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Wednesday, March 29, 2023

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

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning, everyone.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 4, RESUMED

Mohamed Chebaro

Cara-Lynne Wade

Bob Wellington

Danielle Dreveny

Byron Madrid

Jason Vinagre


MR. MILLAR:  Welcome to Day 6, I guess it is of the technical conference.  We'll get started in just a moment.


Briefly, you'll have seen the new schedule.  I do want to thank parties.  We did hear a number from a number of you who were able to reduce and focus your time, and that's appreciated.  And with that, we were able to craft a schedule that as it stands gets us done at the end of the day on Friday.  So thank you very much for your effort there.


I will have to be energetic in monitoring people's time as we go forward, but I would ask for your patience with that.  But it is greatly appreciated that you were able to assist us with that.


David, are there any preliminary matters?

Preliminary Matters:

MR. STEVENS:  Two items, Michael.  Thank you, Michael.  Good morning, everybody.  There is just two quick items that I wanted to address related to this panel 4 before we resume questions.


The first is that during the course of the day yesterday the record -- Julie Girvan, representative for CCC, provided Enbridge Gas with two questions that she was hoping that could be answered in writing.


The Enbridge Gas witness panel has had the opportunity to review those questions.  They noted to me that, yes, they can answer the questions, but particularly I think, I believe in relation to the first of the questions, some of the task would require more time than we have available to us, and some of the information may being difficult to collect and collate.


So, Enbridge Gas will make best efforts to answer the questions, but we have to make some simplifying assumptions in doing so.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay, I see Julie coming on.  Did we mark those yesterday, David, or are you proposing that we mark them now.


MS. GIRVAN:  No, we did not.


MR. STEVENS:  -- share them with everybody to be marked.  If it's okay with Julie, I was hoping that it would be sufficient simply for Enbridge to provide an undertaking that they will answer the questions from CCC.


MS. GIRVAN:  Perfect.


MR. STEVENS:  And we'll put them in the body of the undertaking response.


MS. GIRVAN:  Thank you very much.  That's very helpful.


MR. MILLAR:  I'll Mark that as JT6.1.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.1:  ENBRIDGE TO RESPOND TO THE CCC QUESTIONS POSED MARCH 28, 2023, DAY 5 OF THE TECHNICAL CONFERENCE PROCEEDINGS.


MR. MILLAR:  There was one other item, Mr. Stevens?


MR. STEVENS:  Yes, thank you.  I understand, also, from members of the regulatory team that Danielle Dreveny, one of the witnesses, took the opportunity to consider her testimony and talk to a couple of other people and has one point of clarification arising, I believe from her discussions with Mr. Ladanyi.


So, with your leave, I would turn it other to Danielle to speak briefly to that before we start with questions.


MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Thanks, Mr. Stevens.  So in the exchange with Mr. Ladanyi he asked about the WAMS project specifically, and whether it was still in use.  I would like to clarify that WAMS still is in use.

When AWS was introduced it was an enhancement to the WAMS project, to bring the Union environment into that system.  So it is still in use today.


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  And with that, I believe the panel is ready for the next questions.


MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  I will pass it over to Mr. Pollock.  Scott, I have you down for 20 minutes.

Examination by Mr. Pollock:

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Thank you, panel, and good morning.  Can you hear me okay?  Yes, okay, perfect.


So I have a few questions on areas that have already been covered so I read the transcript with great interest.


Hopefully I won't duplicate that too much and you can let me know if I am.


Could we turn up exhibit I.2.6-CME 23.  Perfect.  Thank you.  Could we scroll down to the table that is provided as an answer.  Oh, it's separate.  Okay, perfect.  So I know you've answered a couple of questions on this already but I wanted to clarify a few things, at least in my own mind.


For the value score, that's in the right-hand column, am I correct in thinking that these units are in sort of equivalent to a thousand dollars Canada each?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Good morning, Mr. Pollock.  Yes, that is a correct assumption.


MR. POLLOCK:  And as I understand how you put them in the tool, a positive value is either risk-mitigated or opportunity-captured, and the negative value is the cost; is that right?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes.  that's correct.


MR. POLLOCK:  So if we could scroll down sort of right at the bottom of the screen right now, could you tell me what it means when there is a dash or nil value score?  Are these mandatory projects that never got through the value framework or what does that mean?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington, Enbridge again.  I would have to look at those specific investments.  It is likely that they were signed as mandatory.


Just looking at the project descriptions, they might be part of our bare and unprotected steel replacement program, which was approved through our risk management process which we discussed yesterday.  I won't reiterate all of that.  I'm sure you're aware of it so...


MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, and Ms. Montfortin, could we go to the last page of this.


I just wanted to see -- there are a number of dashes for projects that never made it into the budgetary constraints, so assuming that the -- the dashes are the nil-value projects that were in the budgetary constraint are mandatory.


Do you happen to know what the projects that didn't make it in are, if they have no value?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yeah, we would have that I believe stored in Copperleaf.


The reason most of those projects are pushed out past the planning horizon have negative values is when we generate our report, the assumption is that we're not making an investment and so there's no value to be earned but we still have them in store from the database.  So I believe we can extract the values for those projects.  It would take some time to go through that exercise.


MR. POLLOCK:  Sure, could I ask you to do that?


It depends how much time it would take.  If it would take weeks of work, then it's not something that I would ask you for, but it is simply a generation thing and the system can do it, could I ask you to undertake to do that?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, I can undertake to look at the at the time it requires and if we can do so within the time required to provide the undertaking response, we can do that for you.


MR. POLLOCK:  That's great, thank you.


MR. MILLAR:  That's JT6.2.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.2:  IF POSSIBLE IN THE TIME AVAILABLE, TO ADVISE THE PROJECTS EXCLUDED FROM THE BUDGETARY CONSTRAINTS TABLE (CME-3, ATTACHMENT 1 ITEMS WITH A DASH OR NIL VALUE)


MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, David Stevens speaking, we're speaking to the items in attachment 1 of CME 3 which are indicated as not within budgetary constraints but have a dash or a nil value associated to them?


MR. POLLOCK:  That's right, that's right.  And I guess subject to the panel's answer, I had understood the ones that had a dash that are in the budgetary constraints are mandatory.


I wouldn't ask you to get those unless the answer is not the case and there is a different reason and then I would ask you to get those values as well.


MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.


MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you.  So it seems to me reading this that there are certain projects that you did not put within the budgetary constraints that have a positive value, for instance on this page you can see the TOC MEC expansion has a positive value of about 1,700, which I think equates to $1.7 million.  And then if we scroll back to the first page, Ms. Monforton, there are projects that on a pure value metric Copperleaf sort of understanding have significant negative value.  So for instance, I believe there is the 810 Wilson Avenue project, which is sort of a negative 59 million.


So, is the reason that some of these projects are being included, despite the negative value, does that have to do with the fact that they are mandatory or does that have to do with what I think you discussed with Mr. Brophy is the human element of this and not the Copperleaf element?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Hi, Mr. Pollock.  It is Bob Wellington again, and it is the latter.


If I could take a moment to pull up a reference which might be helpful in just giving you a bit more flavour for you for what would drive such decisions, if I could ask for Angela to pull up a reference for me, it would be I.2.6-CCC-49, attachment 1.


Thanks, Angela, and if you could perhaps scroll down to the bottom of the screen.  There are a cluster of projects that I wanted to highlight.  So it is called AMP fitting replacements.

So what this is, I won't get into the gory details here, but it is essentially a known failure that we have within our distribution system where we have leaks occurring directly adjacent to homes, in fact, almost up against the walls of homes.  So this represents, you know, a high risk to Enbridge, a high risk to our customers and the public and so we've got a proactive program in place to replace all those fittings.

Through our value framework, as effective as it is, because of the cost of the program we were unable to show, you know, a very high value for this particular expenditure, but we know for a fact that it is something that we necessarily have to do in order to protect public safety.


So this is compared against, for example, real estate projects which might show a strong positive value for various reasons and -- or other TIS projects, for example.

So we have to look at things both from a value perspective and from an asset-class strategy perspective to make appropriate decisions, and sometimes the value model doesn't fully support that.

What it does support, though, with any strategy it helps us to understand where the priorities may lie within hundreds of different investments that have been submitted to be included in the capital portfolio.

MR. POLLOCK:  I shouldn't get confused here, because you talked about sort of there is a risk element limit of this.  This didn't breach the risk framework such that it was intolerable and mandatory project; it just had an element of risk that you took into account?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Correct.

MR. POLLOCK:  So that's very helpful.  Are there other things -- so I think if we could, Ms. Monforton, to go to exhibit 2, tab 6, schedule 2, page 55, I think this is a reference that you brought Mr. Brophy to that has a sort of, I guess, higher level discussion of this human element component of how you get to a plan.

I will wait for it to come up.  If we scroll to the bottom are, I think the sentence starts here, "The scenario is...", and then it continues.
"Then reviewed and refined to deliver a final portfolio recommendation.  Iterative adjustments are applied and then a recommended portfolio is approved once validated."

Am I right in thinking that this is sort of describing at a high level that human element, as we have talked about it.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.  Yeah, that's correct, Mr. Pollock.

MR. POLLOCK:  So we have sort of a safety a risk concern that you've highlighted with those AMP projects.

What if anything in terms of other factors that you would consider go into this step that may not be properly evaluated in the value framework in Copperleaf?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge again.

So we will have to consider other things.  I gave an example yesterday where we have external activities planned in and around the asset, which -- we may have to time the work around those activities.  I gave the example of a road reconstruction project being executed by a municipality.

We don't want to have a brand new streetscape torn up so we can replace a leaking gas main, for example.

So those -- these factors are determined through reviews with our stakeholders, to better understand specifics about each investment, so we can compensate for information that might not be captured or considered within the constraints within Copperleaf.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, thank you.  Could we flip back to the exhibit, the original evidentiary exhibit at page 46 of 288.  Thank you very much.

So I wanted to understand -- we've talked about the mandatory projects and I think we've sort of focused on where it exceeds an established risk upper threshold but I wanted to get your views of the third bullet so, "program work with sufficient history and work to warrant continuation."  Specifically I want to understand what history or work is sufficient.

I'm assuming that the risk isn't the upper threshold because then you wouldn't need a second category.  So if you could just help me with that.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge again.

So actually the example that we just talked through with respect to the AMP fitting program would be an exact example of just that.  It is a program where we had undertaken risk assessment previously.

It does have a value within Copperleaf, as we showed, but it wasn't particularly high relative to cost.  The net present value was a negative.


But we have very concrete data to support the likelihood of those failures occurring, and I've described for you what the implications might be.  So we put a time constraint and a schedule in place, essentially, to ensure that we've got funding to support proactive replacement of those AMP fittings each year until we've resolved that risk.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, so those projects that you mentioned, the AMP example are, in fact, mandatory?  They've been given that tag?

MR. WELLINGTON:  I believe so.  I would have to go back and look.  I believe so.

MR. POLLOCK:  Are there instances where negative value in Copperleaf projects are given the green light that do not, for one reason or another, fall into the mandatory or compliance categories?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge again.

Yes, another example would be many of our vintage steel projects which we've included in the capital forecast -- so this is a program that is intended to address longer term reliability issues which, you know, frankly the risks may not come to fruition until well after the planning horizon.  So they show a low -- low value in terms of the net present value.

For that reason the risks won't be realized for many years, so we're spending money well in advance of getting the value.  So in you look at a planning horizon, do your net present value calculation, it's not going to turn out a very good value.

What that program is intended to do is to level out work that would have to happen in the future, which would be a huge incremental increase in work, way above what we've submitted in the AMP, and frankly, we may never be able to achieve the amount of work that would be required in a short period of time just for the sake of realizing a better value than the Copperleaf framework.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. WELLINGTON:  We've time-constrained it for the purposes of managing resources and what's achievable to meal the intent of that program.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, thank you.  Could we turn to exhibit I.2.6-CME-21.

