and as to stranded assets.

In terms of the specific scenarios that you've suggested, Enbridge does not acknowledge or agree with the premise underlying each.

So Enbridge is not prepared to provide further answers in relation to each of those specific scenarios.

MR. ELSON:  Maybe, Mr. Stevens, you can explain that in a bit more detail, the basis for that refusal.

You said it's because Enbridge doesn't agree with the underlying scenario, so you think those scenarios are impossible or, if not, can you explain?

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge certainly doesn't see the likelihood in them.  I mean, impossible, it's a -- is a different standard, I suppose, but Enbridge doesn't see these as likely scenarios to occur on that basis.

It's not prepared to provide the additional requested information.

MR. ELSON:  I'll have to bring that up on a different day, then.  2.6-ED-100, please.  And this interrogatory is about the Wilson Avenue replacement.

And we were provided two cost amounts, a $91 million figure and a $72 million figure, but both are missing some cost items, and so we are requesting that you provide the all-in full cost of the Wilson Avenue replacement, including allocated overhead and abandonment, as well as a breakdown of the cost components.

Can you undertake to provide that figure?

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington at Enbridge.

I'm sorry, I'm having a little trouble understanding what's not provided in table 2 that you've requested.

MR. ELSON:  So the -- in table -- well, I don't think table 2 gives us a complete total and table 1 gives us two figures.  Both figures are missing some -- some of the items.

So, I mean maybe $91.1 million is the total all in, but it looked to me like it excludes some of the pre-spend, possibly.  It is just not clear to me that we have a total all-in number.

You see in table 1 -- sorry, go ahead.

MR. WELLINGTON:  No, no, please complete your thought.

MR. ELSON:  I was going to say that table 1 it notes that the $91 million includes overhead allocation and then in the final column it says that the $72 million includes the $1.3 million of pre-spend so potentially that's missing from the 91.

I just want an all-in cost for the project including everything, and then a breakdown of that.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.  We can undertake to review the information that's been provided and resolve any incomplete information.

MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens speaking.  Just to be clear, Kent, I read table 1 as explaining constituent parts of reference costs for this project in different places.

I think you are asking for a third item which is what is the all-in cost for this project, so not necessarily with reference to the AMP or with reference to the budget documents in this case but rather just simply what is the all in cost for the project.

MR. ELSON:  Correct.  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking is JT5.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.16:  TO REVIEW 2.6-ED-100 TO PROVIDE THE ALL-IN FULL COST OF THE WILSON AVENUE REPLACEMENT, INCLUDING ALLOCATED OVERHEAD AND ABANDONMENT, AS WELL AS A BREAKDOWN OF THE COST COMPONENTS.

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to 2.6-ED-101 and in particular, attachment 1.

And we had asked for a map showing the pipeline to be replaced and the pipes that it serves, but there is no legend on the map so it is just not clear to me what exactly is what.

I can tell that the pink is the pipeline to be replaced.  What are the pipes that it serves?  Often those are indicated with a bubble around a distribution system or something like that, but I can't figure it out from this map.

Can you explain, or if not, take it away to re-provide this with that kind of additional specificity?


MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington again.

I'll attempt to explain it the best I can with what I know, but as I understand it, there is a map just below this one.

It is attachment 2, sorry.  Which I believe the area encompassed in that aerial shot is representative of the best that our modeling team can estimate to be the pipes served by the Wilson Avenue pipeline.

I'm not sure of the specific hydraulics of the network, but I do know there will be some subjectivity to assess which pipes are served, because there may be potentially other pipelines connecting in that could serve some of those customers as well.


But to the best I understand, that map there represents the -- the red dashed lines would represent all the pipes served by the Wilson Avenue pipeline.

MR. ELSON:  Do you mean the orange dashed lines?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Are they orange?  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  And which direction is the gas flowing in this pipeline?  East to west or otherwise?  Sorry, west to east or east to west?


MR. WELLINGTON:  I actually don't know the answer to that question.

MR. ELSON:  I would be very surprised if the map of the customers served and the pipes served happen to conform perfectly to this rectangle.  I've just never seen it before.  Usually it is on a map that is on a little bit wider zoom-out, with an approximate indication of where those customers are.

You know, for example, why would at the bottom of the screen, a customer be served that is at the orange dotted line but not just off the page?  Something seems off.

Would you be able to take this away, Mr. Wellington, and ask for confirmation from your team both which way the gas is flowing and to look at these maps and provide a version with -- that also has a legend and a title, and clearly indicates which customers are served and which pipes are served?

Give or take.  I know it is -- you know, you can never have perfect specificity.  But is that something that you can provide for us by way of undertaking?


MR. STEVENS:  It appears that something Mohamed Chebaro may have something to add.

MR. CHEBARO:  Maybe just a minute to confer with my colleague here.


[Witness panel confers]

MR. WELLINGTON:  Hi, Mr. Elson.  This is Bob Wellington again.  We can provide an updated map with a legend, as you have asked, and we can confirm the -- I guess normal direction of flow for the pipeline, assuming it has a normal direction.

With respect to a map of all the pipes and customers that it serves, we'll have a look at what's possible there, but I also want to highlight that because of system flow dynamics and seasonal demands, the extent to which gas moves from that pipeline further out into the network can be affected by those things.


So we would have to assess if there is a typical scenario that can be reflected and determine whether or not we can provide a reasonable response on that basis.

MR. ELSON:  That would be helpful.  And to the extent you need to additional narrative to explain the map, that would be appreciated, caveats, and so on and so forth.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking is JT5.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.17:  FOR THE MAP AT 2.6-ED-101, ATTACHMENT 1, TO PROVIDE A COPY WITH A LEGEND AND A TITLE, SHOWING GAS FLOW DIRECTIONS, AND SHOWING CUSTOMERS SERVED AND PIPES SERVED, WITH ANY NECESSARY CAVEATS, USING WINTER PEAK DAY AS A REFERENCE POINT.


MR. ELSON:  I see that Mr. Jarvis and Mr. Quinn came on the screen, so I'll pause for a moment.

MR. QUINN:  I was just trying to be of assistance.  This is Dwayne Quinn.  I am just trying to be of assistance, Kent.  Are you looking for a winter peak day?  That is the scenario that they can are trying to land on to be able to provide the information.

MR. ELSON:  I think you're right, Mr. Quinn.  That would be the most helpful scenario to look at.

MR. QUINN:  And it I think it would be in line with Enbridge's practices so there is not a lot of effort associated with that.

So would you agree with that, witness panel?


MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington.  Again, we'd have to take it back and review with our modeling team to verify how quickly they can provide something, but we will review it with them.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.

MR. JARVIS:  Kent, very briefly can I just had a question to this?: We'd also looked to this at Environmental Defence's prompting.

Can you confirm that Baycrest Hospital, I think is one of those and I'm not quite sure which way the orange lines are going, but is Baycrest hospital one of the buildings that is served by this pipeline?  If you either know that or you can confirm that, because it is obviously a very big user.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Can I have a moment to confer with regulatory.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Hi Ian.  It is David Stevens speaking.  I think we're treading carefully around getting in customer-specific information.

It may well be that overlaying maps will give you information that's useful to you that wouldn't have to be redacted on Enbridge's side.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay, that works, David.  Thank you.

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn then to 2.6-ED-102, and these are some questions about IRP in relation to this Wilson Avenue project, and in response to questions about the status of the IRP assessment, Enbridge noted that it's on hold while the EDIMP analysis takes place, which is the enhanced distribution integrity management program.

I don't quite understand that.

Why does the EDIMP process mean that IRP technical evaluation has to being on hold?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro, Enbridge.

So the EDIMP, the enhanced distribution integrity management program, aims at looking at the certain subset of the distribution integrity management program, and one of those projects that has ranked high on the list from a risk perspective is specifically the Wilson Avenue.

So rather than proceed directly to the IRP methodology, an additional level of scrutiny was added from an integrity perspective to ensure that additional treatment -- you know, to validate whether additional treatment may or may not be required from an integrity standpoint.

So several projects, and I believe that was one of the IRRs that we submitted, several projects qualified as part of the EDIMP, and Wilson Ave. fell under one of those.

Following the assessment from an integrity standpoint and any field data collection that may be, you know, subsequent to that, we will be in a position to evaluate the integrity of the line, and then whether we can extend its life, require replacement, the further replacement, et cetera, and then we would be able to tie it back to an IRP-type analysis.

MR. ELSON:  So EDIMP might mean that the project isn't needed or can be deferred, in which case you would have wasted your time looking at IRP alternatives?

MR. CHEBARO:  So we are in the process of building the EDIMP team currently, as indicated in October 2022 in our filing, so the EDIMP process aims at examining a subset of the DIMP program from a risk-based approach in order to validate or refute the need for further replacements, what kind of repairs would be needed, et cetera.

So I wouldn't call it wasting time; I would call it, it would supplement or complement the efforts from an IRP perspective by providing additional field data that would be obtained through the EDIMP program, like was requested by the OEB or recommended by the OEB following the St. Laurent decision in May of 2022.

MR. ELSON:  No, I wasn't suggesting that the EDIMP was a waste of time, just that the reason you're putting IRP on hold is that the IRP assessment may not be needed.

Let me leave it here.

I mean, from our perspective we think you should be moving forward with IRP on this ASAP, and I don't see why EDIMP needs to put that on hold.

This is a high-value project, but Ms. Wade, you had an additional comment?

MS. WADE:  Yes, Cara-Lynne Wade.

I would just add that, in going through the EDIMP process, we're likely just to have more information about the project need.

That information informs the type of IRP alternatives that could be viable and ensures we have the right information when looking at the feasibility of each.

And so as it's noted, it was put on hold, so it's not as if we hadn't started it.

We are just pausing to ensure that we are using the best information available.

MR. ELSON:  And so when will that EDIMP analysis be done?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mr. Elson, as mentioned, we are currently standing up the EDIMP team, so we are going to be looking at -- we have roughly 8,000 kilometres that qualify to be part of the EDIMP system, roughly 500 pipelines.  Those will be prioritized based on risk-based methodology.  And as I've indicated previously, Wilson Ave. has shown up as part of the higher priority items, so until that team is stood up, which is currently in progress, it is going to be difficult for us to determine the exact timing, but we are working, you know, in collaboration with the IRP team to make sure that, you know, both efforts are proceeding in parallel for Wilson Ave. and for other pipelines as well.

MR. ELSON:  Oh, okay.  So you are saying they can proceed in parallel?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.

What I'm saying is it is an iterative process, so as we collect more data from an integrity standpoint for EDIMP, our methodologies are going to get more and more robust based on data collection, which would then feed into the RP methodology itself, so it is an iterative process between EDIMP and IRP.  That's for sure.

MR. ELSON:  I mean, if EDIMP takes too long, you are going to run up against the binary screening criteria where the in-service date is within three years.

So can you provide a bit more specificity?

I mean, you don't have to give me a date, you know, even just a year, a quarter, some sort of book end about when EDIMP might be done on this project?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  We could potentially take that away.  I would like to confer and consult with my team on the EDIMP.

As I said, currently the team is being stood up, so it's going to be difficult for us to determine a quarter at this point, but as I said, Wilson Ave. is one of the higher-priority items.  So we could take it away and try to get back to you with something reasonable if that exists.

MR. ELSON:  That would be helpful, and if you could let us know on a best-efforts basis when the EDIMP and the IRP process is expected to take place and be completed, that would be helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  The undertaking is JT5.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.18:  TO ADVISE ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS WHEN THE EDIMP AND THE IRP PROCESS IS EXPECTED TO TAKE PLACE AND BE COMPLETED.

MR. ELSON:  On page 3 of this interrogatory there is a table, and it lists the number of customers served as being 53,000.

But if I go to Appendix A in the AMP -- and I could just read this to you.

I'll give you the citation as well, you know, Exhibit 6 -- sorry, Exhibit 2, tab 6, Schedule 2, Appendix A, page 11.  There is a reference to the following.

It says, "there are approximately 384 services and 746 customers".  What's the difference between that reference to 746 customers and 53,000 customers?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington here, Mr. Elson.

So I believe the reference from Appendix A was specific to those customers directly tied to the main or some of the smaller laterals which extend from the main within close proximity.

It would not include customers, you know, further downstream outside of the scope of the project that aren't directly tied back to that section of main through laterals or direct service connections.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, and going back to 2.6-ED-102, page 3, the 53,000 customers that are served, that would be on a typical winter peak design day?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington again.

Subject to review, I would agree that's likely the basis, but I would have to confirm with the team that came up with the number?

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Let's me ask one last question on this table.  You had said at the bottom of the table that you don't know how much capacity there is for an NPS12 versus the next size smaller.

And usually that is something that you are able to provide, so that's something else I'd like you to take back and see if you can provide the threshold on which the pipe could be downsized.

Could you ask your team to take a shot at that again?

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps just for clarity -- I'm not sure who the witness is, but -- it's David Stevens speaking -- you could describe the work involved and whether at some point that work will be done.

MR. WELLINGTON:  So Bob Wellington again.

So I believe this is something we would actually be looking at as part of the IRP assessment, when that process comes about so I guess the question is, is there value in looking a this now.  And again I would have to confirm with the team that came up with the response as to whether there is something impeding them from providing this value that I'm not aware of.

MR. ELSON:  If you could take that back on a best-efforts basis.

If you come back to with the answer of we are going to do it later as part of the IRP assessment because it's going to take us a week to do today, then that would be the answer.  But if there is additional information they can provide, that would be appreciated.  Is that something you can do -- go ahead, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  Not hearing an objection I'll mark that as JT5.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.19:  FOR THE TABLE AT 2.6-ED-102, PAGE 3, ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS, TO PROVIDE THE CAPACITY FOR AN NPS12 VERSUS THE NEXT SIZE SMALLER;  TO PROVIDE THE THRESHOLD ON WHICH AT THE PIPE COULD BE DOWNSIZED.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Going back to Appendix A of the AMP, page 11, there is a reference to moratorium at Walsh Avenue past Matthews Gate.

Whose moratorium is that and on what?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.

So, it would be a moratorium imposed by the City of Toronto barring any -- not barring, restricting any road construction -- pardon me, construction within their roadway for the years that follow on the start of the moratorium up until the end of the moratorium.

MR. ELSON:  What's that for?  Is there a conflict with other projects or what's the reason for that?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I think typically it's because they will have just undertaken some revitalization work within the roadway, and they don't want utilities and other parties coming in and causing damage to a newly reconstructed roadway.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  It says that an easement is required for a Humber River crossing.

That's an easement from the city, right?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I'm not entirely sure.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.


MR. WELLINGTON:  Could I have one moment to confer with my colleagues?


MR. ELSON:  Sure.  And my next question is going to be why you can't use the existing easement and what happens if they say no.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. MADRID:  Byron Madrid, Mr. Elson. I'll have to take that back and confirm exact details.  If you don't mind just repeat the undertaking, that will be great.

MR. ELSON:  Yes, and I'm going to add to it a little bit as well there is a reference to an easement being required for the Humber River crossing.

Can you confirm who that easement would be to come from, why it can't use an existing easement, what happens if it isn't provided voluntarily and confirm why -- whether this would trigger the need for a leave to construct on the basis of it being an authority to used additional land.

MR. MILLAR:  JT5.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.20:  WITH REFERENCE TO AN EASEMENT BEING REQUIRED FOR THE HUMBER RIVER CROSSING, TO CONFIRM WHO THAT EASEMENT WOULD BE TO COME FROM, WHY IT CAN'T USE AN EXISTING EASEMENT, WHAT HAPPENS IF IT ISN'T PROVIDED VOLUNTARILY AND CONFIRM WHY -- WHETHER THIS WOULD TRIGGER THE NEED FOR A LEAVE TO CONSTRUCT ON THE BASIS OF IT BEING AN AUTHORITY TO USED ADDITIONAL LAND.

MR. ELSON:  If we could turn to 2.6-ED-108.

On page 4 this is about the Kirkwall-Hamilton project.

There is a reference to there being a design day deficit of over 60,000 cubic metres a day in 2020 and over 1.8 million -- sorry, 1.8 million cubic metres a day in 2022.  That's on page 4, I believe.

But the gist of the question is you have had design day deficits.  How do you mitigate this particularly a design day deficit of 1.8 million cubic metres a day?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Can we take a moment to confer with regulatory?

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  My follow-up question is going to be how much is most -- the biggest deficit that you can mitigate.

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, Kent, David Stevens for Enbridge.

There is evidence about the Dawn Parkway system specifically and Dawn Parkway continuity that is being addressed on panel 5, and I think the witnesses on that panel will be much better positioned to be able to answer questions about capacity and shortfall et cetera on the Dawn Parkway system.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.  Okay.  I assume from my follow-up questions on that as well, so I'll move on to some questions about system access spending.

My understanding is that your test year system access spending is around $362 million.

That's exhibit 2, tab 6, schedule 1, page 36 although I think the number isn't necessarily all that important to my questions.  But I take it that this spending does not include amounts recovered through a contribution in aid of construction, right?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Just one moment, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. WELLINGTON:  Hi, Mr. Elson, this is Bob Wellington.  It does include considerations for the contributions.

MR. ELSON:  Yeah, it includes consideration for it in that it offsets the capital costs that need to be covered by rates, right?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. ELSON:  And so the system-access spending that 362-some-odd-million dollars will depend on how much of the connection costs are covered by rates versus contributions in aid of construction?


MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I believe that's a correct statement, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And that, in turn, depends on how you would apply EBO188 and so -- I'm coming up to an undertaking request here, because EBO188 allows for a maximum customer attachment forecast horizon of 10 years and a maximum revenue horizon of 40 years.

And my undertaking request is on a best-efforts basis, stating any simplifying assumptions, to please estimate the test-year system-access spending if Enbridge were to apply a customer attachment forecast of five years and a maximum revenue horizon of 15 years.

MR. STEVENS:  It is David Stevens speaking Kent.

I'll need a moment with my colleagues.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  Enbridge Gas is not prepared to provide the scenario analysis you've asked.