In this interrogatory I asked you how sort of changes to the forecasts and how they would relate to which projects you picked for ICM treatment.  In the answer -- if we could scroll down a little bit.  All right, so about three lines down, it starts:

"In the event that significant capital investments..."

Do you see that?


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

MR. POLLOCK:  It says:

"In the event that significant capital investments become necessary in the planning horizon and have specific time constraints that are driven by various factors, Enbridge Gas will attempt to reoptimize the capital plan."

Stopping there, is it only when there are specific time constraints that you will reoptimize?  If, for example, a project came that had an amazing value to it but otherwise wouldn't have specific time constraints because it's not mandatory or anything like that, would you reoptimize the plan then or no?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington again.

So I think -- I hesitate to use the term "reoptimize", even though we did so in writing here.  That implies that we are actually using the tools embedded in Copperleaf to make -- to reoptimize the entire plan, which is something we do on a biannual basis.

I think the right term here is actually "reprioritize", given consideration for the value of the investment portfolio -- pardon me, values within the investment portfolio for each of the investments -- and other external factors, as we've discussed before, to make a decision on how we can potentially make room for this particular investment if we feel that the value is high enough and there is a need to pursue it and do so within our capital constraint.

MR. POLLOCK:  In terms of making room for it, is there -- I presume that, you know, absent an ICM or other sort of mechanism, you would have to drop a project or defer a project, right?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.  That would be our first -- our first option, yes.  We would explore what could be removed or reduced or deferred to create space within our capital constraint to achieve the desired new work.

MR. BOWMAN:  And what sort of intellectual exercise goes into that?  Are you trying to remove the fewest projects?  Are you trying to remove the lowest value framework results projects?  Like, what are you removing and why?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington again. So, yes, we'll use the value framework as an input. We'll also bring in the various stakeholders ideally into a single meeting and review collectively what are the major priorities for a given year, and then make decisions on what can be reduced, deferred, et cetera, to create space to ensure that we can include that new investment.

For larger investments, we typically have a bit of time to make that decision because we usually can't just execute on something significant on short notice.  So, in fairness, we would actually incorporate that into our capital budgeting process as a first go at it and, if we still couldn't make the room through that process, then we would go the next step and engage all the stakeholders and have the meeting I just described.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Would you ever change the specific locked-in timing of mandatory projects?  And I just ask because you had this discussion yesterday with Mr. Rubenstein that there is sort of an intellectual exercise of locking them in, but, in many cases or some cases, you can actually defer that locked-in work to a different time period.

MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington again at Enbridge.  We would.  It depends on the nature of the investment.  If it is a risk-driven mandatory investment wherein the risk has exceeded the upper threshold, typically, we will have already put in temporary mitigation to manage the risk.

I gave the example yesterday of putting a pressure reduction on a pipeline while we resolve risks relating to our findings through inline inspection.  We could seek approval to extend that another year.  If the operation can sustain it, if there are no customer impacts, if our growth forecast can sustain it, et cetera -- and, again, this is just an example -- but we would seek approval to extend that, that temporary mitigation, for, you know, if it it's one year, in order to make room for whatever the investment might be that's a higher priority.

More often than not, I would say, such investments would be risk-driven versus business-driven.  But, yes, I think that answers your question, but let me know if not.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you.  I have two final questions.  One is, you know, you've tried to defer work or cancel projects and not do them.  It hasn't worked.  You are going to look at an ICM mechanism.  If there are multiple projects or investments that you believe would meet an ICM threshold, how do you -- what's the process by which you decide which project you will put forward for an ICM?

MS. DREVENY:  Can we confer for a moment?

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.  So, historically, we would have brought forward -- bring forward the largest projects, I suppose, that meet the materiality required to qualify.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, thank you.  Is that a written policy anywhere or is that just sort of the practice that happens?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  It's not a written policy; it is just a practice that we've taken.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, understood.  Final question.  If we could flip to CME 21, which is I.2.6, CME 21.  No, sorry, that is not the right reference.  Could we go to exhibit 2, tab 6, schedule 2, page 18.

So we have this table.  And, if you could scroll down a little bit, it says in the notes:
"Historical actuals include both capital pass-through mechanisms, ICM projects, and integration capital."

This may already be on the record and if so, you can just point me to it.  Is there anywhere that talks about, or breaks out, the historical spending, how much that much was through the CPT, how much of that was through ICM, and how much of that was integration capital?

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  I believe we have a table that splits costs that way.  If we can bring up in evidence exhibit 2, tab 5, schedule 3.  Oh, sorry, my apologies, it is in schedule 1.  Exhibit 2, tab 5, schedule 1.  And if we can scroll down, there should be a table or a chart that outlines the spend that way.  Thanks, yes, this is the one.

So here it is -- so "special initiative projects" includes both the capital passthrough projects and then, when we look at the 2019 to 2024 timeframe, it would be ICM, and then I think we would also have some of the LTC projects in there.

I think we may have answered some other questions that split it out specifically if you are after that, Mr. Pollock.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, but if it already exists that's fine.  I'm not going to make you do any more work.

Those are my questions thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Pollock, right on time.  Next up is Board Staff who has 30 minutes, and I see Mr. Viraney on the screen so I'll pass it over to him.
Examination by Mr. Viraney:

MR. VIRANEY:  Good morning, everyone.  I have a few questions, and this will be followed by Ritchie Murray and Michael Parkes from the Ontario Energy Board.

Enbridge has prepared a asset management plan that runs to 2032, and I believe some of the assets that you will put into the ground today, such as pipelines, will remain in rate base until -- for the next 50 to 55 years, depending on the condition of the pipeline.

How does Enbridge Gas see its future?  Like, does Enbridge Gas -- will Enbridge Gas be a larger company in terms of revenue and customer numbers in 2050 or will it be a smaller company than it is now?

MR. STEVENS:  I see Cara-Lynne putting her hands up.  I don't know whether this is something that the current capital panel can answer now.

You are talking about customer numbers, for example.  But I'll leave it to Cara-Lynne to start and then maybe the regulatory team may supplement.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  So I think we covered some of this in the energy transition panel, speaking about our evidence in section 1.10.6, which outlines federal policies, provincial policies, the Pathways study, in terms of the different possibilities of pathways into the future, diversified or electrification.  But I think, for the asset management plan that we're talking about today and the next five years and the capital going into the ground, as you've noted, we're really looking at the needs, the energy demands that we are facing in the next five years.

As mentioned as part of the energy transition panel, we have incorporated energy transition assumptions to account for the changes that we do believe will occur over the rate-rebasing period.  And section 1.2, as well, I think I would reference, 1.10.2 in evidence, which provides an overview of the electricity sector and the capacity and the planning that is currently within their forecast.

So all of that to say that the asset management plan that has been created and submitted as part of this rebasing application, we believe, reflects the capital that is required to fulfill the customer demand over the rate-rebasing period and also to continue to deliver safe and reliable service over the rate-rebasing period at 30 percent of Ontario's energy, roughly almost four times the peak, during the next five years.

MR. VIRANEY:  So has Enbridge Gas prepared any strategy document or discussion papers or presentations that have been provided to senior management, or Enbridge Inc. or its creditors, that discusses the future of Enbridge Gas?

MR. STEVENS:  Khalil, it is David Stevens speaking.  It may be that the witnesses can answer this, I'm not sure, but my recollection is that there are several interrogatories that touch on similar matters and the presentations that were present provided.  I don't have it in my fingertips exactly which of those interrogatories matter.  I know that Cara-Lynne was also on the energy transition panel, but our binders are big so I don't know whether she brought her energy transition materials with her.  But I'll see whether she has the answer.

MS. WADE:  Yes, Cara-Lynne Wade.  So I would just point towards one -- or sorry I.1.3-SEC 7-as well as I.1.2-CCC-1, and I.1.2-SEC-76.

So those are different IR responses that we have provided information related to energy transition and presentations that have been made to board and management.

MR. VIRANEY:  So apart from that there were no other presentations that actually discuss the strategy going forward?

MS. WADE:  That's correct.  What we have provided is what we have.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay, my next question refers specifically to an IR and I'll just refer to it.  It is I.2.6-SEC-128.  And if you could just pull that up and I'm looking at the response and that is table 3, and that refers to the replacement length of pipe per year.  The replacement length for 2024 is, I believe 1,336 kilometres.

If you can confirm whether the cost of replacing that lengths of pipeline is included in the proposed 2024 rate base.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington at Enbridge.  Good morning, Mr. Khalil.  The response related to the quantity or pipe that would need to be replaced in order to maintain our current rate of leakage.  I just want to confirm that's your understanding as well.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yeah.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Just bear with me as I'll pull up a reference and I'll ask Angela if she can bring it on to the screen for us as well.

MR. STEVENS:  Khalil, just while Bob is looking, just to clarify your question, are you asking whether the cost for that 1,336 kilometres of replacement is in rate base or in the capital budget?

MR. VIRANEY:  Is included in the proposed 2024 rate base.

MR. STEVENS:  In the opening rate base that Enbridge is seeking to have approved or in the capital budget for 2024 that follows the opening rate base?


MR. VIRANEY:  Whether it is included in 2024 rates, to just put it simply.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington again.

The answer is no but I wanted to provide a bit of explanation, if you wish as, to what's the meaning of this table is.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, please.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Just for your benefit, it took three days and several meetings with my team members to better understand how this number came to be so I appreciate the confusion.

So Angela, if you could pull up exhibit 2.6.2, page 91, and if you could scroll -- pardon me, can you go -- can you go up one page, Angela.  We're going to look at this chart and the next.

Okay, so, these two histograms here represents the number of leaks that we've experienced in each rate zone going back in this case as far as 2007 for the legacy Union rate zone as far as 2013.  So if we could scroll down to the next page, please, Angela.

So roughly speaking the average leak rate based on these numbers is about 65 leaks per year.  And this is -- these are the leaks that are discovered through leak survey.


We don't survey 85,000 kilometres of main per year.  It's -- there are set frequencies that determine which pipes are inspected which years, and how much pipe we might expect in a given year.  So this is what we find, not necessarily what occurs.  So if you could scroll down, Angela, to the histogram at the bottom.

Okay, thank you.  So this is actually a projection based on  a reliability model of the leaks that we would see in the EGD rate zone.  So if you take a look at the 2023 value, it's just under 100.  Let's call it 90 for the sake of argument.  And Angela if you could go to the next page.


So for 2023 we have about 200, so 290 as a total number of projected leaks based on the reliability model.

So what we find and resolve on average has been about 65.  What may be out there based on a reliability model as just yet to be discovered is close to 300.

So if you aggregate up that difference over the past several years, you end up with a backlog of leaks that would need to be repaired.

And using our DIMP risk model we project there would be about 1,300 kilometres of main that would have to be proactively replaced in order to resolve all those leaks which we haven't thought are found yet and get us down to the 65 leaks per year.

Angela, if you could go back to the interrogatory response, please.

Within the table, the year 2024 is really the exercise of clearing the backlog of those leaks, and then to maintain at 65 leaks per year where is that's not what the objective of the program is at this point.

We would have to proactively replace 399 kilometres next year, and so on and so forth.  That is not the design of the vintage steel program.  It is more about addressing the highest risk pipe first, or the pipe that will become highest risk first.

So it's not about necessarily about resolving existing leaks, it is about proactively addressing the highest risk pipe first, and coincidentally, we will likely resolve many of those leaks along the way.

I hope that explanation provides some clarity.  It took several discussions, as I said, to make sense of it myself.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yeah, so I still don't know if I understood your response, but essentially are you going to replace 1,336 kilometres of pipeline in 2024?

MR. WELLINGTON:  No, we are not.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay, so what does that -- what does that 1,336 mean, then?  That just presents the backlog?


MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, based on our reliability model, that is all the pipe that would have to be replaced in order to get ourselves down to a leakage rate of 65 leaks per year.  And so that's not part of our plan.  It's not part of our capital forecast.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay, so you don't intend to replace, because I think that table just said replacement plans.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Correct, yeah.  Again I appreciate the confusion and it was very confusing for several of us.

It's about resolving the backlog of leaks that are projected, based on our reliability models.

MR. VIRANEY:  So basically it will still be in line with the average of 24, 25, 26?  That's what you are saying?  It would still be around 300 kilometres that you would actually replace?

MR. WELLINGTON:  No, I don't have the figure in front of me.  I think there might be a response in 2.2.  If you want me to pull it up I can share with you.

MR. VIRANEY:  Or we could just save time and you could just take an undertaking to provide the actual pipeline that you will be replacing.

MR. WELLINGTON:  If you wish we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  It is just 6.3.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Khalil, I want to make sure we are expecting the same things.

Enbridge Gas will advise as to the actual forecast replacement length of pipe for 2024?

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, and if it's different for 2025 to 2028, provide that as well.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm just looking over at the witnesses to make sure that's okay.

MR. WELLINGTON:  If I could, I could actually provide the number verbally here, because I have pulled up the appropriate interrogatory response.  Would that be okay?


MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.


MR. WELLINGTON:  It took me a moment to find it.  If I could ask Angela to call up exhibit I.2.6-SEC-129.  If you could kindly scroll down to page 7 of 8.

You will see -- unfortunately there is no header on this table, but the first two columns with numbers in it represent the forecast for 2023 and 2024 for units of pipe being replaced.

You will see in 2023 we've got a number of 9.3 kilometres under air unprotected and there is a few other categories there, but essentially that gives you a sense of for the lengths of pipe that will be replaced each year within this table.  And then the second column with numbers is 2024, et cetera.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Does that help?

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, absolutely.  Thank you very much.  Those are all of my questions.  I'll just hand it over to Ritchie Murray to ask the next set of questions.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you.  I see Dwayne has his hand up.  Dwayne, do you have a quick one?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Thanks, Mr. Murray.  I was just trying -- if I may, I'm trying to be of assistance, hopefully, for Board Staff and to understand myself.  Could we just go back, Angela, to table 3.  And I was listening to what Mr. Wellington was saying and I was wondering if I could ask this question.

Mr. Wellington, so if we've looked at 2024 and the 1,300 kilometres.  As you've clarified, you are not replacing that amount, but would it be appropriate to say that the 1,300 kilometres represents the total length of pipe for which these leaks have been found, but Enbridge may end up doing spot repairs or replacing smaller segments of a longer segment of pipe such that the 1,300 is not a -- is not really going to be replaced, it's only portions of that 1,300 that you would target for replacement?

MR. WELLINGTON:  It's Bob Wellington at Enbridge.

Mr. Quinn, I would say that's a fairly accurate assessment.  We wouldn't necessarily always replace entire lengths of pipe, et cetera, but the drawback in doing so is that we repair a section of pipe that we found through, you know, excavating a leak and three metres away there's another leak that's a year away from opening up.  And this is the ongoing challenge with the management of this distribution steel pipe.  So the intent of the program is really to proactively address that next leak and the several that will follow, based on a reliability model, to ensure that we don't have any issues with respect to leak migration, public safety.  And, as I described earlier, the scenarios we are in, we've got newly reconstructed roads that need to be torn up because we have left aging assets which we know are prone to failure future in the ground and not proactively done something about it.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I respect there are other factors going into whether you do a spot repair or replace an  entire length, but, ultimately, there are opportunities for you to spot repair and that it does not constitute then the entire length of pipe being replaced?


MR. WELLINGTON:  It is Bob Wellington at Enbridge again.

Yes, Mr. Quinn, that's accurate.  I would also add, as well, where the pipeline qualifies within the Enhanced Distribution Integrity Management Program, some of the data that's gathered through that program would better help us understand the overall health of the asset and appropriate strategy, whether it be a spot repair or more proactive work.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks very much.  That helped me and I hope it helped Staff.  Thank you.

MR. MURRAY:  Mark, have you got a really quick question?  Because I don't want to give up all of my time.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, don't worry.  You can take this out of my time on some other panel.

Mr. Wellington, can I just clarify that you took OEB to 2.6-SEC-129 attached at, I believe it was page 7, table 3, in response to what is the actual amount of kilometres of pipe that you are replacing in 2024.  So maybe if we could just bring that back up on the screen.

I just wanted to be clear to understand which  actual -- which lines are actually addressing --


MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  -- the steel pipes.  Because I think you took into the bare and unprotected program when you said the 9.3 and 139.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington here.  Yes, thanks, Mr. Rubenstein.  It is actually worth a quick discussion about that to assist.

There are a few lines that would affect what we would describe as basically vintage or distribution steel pipe that is being replaced.  Bare and unprotected is one such program and really -- just bear with me here -- well, anything I would say under mains replacement, with the exception of Erin Township, would fit within the definition of vintage steel, as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then beginning, I believe, in 2027, you have the vintage steel replacement program begins?

MR. WELLINGTON:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But it's not beginning beforehand?

MR. WELLINGTON:  We have been executing vintage steel work at a -- at say a less-planned approach since the program was established I think in 2020, if I'm not mistaken.  And we have been looking at projects with less comprehensive data to understand what the broader scope would be.  So, within the updated asset management plan, we have got a better definition of that scope.  We brought both legacy companies together to understand the full extent of it and where the highest risks reside.

And so the longer-term strategy is now planned to start in 2027.  Again, it's all intending to address future risks proactively before they start to occur.  And the volume of work associated with it is such that we can't wait until, you know, if it's going to become a higher risk in the late 2030s, by then, the volume of work required to proactively replace all of that pipe is insurmountable.  We just wouldn't be able to mobilize the resources necessary to do it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And do I take it that the bare and what is now known as the bare unprotected program really just becomes the vintage steel replacement program?  Because that program essentially ends in 2024.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Bob Wellington again.  I would say they are separate programs, but the definition of the pipe are very similar in nature in that they are pre-1970 steel pipe.  Bare and unprotected just happens to not have coating and it has not been cathodically protected.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.
Examination by Mr. Murray:


MR. MURRAY:  Okay.  Well, good morning, everyone.  I am rich Murray with OEB Staff.  I'd like to follow up on Enbridge Gas's response to interrogatory I.2.6-Staff-74.  It is a long interrogatory with a long response, so I'll just paraphrase here.

In the preamble, Enbridge -- OEB Staff noted that Enbridge has 27 projects that have qualified for funding under the provincial Natural Gas Expansion Program, or NGEP.  And, at the time that Enbridge filed its NGEP project proposals, the estimated net capital cost of the projects to Enbridge, that's net of any contribution from the government, was $121 million.  But, since the time that the project proposals were developed, the estimated net capital cost and the in-service timing of some of those projects have changed.

In its response, Enbridge Gas, you know, reiterated its proposal to include the original estimated net capital costs in rate base regardless of the current estimated net capital costs.  In Enbridge Gas's view, this is consistent with the past decision of the OEB and Enbridge Gas stated that, in the rebasing application following the project's rate stabilization period, Enbridge Gas intends to include the residual actual project capital cost in rate base.

OEB Staff would like to better understand the implications of Enbridge Gas's proposal, so OEB Staff asks that Enbridge Gas undertake to provide a table that shows a list of all of the natural gas expansion projects that Enbridge has qualified for; and then, for each of those projects, show the net capital cost in 2024 rate base as proposed in in the application and, in another column, the net capital cost that would be included in 2024 rate base, using the most current information on cost and in-service timing; and then, in another column, the net capital cost that would be included in 2024 rate base, using the most current information on in-service timing and either the original estimated net capital cost, where the updated net capital cost is higher than the original, or the updated net capital cost where the updated cost is lower than the original.  And then, for each of those scenarios, provide a total cost.

Will Enbridge Gas accept this undertaking?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Rich.  It's David Stevens for Enbridge.  I was writing as quickly as I could and I did a great job, I think, of keeping up with the first half of your questions, but I just want to make sure that I have it all.

MR. MURRAY:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  So the first column -- so it's a table showing a list of all of the expansion projects.  The first column will show the net capital cost proposed to be included in the 2024 opening rate base.

MR. MURRAY:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  The second will show what would that net capital cost be based on the current actuals for the projects.

MR. MURRAY:  That's correct, yes, for estimates.

MR. STEVENS:  Could you -- I think there were two more requests.

MR. MURRAY:  So I'll spare you the agony, Dave.  The OEB Staff submitted this question in writing back on March 21st.  It was in an email, and so you can refer to that, but anyway, just to repeat the question so that we're all clear and I guess maybe for the record of this technical conference, I can repeat the question.  But just so you know you do have the question in writing.

So you're right, it was list all the projects, list what would go -- here it is.  Yeah, good.

So, list all the projects, list what would be in 2024 rate base according to the application.  Then list the net capital amounts that would be in 2024 rate base using the most current information on cost and in service timing.  And then in the third column, the costs that would be included in 2024 rate base if you were to assume the current in-service timing and either the original cost estimate, if it's lower than the updated cost estimate, or the updated cost estimate if it's lower than the original.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you very much for the reminder that these had been sent along.  Thank you for bringing up this, Angela.  I believe from the nodding I'm seeing from the panel that they have seen these questions, and I'll just ask the panel to confirm that this information would be available.

MS. DREVENY:  Danielle Dreveny.  Yes, confirmed.  We can undertake to do this.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT6.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.3:  TO RESPOND TO OEB STAFF QUESTIONS PROVIDED BY EMAIL:  TO LIST ALL THE PROJECTS, LIST WHAT WOULD BE IN 2024 RATE BASE ACCORDING TO THE APPLICATION.  THEN LIST THE NET CAPITAL AMOUNTS THAT WOULD BE IN 2024 RATE BASE USING THE MOST CURRENT INFORMATION ON COST AND IN SERVICE TIMING.  AND THEN IN THE THIRD COLUMN, THE COSTS THAT WOULD BE INCLUDED IN 2024 RATE BASE IF YOU WERE TO ASSUME THE CURRENT IN-SERVICE TIMING AND EITHER THE ORIGINAL COST ESTIMATE, IF IT'S LOWER THAN THE UPDATED COST ESTIMATE, OR THE UPDATED COST ESTIMATE IF IT'S LOWER THAN THE ORIGINAL.

MR. MURRAY:  Thank you.  That's all from me.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry, just before we proceed, Michael Millar, I think what had been marked as JT6.3 was actually answered on the record with reference to SEC 129.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, so why don't we just move the undertaking I just marked as 6.4.  Let's call that 6.3.  Does that work?


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.
Examination by Mr. Parkes:


MR. PARKES:  Thanks.  I'll take over for OEB Staff now.  Mike Parkes, OEB Staff.  Good morning, panel.  I just have a few quick follow-up questions on IRP and energy transition issues.  Some of these were previously posed to earlier panels and redirected here.

First question was on the linkage between the forecast of customer numbers and the asset management plan.  Enbridge in its customer forecast has included energy transition assumptions which include assumptions around a number of customers that would exit from Enbridge Gas' system in the future, and in one of the Staff -- one of the IRRs to a Staff question Enbridge had indicated that the AMP only uses customer addition-related assumptions from the energy transition assumptions and not the energy transition assumptions around customer exits from the system.

Just wondering why that is the case, as I'm assuming that number of exiting customers would impact Enbridge's assumptions around a need for system reinforcement projects.

MR. WELLINGTON:  Good morning, Mr. Parkes.

It is Bob Wellington at Enbridge Gas.

The forecast that we used are provided by some of the panel members from panel 3, unfortunately, so the decision on what's included in the customer connection forecast would come from that panel.  So I can't -- I can't provide to you a rationale for why the customer disconnections would not be included with that.

I do want to clarify that the -- you are correct in -- I just want to make sure that your statement was what I believe it was, is that energy transition assumptions are considered in the customer connection forecast and has been translated in the growth reinforcement projects and associated capital forecast in the asset management plan.

MR. PARKES:  I tried this with panel 1.  I missed trying it with panel 3 so --


MR. WELLINGTON:  It was panel 3, yes.  I apologize for that.