EBO188 continues to be the governing rule for Enbridge Gas in terms of expansions and related items, and its parameters are not being -- are not at issue or being revisited in this case, so we're not prepared to provide outcomes or results based on what would require changes into EBO188.

MR. ELSON:  Maybe Mr. Stevens I'd ask you to reconsider that with your regulatory team, because EBO188 allows for a maximum customer attachment forecast horizon of 10 years, and a maximum revenue horizon of 40 years.

It doesn't prohibit Enbridge from using a more conservative figure for whatever reason might be appropriate, including for example, risks relating to decarbonization.


So with that caveat, noting that this isn't contrary to EBO188, it wouldn't require an amendment to EBO188, can you discuss that again with your regulatory folks?

MR. STEVENS:  I will.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  Enbridge maintains its position.  Should that change, we'll advise.

MR. ELSON:  What's the rationale for that?

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge continues to apply its interpretation and understanding and historical approach to EBO-188 and isn't seeking any variance or change from that.

MR. ELSON:  So it's Enbridge's position that EBO-188 requires a customer attachment forecast of 10 years and a maximum revenue horizon of 40 years?  And it can't apply a smaller one?

MR. STEVENS:  That may well become a matter of argument later on, Kent.

We were quickly reminding ourselves that it's everything that's in EBO-188, as we were talking, and, you know, we don't want to hold things up unduly, but it really does strike me that this is a matter for argument.

MR. ELSON:  I'm just trying to figure out what we do need to argue and what we don't, so I'll take it that that is something we need to argue, you know, subject to check, and confirm that would be helpful, because the more we can strike off the argument list the better.

I think that's one of the purposes of a technical conference.

I'll move on now to -- (overspeaking) --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Mr. Elson --


MR. ELSON:  -- Mr. Rubenstein, go ahead.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I don't mean to -- Mr. Stevens, it would be helpful if you would at least take an undertaking to advise on what Enbridge's position is on what the requirements are under EBO-188, as it reflects to customer attachment and revenue horizon.

MR. STEVENS:  We will do that, Mark, and Kent.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT5.21.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.21:  TO ADVISE ON WHAT ENBRIDGE'S POSITION IS ON WHAT THE REQUIREMENTS ARE UNDER EBO-188, AS IT REFLECTS TO CUSTOMER ATTACHMENT AND REVENUE HORIZON.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

Some questions about transmission spending, and in the Panhandle regional expansion project, the OEB in Procedural Order 4 noted that the issues raised by IGUA, FRPO, and Environmental Defence, that the OEB is of the view that the economics of the project, the applicability of EBO-188 and 134, and the extent to which contributions in aid of construction should be required are issues that are in scope for this proceeding, and Enbridge may wish to consider whether to provide additional evidence on those issues as part of its proposed update to its application, and Enbridge may also wish to consider whether it should be communicating with potentially [audio dropout] customers regarding the position of some parties that contributions in aid of construction should be required.

The reason I'm -- this is background.

Go ahead, Mr. Stevens.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I apologize for interrupting, Kent.

I'm afraid you were breaking up some through your question, so we didn't hear everything.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, I'm referring to procedural order 4 in the Panhandle regional expansion project, where the OEB noted that the applicability of EBO-134 and EBO-188 and the extent to which contributions in aid of construction should be required are issues that are in scope for that proceeding.

I'm just noting that as a precursor to an undertaking request.

If Enbridge were to obtain contributions in aid of construction for the Panhandle regional expansion project to bring the profitability up to 1, how much would that reduce Enbridge's proposed capital spending in each year from now to 2028?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, we'll need a moment, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.

Enbridge Gas can take that question away as an undertaking answer on a best-efforts basis, recognizing the project is in abeyance, while I think -- so we'll get whatever information we can to answer that question.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT5.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.22:  TO ADVISE, IF ENBRIDGE WERE TO OBTAIN CONTRIBUTIONS IN AID OF CONSTRUCTION FOR THE PANHANDLE REGIONAL EXPANSION PROJECT TO BRING THE PROFITABILITY UP TO 1, HOW MUCH WOULD THAT REDUCE ENBRIDGE'S PROPOSED CAPITAL SPENDING IN EACH YEAR FROM NOW TO 2028.

MR. ELSON:  Could you provide an answer also for the Kirkwall Hamilton project?

MR. STEVENS:  We are just going to confer again, I think, given that project is in the future, we are even less certain as to what information could be available.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  So should we just do that on a best-efforts basis, and if that's the answer that's the answer, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  That's acceptable.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  So that's a new undertaking?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT5.23.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.23:  TO PROVIDE AN ANSWER ALSO FOR THE KIRKWALL HAMILTON PROJECT.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.

Going back to the Wilson Avenue project, that does not require a Leave to Construct, according to Enbridge's current thinking, and so how or when would Enbridge's IRP decisions be considered by the board or in scope in a Board proceeding?

I don't know if that's -- something that the panel members or the regulatory folks would answer.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.

According to the IRP decision, anything greater than 2 million would require an IRP plan application, and so if the plan was greater than 2 million, we would file an IRP application.

MR. ELSON:  Now, Ms. Wade, that's only if you decide to go ahead with an alternative to the project.

If you go ahead with the facility project because it doesn't require a Leave to Construct, it seems to me like there's no -- there's no IRPA application, would you agree.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Sorry, just to confirm, are you saying if we go ahead with the Leave to Construct as it currently stands that there would not be an IRP application?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MS. WADE:  That's correct, but I would also note that as part of the annual IRP report we do provide an overview of those projects that have passed or failed, and so there would be information regarding that with the Mainville report.

MR. ELSON:  And what -- at what point, if any, and in what proceeding is the Board able to consider the appropriateness of, for example, screening out IRP alternatives in that case of this 91 million, $92 million project that doesn't require leave to construct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.

As part of the IRP decision and the binary screening, if it does not require leave to construct or it is under 2 million we are not -- we have not been directed to provide an overview of the IRP.

That's been analyzed.

MR. ELSON:  So this is the last chance for the Board to look at that project; it's not going to come back to the Board again, necessarily, unless an IRP alternative is chosen.

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, Kent, I'd like to confer with the regulatory team.  That's fine.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  I believe your question, Ken t, was whether a 2024 rebasing proceeding is the only opportunity for parties to ask questions and for the OEB to make it determinations about a facilities project that does not require LTC approval during the IRM term.

And in particular in relation to this -- to the question of how IRP should or should not have figured into that project; is that fair?


MR. ELSON:  In particular in relation to the 91, 92-million-dollar Wilson Avenue project.

MR. STEVENS:  During the IR term Enbridge will proceed with its capital plan and proceed with facilities projects but they don't actually become part of rate base until the next rebasing.

And so it's at the time of the next rebasing in 2029 when parties have the opportunity to ask questions about items that are proposed to be added to rate base, which then become part of rates on a go-forward basis.

So, you know, in summary I would say no, this is not the only opportunity or, frankly, the appropriate place to be asking questions about a future project during this IR term, and how it should be treated from a rate-making perspective, that that opportunity does come up later and at the time that it comes up later, there will be the benefit of having actual numbers to talk about.

MR. ELSON:  And that's the appropriate time for the Board to make determinations on the appropriateness of the decisions that Enbridge has made?

MR. STEVENS:  In the context of a project for which there has not been an LTC application, yes.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I have some questions about the hydrogen study that is part of the AMP?


Is this the right panel for that?  I'm not actually quite sure.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  That would have been the energy transition panel.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, well, you're here so I'm --


MS. WADE:  I am, yes.  I would clarify I would answer what I can.  It would have been Tracey Teed Martin, but please go ahead and I can undertake if I can't.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, well Enbridge obviously thinks that hydrogen is promising enough to spend $12 million on the study, and based on that, just at a high-level question, if we're talking about green hydrogen created from emissions-free power, why wouldn't we just use the electricity directly and avoid the conversion losses and the hydrogen delivery pipeline costs associated with that green hydrogen?


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Sorry, just to confirm, are you asking why we're studying the use of hydrogen within our system?

MR. ELSON:  Yes, because if we're talking about green hydrogen, why would you convert electricity to green hydrogen, pipe it all over the place and then use it, instead of using the electricity directly noting that you have conversion losses and hydrogen delivery pipeline costs that wouldn't arise if you used the electricity from the outset?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I don't think we're stating at this point whether it would all be green hydrogen or it would be blue hydrogen.

The purpose of this study is really to understand the ability to blend hydrogen within our system.  Within then our evidence -- at Energy Transition evidence section 1.10.6, we have noted reference to both federal and provincial policies that are indicating the use of hydrogen within our system and we feel that it's prudent to understand what and how that can happen.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to provide a map of the industrial facilities like steel that are hard to decarbonize with electricity alone, and a list of the kinds of industrial facilities that are hard to decarbonize with electricity alone, and an explanation for why electricity is insufficient.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I apologize.  I don't have it handy.  I do think you asked that question as part of the energy transition evidence, and our answer was that we were not able to answer that, that we don't have a sufficient level of detail at this time to be able to provide that information.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, just one last question and I'm skipping over some because I realize that I'm at the end of my time here.

If there are leave to construct projects that are ultimately denied, how is that adjusted in Enbridge's rates when they've already had approval in this proceeding?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.

I'm sorry, Mr. Elson, I am pulling up the evidence because I believe we had addressed this in IR response.

MR. ELSON:  I think you addressed it in one of the -- it wasn't one of my IRs, it was in an SEC response.

And I think the gist of it is that you are able to reallocate those funds to different capital projects according to, you know, Enbridge's understanding and I think pulling up the interrogatory actually isn't going to help me as much as someone just answering the question for me.

MS. DREVENY:  Sure, Danielle Dreveny.  It was SEC 19.  That's where the response was

And I believe what was described is that to the extent that an LTC is not approved and then we're understanding on the capital, that would be subject to earnings sharing in the year of that ESM proceeding so it may result in the savings is being shared.  Or if it became very material and it exceeded, I think it's the 300 basis points that that could trigger some sort of -- some off-ramp mechanism.

MR. ELSON:  Why couldn't you just back it out and give customers all of the savings?

MS. DREVENY:  I'm sorry, can you clarify what you mean by back it out?  We're taking about a project that could be occurring in the future, correct?

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  It is David Stevens speaking, Kent.

I'm happy for the witnesses to answer, but I think this is really getting into the IRM mechanism which I'm not sure that this panel could answer.

I'm not share that you your suggestion fits within the conventional view within a price cap.

MR. ELSON:  I'll hold that off till later and I'm past my time, anyway.  So thank you, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Elson.  We'll move now to Ms. Girvan from CCC.  Julie, are you there?


MS. GIRVAN:  I am.  When are we breaking?


MR. MILLAR:  We have to break at 12:30 today so you have ten minutes and then you can return aver after of the lunch break.
Examination by Ms. Girvan:


MS. GIRVAN:  Good afternoon panel.  Julie Girvan on behalf of the Consumers Council of Canada.

My first question is, I want to look at 2.1 SEC [audio dropout].

MS. GIRVAN:  I had papers in front of my mic, sorry.  2.1-SEC-98.  Is that better?  And down.

This sets out the projects that were reviewed since the last rebasing.

And I just -- the other thing that I was looking at was Pollution Probe, 1.4, Pollution Probe number 2, and you don't have to bring it up, but if you go to the -- if you go to the table on the page 2 of this interrogatory, there is a whole bunch of projects listed.

And if I go to the Pollution Probe interrogatory at 1.4-Pollution Probe 2, some of the projects have different numbers and I would point to the Kingsville project. I would pointed to the London lines project.  And I just wondered what the difference is between the numbers found in this table versus the numbers in the Pollution Probe interrogatory.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.

Subject to check, I believe the difference is that in the Pollution Probe response it is referencing the amounts in the post-construction financial reports, whereas in this response we are using the final costs for the project, which may differ from the post-construction financial reports due to trailing costs that are incurred on the projects.

MS. GIRVAN: So what are the actual costs then, which version?

MS. DREVENY:  If we're talking about total costs for the project --


MS. GIRVAN: Yes.

MS. DREVENY:  -- then that would be what is referenced in SEC 98 under the final cost column.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay, and then those are the ones that  will find their way into the rates.

MS. DREVENY:  Confirmed.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay, okay.

And again, if we could now turn to Pollution Probe 1.4, Pollution Probe number 2.

Essentially, this sets out all the capital projects approved since the last rebasing, and there's a section that's -- yeah, that's -- it says that project, I guess, isn't finished, but I had a question about the replacement Cherry to Bathurst project and also the London lines project, and you don't have a final capital cost, but there actually have been completed and in-service.

I just wondered why.

MR. MADRID: Byron Madrid.  Both of those projects have been put into service, but there is still scope of work that's going on.

On the London lines project, currently we are doing the abandonment work that needs to be completed this year, and on the Cherry to Bathurst we are still finalizing the laterals to different services and different stations, and then there is also a larger lateral, Parliament, that about 300 metres that needs to be completed this year.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay, so they're all going to be completed this year, those two projects?

MR. MADRID: Yes, they are on schedule to be completed this year.

MS. GIRVAN: And they are deemed -- then deemed in-service in this year.

MR. MADRID: They were deemed in-service -- the London line, I believe, was 2021, and Cherry to Bathurst, 2022.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.  So the work that you are doing now doesn't relate to being in-service?

MR. MADRID: It relates to the overall project requirements, such as service relays, laterals off the new pipeline, and then the abandonment work of the old existing line that is being decommissioned.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.

Okay.  Thank you.  Can you now turn to 1.2 -CCC-12.

Is this the panel that I discuss the natural gas expansion program with?

MR. MADRID: Byron Madrid.  Yes, you can ask the question and I'll try to provide the response.

MS. GIRVAN: Great, thanks.  So I'd asked questions about what's the Phase I and Phase II of this program, and from what I understand, you've undertaken under Phase I nine community expansions; is that correct?

MR. MADRID: Subject to check, I believe we've got two projects pending for Phase I.

I would have to confirm the numbers.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.  So can you tell me then what's in table 1?

MR. MADRID: Table 1 shows the projects that have been executed on from Phase I.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.  So those are completed projects?

MR. MADRID: Yes, they are projects that are in-service.  Customer attachments are still going on as per the ten-year rates utilization period, based on the forecasts we've had on those projects.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.  And are those projects in rate base?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, they are included in rate base.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.  And I had asked for the level of the grant for each of the projects.  Can you provide that?

So for example, we have under Scugog, we have $16 million to serve 810 customers.

How much of the 16 million is -- was provided by the Ontario government?

MR. MADRID: Byron Madrid.  Yes, we can get back to you with the funding provided for each of the projects.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And --


MR. MILLAR: I believe that's an undertaking?

MS. GIRVAN: Yes.

MR. MILLAR: It is JT5.24.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.24:  TO ADVISE OF THE FUNDING PROVIDED FOR EACH OF THE PROJECTS.

MS. GIRVAN:  And if you turn to the next page, page 3, there is 22 community expansion projects listed there.

And I just wondered, what are the status of those projects?

MR. MADRID: These three that we are currently looking at there right now --


MS. GIRVAN: Well, yeah, sorry, there is a whole list of three pages of projects, and I -- go ahead.

MR. MADRID: Byron Madrid.  I'd have to come back with the specific status of each of the projects.

I do believe we have got another IR response where we did provide -- I'll have to take it as an undertaking and provide the status of each one.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.  Do you -- sorry, do you know --


MR. STEVENS:  Go ahead, Julie, sorry.

MS. GIRVAN: Sorry, I was just going to say, do you know as well the level of the grant provided by each of those projects?

MR. MADRID: Byron Madrid.  Yes, we do.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay.  Can you provide that as well?

MR. MADRID: Yes.

MR. MILLAR: Should I mark that?

MR. STEVENS:  To be fair -- it's David Stevens speaking.  So to be clear, Enbridge will add two columns to the table starting at page 3 of CCC 12, one indicating the status of each project, the other indicating the amount of grant funding available for the project.

MS. GIRVAN: Yes, thank you.

MR. MILLAR: That's JT5.25.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.25:  TO ADD TWO COLUMNS TO THE TABLE STARTING AT PAGE 3 OF CCC 12, ONE INDICATING THE STATUS OF EACH PROJECT, THE OTHER INDICATING THE AMOUNT OF GRANT FUNDING AVAILABLE FOR THE PROJECT.

MR. MILLAR: And Julie, just a reminder you have got about two minutes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yup.  And I just have one last question on this.

So to the extent that these are pending or they haven't been put in place yet, what happens when they eventually do?  When do the costs find their way to rate base?  Is that upon the next rebasing?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.

I believe the costs go into rate base once the projects go into service, but the costs are reviewed in the application -- or, sorry, the cost-of-service application that follows the end of the ten-year rate stabilization period for each project.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Julie, it is David Stevens speaking.  Maybe we can speak about this over the break and talk about it again.

There may be a differentiation between the rate base that's going -- that will be used for earnings sharing purposes versus the rate base that is used to set initial rates in the IRM term upon which the price cap rates are built for the next four years.

MS. GIRVAN: Okay, okay, if you can clarify that after the break, that would be fine.

Thank you.

MR. MILLAR: Okay, why don't we take our lunch break then, and we will return at 1:15.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:29 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:19 p.m.

Preliminary Matters:


MR. MILLAR:  Welcome back, everyone.

Just with respect to schedule I'm actually going to pass it over to Ian Richler shortly but I warranted to address the schedule beforehand.

You will have seen from the schedules that get distributed at the end of the day we haven't made up any significant time, so we have more time spoken for than is allotted to the technical conference.

I have spoken with the panel about this. And where we are is, absent us getting time cuts by the end of the day, we are going to cut people's time.  There is no other way to get through it, unfortunately.  We don't have any extra time to give.


I would ask, again, if anyone for whatever reason is reducing their time for a panel, please let Cherida in particular know by the end of the day, but otherwise at the end of the day we are going to see where we are and we are going to cut people's time to fit into the time that is allotted so un fortunately that's the way we'll have to go, but that's where we are.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  It is David Stevens.  I just want to make one comment in relation to that.

I assume that if we are going to be shrinking the time allotments there may be a need to have a third panel appear tomorrow.  Panel 4 is supposed to finish in the morning followed by panel 5, and I'd just like to advise everybody on the record that Enbridge is making efforts to have an additional panel available at the end of the day tomorrow.

However, it's not clear, based on witnesses coming in from out of town whether that additional panel will be panel 6, O&M, or panel 7, gas costs.

So hopefully people can be ready for either eventuality.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, I'd ask that you let us know as quickly as possible on that, David, and are and also work with Cherida on the schedule.  I'm sure she'll be contacting you about those types of things.

I do ask, to the extent that undertakings can be given, I think that has been helpful.  I do recognize that places a burden on Enbridge, but we were have a lot to get through and not a lot of time.


I'm going to stop talking and pass it back to Julie.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I had a quick somewhat preliminary matter.  This relates to JT 1.14, which I believe was -- my numbers, but this is in relation to 2.6-CME-23, attachment 1..  I just would like to ask, and which I think it was on a somewhat under advisement basis it was provided, but if when you do provide that if you could provide the response in Excel, that would be helpful.  Thank you very much.


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Mark, it's David Stevens speaking.  JT 1.24?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  14.  This is, I believe the one relates to 2.6-CME-23 attachment 1 where we asked to break out the value scores into their -- the --


MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry, you're breaking up.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  This relates to 2.6-CME-23.  I believe it was given JT 1.14.

MR. STEVENS:  On Day 1?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, did I say JT 1.14?  Whatever today is.  5.14?  I don't even know where we are.  It was given earlier today.  Just if you could provide the response in Excel.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington here.  So, pardon me.  Yes, if we are able to produce that report we will provide a copy in Excel.

MR. STEVENS:  I have that listed as JT5.13.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Then I stand corrected.  Whatever it is, in Excel, please.

MR. WELLINGTON:  If it's available we will provide it.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, Julie.
Examination by Ms. Girvan (cont'd.):


MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, I had a quick question for David Stevens.

You had said to me that you were going to get back to me after lunch regarding the system expansion and the treatment of those projects.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, I believe Danielle has very brief comments about rate base and what finds its way into rate base for rate-making purposes and for ESM purposes.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  So just to clarify my previous statement, so the system expansion projects do go into rate base but they are not used for rate-making purposes.  So there's that distinction.  That is due to the ten-year rate stabilization period.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, I'm not sure I understand that, sorry.  They don't impact rates?

MS. DREVENY:  No, they do not.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And of the projects that are listed that are pending, are any of those expected to be in service in 2024?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Are you referring to the phase 2 projects?  Yes, so I believe we do have -- sorry, an interrogatory response where we have provided that.  So there are some that are expect today be in service for 2024.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, and you also provided me the current status of those projects as well.  Thank you.

Quickly, I just want to turn back to interrogatory, I think, that Mr. Rubenstein was looking at.

It is 2.2-OGVG-3.

MR. STEVENS:  My apologies,  Julie.  It is David Stevens speaking.  I was just conferring with my colleagues here and I think there may be still some confusion.  Your specific question is about system expansion projects, what's in rate base and what's not?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yeah.

MR. STEVENS:  I think maybe just to alleviate any confusion, it may make sense for us to take it away and respond back.

I think the confusion may arise as to projects that are pre-rebasing or pre-2024 or post-2024.  But we can take away and advise what system expansion projects are in rate base.

MR. RICHLER:  Sorry, Ms. Girvan, let's just give that an undertaking number, JT5.26.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.26:  TO ADVISE SYSTEM EXPANSION PROJECTS ARE IN RATE BASE, THAT THAT ARE PRE-REBASING OR PRE-2024 OR POST-2024.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  So if you could turn to page 2 of this.  Mr. Rubenstein took you to this.  What it's saying is that the impacts of the in service additions, if you scroll down further, of 1.456 billion are -- is -- it reduces the revenue requirement by $200,000; is that correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  Ms. Girvan, after we were able to circle back on the undertaking that was brought forward yesterday regarding providing the details or models that were used in deriving this response, I was able to look at it again last night.  And we'd like to take that back through the undertaking and potentially provide a revision, in a sense that in our rush to put this breakdown together, it was quite in a haphazard fashion in the sense of is being able to slice and dice and segregate just the in service additions.

So we would like to take that back and re-establish and re-confirm what the expected revenue-requirement impact of the 1.4 billion would be, and broken out in these three categories.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, could I actually have the -- add to that undertaking by asking you what would be the impact if the number was not 1.456, but 1.2?

MR. VINAGRE:  I would say that's at a very high-level.  I believe in CCC-73 we did respond in (inaudible) and I apologize (inaudible) the notes on that.

MR. RICHLER:  Just for the record, has a new undertaken been given?

MS. GIRVAN:  Not yet.  We're going to look at this answer.  Sorry.

MR. VINAGRE:  I'm just trying to find the relevant reference.  Your reference is exhibit I.2.6-CCC-73.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. VINAGRE:  With regard to this interrogatory response we were asked to analyze and provide revenue-requirement impacts related to a 10 percent, 15 percent and 20 percent reduction in the 2024 in service additions.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes.


MR. VINAGRE:  As you can see here in this response on page 5 that we did indicate at those levels it would be a 3, 3.7 and a 5 million dollar revenue requirement impact associated with that.

Does that...

MS. GIRVAN:  That addresses my question, thank you.  
MR. VINAGRE:  Okay, and back to OGVG 3.  We will come back to that in the undertaking and confirm on the 1.4 billion as a whole for 2024.

Thank you.  If you could turn to 2.1-CCC-36, please.


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry Julie, to interrupt again, David Stevens.  Am I correct that that will be JT5.27?


MS. GIRVAN:  No, they're answering an undertaking from Mark from yesterday.  I think that's what I had heard.

MR. STEVENS:  So we don't need -- I -- just for housekeeping purposes, I want to make sure that we answer everything we've agreed to answer.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, it's up to your witnesses.

I believe they're correcting OGVG.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.

So Mr. Stevens, I think Julie was going to -- Ms. Girvan was going to ask for the revenue-requirement impact of 1.2 billion versus 1.4.  In CCC 73 we had addressed three different levels, which I believe she was satisfied with.

However, in OGVG 3 we will commit to re-analyzing the 1.4 billion in the same fashion.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  But is that repeating a previous commitment that has been made in an undertaking from yesterday?  I'm asking you, Jason.

MR. VINAGRE:  Yes, I would say that that is responding to Mr. Rubenstein's undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MS. GIRVAN:  If we could turn to page 2 of this.  Sorry, actually, page 9, I'm sorry, of the attachment.

And this sets out utility capital expenditures by asset class, 2019 to 2024.

Under the other category, what -- what is captured by that, the other?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  The other category consists of customer-driven CNG and RNG projects.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, can you provide a calculation for the 42 and the 40.8?

MS. DREVENY:  By calculation, do you mean breakdown of what's included in those figures?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, yes, please.

MS. DREVENY:  Yes.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's call that JT5.27.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.27:  TO PROVIDE A BREAKDOWN OF THE CALCULATION OF 42 AND 40.8.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

If you could please turn to 2.5 CCC 40.

If you scroll down, I'm just looking for the 2000 actual numbers.  You've provided 2022 -- sorry, 2022 estimates.  And I wondered if you could provide the actuals.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.

Yes, we can take that.  So it's an update to 2022 to the actual table in the chart?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, thank you.

Okay.  If you can --


MR. RICHLER:  JT5.28.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.28:  TO PROVIDE THE ACTUALS IN 2.5 CCC 40.

MS. GIRVAN:  Sorry.

If you could please turn to 2.5 CCC 41.  And I wasn't clear in your answer.  This is about special projects that includes leave to construct investments approved under the CPT mechanism and ICM mechanism.

And it says:

"ICM projects are based on rate applications for 2019 to 2022 and not on the approved ICM projects."

Can you explain to me what that means?

MS. DREVENY:  Sorry, if you can give me a moment, I'm just going to look up that reference.  I'm not sure I'm seeing this on the screen.  Sorry, can you repeat the question, Ms. Girvan?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, under the third point in the response it says:

"ICM projects are based on rate applications for 2019 to 2022 and not on the approved ICM projects."

MS. DREVENY:  All right.  Thank you for clarifying.  I figured it out.

So the distinction there is that we had approved for -- or, sorry, we had applied for more projects through the rate applications than were eventually approved, so it includes all the projects as they were applied for, not as how they were approved by the Board.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, so if I turn to the next page and I look at the ICM row, what are those amounts?

MS. DREVENY:  That will include, subject to check, all the projects that we had applied for as ICM.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, but not approved.

MS. DREVENY:  Correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  But the projects are still going forward, just not -- you didn't get the ICM treatment; is that right?

MS. DREVENY:  Yes, confirmed.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you.

If you could please turn to 2.5 CCC number 46, please.

And in this question we had asked for you to provide a capital projects table in the same format as Appendix 2-AA, which is set out in the electricity distribution rate application, Chapter 5.

And you've provided us a number of exhibits in response to A, and I guess really what we're looking for is to have that in one place on one schedule, and we would find it useful if you could re-cast those numbers in the same format as Appendix 2-AA.

Is that possible?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I recall looking at the format, but can't confirm exactly what that is, so I think we would need to take that away, have a second look at what the format is for that appendix, and then determine whether or not we can provide it in that context.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  Thank you, because it's easier, I think, for you to pull it together than certainly for me to pull it together.  That would be helpful.

MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Stevens, are we okay to give that an undertaking number on -- subject to the qualifications that were just set it out?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.  Subject to Danielle's qualifications, yes.

MR. RICHLER:  JT5.29.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.29:  TO RE-CAST THOSE NUMBERS IN THE SAME FORMAT AS APPENDIX 2-AA.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.

If you could please turn to 2.6 CCC number 47.

So if you scroll down, the response says that 19 investments are prioritized in 2024 through the GDS's risk management process.

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington.  Yes, that's correct.

MS. GIRVAN:  Can you provide a list of the 19 investments, including their description and cost?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, I think we can do that.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.  And why the timing is confirmed outside of Copperleaf for each one?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Would you like that as part of an undertaking or would you like some dialogue about that now?

MS. GIRVAN:  Either way, whatever works for you.

MR. WELLINGTON:  I'll try not to be too long-winded about this, and just bear with me while I pull up the relevant sections of our asset management [audio dropout]

MS. GIRVAN:  But you've agreed to provide the 19; is that right?

MR. WELLINGTON:  That's correct, yeah.  So -- pardon me -- and we talked about this earlier today, I think perhaps with Mr. Rubenstein.  We have a few different investment categories identified within the asset management plan, which is Exhibit 2, tab 6, Schedule 2, and page 46 outlines those categories in table 4.1-2.

Thank you.  So there are -- under the mandatory category, you will see that we've got a description of different types of investments, one of which is exceeding an established upper risk threshold, which we discussed earlier today as well, how that's established.

So those mandatory investments are typically time-constrained, because we -- Enbridge has made a decision that it is an intolerable risk.

We may have put temporary mitigations in place to manage that risk in the interim, but we put a time constraint on the completion of the final resolution to the risk, and so in Copperleaf we will assign a mandatory categorization of the investments and put a time constraint on it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, all right.  Thank you.

Could you please turn to 2.6 CCC 57.

We've asked for the Copperleaf value assessment results for 2024.  Can you explain to me what the scores mean?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.

The scores are essentially the net present values that are calculated using the Copperleaf value framework.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay.

MR. WELLINGTON:  These are expressed in value units, and I don't have the IRR in front of me here, but we've provided some explanation as to how those value units compare to essentially monetary units of value.

MS. GIRVAN:  Okay, so, what's the highest project value here on this list?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I think Cathcart and Stewart district, which is on page 1 of 2 appears to be the highest value.

MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you.  If you can turn to 2.6-CCC-68.  So we were looking -- if you can scroll down, I see table 1.

So we were looking for -- of the vehicles in 2024, the 280 that are being replaced, can you provide the age and the kilometres grouped by light, medium duty and heavy duty vehicles for the ones that are being replaced in 2024?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.  Subject to check I can see if we can provide that.

MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens for Enbridge.

Perhaps just before we mark this one, there was, I believe, an undertaking given in relation to CCC-47.  I'm not sure we put a number beside it.

MS. GIRVAN:  Yes, it was about the 19 projects.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  So would that be JT5.30?


MR. RICHLER:  Yes, so that was just to provide a list of the 19 projects; is that right?

MS. GIRVAN:  Yep.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  So that's JT5.30.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.30:  TO PROVIDE A LIST OF THE 19 PROJECTS.


MR. RICHLER:  Then is there agreement to enter this question about the age and kilometres of the vehicles by way of undertaking, which would be JT5.31?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, Enbridge will provide that by category of vehicle, you know, subject to the information being available.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, that's 31, thanks.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.31:  TO PROVIDE REQUESTED INFORMATION ABOUT THE AGE AND KILOMETRES OF VEHICLES, BY CATEGORY OF VEHICLE, SUBJECT TO THE INFORMATION BEING AVAILABLE.


MS. GIRVAN:  And I just had one more question.  I think this was to you, Ms. Wade.

I was referring earlier to the system expansion projects, and I know that you met with the Ministry of Energy regarding your energy transition, but I just wondered if the gas system expansion, which is essentially to uneconomic -- uneconomic projects was brought up in the context of those discussions.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  No, they were not.

MS. GIRVAN:  They were not; so you don't think that the continuation of this program is inconsistent with your energy transition?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  We did not talk about it during those meetings, as those meetings were really focused on the discussion around the pathway study at that point.  I would not say that we feel the community expansion projects are inconsistent with energy transition.

I know within the applications, there's conversion of customers on higher-emitting fuels, and moving over to natural gas, and so from that perspective we do believe that it is supportive of the emission reduction goals.

MS. GIRVAN:  I understand your perspective.

Thank you.  Those are my questions.  Thanks.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Ms. Girvan.  Next up is IGUA.

Mr. Mondrow, over to you.
Examination by Mr. Mondrow:


MR. MONDROW:  Thank you, Mr. Richler.

Good afternoon, panel.

I just have questions on one interrogatory response.  Angela, sorry, I didn't send this to you in advance.

It is Staff 41, so it is exhibit I.1.13-Staff-41.

Great, thanks.  If you could scroll to second page where the answers are, just for the witnesses.

That's great right there.  That's perfect.

So, panel, this is about the program that's been given a cute little acronym EDIMP.  I'll use that to save time.


We had asked about this and we referred to this response.

So, as I read the response to part (a) the reason that Enbridge has proposed a deferral accounts treatment for the EDIMP costs, which I think are $10 million in 2024, if I'm not mistaken, is that the program, the enhancement to the DIMP program, the integrity management program was under development at the same time you were developing your 2024 budget.


And so because of that timing the decision was taken of necessity to layer in the E DIMP expense of $10 million to a deferral account because you didn't have time to work it into your 2024 test year budget; is that correct?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Great, Mohamed, thank you.

The E DIMP program and budget, though, is now finalized, isn't it?


MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  The request is, as mentioned earlier, to fund it though an O&M budget of $10 million per year, but the team is still being stood up and the specifics of the work scope and the efforts that will be required for that specific program are still under development.  So the $10 million is our best estimate at this point, until further verification.

MR. MONDROW:  Is that a different circumstance than you find yourself in, in respect of your regular integrity management program?  Is there more uncertainty in respect of E DIMP than there is in respect of DIMP?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I would say it is a different situation than the rest of the DIMP program.

We referenced the OEB decision dated May 3rd, 2022 on St. Laurent.

The expectation was that we would have a -- an examination of alternatives for distribution-type assets that would not have received this level of treatment or this type of treatment historically.

So, DIMP pipelines within the utility have not been inspected -- inline inspected, for example, similar to a transmission pipeline.

So in reference to the, you know, response that we've provided in Staff 41, part (a), the OEB did recommend that or did urge us to look at inline inspection, maintenance programs using modern technology for distribution asset and that is beyond what is currently in place for our standards or even that is required by code.

So based on that, we are required, or were looking at a subset of the distribution integrity management program that we believe, based on our risk models, would pose a higher risk than the rest of the assets, and we're approaching that assessment on a prioritized basis and using techniques that would typically be more applicable to transmission-type pipeline as an example, inline inspection, but also other techniques such as direct assessment, non-destructive examination, et cetera.

So I would say it's a different treatment that -- than we have performed in the past for a distribution-type asset.

MR. MONDROW:  But is your forecast of $10 million uncertain?  More uncertain than -- I'm sorry, Mr. -- I can't see your name on this screen, Mr. Chebaro, I think it is.

Is it more uncertain than your DIMP forecast, your non-enhanced, you know, conventional integrity management program forecast?


MR. CHEBARO:  Yes, Mohamed Chebaro.

I would say as I said, we are in the process of
standing up the enhanced distribution integrity management program that requires additional tools and additional treatment.

I would say the distribution integrity management program, known as DIMP, has been a long-established management program within our company, so we have, you know, a high level of certainty in terms of what that entails.

With the EDIMP following the St. Laurent decision, as I said, we are attempting to define it as best we can.

The $10 million was our best estimate back in October 2022, based on our understanding of what would be required for pipelines that would resemble the St. Laurent asset that would require us to obtain more field evidence before proceeding to the, you know, next step from a remediation strategy.

MR. MONDROW:  Yeah, no, I appreciate you don't know what you're going to find when you do the assessments.  I understand that.

What I'm interested in focusing on just for a minute is your forecast of cost.

So Mr. Chebaro, you said that in October 2022 that's when you put forward this $10 million forecast for O&M costs for this program for 2024.

When do you expect to be able to either confirm that or amend it with greater certainty, how much it will cost you in 20214?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Yes.  So the program and its criteria are currently under development.  And I believe the more data we obtain, the more certainty we can provide.

So in terms of timing, I would say we'll need to, I guess, stand up the team, perform some analyses in conjunction with our partners from the IRP team, because the two are tied together, and following that we'll be in a better position to provide a more detailed estimate.