MR. PARKES:  Okay.  You may not be able to answer this as well, then, but I'm wondering if in future versions of the AMP Enbridge would be looking at also incorporating in energy consumptions around customer exits from the system.

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  Yes, it would be answered by the same panel members.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, all right.  Thanks.  I'll move on, then.  Next question, if we could perhaps turn up the response to 2.6-Staff-81, part (c).

So this question was around how customer connection system needs were considered in the IRP assessment process, so they're not one of the categories that is automatically excluded through the binary screening process, but Enbridge had indicated that through its technical evaluation it was basically eliminating the customer connections category from IRP assessment.

So just reading the first sentence of Enbridge's response there, it says:

"Enbridge Gas served new or upgraded natural gas service requests from customers on the understanding that these customers are sufficiently informed about the available energy and technology solutions and that they have chosen the alternative that best suits their needs."


So reading that -- interpreting that response, am I correct that Enbridge is saying the decision of the customer as to whether or not to connect to the gas system you would consider to be outside of the IRP process, and you would process a request as received using the parameters in EBO-188?


MS. WADE:  So I would say that what this answer is trying to communicate is that under the IRP framework, the -- actually I'm going to step back and say as part of our customer connections, under EBO-188 we have an obligation to serve customer demand if they come forward and ask for that service.

And so if they come forward and ask for that service under the IRP framework, at this point in time we would not have an alternative to offer to downsize those services because they are already at a size that we can't get to a smaller pipe size.  So they'll be -- this is the MPS2, the mains, the services, the regulating equipment.

And so there really is no alternative for Enbridge Gas to offer to downsize at this point and we don't have a non-gas alternative as part of our approved IRP decision to offer them a non-gas alternative.

So I guess from our perspective with this first generation IRP framework we're fulfilling our obligation to serve under EBO-188 and with the alternatives that we have available at this time we don't have another option to offer.

MR. PARKES:  A couple of follow-ups there.

Is that specific to residential customer service, your determination that there would never be the ability to downsize the service connections?  Or is that intended to apply to all classes of customers?


MS. WADE:  So within the IRP decision it is noted that if there is a customer-specific build and it is covered under EBO-188, the IRP binary screening, they would fail under that IRP binary screen.  However, it also notes that there -- Enbridge is encouraged to offer DSM options as a way to potentially downsize the pipe.

So that activity is happening as part of our DSM framework and those programs would be available to those customers to be able to take advantage of.


And if -- if the pipe was going to be downsized as a result of that, that would be through our forecasting process and would be reflected accurately within the asset management plan.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, thanks for that.

Is this answer also saying that you wouldn't look at opportunities to reduce the peak demand needs of new customers as part of IRP, at least until after Enbridge had sized and built out their connection to the system?


So let me just give a specific example.

If you had a developer, let's say, that you knew intended to build a new development and that was in an area of Enbridge's system where you had a potential system reinforcement project on the books and were trying to reduce demand, would you be -- would you consider working with that developer in advance of the completion of the project to see if there were opportunities to reduce that demand?  Or is the thinking that they would build as intended and size their connection appropriately and, kind of only then would Enbridge potentially become involved in looking at whether that customer could contribute to an IPR alternative?

MS. WADE:  I think this is one area that we are taking a look at as of today under the IRP decision.  If it is, again, a customer-specific build and they have asked for connection to the service, then we are providing it.

And it does fail the binary screen but, despite the fact that it fails the binary screen, it is something that's on our radar as an opportunity that we could, if there is from a time perspective the opportunity to speak to them about a potential IRP that could reduce peak, that is a gas -- that is one of the IRP alternatives that is available to us today.

And so we would have to go through that process to understand what impact that might have on their contribution in aid of construction and whether that would be something that that developer would want to do.

MR. PARKES:  Okay, thanks.  I'll leave that for there.

Last question.  Switching gears, I previously asked the DBA panel a question on the treatment of the IRP deferral accounts.  So in the current asset management plan, there are no IPR alternatives.  You have baseline facility solutions for all system needs, but you are still in the process of evaluating a lot of those and whether IRP alternatives may end up replacing the baseline facilities.

So I had asked about whether the wording in the IRP capital costs deferral account could potentially be revised so it had a reference to incrementality, i.e. it would only record costs that were determined to be incremental to the capital cost of the baseline facility that the IRP alternative would be replacing, as opposed to the full capital costs of an IPR alternative.  So that panel had indicated an initial view that they thought this would be challenging because, although the AMP supports the capital budget, there is not an explicit determination by the OEB as to what facility projects are part of the base capital.  And so, at least beyond 2024, in particular, determining incrementality would be challenging.

They'd indicated this panel might also have some thoughts on that question, so I just wanted to ask that, if you kind of agreed with that paraphrasing of the earlier panel's response or if you had any additional comments on that.

MS. WADE:  Yes, Cara-Lynne Wade.

So, Mr. Parkes, this is something that we did discuss with the other panel.  We saw the question come forward.

So I would confirm what they noted, that the incrementality piece, there are going to be some challenges in determining what is incremental from the perspective that some of these projects are going to be four or five years out and the asset management plan is updated on an annual basis. Also the fact that we're looking at a timing differential, so there is going to be spend in the early years, as you know, to offset a project in the later years.  So there is going to be a timing aspect that we're going too have to look at, as well.

But this is something that we are thinking through and talking about and something that we thought was more appropriately proposed if any changes, we felt, were needed as part of the first non-pilot IRP plan.

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

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Parkes.  We will move now to Mr. Jarvis for BOMA, who has up to 10 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Jarvis:


MR. JARVIS:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Ian Jarvis representing the Building Owners and Managers Association.  Our membership are commercial building owners, so speaking to commercial, institutional, and multi-residential buildings and looking to make the connection between the energy transition plan and the whole rebasing process to that particular piece of the market.

Could we begin, please, by turning to the transcript from Day 3, TC 3, at page 206, please.  And this is by way of context as to the three areas that we'd like to explore briefly today.

And by the way, Mr. Millar, we'd also had 10 minutes assigned for this afternoon that BOMA will not be using, so I will still try to complete within the 10 minutes here to provide some relief, but we can give up our time with panel 5 this afternoon.

So this picks up the whole idea of interval metering.  And, again, we regret not having flagged this in our IRs and the response, and Mr. Millar was good enough to suggest that perhaps some on the panel could speak to this or that we could seek some undertakings, or at least we'd get the questions and the areas of interest for BOMA onto the record.

Could we speak first to contract customers coming through this.  I don't have a particular table to -- so these are more general questions.

I believe there are a few hundred commercial contract customers out of the thousand -- approximately the thousand that exist.  Can anyone respond if all of those contract customers would have interval metering?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  We don't have anyone on this panel that would be able to speak to that.  I'm just looking to see which panel it might be.

MR. STEVENS:  Mr. Jarvis, it is David Stevens speaking. I am informed by regulatory colleagues that, subject to check, the answer is yes.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay.  That would make sense and we have questions around the commercial participation in the contract customer group under previously JT 2.12, so we will find a way of working that through.

I think I know the answer here, but does anyone know how the data from that few hundred integral meters, how they are managed now, how that data gets managed right now, how accessible it is to customers, and how it gets reported?

MR. STEVENS:  I'm not sure that we have the witnesses on the panel to be able to answer that question, but perhaps, if there is something -- it's something we could take away and respond to in writing.

MR. JARVIS:  Yes.  I'll try to fold it into an overall question around this, which is integral meeting and the availability of data.  Because the next question would be:  Will those data be available on the green button come November 1st of this year?  And I'm sure that's the same answer, so we can wrap that all together.

If we then move from contract to general service, there is a much larger number of commercial customers within that space.  I believe Enbridge Bas, I found, had 289,000.  And, again, I don't need anything else pulled up here.  So maybe there are half a million commercial customers in general service all together, and the previous conversation, I believe yesterday, was around the AMI initiative which will be hundreds of millions of dollars.  And I think, just reinforcing what's up on the screen right now, from BOMA members' standpoint, the availability of reliability data for analysis is fundamental to their ability to identify energy efficiency measures; to net zero planning, which many of -- a growing number of us are involved with at this stage; and, in particular, looking at demand hour data.  So, without interval metering, no commercial building knows what its contribution to demand hour is.

So, I guess the position that the BOMA will be taking throughout this proceeding is, wherever possible, to accelerate the adoption of interval metering, of AMI, get it into the rate base, get into whatever we have to do to accelerate something that has been in place for electrical customers since, I think, 2010.

So just putting that whole area of -- so interval metering is one area of significant concern.  And perhaps, to try to draft an undertaking, it would be along the lines of, if we could get a response to confirmation that all contract customers have interval meters, how that data is managed, accessed by building owners right now for diagnostic analytical purposes, whether that will be covered by green button come November 1st, and any more comments than we've heard already about the expectation of timelines and costs around AMI.  But I have read the previous suppositions that you are not there yet.

I think we are just expressing a degree of urgency around that.

If I could --


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mr. Jarvis.  It sounds like are you about to go on to something else?  Should we record this as an undertaking now.

MR. JARVIS:  Yes, thank you.  that would be great.

MR. MILLAR:  So it's JT6.4.  Mr. Stevens, are you clear?  That was a lengthy introduction and is the company clear on what the undertaking is for?


MR. STEVENS:  I believe I'm clear.  Why don't I play it back.  I think there are two parts to it.

First of all, the question is how do commercial contract customers have access and use of their meter data, and how might that change with the introduction of Green Button.

And secondly, does Enbridge have any further comments about its plans for the introduction of AMI for general service customers beyond what's included in the filed evidence.

MR. JARVIS:  That works very well.  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, that's JT6.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.4:  (1) HOW DO COMMERCIAL CONTRACT CUSTOMERS HAVE ACCESS AND USE OF THEIR METER DATA, AND HOW MIGHT THAT CHANGE WITH THE INTRODUCTION OF GREEN BUTTON.  (2) DOES ENBRIDGE HAVE ANY FURTHER COMMENTS ABOUT ITS PLANS FOR THE INTRODUCTION OF AMI FOR GENERAL SERVICE CUSTOMERS BEYOND WHAT'S INCLUDED IN THE FILED EVIDENCE.

MR. JARVIS:  If we could move on to, and Mr. Millar, I apologize for the long preamble but I think the context for commercial customers sometimes gets lost with the magnitude of the number of residential customers but I will try to be concise going forward.

Looking at the IRP questions, could we turn up BOMA 3, please, which is 2.6.2.

The response is to the question we have there is the obvious math that the number of customers multiplied by the average use per customer, and picking up on the conversations with Environmental Defence earlier in this week, around the next size down, what will it take for demand side management -- and once again I appreciate there is nobody on this panel speaking to DSM, but it does all fit together around the IRP question.  And thinking about the Wilson Avenue example that Mr. Elson pulled together, if within that -- that pipe reinforcement project there was a major commercial building owner that had very high demand that could take action, and I'm thinking in this case for example, if it was a hospital and we had very large handling systems, which they do, and they're a hundred percent outside air and where perhaps a million dollars spent on heat recovery could avoid 10 million -- could get us down to the next pipe level down.

My question is, within the IRP framework right now, that kind of DSM opportunity, would that come up?  How does that process work as to how that might get factored into the equation to say this is a smart move?


MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade.  So IRP would definitely be part of that evaluation.  And so as we discussed yesterday, as part of the Wilson project, as soon as we have an understanding of the scope of the project we would then look at what is the capacity required and what would be required -- what capacity reduction would be required in order to downsize the pipe.

And the we would look at the opportunity to develop a geo-targeted energy efficiency program and determine whether or not there is the potential within that area to reduce the capacity using that program to achieve the next pipe down, the next pipe size down.

MR. JARVIS:  That's very helpful.

MS. WADE:  That would be part of the IRP analysis.

MR. JARVIS:  That would be.

MS. WADE:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. JARVIS:  That's good to know and that makes perfect sense.  That's what we were hoping we would hear.

Finally, could we return to interruptible -- we really liked the submission in the evidence at 8.4.7, the whole discussion around interruptible rates.

And my -- our interest here is the extent to which commercial customers are included in the interruptible rate analysis that's presented within that report.

If we could turn, first, now to page 2 and item 7 or paragraph 7.  So I think this speaks to targeted geographic areas.  Could any of those targeted areas be in Toronto, for example?  What kind of targeted areas would they be and what would qualify them as a target?

MS. WADE:  Cara-Lynne Wade, so just to confirm, Mr. Jarvis, you are speaking about the part of the study that identifies that the there could be a geotargeted, negotiated interruptible rate to support an IPR plan; is that correct?

MR. JARVIS:  Yes, with a particular large or one or more large commercial customers that might be able to contribute to the cause and achieve the kind of goals that the government is looking for around interruptible rates.

MS. WADE:  Okay, great.  Thank you.

So as we look at each of the different investments and complete our IRP analysis, that would be one of the IRP alternatives that we would be evaluating within the project area of impact.

MR. JARVIS:  Okay, again, great answer and exactly what we were hoping for.

Could we turn to page 9, please, on the same exhibit, table 2.

Looking at the 191 customers there, and again I'm thinking back at JT 2.12 where we asked to break out commercial customers from the whole group within the contract group.

If anybody knows, that would be great, but if not, could we add to that undertaking or a separate undertaking, how many of these particular customers under Enbridge rates 145, 170 and the various Union -- legacy Union rate classes here, how many of those would be commercial customers as opposed to industrial?

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

I would expect that the witnesses' hesitation is because this is an area that they don't manage.

I believe that panel 10 may be able to talk about this, but I'm also going to guess it's not something that they know off the top of their head.

So perhaps it makes sense just for us to give an undertaking through this panel to answer on a best efforts basis of the breakdown of the customer count in table 2 of exhibit 8, tab 4, schedule 7, page 9, to indicate how many of the customers are industrial/other and how many of the customers are commercial.

MR. JARVIS:  Mr. Stevens, that would are be perfect, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  JT6.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.5:  TO ANSWER ON A BEST EFFORTS BASIS OF THE BREAKDOWN OF THE CUSTOMER COUNT IN TABLE 2 OF EXHIBIT 8, TAB 4, SCHEDULE 7, PAGE 9, TO INDICATE HOW MANY OF THE CUSTOMERS ARE INDUSTRIAL/OTHER AND HOW MANY OF THE CUSTOMERS ARE COMMERCIAL.

MR. JARVIS:  That is all our questions, thank you.

And once again, Mr. Millar, you can have our ten minutes back this afternoon.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Jarvis.  We will now move to our morning break and we'll come back in 15 minutes, so 11:03 as I have it, and then I believe we'll have panel 5; is that right, Mr. Stevens?  And we'll be commencing with Mr. Quinn.


MR. STEVENS:  Correct.

MR. MILLAR:  See you all in 15 and thank you to the witnesses from panel 4, and we'll see you at the hearing, or at the settlement conference.
--- Recess taken at 10:48 a.m.
--- Upon resuming at 11:05 a.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Back on the record.  And, Mr. Stevens, perhaps you could introduce panel 5 for us.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 5

Tracey Teed Martin
Brad Clark
Melissa Debevc
Gord Dillon

Amy Mikhaila

Max Hagerman

Rachel Goodreau


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  Enbridge's next panel is panel 5.  Panel 5 will be speaking to the Dawn Parkway system, to S&T revenue, to PDO, to Design Day Demand, and storage capacity.  And, with that, I am going to ask the witnesses to introduce themselves, indicate their titles, and indicate the general areas of evidence that they'll be speaking to.

So, looking at my screen, I'm going to start at the left with Tracey Teed Martin.

MS. MARTIN:  Tracey Teed Martin, director of Engineering, and I'll be speaking to Design Day Demand.

MR. CLARK:  Brad Clark, manager of Distribution Optimization Engineering.  I'll be speaking to design hour demand and distribution modeling.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc, specialist engineer, Transmission Planning.  I will be speaking to Dawn Parkway and design demand.

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon, manager of Transmission System Planning.  I will be speaking to transmission system continuity and design criteria.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila, manager, rate design, and I'll be speaking to certain aspects of the Parkway delivery obligation.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman, manager of capacity management and utilization.  I'll be speaking to components of PDO, Dawn Parkway utilization, storage deliverability, and S&T revenue.

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau, manager of Revenue and Cost of Gas, and I will be speaking to S&T revenue.

MR. STEVENS:  And with those introductions, Michael, the panel is ready for questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Over to you, Dwayne.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good morning, panel.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I was trying to take a couple of notes, but I am just going to lob the question to the witness panel and they can determine who is best to answer.  I'm going to start with the Dawn Parkway system and some aspects of that system, and then move later to storage, but I wanted to clarify first off, and I think -- certainly, Enbridge is aware that FRPO is sponsoring some evidence on the Dawn Parkway system and so we need to be able to rely on the numbers.  So I'm going to take you through a few interrogatories with the hope and expectation that Enbridge will undertake to help us ensure that the information we have is correct and factual.

So, the -- I submitted a compendium last night which is almost all evidence in this proceeding.  There are some exceptions, but I think the witnesses should be familiar with some -- with most of it.  So, yes, thank you Angela.  It is for panel 5, the compendium, and I'm wondering, Mr. Millar, if we could mark that initially.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, that's KT 6.1.
EXHIBIT NO. KT 6.1:  FRPO COMPENDIUM FOR PANEL 5


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So I did -- I believe, yes -- put on some page numbers to help us if we have to navigate.
So if we just start simply with page 1, yes, of the compendium as opposed to the PDF file.  Thank you, again, Angela.

So we asked for:
"Please provide the contract details for all new transportation and storage service agreements that EGI expect to go into effect between January 2023 and December 2028."

We were surprised to see that Enbridge is invoking that -- as required by STAR, any new contract details be posted at that time, but we are asking on behalf of discovery for those things that Enbridge knows and can be provided.

So we don't think STAR has any applicability to discovery, but we can discuss that with Mr. Stevens later on if warranted.  But the second interrogatory, which is actually FRPO 15 on page 2, we asked about contract details for all existing transportation storage service agreements that Enbridge expects will terminate or be modified between January of 2023 and December of 2028, and we get the answer:
"Enbridge does not expect any contracts to be modified or terminated between those dates."

So we are kind of at a loss, because we were wanting to rely upon what we get from Enbridge so we have the up-to-date numbers.  So, with the help of Mr. Rosencrantz, I am going to go to a couple of different interrogatories and something from outside of the proceeding and ask Enbridge to reconsider its responses to those previous interrogatories to FRPO and make sure that we have the up-to-date numbers.

So, to cut to the chase, on page 3 we have Energy Probe 86.  And, scrolling through what they received as answers to their questions, and it is simply in part (b) on the second page of the interrogatory response on page 4 of the compendium, it says the 2024 turn-back is comprised of -- and I'm not going to read the detail into the record, because it is in the evidence, but, frankly, what we're figuring out from here, of course, is that Enbridge has communicated to Energy Probe that there are a couple of turn-backs from TransCanada, but those weren't included in the responses provided to us.

So if we just scroll further onto page 6, there is an Environmental Defence number 113 out of exhibit 2.7.  And, again, they were asking about ex-franchise demand, so they have included a table -- they requested some information on that and, in the table on page 7 of the compendium, we see the peak day demand varying.  Now, that is actual, and I understand that, so we don't need to spend any time on it, but, further down on attachment 1, and I've highlighted a couple of numbers, we see ex- franchise demand in the coming winters being adjusted.  In the winter of 2024-2025 to the next winter of 2025-2026, we have a significant increase in the order of 86 TJs.  So, we're again at a loss as to why those were not identified for our inquiry.

And lastly, because of Mr. Rosencrantz's experience, there is testimony from another proceeding that he was involved in with in the U.S. northeast and so, on page 9, I just put the cover page of the testimony, and subsequently, on page 10, we are seeing that in April of -- sorry, scroll down a little further.  Thank you.  I've just highlighted northern utilities will increase its storage bounds from 4 million dekatherms to 6 million dekatherms starting April 1st of 2023.

So there seems to be a significant amount of evidence out there that there are changes to the Dawn Parkway system and in the awareness of the company, and we're requesting that the company take a look at FRPO 14 and 15 and undertake to provide all changes to those contracts that we requested in the first place.

MR. STEVENS:  Mr. Quinn, it's David Stevens speaking.  Just so that everybody is on the same page, would it be possible just to scroll back up and review the questions that were asked in FRPO 14 and 15?

MR. QUINN:  That's fine, Mr. Stevens.  But, if there is a narrow issue whereby the company decided that it didn't have to answer the question, we are still asking for the question to be answered in the context of our intent, and that is to provide the contract details which haven't been clearly provided to other stakeholders.  And we think we should be afforded at least the same opportunity, especially given that we are submitting evidence on this.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  Just a moment, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Dwayne.  It is David Stevens again.

Enbridge Gas will take away both FRPO 14 and FRPO 15 and take into account your comments and the other references you provided and determine what, if any, expanded responses can be provided.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  So we'll Mark that as JT6.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.6:  TO REVIEW FRPO 14 AND FRPO 15 AND TAKE INTO ACCOUNT YOUR COMMENTS AND THE OTHER REFERENCES YOU PROVIDED AND DETERMINE WHAT, IF ANY, EXPANDED RESPONSES CAN BE PROVIDED.

MR. QUINN:  I want to leave that as a separate undertaking, but I have some more clarifications to make in this area and it will help us understand the numbers and hopefully it will reconcile with what we've been provided in the undertaking we've just provided.

So, if we could move in the compendium to page 11 of the compendium which is exhibit 2.7-FRPO-60.  Thank you.

First we're going to start with -- we asked in 60 about can Bundled-T customers deliver at Kirkwall and deliver to -- sorry, I guess this is a misspoken on our end -- deliver at Kirkwall and the intent was to receive a prorated PDCI relative to their impact on making these facilities smaller.

If not, why not.

The answer talks about there is no PDCI-like payment available to this point but then it says there is no rate structure to OEB or OEB approval to offer PDCI-like payment.

We want to pursue that a little further.

First off, obligated to deliveries to Kirkwall, while being prorated in terms of their effect town down, they have the ability to reduce the needed capacity on the Dawn Parkway system; is that correct?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Yes, that would be correct.

MR. QUINN:  So beyond the -- first off, there is an impediment in respect of the Board hasn't approved that, but is there any reason why Enbridge could not seek that approval as an opportunity for IRP?


MR. MADRID:  Max Hagerman, yes I think further on in the evidence we agreed that if there were facilities required after an open season, and a corresponding reverse open season that we could consider Kirkwall as a potential receive point for IRP.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Looking ahead and I don't have a specific reference, but it is a matter of evidence in this proceeding, that Enbridge is expected to have a Dawn Parkway expansion within five years after the start of 2024; is that correct?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Has Enbridge done any prework to establish the level of interest or any kind of non-binding open season to determine what could be provided at Kirkwall to assist with reducing Dawn Parkway need for build?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  We have not done an expression of interest or a non-binding open season in that regard.

We have engaged customers as part of the engagement process in this proceeding, and asked certain direct -- all direct purchase customers that were part of that process if they were interested in delivery to Kirkwall or Ojibway.


We had fairly limited interest, I believe.  We had two customers express interest to deliver to Kirkwall, for approximately 1,300 GJs a day and we had one customer interested in delivery to Ojibway for 300 gJs a day.


But after that process was done we decided that we didn't need to take that any further, due to that limited number.

MR. QUINN:  I want to handle this in two stages, Mr. Hagerman.  Thank you for your answer.  First off, is that information on the record somewhere in this proceeding about this engagement?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Yes, I believe it is.

MR. QUINN:  It is.

MR. HAGERMAN:  It is -- Max Hagerman -- I believe that is in section 844 and 843 of the evidence.  And I can find that, if you give me a minute.