At this point, this is the best we can provide.

MR. MONDROW:  And when do you think that will be, the more detailed estimate?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I would say we would be in a better position to answer that question following standing up the team, which is currently -- which has not happened to date.

I would say we would likely be in a better position to do that later this year, but again, subject to confirmation.

MR. MONDROW:  All right.  Thank you.  Just one more question on this.

The response that's on the screen to this Staff interrogatory also indicates that the, what I'll call the regular DIMP, is included in the O&M budget at $2.38 million for 2023, and my question is:  Are there dollars in the 2024 O&M budget for the regular DIMP over and above the $10 million forecast for the EDIMP?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I'd like to confer with my colleagues for a minute, please.

MR. MONDROW:  Sure.  Thanks.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I think this question would be best answered by panel 6, the O&M panel.

MR. MONDROW:  Yeah, unfortunately I won't be here for panel 6.

Could you take an undertaking to answer that for me?

So I'm interested in the -- and if they have the answer off the top of their heads, it shouldn't be onerous.

I'm interested in dollars included in the 2024 O&M budget for DIMP over and above the $10 million forecast for the enhanced DIMP.

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

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.

MR. RICHLER:  JT5.32.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.32:  TO ADVISE OF THE DOLLARS INCLUDED IN THE 2024 O&M BUDGET FOR DIMP OVER AND ABOVE THE $10 MILLION FORECAST FOR THE ENHANCED DIMP.

MR. MONDROW:  Sorry, 5.32?

MR. RICHLER:  32.

MR. MONDROW:  32.  Thank you, Mr. Richler.

And Mr. Chebaro, just one more quick question.

You referred a number of times now to standing up the team.  Does that mean confirming who is going to be on that EDIMP project?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Yes, so currently, as we discussed, there will be a need to emphasize the treatment of the subset, so that would require staff to do so over and beyond what's currently allocated to the DIMP program, so that would require more staff, yes.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay, thank you.

Just to clarify the Undertaking JT5.32, I asked whether there are funds included in the 2024 O&M budget, and if the answer is yes, if you could provide the amount of those funds as part of that undertaking response I would appreciate that.

MR. STEVENS:  Confirmed.

MR. MONDROW:  Thank you very much.  Thank you, panel, Mr. Chebaro in particular.  That's all I have for you.

I appreciate your help.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Mondrow.

Next up is Pollution Probe.  That's you, Mr. Brophy.  Please go ahead.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Can you hear me?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes.
Examination by Mr. Richler:

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel.

It is 1:55, according to my watch here, and I've got a bunch of questions representing Pollution Probe.

I wanted to start maybe with just a couple of clarification questions based on some discussion earlier today, if that is okay.

So the first one is, Ms. Girvan asked the panel today why some of the final project costs were different between the IR responses in 2.1 SEC 9 and 1.4 Pollution Probe 2.

And I believe the panel indicated that Pollution Probe 2 was based on the post-construction report cost filed with the OEB and SEC 9 is the actual final costs of the project; do I have that right?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  So to clarify, it's between SEC 98 and then Pollution Probe 2, and, yes, so it is subject to check, that was my statement, the differences between the post-construction financial reports and then the final costs.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great, and thank you for the correction, if it's SEC 98.

So I'd understand when I read the response to Pollution Probe 2 that the costs there were the actual final costs for the projects.

And I didn't see any note to say that they weren't, so I was a little confused and helpful for the explanation.

So you may know that Enbridge has an undertaking for JT4.2 to make certain updates to the Pollution Probe 2 response on the table.

Enbridge had indicated some of the info was incorrect, and then they were also going to add a column with some info.

So I'm just wondering, when Enbridge makes the updates in the response to JT4.2, could you add another column and just call it SEC 98 total or 2.1 SEC 98 final project costs, something like that, to the table, and put the numbers from SEC 98 in that table as well, and then where that number differs from what you had in the table, maybe just put a footnote to explain why.

Is that possible?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.

It is David Stevens speaking.

You mentioned JT4.2.  Are you speaking about something from yesterday or something from today?

MR. BROPHY:  That was from yesterday.

The panel agreed to do an undertaking to make an update to 1.4 Pollution Probe 2.

They indicated there was an error in the table.

MR. STEVENS:  Just in terms of seeing whether we can do this or not, panel, would it be helpful to have that in front of us?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I am familiar with it, and I believe -- so best efforts, yes, we can do that.

I don't think it's an issue to add that the table as comparison for Mr. Brophy.

MR. STEVENS:  Very good.  And I suggest we mark this as a separate undertaking so we don't lose track of it.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, JT5.33.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.33:  WHEN ENBRIDGE MAKES THE UPDATES IN THE RESPONSE TO JT4.2, TO ADD ANOTHER COLUMN AND JUST CALL IT SEC 98 TOTAL OR 2.1 SEC 98 FINAL PROJECT COSTS, SOMETHING LIKE THAT, TO THE TABLE, AND PUT THE NUMBERS FROM SEC 98 IN THAT TABLE AS WELL, AND THEN WHERE THAT NUMBER DIFFERS FROM WHAT YOU HAD IN THE TABLE, MAYBE JUST PUT A FOOTNOTE TO EXPLAIN WHY.



MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  That would be great and keep us all on the same page.

Okay.  So another quick question related to discussions earlier today.

So the distribution integrity management program, or DIMP, as it is referred to, was discussed earlier today, and I believe that the panel indicated Enbridge has been doing this, you know, for a long time, distribution integrity management, probably for decades, if not longer.

And so I recall the traditional treatment for this kind of integrity management would just be to deal with it within the capital and O&M envelopes, which gives flexibility, and then Enbridge can, you know, make the tradeoffs during the year.

So I think the discussion with IGUA a few minutes ago shone a bit of light on that.

I guess the question was, why can't you just do that?  And I think I heard your answer was you have some uncertainty in those costs; is that correct?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I think there are two reasons.  One is the one we discussed earlier in terms of the timing with respect to the budget and the E DIMP program.  And then the other one, and I believe that was one of the responses to the IRs, we feel that the ask from the OEB following the St. Laurent decision extends beyond what has typically been asked ever Enbridge, Enbridge Gas for a distribution-type asset.  So that extends beyond that, and that's why we're proposing to track it separately for the time being.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so it came up in the St. Laurent decision, which put it on your radar and you're assessing it.

So if I understand it correctly, the OEB didn't mandate Enbridge to do it.  They recommended that you take a look at it; is that correct or did you -- are you mandated to do this?

MR. CHEBARO:  Yeah, so Mohamed Chebaro.

The language was the OEB urges Enbridge to thoroughly examine other alternatives.  That was the language used.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and that makes sense to me because, you know, just like the last few decades, Enbridge always intends to do continuous improvement on your integrity program so if you are missing this element then this would be another element to continuous improvement; do I have that right?

MR. CHEBARO:  Yes.  It's similar to a previous programs, but as I said, this one extend beyond code requirements for a distribution integrity management program.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so I just wanted to clarify, because I wouldn't want anybody to think Enbridge doesn't think this makes sense.

I think you're saying Enbridge does think that makes sense, and you're going to be looking at it, I think is correct, right?

MR. CHEBARO:  Yeah, I believe we are -- yes, we think this is a wise approach to examine a subset of the DIMP network on a risk-based approach, in order to take proactive measures and look for alternatives, whether they're integrity or IRP-driven, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you for that.

Next question relates to 2.1-Pollution Probe-27.

Actually, you probably don't even need to pull it up.  I will ask the question and if we need to we can.

In that response you referenced table 4.1.2 in the asset management plan, which describes investments as categorized as three things:  mandatory, compliance or value-driven for each project in the asset management plan.  Are you familiar with that?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Where could I look to find which of these categories each of the projects in the asset management plan falls into labeled as mandatory compliance or value driven.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Just to clarify, are you asking for a list of the 3,400 investments in the asset management plan and their investment category?

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah, so when I looked at the asset management plan you've got info there, but I didn't find anywhere in relation to all those projects labeling using mandatory compliance or value-driven.  Is that somewhere?


MR. WELLINGTON:  I apologize, Mr. Brophy, you broke up a little bit.

MR. BROPHY:  Can you hear me now?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, I'm just going to turn off my camera because it might be at my end and certainly I guess let me know if you hear problems.

I'll just repeat the question.

So, yeah,  when I looked at the asset management plan and all the projects listed there, as you mentioned there is quite a few, I couldn't find a place where it indicated for all those which ones were mandatory, which ones were compliance and which ones were value-driven.  Is that somewhere that I'm missing?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I just I want to clarify the specific reference.

I was wondering if Angela could be so kind as to go to exhibit 2.6.2, page 119.

Is this -- and there are several lists that appear this way.  Is this the listing that you are describing?

MR. BROPHY:  There's actually a few tables.  When you look at the asset management plan and then IR responses, which include lists of projects, there's -- I look through all those materials, and for the sake of time I'm not going to walk you through every reference, but I didn't see those labels applied anywhere.


So do you know of a spot where you're using that terminology or is it not applied?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I believe it is applied.  There may be subsets within each investment category, and I believe there may even be a response that was provided, but if not, I mean we do -- we do know what the categorization of each investment in the capital plan would be.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so maybe the easiest way is if you could just undertake to let you know where we can find how the categories of mandatory, compliance and value driven are applied to each of the projects in the asset management plan.  That would be great.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, we can do so.

MR. RICHLER:  JT5.34.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.34:  TO ADVISE WHERE WE CAN FIND HOW THE CATEGORIES OF MANDATORY, COMPLIANCE AND VALUE DRIVEN ARE APPLIED TO EACH OF THE PROJECTS IN THE ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.  I'm just taking a quick look.  So just before we began talking, Ms. Girvan asked about the project scores, you know, through Copperleaf and for projects and indicated it's a net present value calculation, and that's how you end up with a score which then gives you a ranking and puts you into, I think, the risk ranking that you were talking about with SEC earlier today; is that correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington again.

So, the value -- the values that assign through the value scores -- those are really net present values that we were looking at earlier in the table.

Those are the values that are used to help us and understand what investments will deliver the most value to us during our optimization process.  And within that there is a health and safety component considered as one of our value measures.

Outside of that process, as we discussed earlier, we also have a risk-management process at EGI and we used that process to identify multiple kinds of risks across our organization and our operation.


And through that process, we often identifies treatment which involve capital investment.


So it is an external process that can lead us to investments which can be entered into the capital forecast as mandatory investments, as we talked about earlier, or as value-driven investments which would then be subject to optimization.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so, based on what you said, my understanding is that the net present value calculation computed through Copperleaf gives a score, and that's, you know, a reference estimate but thin there is other kind of human decision-making processes and lenses that get applied in order to decide where the project really lands; is that correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, that's correct.

If I could take a moment, Mr. Brophy and ask Angela to turn up page 55 in the asset management plan, down towards the bottom of the page.

So I'll try not to read this word for word, but essentially, section 4.3.3 describes how we optimize our portfolio solutions, and the last sentence in the page, which starts off with just three words there, talks about what happens after we go through the optimization process, and really states that the scenario is reviewed and refined to deliver the final portfolio recommendation through iterative adjustments and validations against timing and resource constraints.

So there are other external factors, and you can call them human factors, but there is also application of engineering judgment that has to come into play in order to ensure that we agree to what the Copperleaf tool has told us should be our priorities, and we've considered constraints that we just don't have the tools to model as we develop our investment portfolio.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, that's helpful.  And just to tie it in a bow, I had referenced earlier 2.1 Pollution Probe 27, where those terms came up.

It was, you know, referred to another spot in the asset management plan, but mandatory compliance and value-driven.

And when you looked at the definitions, you know, mandatory, you know, basically the definition said you thought, you know, Enbridge thought they have to do it, compliance basically the same, Enbridge thinks they have to do it, and then value-driven, you know, there was some, you know, broader objectivity on whether Enbridge thinks you need to do it or not.

And I guess the challenge was if Enbridge thinks that projects that are mandatory or compliance-labelled have to happen, that would override any score that comes out, is what I was thinking, but is that the way it works?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yeah, that is generally how it would work; that's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Just one clarification too I just wanted to offer as well.  When it comes to compliance, typically it means that not just that Enbridge thinks that they have to do it, but that there's a regulation which requires us to do it.

So there's a bit of a distinction there between compliance and mandatory on that basis.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So, yes some projects may require things and other things, codes and standards, you know, require Enbridge to use its judgment as pipeline owner and operator, and then you make those judgment calls, I think is what you're saying; does that sound right?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I'll offer, it's close enough.  I would say in some cases it is pretty clearly indicated by regulations that we have to do things.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thanks for that.

So I'm going to move on now to 2.1 Pollution Probe 28, and again, I can -- I may not need to pull it up.

I just want to give the reference in case it's needed.

And in Pollution Probe 28A it asked about the increase over the current rebasing period of net regulated capital rate base, and it's grown from 13.139 billion to 15.542 billion in 2023, and I understand Enbridge did find an error and indicated it wasn't the 15.542 billion.  It should have been 16.640 billion in 2023.  So that's just kind of the base of the question, just to get us grounded.

Then also in that interrogatory response it indicates that the OEB's MAADs decision did not approve rate base amounts related to the deferred rebasing term.

What does that mean in relation to the 16.64 billion in 2023?

MS. DREVENY:  Sorry, can we confer for one moment?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  I was just conferring with my regulatory colleagues, Michael, and I think, to be fair, the answer to this question probably came from the regulatory group rather than from the witnesses.

So if it's okay with you, we can provide a brief response to your question.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure, that would be fine.

MR. STEVENS:  So I think what we're trying to convey with part (a) is that the MAADs decision did not provide any guidance as to capital spending during the IR term or the deferred rebasing term.

There was direction given as to when Enbridge Gas would be eligible to seek ICM treatment in each of the rate zones.

As you know, Enbridge Gas did seek ICM treatment on several occasions and did receive approval on several occasions, but the change in rate base over the deferred rebasing period simply reflects the amounts spent on capital, most of which was implicitly included in base rates and some of which was recovered through ICM or through the stretch factor that lies between base rates and ICM.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so I'm not sure I understand a hundred percent of that, but I think I understand enough of it.

My understanding is that if projects were done during the MAADs rebasing term and completed, so capital projects, that Enbridge could have included them in rates under their capital envelope during that period, but that this wording seemed to suggest that you couldn't do that.

Am I missing something there?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, maybe we're speaking at cross-purposes for the discussion if it's including within rates.

Enbridge Gas received an envelope of revenues through the price cap mechanism throughout the deferred rebasing period, but there was no separate or new rate base approved for any particular year during the affirmed rebasing term.

A notional rate base was reflected for the purposes of earnings sharing calculations, but rate base was never updated [audio dropout] instead rates were --


[Reporter appeals]

MR. STEVENS:  Apologies.

The -- Enbridge's rates were adjusted each year, and its revenues were adjusted each year under the price cap, but that was not directly linked to changes in rate base during any particular year.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so I guess, just to make it simple, the portions not included in rates during the MAADs rebasing period are those above what you believe could be accommodated within that period; is that a way to simplify?

MR. STEVENS:  No, I think it's fair to say, Michael, that notionally the rates each year during the deferred rebasing period supported a certain level of capital expenditures, and Enbridge may have spent more during some years than that level.

But I don't know that there's anything more to say than that, that now Enbridge is seeking to reflect its current capital in service -- it's current in service capital expenditures in rate base as part of this rebasing case and that will be the first time that expenditures between 2014 and 2024 are added to rate base.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, okay, well, I think, you know, we can leave that kind of sentence in the IR response there.  And just to make it simpler in my head to get away from some of the confusing wording with the new number that Enbridge says is the 2023 capital amount of 16.64 billion -- and I have that right, right?  That's the current amount?


MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Subject to check.  I can look that up quickly.


MR. BROPHY:  I'm pretty sure I followed it, and Enbridge had said that was the updated number, but if it's wrong, you can let us know.

Can Enbridge let us know what portion of the 16.64 billion of 2023 capital rate base is already OEB-approved for recovery and in rates, versus the portion that's in this application?  Is that possible?


MR. STEVENS:  It is David Stevens speaking, Michael.  The regulatory team are just going to confer for a moment.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you.


[Witness panel confers]


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  We are trying to -- we've been discussing a way to try to answer this most plainly or cleanly.


Will it be responsive to you to provide a comparison between the last time the OEB approved overall rate base for the legacy utilities versus the rate base amount that Enbridge is asking to have confirmed as the opening rate base in 2024 through this case?


MR. BROPHY:  I'm not sure if that does to it or not.


To be honest, I thought it was a simple, easy question, but obviously it is more complicated than I thought it was.


Enbridge had indicated that, you know, in 2023 there's the 16.64 billion.  That's the base, but only a portion of that is approved by the OEB previously for inclusion in rates.


And so what is that amount, and then, you know, the differences what you're asking for in this application, I think.  Isn't that easier?


MR. STEVENS:  I think it's fair to say that if we're talking about what specifically approved in rates, that will be the last time that rate base amounts were approved.


For the most part that is going to be, for both Enbridge and Union, around 2014.


There may be some distinctive treatment of capital passthrough accounts for Union projects between 2014 and 2018, but with that discrete exception, if we're talking about rate-base approved for recovery in rates, the last time that happened on a wide scale is the last time there was a rebasing.


Since then, the utilities have been by and large subject to a price cap, where their rates increase each year implicitly allowing for capital to continue to be spent; but not explicitly approving new rate base values.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.  So to just make it simple, maybe we can have the undertaking with the question I asked knowing that what you're suggesting sounds like a proxy of the answer, knowing that there's some small amounts that may not be in that and I think that's fine.


Is that acceptable?


MR. STEVENS:  Again, just to make sure we're not speaking at cross purposes, we can provide you the combined total of the last approved rate base for the legacy utilities as well as the proposed opening rate base for 2024.


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, let's go with that.


This is taking more time than I hoped.


MR. RICHLER:  We're going to number that JT5.35.

UNDERTAKING 5.35:  TO PROVIDE THE COMBINED TOTAL OF THE LAST APPROVED RATE BASE FOR THE LEGACY UTILITIES AS WELL AS THE PROPOSED OPENING RATE BASE FOR 2024.


MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Brophy, we are scheduled to take a short break around now.  Is that okay with you or did you need to finish a thought quickly?


MR. BROPHY:  That's fine with me.  Thank you.


MR. RICHLER:  Let's break now and we'll be back at 2:35 thanks.

--- Recess taken at 2:26 p.m.

--- On resuming at 2:35 p.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Now, and -- so welcome back, everyone.  Mr. Stevens, can I just ask you to repeat quickly what you just told us off the record, in terms of which panel will be available to go next?



MR. STEVENS:  Certainly.  Thank you.

So as we expedite that schedule tomorrow --


[Reporter appeals]

MR. STEVENS:  As we expedite our schedule tomorrow, on Wednesday, panel 4 will complete, and we're planning on completing panel 5, and then following that panel 7, who will be speaking to gas supply plan and related matters, will be available towards the end of the day.

So that means that panel 6 will now go after panel 7.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.

Mr. Brophy, back to you.

I have you down until no later than 3:30.

MR. BROPHY:  About 3:30 is what I have, yes.  Thanks.

Okay, so the next question is going to relate to 2.5 Pollution Probe 31(b), and there might be another question on that.

So the first question probably doesn't require you to have it up, but just a warning that we may need it later.

So Pollution Probe 31, the response indicates that an addendum to the Enbridge asset management plan will be filed by Q4 2023, and then also in a different IR response, 2.6 Staff 82 indicates that the missing IRP assessments will be filed at some point in the fall 2023.

Is that -- does everyone agree that sounds right?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.

The asset management plan as noted in answer (b) will be filed by Q4 2023, and that's correct, the remaining technical evaluations are scheduled to be done by Q3, end of Q3.

MR. BROPHY:  Q3.  Okay.  So I think that aligns with the answer to Staff 82 for that.

Okay, great.

So given that that's the fall of 2023, how does that timing work in relation to this rebasing proceeding?  Is that meant to inform this proceeding or is it non-material updates?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Hi, Mr. Brophy, this is Bob Wellington responding.

As I understand it, there is a -- as part of the decision in the -- on the IRP framework, Enbridge had agreed to file an updated asset management plan biannually and an addendum in alternating years opposite the asset management plan, so we are intending to file the addendum essentially to comply to what we had agreed to do as part of that decision.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So you filed an asset management plan with this proceeding.  Doesn't that mean you wouldn't have to do that again in 20 --


MR. WELLINGTON:  That's correct.  And, yes, I was actually going to chime in when Ms. Wade responded.  So we would file the addendum in Q4 2023 and the updated asset management plan in Q4 2024.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, what I'm trying to figure out is, because, you know, this proceeding is essentially over by then, all the discovery and the hearing, so is it -- is that material -- do you believe it's going to be material to this proceeding or not?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington, again.

With respect to the asset management plan update in the capital investment forecast, I don't at the moment anticipate material differences, but certainly any -- any impacts we're able to establish through IRP, we would want to share that as part of our filing.

I'll let Ms. Wade comment on anything on that end.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I don't have anything else to add to that.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.

In Pollution Probe 31 it related to the screening, and you indicated that further consideration of the, I think it was 878 projects that passed the screening, will be done.

Is there a -- is there a documented process on how you're going to do that, or is that not developed yet?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Sorry, can you just clarify?  A process to do what?

MR. BROPHY:  To do the -- for the 878 projects that were screened in for IRP, Enbridge indicated that it's going to be doing further consideration of those projects for IRP purposes.

So I'm just trying to understand what that means.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Yes, so post the binary screening we are moved into a technical evaluation, which is outlined in Staff 81, the steps that are being taken as part of that technical evaluation.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and is there a -- is there a guideline or a process that outlines how that happens?

I think the wording in Staff 81 was "higher level".

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Yes, there was a process that we were following for those technical evaluation.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And is there a reference to where that's filed?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  It has not yet been filed.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Can you undertake to file it?

MS. WADE:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT5.36.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.36:  TO FILE THE DOCUMENT THAT DESCRIBES THE TECHNICAL EVALUATION, OUTLINED IN STAFF 81, WITH THE STEPS THAT ARE BEING TAKEN AS PART OF THAT TECHNICAL EVALUATION.  TO INCLUDE THE COMPLETED IRP SCREENING FORM FOR A PROJECT THAT PASSED AND A PROJECT THAT FAILED.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.

I'm just dropping a few questions here as we go.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Just as you're doing that, Mr. Brophy, I am just going to add just one piece, that as part of the IRP decision there isn't a specific technical evaluation process to follow, so what we will file is the draft process that we have put together and that we are following in this first go round of the screening of the [audio dropout]


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, fair enough.

Okay, so Pollution Probe 31 had requested a copy of all the screening forms for the projects screened, and when I looked at the answer to Staff 82 and saw the list, I realized that that would be a lot of paper, even though it wasn't provided in response to the Pollution Probe one.

So I'm not looking to go back and ask for that, given how much paper that will be.

What I'd like to try and get is, you have a -- you've screened all the projects up to now, you know, a subset of them.  The rest are coming in the fall, you've said.  And so they either pass the IRP screening or they failed.

So I'm just looking for maybe one example of each, one that passed and one that failed, rather than you filing the completed forms for every project; is that -- is that possible?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Yes, I think that is possible, and the former undertaking will also provide context for those pieces of information that we provide, so I think that that would be [audio dropout]


MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so if we're going to include that in JT5.36, it would be providing the completed IRP screening form for a project that passed and a project that failed.

And I just scanned down the list from the Staff IR, and there's one of each.

So if you can do these ones if possible, so there's an investment code 10293, which looks like it passed, and there is investment code 30087, which looks like it failed.

If you can do those ones and if you can't and there's a reason why, then just give us something else.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, yes we can do that.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  Okay, so Staff-82 -- sorry.   2.6-Staff-82. it has, you know, several lines of projects in there.  I won't bring you through them all.  But the St. Laurent phase 3 and 4 projects are indicated as on hold.

What is on -- what is on hold mean?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  So following the decision by the OEB in 2022, we were urged to provide additional field quantification for the St. Laurent project which we have undertaken since -- since then.

Basically we initiated that shortly after the decision in June 2022.


So we have collected a lot of the evidence required via an inspection and external corrosion assessment and other methodology, re detection, et cetera, depth of coverage surveys.

Currently we are on the process of finalizing the technical evaluation and also we are still having ongoing discussions with the city of Ottawa and Hydro Ottawa, so the decision has not been finalized yet for St. Laurent, and until it does, we are not in a position to determine the next steps prior to finalization.

MR. BROPHY:  I think earlier you mentioned that IRP is a piece of that, because you need to look at IRP alternatives; is that accurate?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so have you done any modeling within this city of Ottawa for IRP purposes in relation to any of the -- well, I'll just stop it there.  I'll say, have you done any IRP modeling that would relate within the city of Ottawa?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  We have done some initial IRP modeling related to the area of impact for the St. Laurent project.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and can you undertake to share that?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  JT5.37.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.37:  TO FILE THE IRP MODELING RELATED TO THE AREA OF IMPACT FOR THE ST. LAURENT PORJECT


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Can I also confer with the panel for one moment?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Hi Ian.  It is David Stevens speaking, and the parties.  We just had a power flicker in the room where the witnesses are appearing.

I see that they are back on up on the screen but I'm not sure that our sound is back up so it may be a moment before we can answer the question.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.

MR. BROPHY:  Just for the record, it is 2:50 now.

Just while we're waiting for the panel still, maybe for Angela's benefit we were on -- -- or I may refer to 2.6-Pollution Probe-35, or the panel 4 compendium.

Assuming Enbridge is still online with their power issues.

I've actually lost them on my screen.  I don't know, Ian; do you see them?

MS. WAKKER:  I believe the Enbridge Gas panel has left the Zoom.  I guess they're rejoining.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's just go off the record for a couple of minutes and see if we can get them back.

--- Off-the-record discussion.


MR. RICHLER:  We're going to go back on the record now.  Sorry for that technical interruption, everyone, but we're back, so Mr. Brophy, please go ahead.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you.  Just a test.  The panel can hear me?

PANEL:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.

MS. WADE:  Mr. Brophy, may I -- just before we got cut off I was just going to make a follow-up statement to the undertaking that we accepted.  So for the IRP analysis that has been completed for the St. Laurent, just to clarify, those -- the IRP analysis has been done on a number of different scenarios because the integrity work has yet to be completed, so what we would be providing is the scenarios that we have completed up until this point in time, but what would actually be the final IRP analysis would be dependent upon the outcomes of the integrity work that is still underway.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, fair enough.  And nothing in your analysis so far says that IRP alternatives are out of consideration, or has -- have they been screened out yet?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Up until this point IRP has not been -- it is still within the consideration and has not been screened out.

We would not be able to do that until we get the final scope of the project once the integrity work is complete.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so it could be the best alternative and implemented depending on the outcomes; is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Yes, we need to have the outcomes of the project to confirm that.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so I'm going to move on to 2.6 Pollution Probe 35, and then as I -- I think I mentioned, or maybe we lost the panel then, the Pollution Probe panel 4 compendium, which is not much of a compendium; it is just one Enbridge letter in it that was footnoted in that response by Enbridge.

So I guess, why don't we pull up the letter, and the letter, it was in relation to, it's -- I think it's EB-2022-0335, and it is a letter dated December 22nd, 2022 from Enbridge to the OEB, indicating that the IRP pilots won't be implemented in 2022, but that you expect to begin consultation on those pilots in 2023.

Are you -- you're familiar with this letter, I'm assuming?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Yes, I'm familiar with it.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Thank you.

So can you describe the purpose of this letter to the OEB?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  The purpose was just to provide an update on the status of our IRP pilots.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and did you receive anything back from the OEB relieving you of the requirements for the 2022 IRP pilots?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Subject to check, no.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thank you.

In the letter Enbridge indicates that it was filed to notify the OEB and stakeholders.  Can you confirm which stakeholders this went to?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I would have to take that away.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, that would be great.

And the reason I asked, I didn't see any cc's at the bottom, but it said right in the letter that it was for the OEB and stakeholders, so we can take that away and let us know which stakeholders this was meant for and which ones it was sent to, that would be great.

MR. RICHLER:  That's JT5.38.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.38:  TO INDICATE WHICH STAKEHOLDERS THE FOLLOWING LETTER WENT TO:  A LETTER DATED DECEMBER 22ND, 2022 FROM ENBRIDGE TO THE OEB, INDICATING THAT THE IRP PILOTS WON'T BE IMPLEMENTED IN 2022, BUT THAT YOU EXPECT TO BEGIN CONSULTATION ON THOSE PILOTS IN 2023.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  Thank you.

The letter indicates that the implementation related to Enbridge's planned IRP pilot has already commenced; is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  As noted at the bottom, it has taken limited steps to advance the implementation; that's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.

And these are metering pilots in Parry Sound and Huron; do I have that right?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  We have the installation of some metering happening in the Parry Sound area.

Within the southern Lake Huron area it is enabling a measurement that's already installed.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So it is existing metres for this southern Huron and new incremental meters that you either are installing or have installed in Parry Sound; is that correct?

MS. WADE:  That's correct.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Great, thank you.

And then, so I think the southern Huron ones already are installed meters.  They are probably in capital already.

The Parry Sound ones are new, so if the OEB doesn't approve these pilots, where would the costs related to the meters for the Parry Sound area go?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I have to take that away.

Our understanding from the IRP decision is the expectation that these pilots will move forward.

As noted in the letter, we will be filing our evidence, and it will go through the traditional approach to an approval, but our expectation is that these pilots will be approved.

MR. MONDROW:  Okay.  So you said you'd take away where you think those costs would go if the OEB doesn't approve the pilot; is that what you said?

MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking, Michael.

Can you repeat the question?

MR. BROPHY:  So there's meters that are being installed or have been installed in Parry Sound for the IRP pilot, and then if the OEB doesn't approve that pilot those are installed meters.  I'm just wondering where those costs are.  I think, you know, traditionally Enbridge had leveraged just meters from normal capital rate base for some pilots before.  I'm just wondering, is that what you intend to do?  And it sounded like Cara-Lynne may not know the answer.

She may have to take it away.

MS. WADE:  Yes, Cara-Lynne Wade.  Our expectation again is that the pilots will be approved and there has been discussion around the value of having measurement, especially within the pilots, to understand the impact that the IRPA is having within the geographic area.

Up until this point, we haven't had discussion around where those costs would be covered if the pilot is not approved.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, that's fair enough.

We can skip that undertaking.

I think it's sufficient, and you've got enough undertakings on your list.

I'm assuming probably when you apply for those pilots you are going to describe those municipalities and how they were picked.

That will all -- those details will be in that application I'm assuming; is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  That is correct, and there will also be a high-level overview of the pilots within the IRP annual report, which will be filed in the May time frame.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And your plan -- I did see it -- it is a 2022 docket number applied, which I assume means you were planning to file it in 2022 but it's been delayed.

So do you know when you're planning to file that?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynn Wade.  Yes, we are planning to file that expectation targeting end of May.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Thank you for that.

Have you had other municipalities other than the ones in your proposed pilot come forward and ask for IRP in their municipalities?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  So just as you've noted, we have the municipalities that are a part of the IRP pilots.

We have also had discussions which we've, I think, just been previously mentioning around the St. Laurent project, so the Municipality -- or the City of Ottawa.

We will be beginning our regional engagement starting in April, which will include webinars in each of the different seven regions, and in that instance municipalities will be engaged.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so outside those two pilot municipalities it is really just city of Ottawa, then?

MS. WADE:  That's correct.  I would also note that -- I apologize, I don't remember which IR response it is in, but we did have a request from the Three Fires group and we did provide a presentation to the Three Fires Group related to IRP as well.

MR. BROPHY:  Actually before we leave there, I'm more interested in the municipalities because there has been a lot of interest in partnering on things like IRP.

So with the City of Ottawa, it sounds like you have had a bunch of discussions or meetings with them; is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  That's correct.  And I would also note or add to what I was discussing before.

We've also been engaged with the Association of Municipalities of Ontario, as well as BOMA, leveraging communication channels that they have and attending their conferences and speaking about IRP to raise awareness of our processes that we are now putting in place.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, great.  For the city of Ottawa discussions, would you be able to provide a copy of notes or minutes or presentations related to the IRP discussions?

MR. BROPHY:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Can I just confer with the panel for a minute?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.


[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  It is David Stevens speaking.

Just before Cara-Lynne responds, it occurs to me that, you know, there are two sides to these conversations so I just want to make sure that if an agreement is being made to provide materials, that Enbridge understands that that would be okay with the city of Ottawa or whoever Enbridge was speaking with.

MR. BROPHY:  Fair enough, yeah.  And if they refuse then maybe you can just provide that.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, Cara-Lynne hasn't provided her answer.  I just wanted to give that context before she did.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I would just note that the discussions and the presentations that provide an overview of the IRP analysis and the IRP engagement that we've done with the city of Ottawa would be filed with a leave to construct if we were to move forward with a leave to construct, depending on the findings of the integrity work that's happening right now.

MR. BROPHY:  Well, and the context of it is, the city of Ottawa from which you've indicated is the only municipality in Ontario that you've had any discussions with related to IRP other than the pilot ones that you've decided to go with.

And so it's not specifically related to the leave to construct application.  It's an indication on, you know, level of assessment and discussions on IRP opportunities.  It would be an illustrative example that could be applicable to other municipalities in Ontario over the term of rebasing.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to understand your question, Michael, or the premise of your question, are you assuming that Enbridge's discussions with the city of Ottawa have gone beyond the St. Laurent project for, in terms of IRP?

MR. BROPHY:  Well I'm not sure until we see the material.  It sounds like it is an IPR assessment within the city of Ottawa.  It may be just contained to certain elements that link directly to St. Laurent or it might be broader.  I'm not pre-judging that.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I'll start with the answer and then Mohamed Chebaro may add to it.

So we could take that away to provide, subject to what David Stevens has mentioned with regards to permission from the other attendees at the meeting, and also we would need to look at the content, as there was elements that might need to be redacted related to some of the work happening within the city of Ottawa for the St. Laurent project.

MR. BROPHY:  Well, and if it's redacted there's a confidential process that you can just file it that way, that's fine as well.  Okay, so...

MR. RICHLER:  Let's give that undertaking JT5.39.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.39:  TO FILE NOTES OR MINUTES OR PRESENTATIONS RELATED TO THE IRP DISCUSSIONS WITH THE CITY OF OTTAWA.


MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.  Okay, if we can move on, it was 1.10-Pollution Probe-9(d).  You may not need to turn it up, but that's the reference.

And the question was to please provide a breakdown of Ontario municipality -- by Ontario municipality the incremental energy and emissions reductions that will be achieved over the Enbridge rebasing application.

Enbridge indicated that you don't track that information by municipality, which I understand that.  That's fair enough.


But can you -- if the OEB were to approve the application as filed, what IRP-related energy and emissions reductions you would expect, even if you didn't break it down by municipality; is that something that you can provide?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Sorry, Mr. Brophy, can you just confirm your question?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.  So, you heard the reference to the Pollution Probe 9 question, I assume?


MS. WADE:  Yes.

MR. BROPHY:  So it asks for the breakdown by municipality, and Enbridge, you indicated you didn't have that by municipality.  But if you approved the request of breaking it down by municipality so that it's just a broader figure not broken down by municipality, can you provide the response to 1.10-Pollution Probe-9 on that basis?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I believe we have an IR that answers a question similar to this where we were asked the emissions reductions that would be tied to the energy transition proposals that have been put forward as part of our application.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

MS. WADE:  I'm not sure if the answer to that IR would answer what you're asking.

MR. BROPHY:  So I think that IR would relate out to 2050 because that's kind of the term of your energy transition proposals.  I was looking for the term of this rebasing, so it would just be 2024 to 2028.


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  The IR was actually limited to the rebasing period.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, sure.  If you could give me that reference that would be great.