MR. QUINN:  No, actually I'll look that up myself.  We want to respect the Board's timing here.

The second part of my question is, I understand you -- if I heard you correctly, you talked to customers.

Did you talk to shippers who are shipping on Enbridge's system and being received at Kirkwall by Enbridge with commensurate transportation capability on the Enbridge system?


MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I'm not sure who we talked to.  I know that we talked to purchase customers specifically.  I'd have to -- we'd have to look at that evidence to see who was part of that engagement.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, would be willing to undertake to look at that and see if there was outreach to shippers?  If so, what kind of response you got from shippers?


MR. STEVENS:  Hi Dwayne.  It is David Stevens speaking.

I think it's been indicated that in the event that Enbridge does proceed with a facilities application for expansion on the Dawn Parkway system that it would explore IRP alternatives and that could include some PDCI-like payment or some other approach.

It strikes me that the questions you're asking are much more relevant at that time than they are now.

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Stevens, you may or may not recall -- I'm not sure if you were involved in the proceeding when there was an Ojibway request RFP that was done in advance of the Panhandle proceeding in 2016-0186 where it was sent out on a Thursday with a response required on a Tuesday and it was over the Memorial Day weekend in the States for transportation to Ojibway, which can only come from the States.  What we're trying to avoid is a rushed RFP type-approach.


IRP is supposed to be allowing a longer timeframe for preplanning these types of opportunities and from our experience that -- isn't always afforded so the opportunity is there to build awareness of the company's interest in doing IRP for such a mechanism, and as such we're asking that it be advanced and not wait till the evidence comes out in a request to build proceeding and then we have to do catch up on what was done and what wasn't done and it is too late to do anything else.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Certainly your position and concerns are noted.  I'm not sure they're advanced by the undertaking you're asking to see what has happened so far.

To put it more broadly, I'm not sure what the OEB would do about your concerns about a project that hasn't yet been advanced where you're concerned that Enbridge Gas hasn't properly approached shippers for an alternative to that as-of-yet advanced project.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I understand that Mr. Hagerman was willing to go back and check.  That's what we're asking for, is to check, and if so, what was done.  If the answer is nothing because it's premature, then you can provide that answer.  To me that's not a huge undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  The request is declined because it's premature.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, we'll seek it somewhere else.

Can we move to page 12 of the compendium.  Now this is a response to FRPO, and as you can see in the table 1 where we asked about design day demands, we see, of course fluctuations in the amount of ex-franchise that is going from Dawn Parkway and another adjustment going from Kirkwall to Parkway, which is actually a reduction.

So, again as outlined from the earlier interrogatories that I've displayed and the subsequent undertaking, we're somewhat confused.

So, further down we have a request for the Dawn Parkway system capacity position shortfall and surplus and we respect that this is out of the last Dawn Parkway application, which did not continue, was terminated.  And so using that format we tried to say, okay, so what's up and what's down and where is it coming from?

So this is on page 13, and it is page 2.7-FRPO-64.

What I've done in the subsequent pages is try to highlight a few questions and then I will show an accumulation and then hopefully Enbridge can help us with an undertaking.

So, first off, what we have in line 8 is SWAHV. Can you describe what that acronym is and how it adjusts the capacity position on the Dawn Parkway system?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  SWAHV stand for system-wide average heating value.  It is related to the energy content contained within the gas stream and, every year, that number changes.  And it is used to convert contracts that are provided to Enbridge in energy units into volumetric units for hydraulic modeling purposes.  So, as that number changes, the capacity of the Dawn Parkway system changes.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Ms. Debevc.  We anticipated that it would be something along those lines.

Now, you folks may not be following the discussions I had with Mr. Pardy about heat value and the impact of annualized establishment of that and subsequent reconciliation, so I don't think I'm going to ask for an undertaking on that because now we know what it is and we can discuss later on with Enbridge the proposals to go out to annual for some of its components.

So I want to scroll down further.  And what we here is some -- well, I want to say "ins and outs" -- but essentially changes to the ex-franchise capacity requirements and in-franchise capacity requirements over the years.  And it is great to have that specificity, but it is also important for us to understand what, in fact, is the result of these components.

Lastly, if I may, just going back to -- sorry, scrolling down to page 15.  Sorry, I have it on my tablet, Angela, so I apologize.  I'm getting ahead of you sometimes.  Actually, if you scroll up, I think.  Sorry, scroll up to table 1, please.  There, thank you.  Yes, right there, thank you.

So, at the end, we have Dawn Parkway turn-back, Kirkwall to Parkway turn-back, for a transition to harmonized method. It is the last one that I wanted to ask about.  And I have it highlighted on my screen, but it's not on yours.  Can you provide us a summary of what "transition to harmonized method" is and how that impacts the capacity requirements?

MS. MIKHAILA:  If we can confer for a minute.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. QUINN:  Mr. Millar, while they're conferring, I assume that we are just going to follow the schedule and break for lunch at the scheduled time, 12:30?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, that's right.  So if you can find an appropriate spot around 12:30, that would be appreciated.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you very much.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  So the transition to harmonized method, all of those details are contained in our evidence at Exhibit 4, schedule 2, tab 3 -- or tab 2, schedule 3.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, could you repeat that.  I've got to correct my own note.

MS. DEBEVC:  The harmonized method changes are contained in our evidence at Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 3.

MR. QUINN:  Can you summarize, for the purposes of understanding, what these changes are and what impact it has on the capacity position, please.

MS. DEBEVC:  If you turn to Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 3, on page 15, starting at section 3, the design criteria.

So this section discussions our change to our design criteria, a.k.a. the design day -- heating degree day used to develop our design day demands.

And then, if you turn to page 23, paragraph 51. This paragraph goes through harmonized method to develop the design day demand for EGI.  And the impact of these changes are shown in table 3, on page 32, where the overall system demand is increasing by 34 TJs as a result of harmonization.  And part of that 34 TJs is impacting the Dawn Parkway system capacity because the Union South design day demand is dropping by 44 TJs per day.

MR. QUINN:  But the EGD CDA is going up by 113?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.  However, there have been no changes to the gas supply plan for the CDA, so the amount of gas that is transported on the Dawn Parkway system is not changing because of the harmonization.

MR. QUINN:  You need to break that down.  I'm going to stick with my original line of questions.

So the 113, though, is impacting your Dawn Parkway transition to the harmonized method.  Is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  That is not correct.  The gas supply plan has not changed with regard to how much it needs transportation on the Dawn Parkway system for the Enbridge CDA.

MR. QUINN:  And why is that?

MS. DEBEVC:  You'll have to ask the gas supply planning team about that, on panel 7.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I am going to ask you a question hopefully you can help me with.  If these -- if these changes that you just took me to do not impact the Dawn Parkway system, why are we seeing a transition to harmonized method increase the requirements by 23.7 TJs per day on the table I took you to originally that outlines capacity position?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is creating capacity on the system.  So, as the south demand decreases on the Dawn Parkway system due to harmonization, it increases the surplus capacity.

MR. QUINN:  So it's making the adjustment as a result of the 44 TJ reduction, depending on where that reduction is across the pipeline that is coming up with a 23.7 as opposed to a 44 TJ per day reduction or increase in capacity.  Do I have that right?

MS. DEBEVC:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So you are using it for your Dawn Parkway system, but you are not using the transition to harmonized method.  And it is not increasing your Dawn Parkway system because, somehow, your gas supply department is taking care of the 113 TJ-per-day increase that doesn't impact the Dawn Parkway system?

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Dwayne.  It's David Stevens speaking.

You are correct.  And, as Melissa indicated, the gas supply panel can speak to this.

I believe it is described in evidence also in terms of the near-term steps that are being taken within the gas supply plan before approvals in this case, and what may happen in the future.  But best to ask panel number 7 about this later on today or tomorrow morning.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you, I'll just finish with this interrogatory.

Angela, again, if you would just scroll down to where you were before on the interrogatory on page 15.  Yes, thank you.

I just wanted to note for the record there again is significant adjustments that are -- or I guess they have occurred in the period of that table, okay, so they are not forward-looking.  These have already occurred.  So that end date is the actual end date of the contract, not the notification date, correct?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  That is correct, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  All right.

So, back to the compendium and scroll down to page 16.  What we did is just a very ISM exercise to try to say okay, what do these ins and outs create in terms of impacts of in franchisor ex franchise capacity requirements.

There are differences, some are positive, some are negative.

Sometimes it's hard to follow the nomenclature in terms of a negative does this and a positive does that.

So we just simply did a cumulative addition so that 26544 which is in line 1, we added 16535 to come up with the cumulative of about 10,000 TJs -- sorry 10,000 gJs on the right-hand side.

And so I'm not going to ask anybody to check the math because it is just an Excel spreadsheet, which I'm happy to send to you, but of course when we get to the bottom line at each subtotal in line 9, we have a very different number than what is presented.

And so what we would like to ask is that Enbridge by way of undertaking takes this table and as I say, can you use your own table, can you use ours as a basis, but show us how those cumulative impacts actually work so we understand the nomenclature around a negative here and a positive there coming up to your bottom line number.

More importantly, going forward, everything the history helps because it's there but we want to make sure going forward that we understand what Enbridge is taking into account its position around the Dawn Parkway system.

Is that something the company could do for us?


MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Dwayne. It's David Stevens speaking.

It looks like the witnesses perhaps have a response, and let's have whatever discussion we need to have before moving on to the undertaking request.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  So if I could walk you through how this mathematics works, so if you take the very first line number.

MR. QUINN: ...I actually -- I respect, Melissa -- sorry, Ms. Debevc.  I might be able to follow this.  It might be harder for the Board to follow this, to try to take it on the of a transcript and try to say here's how these numbers work.

If you want to minimize the amount of effort we can start with '22, '23 which is the winter that we've just gone through, and if you could provide is with that part of it -- if you could scroll down, if you would, please, Angela, starting with line 22 -- and just do that portion or sorry, that's in-franchise and ex-franchise.


So starting with the winter of 2022-2023 has a shortfall of 71 TJs per day.

If you could provide us just the last part of the table with an understanding of what you're just about to provide us, that would clarify for us and anybody else reading this table as opposed to trying to go back to the transcript and figure it out.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  The numbers that we we've provided in this schematic or in this schedule are the correct numbers.

So if you were to start at, for example, negative 71642 and you added 27,899 you would get the number 43752, which you've shown in your column.

Then if you add 1,618 you would get a number of minus 42,135, not 29,507 which is in your table.

If I added 7,758 you would get negative 34,300 in accumulate the column.

MR. QUINN:  I understand.  There must be some glitch in the Excel because it was just a very simple task.

MS. DEBEVC:  So in the numbers that you've provided, all you've done is it you've taken, for example, 27,899 and you've added 1,618 to it, to give the number of 29,507.  And the next line item, you've said 1,618 plus 7,758 gives you 9,376.

You are not accumulating, you are just providing the differences between the two numbers.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, there was a mistake in it from the analyst that did this for me, and I apologize that I didn't refine it.  Math isn't my strong suit.

Can you help us with producing that table so that we know that we have the right nomenclature in terms of in-franchise and ex-franchise impact on your system shortfall.

MS. DEBEVC:  The numbers are all here.

MR. STEVENS:  Am I correct, Melissa, that -- (overspeaking) --


MR. QUINN:  Mr. Stevens, I'm not going to spend any more time on this.  This is not helpful.


I've asked for the undertaking I had before.  We'll do the math.  We'll put it to you in front of the oral hearing panel and --


MR. STEVENS:  It is entirely --


MR. QUINN:  We --


MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, if I may, it is entirely unfair for you to get unhappy with us to for failing to give an undertaking to explain a table that the calculations don't reflect what they're intended to reflect.

My question to Melissa was simply whether the numbers in the left column include all of the items that are important to get to each annual system shortfall.

MS. DEBEVC:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't think there is anymore work to do, Dwayne, as I follow the back and forth here.