MS. WADE:  Subject to check, that has been answered.  We have provided emissions out to 2028 and can I provide reference to that IR.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, if we were could get an undertaking for that.

I'm not sure if we lost our OEB host, but I know, David, you like to get an undertaking so you don't lose things on the list.  Is that the plan here?

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks for keeping is on track, Michael.  Yes, I believe it makes sense to provide an undertaking where Enbridge will indicate which interrogatory response sets out the expected emissions reductions on the Energy transition plan.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT5.40.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.40:  TO INDICATE WHICH INTERROGATORY RESPONSE SETS OUT THE EXPECTED EMISSIONS REDUCTIONS ON THE ENERGY TRANSITION PLAN.

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you for that.  Okay, so if we can go to 2.5-Pollution Probe-33.  I have a couple of questions related to the answer there.  And while it's getting pulled up, table 1 in the response provides the IRP scorecard, so we'll wait for that to be on the screen, and I'm assuming the panel's familiar with that.

Is there a -- this doesn't look like it.  The -- IRP scorecard -- I can check my references, but if anybody else knows where that one is, that would be helpful.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I'm not aware of an IRP scorecard that you are referencing.

I think this was to highlight the directives and the status of those directives as received in the IRP decision.

MR. BROPHY:  Just give me a minute.  I'll find it.

2.5 Pollution Probe 33.  It seems like I've lost the reference, but I recall that Enbridge had filed a copy of the IRP scorecard.

Do you recall that, filing it -- filing of the IRP scorecard?

MS. WADE:  Sorry, Cara-Lynne Wade.

Sorry, Mr. Brophy, I don't.

I don't recall us filing.

I'm not aware of an IRP scorecard --


MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  Do you have -- oh, sorry, go ahead.  Do you have --


MS. WADE:  I'm finished.

MR. BROPHY:  Yeah.  Does Enbridge have an IPR scorecard?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  We are using the directives from the Board as one measurement to track the directives that we've received and the status of those.

We don't have an internal IRP scorecard, no.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.

And who is the primary person at Enbridge that has responsibility for IRP?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  It would be myself and my team.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, so you have accountability.

And can you -- and I'm assuming it's your position then, you knew whoever goes into your position would resume those responsibilities; is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Yes, and I just want to clarify that our team is overseeing the implementation of the different processes and policies being put in place with the new organization but, as referenced in another IR, there have been resources hired throughout the organization to ensure that these new policies and procedures become embedded within the organization.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So your role as the principal person responsible for the IRP at Enbridge, you would have a significant amount of your objectives linked to IRP, I'm assuming; is that correct?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I have three different portfolios within my group, so I would say, yes, a portion of my portfolio was objective tied to IRP.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And can you undertake to file a copy of the 2022 and 2023 performance objectives related to IRP?

MR. STEVENS:  May we have a moment to confer, please?

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for the indulgence, Michael.

We're struggling with where things start to intercept with items that [audio dropout] particular people in terms of personal objectives or scorecards.

Perhaps maybe you could just elaborate a little bit more on what you're seeking to obtain from Enbridge, and we'll see if there's a way that that can easily be done.

MR. BROPHY:  Fair enough.  And I understand your concern.

Cara-Lynne had indicated in her position she has got three areas of accountability.

One is IRP, and that she -- her position is the principal position at Enbridge with responsibility for IRP.

So typically what happens is there's objectives set at that level related to things like IRP, and then they're cascaded down, and that sets the direction.

So rather than trying to track that through all the people through Enbridge, I thought it would be easier just to share the IRP-related objectives, because then you know that, you know, at least in part those end up being given to others, probably in Cara-Lynne's group and maybe elsewhere in the organization.

MR. STEVENS:  We're going to take that under advisement, Michael, and see what we can provide that's appropriate.

MR. BROPHY:  Fair enough.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT5.41.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.41:  TO FILE A COPY OF THE 2022 AND 2023 PERFORMANCE OBJECTIVES RELATED TO IRP. (UNDER ADVISEMENT.)

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  And I think I've solved the mystery of the missing IRP scorecard, and the problem was on my side.

So under 2.5 Pollution Probe 33 [audio dropout] was page 2 of 3.

And if you go down, there is some things related to IRP on that, related to IRP there.

So I think I had mixed that up with the scorecard.

So on there you'll see IRP websites, one of the things listed by Enbridge, and you correctly indicate that the purpose or the objective there is to put in place the IRP website, in compliance with the OEB's directive and its Phase I and Phase II are completed.

Does that mean the IRP website in compliance with the OEB decision and related framework is complete?  Or is there still more to do beyond Phase I and Phase II.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  One of the directives received as part of the IRP decision was to establish an IRP website, so I would say from a directive perspective what we're trying to portray here is that has been completed.

However, I would note that that website will be updated on an ongoing basis with information, say, for example, we've just updated it with our pilots.  So as we move through the implementation of our regional engagements, as we move through identifying IRP plans within different regions, that site will be continue to be updated and evolved.

MR. BROPHY:  I think the website was put online sometime in 2022, is that correct?  Maybe even 2022?


MS. WADE:  Subject to check.  I think it was around that timeframe, yes.

MR. BROPHY:  Great.  There is a function there.  I think it might have been within what the Board asked for, to enable stakeholders to register and receive up dates and information.  Is that accurate?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  That's accurate.

MR. BROPHY:  So I'm aware that some stakeholders have done that in 2022 and I understand nothing has -- there has been no stakeholder updates through that list; is that correct?  Or did something go out to the stakeholders that registered?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  I would have to check with the team what communications have gone out to stakeholders that have registered.

I would note that we are in the midst of very soon sending out communications regarding the stakeholder sessions that are happening, and this timeframe is common within the industry with regards to providing notice on the engagements that will be happening within their specific regions, or the region that is they've signed up for information on.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, that would be terrific.  So, yeah, if you can undertake to provide what communications, if any, were provided to stakeholders that registered at the IRP website, that would be great.

MS. WADE:  Yes, we can do that.  And again I would just note that communications, as you would expect, would continue to increase now that we're going to have the regional engagements.

MR. BROPHY:  Sure.

MR. RICHLER:  So that's JT5.42.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.42:  TO PROVIDE WHAT COMMUNICATIONS, IF ANY, WERE PROVIDED TO STAKEHOLDERS THAT REGISTERED AT THE IRP WEBSITE

MR. RICHLER:  I note that we are almost at 3:30, though I also note, Mr. Brophy, that you lost five minutes during that technical interruption.

MR. BROPHY:  Well, the good news is I'm going to take the brunt of the power outage for Enbridge and I'll conclude early and give back that time.  So I'm fine to finish here.  Thank you.  Thank you, panel.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Brophy.  Up next we have FRPO.  Mr. Quinn are you ready to go?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, I am, Mr. Richler.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  I have you down for an hour or less.  And just as a heads up, we do plan to take another very short break sometime in the next half hour or so.  Please go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I think it was 3:50 and I'll try to keep an eye on the clock for that.  Maybe we could all use a break then.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


So, good afternoon, panel.  Dwayne Quinn here on behalf of FRPO.  
Maybe the best place to start is I had filed a compendium, I think on Sunday.  If it could be given --thank you, Angela, if they could be given an exhibit number, Mr. Richler.

MR. RICHLER:  Sure.  And just for the record, does this include some things that are not already in Enbridge's evidence?

MR. QUINN:  There are two -- sorry, the investment summary reports from previous proceedings, 2020-0181.  I included those also, so we wouldn't have to use time to pick them up.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, so we will mark the FRPO compendium as KT5.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KT5.1:  FRPO COMPENDIUM FOR PANEL 4


MR. QUINN:  Okay, and I think the compendium is the best place to start.  I apologize, I am going to use a break myself and see how far we get and decide how much I can fit in it the time of my counterparts, and including especially Mr. Rubenstein covered a number of these items.

Let's just get started at the first page of the compendium that shows FRRPO 43.

If we can just scroll down, we were asking about management incentives that are tied to an increase in -- tied to an increase of capital installation completion.

And the response said:
"There are no unique incentives specifically for management that is tied to capital installation completed or reduction in capital investment invested."

So reading the rest of it, what I'm understanding is while there is no unique or direct incentive for a quantity of capital installed or dollars associated with capital installed, it does actually, though, reach incentives through EBITDA from capital growth; is that a succinct summary of the answer?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, I'm confirming that there is a metric on the Enbridge Gas distribution and storage scorecard related to EBITDA specifically related to growth capital projects.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  Does a company have any incentives related to avoiding investment by implementing IRP or extending service life of existing assets?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Not that I'm aware of.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I guess the follow-up is, given the energy transition that we're all discussing and is part of the backdrop to this proceeding, is that something that Enbridge would have considered that would potentially send the right signals to management about the evolution of investment strategy?

MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking, Dwayne.

I think to be fair to the panel, this may well go beyond their areas of responsibility or decision-making.

MR. QUINN:  Is there somebody in a later panel, David, that can answer that, or would Enbridge take that as an undertaking and give us its position on it?

MR. STEVENS:  I think would be most appropriate for us to take it away by way of undertaking.  I can't promise if there will be a direct response or not, but we will record the undertaking and answer it or indicate why we where unable to.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  That's JT5.43.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.43:  GIVEN THE ENERGY TRANSITION THAT IS PART OF THE BACKDROP TO THIS PROCEEDING, DID ENBRIDGE CONSIDER THAT WOULD POTENTIALLY SEND THE RIGHT SIGNALS TO MANAGEMENT ABOUT THE EVOLUTION OF INVESTMENT STRATEGY.


MR. QUINN:  And again, trying to be efficient -- I'm going to move to the compendium.  On page 2 we'd asked some question specifically about the -- Aldyl A polyethylene pipe that has been on the agenda for Enbridge for some time in terms of understanding the pipe and eventually removing it from the system.

We used a specific product to hopefully try to give an example of where we anticipate and expect that somehow Enbridge's Copperleaf optimization approach would come to the fore.

But we were surprised by the answer, and so I've included the undertaking and I am asking some specific question starting on page 4.

We asked about, and I will just scroll back myself so you don't have to.  But I said:
"Using section 5.2.3.651, please provide some form of threshold or metrics that triggers EGI to shift from responding to loss of the containment periodically to initiate the process of replacement."

So with that question I received an answer that basically says there is not a specific metric or trigger.

Enbridge may employ some of the risk analysis tools.

And then once a risk is analyzed, treatment options are compared using the value framework.

So stopping there, I'm trying to understand in this case the -- when a project moves from value assessment into mandatory, and I thought I'd use this question to maybe help create an understanding of that threshold, but I don't read it in here.

Can somebody on the panel help me with at what point you would say this project is now mandatory?

MR. WELLINGTON:  This is Bob Wellington speaking.

Hello, Mr. Quinn.

Just to complete the reference that you made here or highlighted here, where we say that once a risk is analyzed treatment options are compared using value framework and Copperleaf and other qualitative factors which can extend beyond just the specific value as assessed through value framework or risk assessed or risk assessment process, some investments are time-constrained because of other external factors, and thanks for issuing the compendium, so I had some time to prepare, but when I looked back at the data, including the investment, it's not identified in the summary report, necessarily, but there was a road reconstruction job in plan for Erin Township.  I can't speak to which road, but it was identified in the context of concern over additional risk associated with laboratory compaction during road reconstruction activities and how that might create new leak points during construction which has some inherent risks.

The other consideration -- and I may have alluded to this in an earlier response -- is the fact that we have a known pipeline which spans -- and if you can scroll down to the map momentarily, Angela, I think it is further down -- or further up.  Up, sorry.

So, I mean, the distance of the main roadways there to make up sort of an X formation, I believe it's roughly one or two kilometres in each direction, so roughly four kilometres, which, if you look at the number of leaks we've experienced over the sort of 14-year period, it is pretty significant, and each time we repair -- well, not each time, many times when we repair those leaks, we are using plastic squeeze tools, which create new stress concentrations, which create new failure points.

So all of that is to say we have concerns over liability of the pipeline and potential for additional leaks during and after that road reconstruction, and when the municipalities complete their work, if we have sequent leaks within the period that follows, we're out there causing damage to newly resurfaced road and potentially reconstructed road corridor, which is something obviously we wish to avoid to maintain good relations with our municipalities, and that is actually one of the areas where we do have limitations within our value framework, in that it's hard to -- it's hard to quantify and measure the value of those relationships when it comes to continuing to do work within the municipalities.

So -- and back to the comment I made earlier around optimization, where there's a review process and there's -- there are human factors applied, we'll use inputs such as those to make a determination on the appropriate timing for these projects.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Wellington.  That is a comprehensive answer, and it does highlight some of the challenges of trying to quantify qualitative aspects of the work that you do.

At the same time, can you help me with at what point a situation like this may create a -- like -- maybe I'm going to step back.  Your GDS, you said earlier, if I have the numbers correctly, that there is 19 projects that were considered in GDS.

What qualifies those projects as being differentiated and are being taken outside of the Copperleaf assessment  process for assessment on their own?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Okay, thanks for the clarification, and again, Bob Wellington here, and again I'll point back to a conversation earlier where we looked at our company's risk matrix just to try to highlight the criteria using that matrix that can be used to make a determination that action must be taken in order to address risk, which, if we're into the high-risk ranges or very high-risk ranges using the metrics within the company risk matrix, that would constitute a mandatory requirement to treat the risk, and where there is a capital investment involved we would then time-constrain within Copperleaf during our optimization process to ensure that we treat the risk in the time frame that's been prescribed through our risk management process.

MR. QUINN:  If I just summarize that, it is capital investments that are high-risk, high -- moved into the GDS system, as opposed to using the Copperleaf system?

MR. WELLINGTON:  No, they are time-constrained within Copperleaf, so there is a decision made through the risk management process to quantify -- through quantification of the risk to assign a treatment date, and if the treatment date or the treatment plan requires capital investment, then we, when entering that capital investment into the Copperleaf, apply a time constraint to ensure that the treatment is undertaken by the prescribed date.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And there may be diminishing returns with me pursuing this further, but I still don't have a complete understanding, but I'm going to trust that hopefully by the end of this proceeding I will.

If we could move forward then, the next six pages of interrogatory response I1.2 FRPO 26.

So you were asked some questions about this, and obviously we have some history with these London lines, but I wanted to start with part (d), the question:
"It was part of the project being undertaken the feed from Byron transmission station to London lines was removed.  We asked Enbridge to file all internal communications, e-mails, requisition studies that pertained to the removal of that feed to the London lines."

So that now we can scroll past a number of these pages I left for context, but the answer then on -- at the very last page of this, which would be page 10 of the compendium, and maybe I should let you read page 9 at the bottom, where it says "it was previously examined", I get that.

Now, it says it's:
"Enbridge respectfully declines to provide the correspondence requested by FRPO since it's not relevant to the company's request that the OEB cost of the project in its forecast rate base as part of the current application."

So as I had clarified in another interrogatory, this is going into rate base, the London lines, correct?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So nonetheless, Enbridge has provided the following further context below.  And I want to focus on, okay, so we asked for some internal correspondence, we get some history of the line, and then a section that I assume is the middle paragraph, which is justifying the removal, there's a section of the London line south of the Thames River, and it required (sic) a number of leaks resulting in London's south line being abandoned in 2016.

First off, is that when the connection to the Byron Station was disconnected from the London line system?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Mr. Quinn, I might be able to respond.  I'm not sure.

Is the section of pipe you are referring to that which was fed through the Byron transmission station at a maximum operating pressure of 1,380 KPA and supplying customers between Byron transmission and Comoka transmission?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Okay.  I would have to confirm with our regional staff to provide that response.

MR. QUINN:  Well, the reason I'm asking, Mr. Wellington, and I appreciate you might not have all the details, but we asked for some specifics in terms of the decision to undertake removal of that second feed to London lines.  We asked two or three years ago, we've asked it again here.

We didn't get it, but we seem to be getting an answer which I couldn't, in the resources I have, see where this removal took place.  Because then it says, it goes on to say:

"But continued to experience leakages ultimately replaced by an MPS 420 kPa pipeline..."


Which I think that is that might have been disconnected.


But the paragraph is ambiguous enough that it causes me concern as to whether I'm getting an answer or not to my original request and that was show me the documentation that underpinned the decision to remove that line.


And if Enbridge would undertake to provide that, including clarification on these -- on this paragraph, I would be hopefully comforted by the fact that it all seems to fit together now.

Could Enbridge do that?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Just one other clarification.

When we describe this section of pipe as a secondary feed to the London lines, are we taking into consideration that it operates at a lower MLP than the London line and they would have to bypass regulation at Comoka (ph) transmission station to supply more than the 17 or so customers between those two stations?


MR. QUINN:  Absolutely, because my understanding was what was driven -- and I can -- I can carry on or come back to it later on, but the simple answer is yes.

Because if you are trying to do some form of individually isolating the lines, which is what I understood was driving the urgency of the project, you could bypass the Comoka Station running at lower pressures in the summer, when you would undertake to do some of the planned maintenance work which drove the need for this project, as I understand it, being moved into a mandatory project based upon date.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Okay, so pardon me, it is Bob Wellington again.  So it is nothing to with impacts on the risk that was stated within the original leave to construct associated with loss customers downstream of I believe it was the -- pardon me, the downstream of Dawn.  I don't remember the exact location where there was a change.

MR. QUINN:  But the fact was, Mr. Wellington, what was cited was that there was only one feed to that area.  The fact there was only within feed was because this piece of pipe had been removed previously.

And in the timeframe here, just before the rest of the pipeline was cited for having to be removed by a deadline that drove it into the mandatory date and outside of your optimizations?

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, it is David Stevens speaking.  I want to make sure that I understand sort of these questions.  When you are talking about "it", and a project being driven into mandatory, are you speaking of the London lines project or are you speaking of some upcoming project that is in the current asset plan?

MR. QUINN:  I'm speaking of the London lines project that is slated for being put into rate base in this proceeding.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, not put into operation, but the cost consequences being added to rate base?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Well it seems to me, Mr. Quinn, that all these questions are aimed at revisiting the need decision that the Board issued some time ago in the London lines leave to construct application.


So I know that the witnesses are trying to be helpful and provide you some information, but the premise that you're pursuing is not something that we believe is in issue at all in this proceeding.

The question of whether the costs that were incurred in reliance on the leave to construct application approval, whether those are prudent, that's something to be explored in this proceeding, perhaps.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, it's exactly that.

MR. STEVENS:  The question of whether it was reasonable to undertake the project -- or frankly, to undertake the project that was described and approved in the LTC project, is something that's been determined, and it is not open for re-determination.

MR. QUINN:  David, the Board didn't gets a chance to get the information and I didn't get the information because there was error in the evidence which said there were two feeds to the system, which we found out very late in the argument phase that there wasn't.

So this is a piece of information that would be helpful to the Board, to see that how Enbridge manages its programs and its -- specifically in this case, a major project, in giving it priority, to say this is the project that needs to be done and these are the reasons why.

So I'm trying to complete the picture for the Board so that they can establish that it was prudently incurred and as such, this piece of information here, your witness panel, even with time is telling me they're not sure of the -- if that is an answer to my question or not.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, with respect, Mr. Quinn, we are not that going to answer any further questions about this.

The need for the London lines has been extensively reviewed, and the leave to construct permission was granted.  Enbridge's view is that the rebasing application is not a place to revisit that determination that was made some years ago.

MR. QUINN:  We'll save this for another day, Mr. Stevens, but can I at least get Mr. Wellington to undertake the portion of that paragraph -- to say is that supposed to be responsive to my question in (d)?


MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge has provided the answer it is prepared to provide for part (d).

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Wellington has said he would have to go back to his regional staff to see if that is responsive, Mr. Stevens.

MR. STEVENS:  And can you blame me, Mr. Quinn.  I was slow on the uptake as this conversation was developing.


It sounded like you told us maybe you had the information you needed and you could just let this go, and we went further than that and that's when I interceded.

But we have provided the information we're prepared to provide.

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Richler, I indicated before that I had determined how things were going, decide when a break would be and I suspect that that's now.


MR. RICHLER:  Okay, that's terrific.  Let's take a break now for ten minutes.  We'll come back at 4:03.  Thanks.

--- Recess taken at 3:53 p.m.

--- On resuming at 4:03 p.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's go back on the record and back to you, Mr. Quinn.

I think I have you down for about 37 minutes left, so please proceed.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

If we could turn up Exhibit 2, tab 6, Schedule 2, page 46, please.  Thank you.  And if we can just scroll to the bottom of the page -- yes, there's a -- a paragraph starts at the bottom of the page.  It moves on to page 47.  So for the witness's benefit, if we could have that up.

This is the area -- oh, thank you very much.

This is the area we were talking about, Mr. Wellington, before, about:
"It's quantified through the value framework or evaluated through GES risk process.  So the investment time is scope -- and scope of work for investments that rely on GDS risk management process is typically more complex.  Investment timing is confirmed outside of the Copperleaf optimization."

So first off, can you clarify or confirm that the St. Laurent project was put into that GDS system to establish a date versus having it optimized by Copperleaf?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Hello, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Hello.

MR. CHEBARO:  To answer your question regarding St. Laurent, considering the response from the OEB and as we discussed earlier today, the special circumstances surrounding a distribution integrity management program with respect to the field evidence that we were urged to obtain, the St. Laurent program followed -- following the decision followed a special integrity management program that had operational IRP and obviously other elements as well associated with it, aiming at collecting field evidence from a crawler (ph) inline inspection methodologies in order to feed into a risk assessment that the integrity team among others have been undertaking; that is, like, that extends beyond previous risk assessments that we have conducted on distribution type assets.

MR. QUINN:  I guess that wasn't my question.

My question was, when it was a high-priority project and was moved forward to Leave to Construct, was it quantified at that point through the Copperleaf system or was it out of the GDS approach?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington.  Hi, Mr. Quinn.

I actually don't have the specific answer in front of me here.

Just bear with me here for a second.

MR. QUINN:  Given the time frame, Mr. Wellington, and you may have to look back at the history, would you mind just taking that and confirm it by undertaking?

MR. WELLINGTON:  My colleague, Mr. Madrid, here, actually just confirmed for me that the treatment of that investment was mandatory when it was -- when the time constraint was applied.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So that was then GDS.

MR. WELLINGTON:  I would have to confirm that.

MR. QUINN:  Well, see, that's part of our challenge.

I'm trying to understand -- I understand better now Copperleaf, and with the help of Mr. Rubenstein this morning I think I can understand more, but it's -- you've got a system that hopefully prioritizes your capital investment, and some things are unquantifiable because they're now determined to be mandatory.

Where do we cross that line?  What are the criteria, what are the thresholds, and I was trying to use an example like St. Laurent to understand it.

So if you can help us with, was it GDS, and by way of undertaking if there is any additional criteria that would help us to understand, because we may face these decisions down the road where Enbridge wants to advance projects, and they seem to be parachuted in out of -- they're not in the priority assessment because they've been removed and taken to a different system and then they're parachuted into the front of the line and we don't understand why.

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Mr. Quinn, maybe if I could just add that similar pipelines going forward -- and we've spoken about the EDIMP program -- similar pipelines would be subjected to the EDIMP type methodology that would, you know, look at the integrity need in light of different options that we may have available and would also overlay that with an IRP assessment as applicable.

So I would say going forward those kind of lines would -- or assets would be subjected to a consistent approach that would then feed into a risk methodology that would then be tied to the asset management plan.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I think we can be hopeful about the future is what you're telling me, but what currently is happening?  What criteria is being used to move -- it says that it's confirmed outside the Copperleaf optimization in this GDS, and up until -- I had to look up GDS as an acronym to realize it is just gas distribution and storage, but it seems to be a select group of projects that get put into the system, and I'm asking how does it move from Copperleaf to GDS.

That's a specific question.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Mr. Quinn, it is Bob Wellington again.

I'll just, I'll try to answer your question, not specific to the St. Laurent project, but just to describe how we -- how we make these decisions now if it's helpful for you.

And I'm going to repeat some of the comments I would have made earlier today, so I to apologize for that.

So again, we have our risk management process within our business which exists outside of Copperleaf.

It is intended to identify and plan to treat all of the risks across our operation, whether they require capital investment or not.

And occasionally, that -- those risks will need treatment that requires capital investment.

And depending on the level of risk, those risks then may be -- they may exceed the upper threshold, which would drive them to become mandatory risks.

In other cases they would be within that threshold, and the values that have been assessed are included in the Copperleaf value model to do the value assessment, and we then let that go through the optimization process.

Following that, as I mentioned earlier, there is a review process, where we have to apply those other considerations, so I'll stop there, because I know I've already repeated a lot of these things, but I'm hoping that that helps you.

MR. QUINN:  No, I understand some of that from earlier today, but thank you for making sure you were clear.

My challenge is, are you able to do that for St. Laurent, for where -- how St. Laurent was put into that system and what criteria was used at that time to give us an example of how it moves from Copperleaf to GDS and therefore becomes high-risk.

What was it about St. Laurent that was deemed to be high enough risk that it qualified for the GDS treatment?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I'd like to confer for a couple minutes with my colleagues if you don't mind.

MR. QUINN:  If it's going to be -- is this something you could take away by undertaking on a best-efforts basis  I just -- I realize the time is short, and...

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, it's David Stevens speaking.

To be clear, you're asking about St. Laurent pre-LTC, so not as it stands right now, but before when it was identified as a need and an LTC application was made, and you are asking what criteria or factors were considered by Enbridge to move it out of the Copperleaf optimization approach and into what's being referred to as GDS.  Do I have all that right?

MR. QUINN:  That's correct.

MR. STEVENS:  We can take that away and provide you an answer.

MR. MILLAR:  That is --


MR. QUINN:  [Overspeaking]

MR. MILLAR:  -- JT5.44.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.44:  TO ADVISE WHAT CRITERIA OR FACTORS WERE CONSIDERED BY ENBRIDGE TO MOVE IT OUT OF THE COPPERLEAF OPTIMIZATION APPROACH AND INTO WHAT'S BEING REFERRED TO AS GDS.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry for talking over you, Michael.  I should have waited for that.  Thank you, Mr. Stevens, thank you, Michael.

Okay.  I think the best place to go, given the time we have, is Exhibit 1.13-FRPO-27.

Mr. Chebaro, we had talked about the enhanced -- the distribution integrity management program, and we had asked some questions about this.

We're trying to get an understanding of the enhanced program.  The answers we got confirmed below that we asked -- we asked Enbridge to confirm if it's required to have a distribution integrity management program, and the obvious answer is yes, and it is governed by the TSSA in conjunction with applying CSA standards.  Is that a precise summary of what you told us in 27?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So the Board has urged you to use the word that was specifically in your last discussion on this matter, to provide additional assessment of assets based upon enhanced diagnostics to discharge Enbridge's onus to establish that the project is a necessity.

Would that be -- would you agree with that statement?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

So, what I'm -- what I want to ask the panel is whether it be some of the things you'd listed, Mr. Chebaro, and you and I could have a coffee and discuss all these nice things another day, but the reality is a lot of these diagnostics and capabilities are evolutions of technology that's been in place before, but is being refined, including the data that can be gleaned from these diagnostics to assist in condition assessment; would you agree with that?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  If I may ask you just to ask the question again, because what do you mean by technology and diagnostics?  Because that's a very vast area in integrity.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, there were a number of things that were listed before, corrosion assessments.  In this case, inline technologies which are involved in, such as using robotics as opposed to free-flow, which was done traditionally.

These are evolutions of technologies to improve the diagnostics to allow for a better opportunity to for assessing the condition of assets; would you agree with that?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I would say that the technology has existed with various degree of quality and reliability, and I'm very happy to chat with you about, you know, how the difference, you know, would lie between a crawler, for example, inline inspection versus a free swimming tool, and the difference in detection and sizing capabilities between the two.

So I would say, yes, but with the caveat that it depends on what application we are talking about.

MR. QUINN:  I understand.  But the Board -- the Board was not prescriptive; it was just asking you to use additional tools and do a more -- well, a comprehensive assessment of the pipe ultimately to determine the need for replacement versus the opportunity to extend the life of some or all of the pipe.  Would you agree with that?

MR. CHEBARO:  Yes.  Again, by comprehensive assessment you have to have the necessary tools to tackle the different threats on a pipeline.  So if you are talking about general corrosion, yes, that technology exists.

If you are talking about selective (inaudible) in corrosion in a crawler technology, then no, the technology today is not as reliable as we would like it to be.

So I would say again, yes, with a caveat.

MR. QUINN:  I appreciate that and again we are going to challenge everybody going into any more detail on that.

But my question and concern is, is this not -- is the Board just not asking Enbridge to apply an additional level of rigour for major capital investments at a time where the long-term utilization of those assets, even in Enbridge's Pathways say that we can't be certain that they're going to be needed for 50 years; we should do a better level of assessment to determine the necessity to replace or the opportunity to extend?


MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Yes, the OEB is asking us to, as mentioned earlier, to obtain more field evidence based on -- for the condition of the line to be evaluated.  But also, they also asked us to look at IRP-type solutions along with the municipalities.

So it's not only a matter of integrity, but it's also a matter of integrity within the context of energy transition and evolution, which is precisely what we've been doing since May 2022.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, so I think we're on the same page.  And please don't go into IRP.  I understand IRP that will be applied also.

What I am getting to is how is it that the Board asking for a greater level of diligence to -- in line with its understanding and its capacity to understand energy transitions, why that warrants additional -- this enhanced distribution integrity management when it's fully in the discretion of the utility to do this work anyway, because the distribution integrity management program is a minimum standard?


You have discretion, which is acknowledged in your responses to our IRs.  You had the discretion to do this.  The Board is asking you to do it.  Why does that result in a $10 million bill to rate-payers?

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  I believe, Mr. Quinn, we attempted to respond to that in exhibit I.9.1-VECC-73, part (a), when we said that the tasks planned to be executed by the EDEM program exceed requirements set out in code, as well as industry best practices, and are not part of the historical DIMP scope.


So that is something over and beyond that we have not done in our, you know, 175-year history.


And that has been requested to be done as a result of St. Laurent, so that has not been budgeted as part of the integrity management O&M budget.  And therefore, that request came in, you know, in October of 2022.  Again as we discussed earlier, it was a matter of timing as well, where we could not plan for it adequately.

MR. QUINN:  Part of what got cut out of my time here, by my choice, was the fact that you had landed on -- you need to spend $1.2 billion a year to keep this utility afloat with capital projects.

To spend $10 million annually to ensure the investments of $1.2 billion is being invested well, how is that a required rate-payer cost when they are eventually going to have to fund the $1.2 billion over the next X number of decades?

That's what I'm --


MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.  Maybe I'll just attempt to clarify again, and maybe I'll ask for Bob or for Byron to jump in, if they would like.

The $10 million O&M expenditure that we are seeking specific to the EDEM program is to allow us to risk-rank a subset of our distribution integrity management program, which could result -- or that's the intention, at least --which would likely result in us tackling the capital portfolio specific to distribution in a more rigorous risk-based fashion, from an integrity and operational perspective based on field evidence that allows us to calibrated our risk models.

So rather than risk-rank our projects based on, you know, field knowledge, based on financial criteria, now we're able to obtain more field evidence using inline inspection and other technologies that could result in optimization when it comes to the spend of those capital projects.

You ask me not to go into IRP, but there is an IPR element as well that could overlap with that.

MR. QUINN:  I understand IRP.  No disrespect, sir.  I sit on the IRP committee.  I understand what has been done and hasn't been done to this point, so that's why I'm asking you to just stick to what we're talking about right here.


I guess what I'm talking about and what I would like to ask the question, if the $10 million is going to actually, as you say, a more rigorous approach which may defer the need for these capital investments, how is $1.2 billion arrived at as this is exactly what's needed, otherwise again it may sound like we don't spend at least$1.2 billion we are going to have risks, and I'm seeing that in light of, you're asking for $10 million to assess your risk better on your distribution program, but you are not talking in any way about reducing capital needs as a result of that by extending asset life.

That's where the puzzle doesn't fit together.

MR. CHEBARO:  Mohamed Chebaro.

Maybe I'll refer you to our filing from Exhibit 1, tab 13, Schedule 3.  We did talk about in our filing the benefits of the EDEM program.

We did talk about the three main goals for this EDEM program.  One is potentially extending the life of the asset; two, supporting the energy transition IRP; and three, proactively identifying anomalies for CP and reliability purposes.

So the $10 million is not guiding the $1.3 billion expenditure.

The $10 million is purely guiding the expenditure that relates to the distribution integrity management program, which I believe, Bob, and correct me if I'm wrong, is in the order of $500 million over the next 10 years.

Is that -- is that --


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington.  For the -- I think for the pipe replacement?  Yes, that's about correct.

MR. QUINN:  I missed that detail, Mr. Wellington.

Could you just summarize what you answered?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I believe he's referring to the forecast for pipe replacement projects that would be potentially affected and hopefully reduced through enhanced distribution integrity management, which -- and subject to review, I think we've estimated that at $500 million.

MR. QUINN:  A year?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Over the next ten years, right?  Yeah.

MR. QUINN:  Each over the next ten years or total over the next ten years?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Total -- you know what?  I think it might be the four years.  You know what?  We'd best just take this back to review that.  Yeah.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, please do.

MR. MILLAR:  I'm going to take it that's -- is that an undertaking?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, it is.

It is to confirm the specific --


MR. CHEBARO:  Sorry, I'm looking at it right now, if I may.

It is in VECC 73, item B.  We talk about that there's currently over $500 million in proposed capital spend over the next ten years, which would or could potentially be guided by the EDEM program, so it is confirmed $500 million total on a span of 10 years.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, so that -- I'm not sure who on this panel answers this question, but I'm going to ask this one last question in this area because one way -- or get to -- if your EDEM program worked really well and the potential spend went from 500 million to 400 million, my understanding of your evidence is that $100 million would then be spent somewhere else, because you need to spend at least 1.2 billion to make your capital budget work; would that be correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Hi, Mr. Quinn, it is Bob Wellington here.

So I guess one thing I wanted to offer, I think you mentioned we need exactly $1.2 billion, and then apply the 2 percent escalation factor in the years that follow.

So, I mean, that is the number that we've landed on based on estimated cost for the list of investments that make up our capital portfolio and, you know, there are still scope assessments that have yet to be undertaken, and EDIMP will support those scope assessments to help us better understand what the requirements are for each of the investments that we have used to make up our capital forecast.

Just like IRP might reduce some of the capital needs that we could need in the future as well as we undertake IRP assessments.

MR. QUINN:  So the bottom line of that is $1.2 billion is your best estimate now, but with improved assessments your expectation is there is opportunity to reduce that expenditure?

MR. WELLINGTON:  That would be the expectation of the programs and their objectives, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

Okay.  The last area that I want to get to is, I think if we can turn up I1.12-FRPO-25.

Angela has been doing a great job all the way along, so I'm going to give her some time as she brings this up, because I only sent her an e-mail half an hour ago about the numbers that I had remaining.

So thank you, Angela.

What I'm asking about here is just the contractor alliance agreements and partnerships.

I asked about what incentives are there for the contractor and for the company to cost-manage, and there are some nice things in here that say, you know, we share costs if there is a -- there's a sharing relative to the project undertaken and the actual result relative to the budget or forecast.

And I guess what I'm going to ask is, what is it the company can provide to give rate-payers some comfort that assigning a $100 million project to one contractor, you know, with -- you know, that's the forecasted budget that in some ways rate-payers benefit from this partnership or alliance agreement in a way that rate-payers' interests are protected.

MR. MADRID:  Byron Madrid.  We did take on an undertaking yesterday for Mr. Bernstein, JT4.22, I believe, where he was asking for an example, and we were going to look to try to provide an example of a specific project that would kind of highlight or detail some of these I guess answers that you're looking for on how we share that underage or overage.

Would that suffice if we were able to provide that kind of an example?