MR. QUINN:  What we're going to need to do, Mr. Stevens, is reconcile your updated interrogatory responses, because clearly we weren't told of contract changes in the period of 2023 to 2028.  We're just trying to make sure that once we put all those through, they all add up to the right number.

So if I have Enbridge's evidence, not in my table -- which is clearly flawed, and I accept that -- I'm trying to have a table that I can rely on if I need to be able to present it to the hearing panel and not having to go through the process of sending you a table ahead of time and in front of the hearing panel say did we do the math right this time and where do your respective FRPO 14 and 15 updates fit into this table.  So that's all I'm trying to do.

MR. STEVENS:  My question for Melissa was simply whether Enbridge is able to confirm now that the numbers in the column of numbers -- or the numbers in the second-last column are accurate.


MS. DEBEVC:  They are.

MR. STEVENS:  So I believe that gives you what you're asking for, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  It's what you're asking for, David, with all due respect.  I'd like to move on because this is not helpful.  If we could move on to the next page of the compendium.

And this is really to the PDO and Enbridge's proposals around the PDO, wherein we have asked about the statement that Enbridge makes:

"At its sole discretion Enbridge would consider the use of Dawn Parkway turnback to reduce PDO, provided to any quantities turned back were first offered to the market."

And the answer below is, if I'm understanding this correctly, you are saying if the Board approves your proposal, you don't need to go back to ask for this because you will have the Board approval to have sole discretion.  Is that a correct interpretation?


MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So what we're trying to do if I understand, if Enbridge were to take in its sole discretion the opportunity to reduce the PDO, would that potentially contribute to a subsequent bill?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I think that's where the discretion comes in, Mr. Quinn, is that we wanted to make sure, we would ensure, that anything that we applied to reduce the PDO was certainly going to be a long-term capacity turn-back.  We wouldn't turn back shorter-term capacity because, in fact, if we had customer requests for an additional capacity, it would negate that move back to Dawn. So we're trying to ensure that that, in fact, doesn't occur.

MR. QUINN:  How do you do that?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  That's where the discretion around the long-term capacity comes into play.  We are trying to make sure that we don't turn back short-term capacity on the system.

MR. QUINN:  How do you discern between the short-term and long-term turn-back?  Now, to be clear -- we want to be on the same page -- one customer has said they are turning back their capacity.  How do you determine that it is a long-term turn-back or a short-term turn-back?

MR. MADRID:  Max Hagerman.  Maybe that terminology was incorrect.  It is not specific to that customer's turn-back.  I would say it is more specific to the forecast of the Dawn Parkway system moving forward.  So that customer may have turned back that capacity, but we may feel that we have other customers coming on the system that would utilize that capacity.

MR. QUINN:  So you are anticipating, then, with approval, you wouldn't need to go back to the board to demonstrate that you have applied this criteria?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I don't think that we would go back to the board.  We would have that discretion to apply and move that capacity back.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  Moving forward to page 18, and this is Exhibit 5.4.7-SEC-194. And this is just for context, but the PDCI -- the proposed PDCI cost that is shown in the table demonstrates a unit rate of $0.173 per gJ.

Would I be able to take it as correct that that is basically a proxy for all of the costs of shipping full-length on the Dawn Parkway system starting in 2024?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, the PDCI unit rate of $0.173 reflect the 2024 M12 Dawn Parkway unit rate, as well as the 100 percent load factor for fuel and the current -- or the federal carbon charge included in the unit rates in the handbook in the application.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So moving from that, then, I want to talk about the PDO proposal that Enbridge is advancing.  So if we could move to page 19 of the compendium. I understand that the -- what I want to focus on for the moment is the seasonal DCQ PDCI payment, and I know it's part of your harmonization proposal, but I was trying to understand specifically the seasonal PDCI payment.  How does one -- well, I could be can be more precise in my question.

When calculating the seasonal PDCI payment, are you saying, if a customer provides more gas in the winter in its DCQ than in the summer, that is how they qualify for a seasonal PDCI payment?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  No.  The evidence that you have highlighted in your compendium at Exhibit 8, tab 4, schedule 2 and Exhibit 8, tab 4, schedule 3 describes the seasonal DCQ proposal which is consistent with the current seasonal service in the EGD rate zone, where customers have the option of providing a DCQ on an annual basis, so a similar amount each and every day of the year; or, instead, having their DCQ provided from the months of April to December.

And what we're describing here as seasonal is a service that is peaking in the summer, so they have a very limited use of natural gas in the winter period, and the seasonal DCQ is from the period of April to December, so over the summer months.

MR. QUINN:  And how does that provide system benefit?

MS. MIKHAILA:  What we're describing here is that there isn't the same system benefit, and so the PDCI would not be paid on the summer DCQ.  If the customer is not providing a DCQ over the winter months, they would not get the PDCI on the DCQ they do provide in the summer months.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, that makes -- that makes a world more sense to me, so thank you for that answer.  I appreciate that.

Now, I realize that we had some discussion before.  I skipped over one question because we were talking about Kirkwall -- potential for Kirkwall receipt to receive a similar type of commitment incentive.

Has the company looked at a commitment incentive in the Sarnia area?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Please give us a moment to confer.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Not that we're aware of, Mr. Quinn.  We have not done any work for the Sarnia area.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  And I am presuming this is Mr. Clark, but maybe somebody else.

Does Enbridge count on delivery use in the Sarnia area to reduce facility requirements for that Sarnia industrial area?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  And so, if you are counting on them, is there not a similar analogy to a Parkway delivery obligation wherein it reduces facilities cost?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  I would assume, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, to the question before, I asked about undertaking some discussions with shippers to Kirkwall.  Would the company be willing to look at the opportunity to have engagement with stakeholders that are shippers to see about the opportunity and interest with a Sarnia delivery incentive?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I think, Mr. Quinn, we had indicated earlier that we would be willing to look at such a practice as part of a Leave to Construct application in an IPR process.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We'll talk about that later, then.

So, if we can continue on to page 22 of our compendium; if we look down to the points of receipt on page 23.

So we have quite a number of Enbridge rate zone services which have different receipt points, and there are a couple for Union North but then what we have is Union South being either Dawn and/or Parkway.  We've asked questions about Kirkwall, Sarnia, and Ojibway.

How could customers and/or shippers initiate the opportunity to deliver at those -- at alternate receipt points, with or without -- I'm going to say initially without -- the commitment incentive, is there a reason the company could not or would not receive gas at Kirkwall, Ojibway or Sarnia as an obligated point of receipt?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Give us a moment to confer, please.

MR. QUINN:  If I may, since you are conferring, so I can as the next question, my question would be, if it was done and the company provides an opportunity for it to become a receipt point without an incentive, is that not foregoing an opportunity for system benefit that could be provided by customers who would choose to deliver at those alternative points?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Mr. Quinn, we could investigate those potential points of receipt.  We would need to make sure that we have the right determination of what the system benefits were, but we could look at those points for delivery.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I'm encouraged by that, Mr. Hagerman, because that's the point I guess we're trying to make through some of our questions here is what's holding Enbridge back from doing that in an IPR environment with energy transition, to consider that by simply understanding the system benefit associated with alternate receipt points, customers could benefit from the -- potential of foregoing of facilities because Enbridge could count on obligated receipt at alternative receipt points.

So is there anything holding Enbridge back from looking at the system benefit of those three locations?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Not that I'm aware of, Mr. Quinn, but we would also need to make sure that we had customer interest in those points of delivery.  And we need to make sure that we apply the right value for the system benefit for those deliveries, as well.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I'm not going too spend too much time on this, but I think it's important.  Again, I'm not sure if it is Mr. Clark or Ms. Debevc but do you not already do that with the company's system gas receipts at Ojibway?  Do you not take that into account in your models that those are firm?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  That would be correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, so does the company land any gas at Kirkwall that is -- for the system gas program?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  The answer would be yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, is that netted out of design day requirements in a way that you are counting on that capacity?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  I wouldn't say it's netted out, but it counts -- it acts like a supply into the system, so it's slightly increases the pressure which slightly increases the (inaudible) capacity.

MR. QUINN:  So it is accounted for in your models, I think I hear you saying?

MS. DEBEVC:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  And how about -- I guess you don't have -- I should ask, do you have any deliveries at Sarnia that you are counting on currently?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Company-based deliveries of system gas?

MS. DEBEVC:  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, so if you are already doing it for yourselves for system gas, providing that opportunity to customers or shippers and that may or may not require an incentive is something the company could look at further, if I summarize our discussions?


MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you very much.  I'm going to move to another area here.  I don't see -- it is on page 25 of the compendium.  If you could scroll down  a little further, please.

Thank you.  So in FRPO -- 3.4-FRPO-73 we were trying to understand how the evolution of looking at the Parkway to Enbridge CDA, the company's proposals of how they're going to view that area, I was trying to understand how the company will look at margin that is created from under-utilized assets.

So we asked about the assets alone and in combination with other Enbridge transmission assets, and your willingness to share and your answers there.

But when I looked at the revenue associated with using transportation assets, such as the Dawn Parkway system, it has been included in revenue and not subject to sharing through the deferral account.

I understand it is consistent with its history, but if I were to ask, if you were to sell an exchange service from Dawn to the Enbridge CDA, would that be considered short-term transport utilization for the purpose of generating revenue that is shared with rate-payers?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  The Dawn to Parkway component would not be part of that 90/10 sharing for the exchange.  The Parkway to the CDA would be the 90/10 sharing of that.

MR. QUINN:  That's a helpful answer, Mr. Hagerman, but I'd ask the follow-up question then:  How do you differentiate the revenue -- let's the say net revenue or margin that is created from such a transaction to the respective accounts?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Please give us a moment to confer.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Mr. Quinn, just to make sure I understand your question properly, could you ask it again for us?

MR. QUINN:  If Enbridge provided an exchange service from Dawn to Enbridge CDA, I understand from your answer, sir, is that you would not allocate any margin generated from the Dawn to Parkway assets, but you would from Parkway to the CDA.  If that's the case, since you sell the exchange service at point to point service, how do you allocate the revenue -- net revenue or margin that the deal created between revenue to the company and revenue that is captured in the deferral account --


MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman -- sorry, Mr. Quinn.  Max Hagerman.  We would split that into two deals.  We would have a Dawn to Parkway component of the deal and then a Parkway to the Enbridge CDA component of the deal.  So it would, in fact, be papered as two separate deals.

MR. QUINN:  So when you're -- when somebody comes to you and says, "I want to go from Dawn to Enbridge CDA.  Can you get me there?"  You give them a combination of two prices back in their -- in respect of their request to price the service to them?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  No, I believe we give them one package deal, but we have two separate deals to manage the actual cost.

MR. QUINN:  You said two separate deals, but I'm hearing it's one deal with a third party.  Are there two non-arm's length parties behind the scenes that you're doing deals with?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Could you ask that question again, Mr. Quinn.  I'm not sure I understand.

MR. QUINN:  I'm trying to understand.  It may just be the choice of the word "deal," that you would have two deals, but you have one deal with the counterparty to get from Dawn to Enbridge CDA.  Now, you have margin created from that transaction.  What and how -- what are you doing with the net revenue such that it gets appropriately split between the respective accounts?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Can we confer for a second, please.

MR. QUINN:  Yes. 

[Witness panel confers]


MR. HAGERMAN:  Mr. Quinn, we don't know exactly how we would split that revenue up.

MR. QUINN:  Would you undertake to provide that?  I think I just -- for the purposes of understanding what these proposed changes are that are embedded in your evidence, and I respect that you are looking to integrate everything, it does change historically what has occurred.  So it would be helpful to us and, I trust, to the Board, to understand that revenues and margins are flowing in the right direction.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  Yes, Enbridge will provide an undertaking to advise as to how it will form a revenue split of the two components of a Dawn to Enbridge CDA exchange.

MR. MILLAR:  JT6.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.7:  ENBRIDGE TO ADVISE AS TO HOW IT WILL FORM A REVENUE SPLIT OF THE TWO COMPONENTS OF A DAWN TO ENBRIDGE CDA EXCHANGE.