MR. QUINN:  The example would help, and I don't know what you're going to choose, but I don't know if you're going to answer that, so whether you add it to that undertaking or take a separate undertaking, we're looking at and we are trying to understand how these -- how this arrangement serves rate-payers in a way that you get bang for your buck.

We get bang for our buck in terms of the outcome, because if -- if the contractor gets to make more money and the company gets to put more money into rate base, there doesn't seem to be a natural incentive to keep the cost down, so the example may be of assistance, Mr. Madrid, but I'm asking how on an overarching approach is this protecting rate-payers' interest?

MR. STEVENS:  I wonder, in the interests of time, Dwayne, perhaps it makes sense for us to provide an undertaking to explain further how the alliance partnership construct benefits rate-payers.

MR. QUINN:  Sure.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT5.45.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.45:  TO EXPLAIN FURTHER HOW THE ALLIANCE PARTNERSHIP CONSTRUCT BENEFITS RATE-PAYERS.

MR. MILLAR:  Dwayne, you've got about eight minutes.

MR. QUINN:  Well, then thanks.  I know how much I get to bank for the next panel when I get cut, Michael, so I'll leave my questions there.

Thank you very much, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you.

I see Tom has come on the screen, so Tom, I assume you're next.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I am.

MR. MILLAR:  If you could take us to about five o'clock, please.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, I'm not -- do you actually have that much time?

MR. LADANYI:  What do you mean, that much time?  I have an hour time.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  There you go.  Please --


MR. LADANYI:  So I'm having some time tomorrow as well.

MR. MILLAR:  No, go ahead.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi:

MR. LADANYI:  I switched with Brophy.  I may not use up my entire hour.  Hopefully I won't.

Anyway, my name is Tom Ladanyi, and good afternoon, panel, good late afternoon, and a special hello to Byron Madrid, my old friend from Enbridge.

MR. MADRID:  How are you?

MR. LADANYI:  I am doing fine, and I see you're doing fine too.  I think the last time I saw you was at the St. Laurent case.

MR. MADRID:  Potentially, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  Anyway, so I sent in a compendium on the 23rd, and that's the Energy Probe compendium.  Thank you.  Can we have an exhibit number for the compendium, please?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, let's mark it as KT5.2.
EXHIBIT NO. KT5.2:  ENERGY PROBE COMPENDIUM.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.

So before we go to the compendium, I'd like to go to a couple of the exhibits which are in evidence.

At Exhibit 2, tab 5 -- by the way, don't put it up on the screen yet, tab 5, schedule 3, page 7, you stated a GTA project was 171.4 million over budget, and you also show that at exhibit 2, tab 5, schedule 3, page 4.  And that is on table 3.


So can we have table 3 on the screen, please.  Again, exhibit 2, tab 5, schedule 3, table 3.  There we are.  Thank you.  Thank you.  You will see in the right column in the middle of the page the totals for the GTA project, and we see in the OEB-approved amount is 686 million and that the actual spending is 857.4 million, for a variance of 171.4 million.


If we can go to the compendium, KT 5.2.


If we can go to the first tab which is on PDF page 2 and you can keep going and this is -- this is the decision, keep going so we can see what it is.


It's the decision which approved the GTA project.


Keep going down again, please.


No, don't go -- you've gone too far.  Go up again.


And there you can see that the Board-approved amount is 686.5 million.


Do you know any reason for the difference between the two numbers in the Board-approved?  Is there some calculation or this some kind of rounding or an error?


I don't know if it matters a lot, but do you know what it is?


MR. MADRID:  Yes, Byron Madrid.  Mr. Ladanyi, I believe I provided you an updated table 3 on the IR response to exhibit I.2.5-EP-28.


MR. LADANYI:  Yes, we're going to go there in a minute, yes please.


MR. MADRID:  Just again to highlight, the original table 3 was only capturing costs from 2013 to 2018.  The updated table 3 also included the cost associated with 2011 and 2012, and a correction there with the request to vary on the Ashtonbee project, which was an addition 3.5.


When you add that 3.5 to the originally approved budget, we are looking at the $690 million for both, for the entire GTA project including Ashtonbee.


MR. LADANYI:  Actually, since you mention that, what I'm trying to establish here are the goal posts, what is Board-approved and what is the amount that Enbridge actually spent.  So I might go slightly off my script here.


But again, can we go next to Energy Probe 27, Exhibit I.2.5-Energy Probe-27.


Are the numbers there correct now, that are quoted there?  Or that also needs to be changed?


MR. MADRID:  Sorry you are referencing EP-27?


MR. LADANYI:  27, yes.


MR. MADRID:  So which...


MR. LADANYI:  There is no correction required here?


MR. MADRID:  No, no, there are no corrections on EP-27.  But I do refer you on (b) to EP-28, part (b) which provides you with the updated table 3.


MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  And can you put that up, please?


Could we have a little bit blown up, as you can see larger numbers; these numbers are hard to see.


MR. MADRID:  I agree.


MR. LADANYI:  So what is the variance again?  Can you tell me according to this table?


MR. MADRID:  The variance to the GTA project on its own, excluding Ashtonbee, is basically $180 million which is consistent with what's been captured in the post-construction financial report.


MR. LADANYI:  So the post-construction report, which is in my compendium which is also 180, and you don't have to go there, now I looked at that and I am under the impression the Board-approved amount includes the Ashtonbee Station actually originally included the Jonesville Station; is that right?


MR. MADRID:  Yes.  The original station location was supposed to be Jonesville.


That later became Ashtonbee when that location needed to be switched over.


MR. LADANYI:  Yes, and you had another Board decision allowing the movement.  And I understand that the Jonesville Station, which is at Eglinton and Victoria Park, was on the Hydro One property, and I think it is surrounded by gardens.


And I guess Hydro One didn't want you there so then you got a new location at Pharmacy and Ashtonbee Road, and that's the Ashtonbee Station; is that right?


MR. MADRID:  Byron Madrid.  Not quite correct.  It wasn't the gardens that pushed us off, it was a change in their engineering policies and not wanting any above-ground infrastructure and would have been incorporated as part of our station at that location underneath their towers or wires.


After -- don't quote me right now, but after several years of consultation and discussions, and them encouraging us to extend on that site, they decided to let us know that we will not be getting approval there, which resulted in having to find a new location and it being Ashtonbee.


MR. LADANYI:  Now the old Jonesville Station is still there, isn't it?


MR. MADRID:  The old Jonesville Station is still there.


MR. LADANYI:  Okay, there was also mention in the Board decision of a Buttonville Station.


MR. MADRID:  Correct.


MR. LADANYI:  Now, and there was also -- there was a post-construction report -- and I think it's in my compendium.  I won't take you there right now --for the Ashtonbee Station, and there is a mention of a post-report coming for the Buttonville Station, but I could never find one.  Why is that?


MR. MADRID:  There isn't one was because the Buttonville Station was never executed on.  Buttonville Station was supposed to be located at Roddick Road (ph) and Highway 407 area, and unfortunately we were not able to acquire the land for that station.

So the scope of that project was reduced by that station and the Board was notified of that change.  So the station never took place.


MR. LADANYI:  The station was never built but the Board approval total includes the station, so shouldn't there be an adjustment in the variance to take account for the fact that Buttonville Station was never built?


MR. MADRID:  I'd have to take that back and look at the details.


I can tell you the actuals for the GTA project portion of table 3 does incorporate any costs associated with the engineering design, because we had progressed the engineering design on Jonesville while we were searching for a piece of land and trying to negotiate a piece of land with the landowner.  And once we weren't able to achieve in acquiring that land we had to re-evaluate the overall need of that station.


We were able to confirm that we could continue with the project in absence of that station, and therefore there were costs that were incurred up a certain point.


MR. LADANYI:  Fine.  Perhaps you can take an undertaking and tell us what was the original cost of the Buttonville Station that was included in the Board-approved amount, total.


MR. MADRID:  Actually, if you just give me a second, I believe we actually do talk about that in the post-construction financial report for the GTA project.


MR. LADANYI:  That would be in my compendium?


MR. MADRID:  It would be in your compendium, because we do identify the fact that the original estimate approved was 686.5 million and then after reducing the cost associated with Buttonville and with Jonesville the forecasted cost was 667.44 for the GTA project.  So that eliminated the two costs of the stations.


MR. LADANYI:  But then the Board-approved amount remained the same, so I still think that the variance should be larger, because Buttonville Station was not delivered.


MR. MADRID:  But the post-construction financial report for the GTA that was filed was based on 667.4 million, which excludes both Buttonville and Ashtonbee.  So we are comparing the Board-approved amount absent of those two stations against the actuals.


MR. LADANYI:  Before we leave Buttonville Station wasn't Buttonville Station going to have some kind of a purpose?  It was going to do something.  How is this something done now?


MR. MADRID:  The main purpose of that station was added flexibility on being able to manipulate the system, though it did not draw from the overall benefits and savings and the reliability; it was just that extra flexibility.

MR. LADANYI:  Let's go to -- we're at EP-28.  We are discussing the Ashtonbee Station, and that went over budget as well, didn't it?

MR. MADRID:  Yes, it did.

MR. LADANYI:  And the post-construction report of the Ashtonbee Station is at tab 3 in my compendium, and it's not numbered, but you can find it with the PDF pages, around PDF page 156, right at the back.

Can we have that on the screen, please.

So let's go to the table.  Yes.  And keep going.  Yes, there is the table.

So can you explain to us those numbers, please?

MR. MADRID:  What we have identified there, Mr. Ladanyi, so the original cost estimate that was filed for the Jonesville, which later became Ashtonbee, at $10.8 million.

The request to vary approval that we received for $3.5 million, that was originally estimated as the change in not only the location but potential impacts from that change of that location.

One of the things that the project team looked at was trying to ensure that because we had progressed the design of that station and including the ordering of long lead items, we wanted to try to find a site that would be able to accommodate a similar or very close to the design that had already been produced.

That was one of the requirements.

That three and a half million was estimated as the potential change in having to move to the new site plus any added impacts from that change, so the updated cost for the Ashtonbee Station is that 14.3 million that you see in the middle column, and then the actuals are 22.4 million.

The station was over by just over 8 million, and then we do proceed to explain where the variances came from.  Mainly it was from the labour -- construction labour cost.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  We don't -- we won't have to go into the explanations, because I am actually aiming to finish my examination today.

So I might -- I think I have 12 minutes left, so if I can go on to the accountants on the panel.

I would like to understand the regulatory accounting for the GTA project.  So when was the project placed into service?

MR. MADRID:  2016.

MR. LADANYI:  And then at the time of the completion, did you transfer cost of the project and interest during construction from a construction work progress account to a plant in-service account?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, that would be the process to put a project into service.

MR. LADANYI:  Is it possible for you to tell me what is the total amount that was transferred, or you can ask -- you can give me an undertaking and find out what the amount was.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I think we need to take that as an undertaking to confirm.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Can I have an undertaking number, please.

MR. MILLAR:  JT5.46.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.46:  TO ADVISE OF THE TOTAL AMOUNT THAT WAS TRANSFERRED OF THE COST OF THE PROJECT AND INTEREST.

MS. DREVENY:  Mr. Ladanyi, sorry.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MS. DREVENY:  Just to confirm, are you looking for the costs just related to the GTA project or are you also looking for the cost related to the Ashtonbee Station?

MR. LADANYI:  I'm assuming when you were doing this that Ashtonbee and GTA were handled together, but if you -- I'm not -- don't necessarily want to separate them, so if you have them only combined, I'm happy with that.  If you have them separated, I'm happy with that too.

Whatever you can do.

MS. DREVENY:  Okay.  But to confirm, you are looking for both pieces?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, the total amount that was transferred into a plant account.

MS. DREVENY:  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  And did you start claiming capital cost allowance from that time, from 2016, on the total amount?

MS. DREVENY:  We just need to confer for a moment.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Subject to check, yes, we believe that is correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So then you used that capital cost allowance on your tax returns, obviously, and you also reflected it in your financial statements each year; is that correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  Inherently through the tax preparation calculation, yes, the CCA claim on an annual basis for that in-service act, yes, that's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So some of the capital cost allowance is now gone.

We are many years away from 2016.

Can you tell us what is the UCC that's remaining on this project, unclaimed capital cost?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  Subject to conferring with our tax team, we can take that under advisement to verify if we can segregate that amount specifically.

MR. STEVENS:  So to be clear, Tom, Enbridge Gas will provide the information it has about the remaining UCC for the GTA project and the Ashtonbee project or if they're together to provide a collective number.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Tom, sorry to interrupt, is that as of the end of 2023 you're looking for?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, I am actually looking at -- you are asking for Board approval to put something into rate base, and I'm trying to get -- to get to understand, what is the something you are putting in?  Because you are not putting in the entire original cost of the project.

The project has now depreciated since 2016, and it also -- you have used up some of the capital cost allowance already and given it to shareholders, so there's not as much CCA remaining for rate-payers, obviously, and so I would like to understand exactly what is the impact of what you're asking the Board to approve for the GTA project?  How much are you asking?  Actually, I was going to ask you next, you've been taking depreciation expense of this project as well.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just before we move along, Tom, as you know, I'm not a regulatory accountant.  I just want to be certain that we're providing the right information.  You're looking for the remaining UCC on the project, and are you expecting that to be equal to the amount that Enbridge Gas would be putting in rate base on January 1st, workbook?

MR. LADANYI:  Well, UCC doesn't necessarily go into rate base.  UCC is a tax calculation.  I'm trying to -- so in -- we'll get to the actual rate base in a minute, but since -- we're jumping ahead a bit.

Apart from the capital cost allowance, you are also taking depreciation on the amount; isn't that right?  Every year?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So there will be a -- so I'm trying to find out next -- and perhaps you can put it all in my undertaking.

What is the net book value that you are asking the Board to approve, and also, what is the remaining unclaimed capital cost for tax calculations that rate-payers might benefit from?

MR. STEVENS:  I just want to make sure that we're providing you with the information that you're looking for.

When you say "what is the net book value we're asking the OEB to approve?" are you viewing that as being the same as the opening rate base value for this project?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, absolutely.  That's exactly what it is.

MR. STEVENS:  So I have three things:  The remaining UCC, the opening rate base value, and the remaining CCA.

MR. LADANYI:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  We -- sorry, go ahead.

MR. LADANYI:  Is this the same undertaking number, or are we going to use a different undertaking?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think we have an undertaking number yet, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, we don't.

Let's have an undertaking number, please, then.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So we'll incorporate the three things that David just said, and that is JT5.47.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT5.47:  TO PPROVIDE FIGURES FOR REMAINING UCC ON THE PROJECT, THE OPENING RATE BASE VALUE, AND THE REMAINING CCA.


MR. LADANYI:  So you'll excuse me for going perhaps a little faster.

I am trying to actually finish today so I don't have to come back tomorrow.

Let's go to the WAMS project.

So WAMS, I understand, stands for work and asset management solution; is that right?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.  That's correct.

MR. LADANYI:  We don't have to turn to the exhibit.  We can save some time.  So it was originally approved at 69.7 million and the actual was 90 million.

Now, WAMS is an IT project, information technology; is that correct?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, that's correct.  Bob Wellington here.

MR. LADANYI:  Let me start like this.  Is WAMS still in use or has it been superseded by something else?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Just a moment to confer with my colleagues.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  So WAMS has been replaced by the AWS, which is asset and work management solution project.

I believe the first phase of that went into service in 2021.

MR. LADANYI:  So you are not asking OEB approval to put any WAMS costs into rate base; is that right?  It's obviously not used and useful anymore, is it?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I would have to take that away and confirm that the entire asset has been replaced by the new piece and confirm what was included in terms of rate base.

MR. LADANYI:  Before we get an undertaking, let me ask you a supplementary question here related to WAMS.

So, in which -- which class is -- is WAMS in?  What is it the annual depreciation rate on IT assets?  What is it?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  We have several different classes for TIS assets, so I would have to add that to the undertaking, Mr. Ladanyi.

I don't know if it off the top of my head.

MR. LADANYI:  I'm going to pose it to you that in fact WAMS is entirely depreciated.  The net book value is close to zero.  Even if you are still using it, it is still close to zero.  So really, you would be adding to rate base a very, very small amount.

So could you tell me in the undertaking just the same as the GTA, what is the net book value you are asking the OEB to approve, to add to rate base, and also because WAMS is an IT project, has a very high CCA rate, and I'm also expecting that the entire capital cost allowances has been used up, that the UCC balance is zero

But can you put it in your undertaking which you're going -- which I'm giving you now, and give us those answers?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.  It is David Stevens for Enbridge.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT5.48.  Is the undertaking clear, Mr. Stevens?


MR. STEVENS:  The witnesses are nodding so I would agree.

MR. LADANYI:  And although I have lots of interesting questions, I'm going to call it a day.  So these are all my questions, panel.  Thank you very much and have a nice evening.  I will not see you tomorrow.  I might be lurking in the background.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you so much, Mr. Ladanyi.

That brings us pretty much right to 5:00 o'clock so that concludes our session for today.

We will be back tomorrow morning, and I believe it's CME who I have up first, so I'm not sure if their representative is here at the moment.  We can try to follow-up to make sure they are ready to go.

Is there anything else we need to address today before we adjourn?  Not hearing anything -- sorry, go ahead, David.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't know whether we need to do this on the record or not.  I think we're all curious as to when a schedule update may emerge simply because it impacts people's travel plans.  We need as much notice as possible for that.

MR. MILLAR:  Sure.  We expect to circulate a schedule this evening, within an hour or so would be my guess, maybe a little bit longer than that, but this evening and not too, too late.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, and is the expectation that it will more or less set sort of the outside bounds for what could happen?  Again I am just trying to set people's travel.

MR. MILLAR:  My expectation is that the schedule will squeeze everyone in to everyone in to be finished by Friday at 5:00.  Exactly what that means for when each panel comes up, I don't have that in front of me.  In fact, I haven't run that, but you can probably take a reasonable guess just by looking at the existing schedule.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thanks everyone.  We'll see you tomorrow morning.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 4:59 p.m.
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