MR. QUINN:  I'm going to ask this at this point:  Would that be -- if Enbridge could provide a numeric example showing both Dawn to Enbridge CDA, which I provided as an example -- I think I'll leave it at that.  If you could provide the numeric example so that there is clarity in the understanding, of course, using the right deferral account where it would be tracked, that would be helpful, also.

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge, as part of the answer, will provide a numerical example, including what deferral accounts are impacted.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you very much.

We are almost at the end of the compendium but I am just going to ask that you leave the compendium up.  And, if you could pull up the interrogatory responses for Exhibit 4, we have a series of interrogatory responses that we're going to refer to and just flip back to the compendium at the appropriate time.  So if we could start with exhibit I4.2-FRPO-90.  Thank you.  Now, I guess I anticipated Mr. Pardy would be on this panel, but I guess I'm wrong.  Who on the panel can answer questions related to Enbridge storage?

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Mr. Quinn. It's David Stevens.  I think it would depend on what the questions are.  I can advise Mr. Pardy is on panel 7 and it may be that most of your questions about storage will be for panel 7, but I suppose we will have to hear what the questions are to be able to tell you for sure.

Happily, panel 7 is still coming, so you will have the opportunity.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, I may need to shift some time, Mr. Millar, to be efficient because, if I keep asking questions only to be deferred to panel 7, I think I'm going to take the lunch hour and figure out how I reallocate that time.  But let's just start out and see what answers can be provided and what can't be, more importantly, and go from there.

So, as part of the Dawn Corona proceeding, we became aware, and I would suggest sure that others did also, that, after the winter of 2014, which at the time was called the polar vortex winter, Enbridge identified that its gas supply plan was -- and I'll use the specific word of Mr. LeBlanc -- was more risky than they had anticipated.  And, in the Dawn Corona proceeding, we became aware that Enbridge's response to this realization was how Enbridge would keep an increased amount in storage up until the end of February.

Is anyone on the panel able to speak to specifics around the increase to the increase in inventory that Enbridge has undertaken and does as a practice to this day?

MR. STEVENS:  The panel are shaking their heads, Dwayne.  I believe that's -- and I'm assured that that is a question that there be will be representatives on panel 7 that you can speak to.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, on panel 5, I see utility storage capacity.  Who might -- who was speaking to that on this panel?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Mr. Quinn, that was more in regard to the deliverability component of the storage capacity that we have proposed as part of this proceeding.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That's helpful, Mr. Hagerman, because I am going to flip down to some questions maybe in that area.

Are there other aspects of storage utility -- utility storage capacity that the company is prepared to answer on this panel?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it's likely that the balance of those questions would be for panel 7.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  We did indicate in the letter sent before the technical conference which pieces of evidence each panel would speak to.  That should give some guide, but I believe it's -- is it 424 or 425 that you are speaking to, Max?

MR. HAGERMAN:  425.

MR. STEVENS:  425 is for this panel, but most other storage questions, except potentially S&T revenue, would be for panel 7.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I'm going to flip to deliverability and then I'm going to assess my questions and,  Mr. Millar, after the break I would like to consider the opportunity to move some of my time.  Because,  as much as 424 and 425 may be the discriminating factor, that wasn't clear to us in advancing our questions, because we had identified in our estimates the specific areas we were speaking to.

Go to 4.2.1.  Okay.  If there's no quick answer I'm just -- I'm going to leave --


MR. STEVENS:  That would also be panel 7, Dwayne.  I was just confirming with my colleagues.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, okay.  So what I want to move to, then, is 4.2-FRPO-131.  So there is a series of questions that we had asked in terms of operational contingency space, I think, is the name that Enbridge is calling it now.  Is that correct?

MR. STEVENS:  That's correct.  I believe Mr. Pardy is the subject-matter expert on this and he will be speaking to it in the next panel.

Mr. Hagerman, maybe you could describe the evidence that -- that you are speaking to in terms of the title and which piece it is.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Thanks, Mr. Stevens.

What we're specifically speaking to here is, I guess the discussion around the injection withdrawal capacity allocated to both legacy Union and legacy Enbridge rate zones to establish what that maximum capacity would be for both of those areas.  We are not talking about the overall storage operation component of the business, just specifics around that allocation of deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and so you're excluding deliverability associated with the operational contingency space; is that correct, Mr. Hagerman?

MR. HAGERMAN:  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, then there will need to be shifts of time but I am I am going to orchestrate that over the lunch hour.

MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens.  If it would be helpful we would be happy to chat with you at the end of this, over the lunch break, so that which is in which panel so you can reorganize your time estimates.

MR. QUINN:  Well, that would have been a great opportunity before, but at this juncture I just need to plow ahead, Mr. Stevens, and I may accept your opportunity to talk over the lunch hour but I need to organize it myself first.  But possibly at the end of the lunch hour if we could work that out.  I should say the lunch, 45 minutes; does that work for you?


MR. STEVENS:  I can make myself available whenever works for you.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

So if we can turn up exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-97.  What we are trying to understand is how Enbridge determines its deliverability costs, and I've read and re-read the responses so I'm going to start with this.

I'm seeing in the response :

"The storage injection withdrawal cost provided at the reference", that's on this page, "are gas commodity costs associated with net volume injected to and withdrawn from storage each year, with the result of an imbalance between the annual gas supply and the annual demand."

So, stopping there, the gas commodity costs, what is entailed in the gas commodity cost?  Is it only fuel gas for compression or is there some other component?


MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry to keep doing this to you, but this is panel 7.

I thought as you were starting your question it might have been more rate-related, in which case Mikhaila could speak to it, but this really sounds like it's components of gas.

MR. QUINN:  I would suggest, Mr. Stevens, that isn't completely correct, because I am trying to understand what costs go into the development of the cost of deliverability, which eventually get allocated across your rate classes.  And I would hope that Ms. Mikhaila could help with that.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, then, the two of you should have a conversation.  and let's see where it goes.


MR. QUINN:  Ms. Mikhaila, can you help us with what is included in what is termed here "gas commodity costs"?  Is it only fuel gas or are there other components?


MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, this is referencing Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1 which is a gas supply schedule, who will be able to answer the question.

MR. QUINN:  Who is -- are you on panel 7, Ms. Amy Mikhaila?


MS. MIKHAILA:  I am, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Why can't we answer it at this juncture?

MR. STEVENS:  I believe -- I'm hearing Ms. Mikhaila say she doesn't know the answer, that she'd be relying on other people who are on the next panel.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, Ms. Goodreau representing the cost of gas team will attempt to answer your question.

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I'll do my best.  I don't have my materials with me that I intended to cover in panel 7, but I think what you're asking is what are the costs that are associated with the storage injection and withdrawal cost.  And it is the -- I'm just trying to read this on the screen because I don't have it in front of me.

It is the volume, the net of the injection or withdrawal (audio dropout) by the reference price.  I think we provided a schedule that showed a calculation of that for the 2024 test year.

MR. QUINN:  So if we scroll down to the attachment after page 2, is this the schedule that you are referring to?

MS. GOODREAU:  Angela, can you scroll down?


MR. QUINN:  I'm sorry, I'm on my tablet again.  Yes, it is two more pages down, please.  Sorry, there is an attachment Angela.  Thank you.

MS. GOODREAU:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and I understand this is a high test, so if I may ask, if you could focus on the bottom four lines of the 28 through 31 and allow the witness to see that.

What I'm reading across these figures is there is a determination of what is net injection or net withdrawal which is deemed to be storage fluctuation, if I'm reading -- if we could just go to a little bit to the left, line 29, storage fluctuation.


So this is in the case of January, the first month, this is the amount of net withdrawal that has happened for storage; do that I right so far?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  So you are multiplying it by the then -- in this case, 2024, so the reference price that is anticipated for 2024, to get a storage injection withdrawal cost; is that correct?


MS. GOODREAU:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  So if we scroll across and we don't have to see the numbers but what we can see is the negative signs.

So as you move into the summer period and injections exceed withdrawals, we end up with a negative storage fluctuation resulting in what's multiplied by your gas supply costs and negative withdrawal costs; is that correct?

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I'm not sure.  Can you point to the number you are referring to?  I don't see a negative cost.


MR. QUINN:  Storage -- so the fifth month is May and it is 78 -- in brackets, 78,246.

MS. GOODREAU:  Yes, I see where you're pointing to now.  Yes, I agree.

MR. QUINN:  So if to determine your annualised cost, are you simply summing the storage injection withdrawal cost for each month in the annual period to come up with your deliverability cost?


MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  Yes this is separate from deliverability.  I can't speak to deliverability.

I'm not sure the connection you're making to these calculations to deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  Deliverability, sorry, maybe it's just terminology, but deliverability is injection or withdrawal.  So these are your calculations of your storage injection withdrawal costs on the bottom line of -- well, line 31 of this table.

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  I think we are mixing concepts, perhaps.  This cost is as part of the gas cost schedule that we've provided.  The gas supply plan meet their demands through a variety of different means, whether that's through supply, balancing or withdrawals from storage.

And this is articulating how we attribute the costs that are associated with supply that's met by withdrawal from storage.

I don't believe that it's appropriate to take these costs and attribute them to a deliverability cost.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and so by way of undertaking or consideration during lunch hour can you point us to where you're calculating that.

I presume, because we started asking our questions about the storage injection withdrawal costs, that this somehow found its way to rate-payers in their load balancing costs.  But, instead, I'm hearing these are only attributed to gas supply costs.

Do I have that right?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  That is correct, Mr. Quinn.  My understanding of this schedule, although I'm not the author, is that these are the gas molecule costs coming in and out of storage in order to meet the demands.  And those are in the system commodity costs.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So our original pursuit was on the issue of load balancing, which we've been trying to understand for some time.  So, during the break or by way of undertaking, if we can be provided where one might look to figure out the load balancing costs associated with the ability to deliver gas in and out of storage, as visited on customers through their load balancing component of whatever rate or rate class they're in.  If somebody could help us with that, we may need to refine our approach to understanding this.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  I'll just ask the panel whether the request is clear, to be able to look for the information that is requested over the break or whether more details are needed.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I'm not entirely clear on what's being asked for deliverability.  I can point you, Mr. Quinn, to Exhibit I.7.1-IGUA-75, which has the transportation demand costs that are classified between either transportation or load balancing.

MR. QUINN:  I'm familiar with that interrogatory, thank you.  If the storage --


MS. MIKHAILA:  Okay.  As well -- just let me.  Just a moment, please.

MR. KENNEDY:  Sorry.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Sorry.  As well as Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 1, page 5, which has the load balancing calculations of the gas supply plan for purchases on a seasonal basis.

MR. QUINN:  I just missed that reference; 4, 2, 1, 1.  Okay, there we are, page 5. Okay.

And can you just describe, and this would help me refine my questions, where is it -- where do we find those costs that will be associated with the demand aspect of deliverability in this table?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Sorry, can you please clarify what you mean by "demand component"?

MR. QUINN:  When Enbridge issues a contract to a third party, whether it be a contract customer or an ex-franchise, you have deliverability of 1.2 percent as a standard, or more.  Those costs, obviously, there is a cost to providing that demand service, such as the contract price increases with incremental deliverability.

More germane to this proceeding, relative to the allocation of cost, that same deliverability has to be available to, we'll say, M1 customers in Union South, and the determination of what costs provide a cost-base ability to deliver that gas from storage when it is needed, that is what I'm trying to understand.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Okay, thank you.  I believe I understand now.  I believe what you're looking for is how we allocate storage costs, including rate base and O&M components of our revenue requirement between storage space and deliverability?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Okay.  That is included in Exhibit 7, tab 2, schedule 1.  I don't have it in front of me, but that is a cost allocation exercise.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. MIKHAILA:  For the cost allocation rate design.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you, Ms. Mikhaila.  I will take a look at that through the lunch hour.

Two things, Mr. Millar.  One is, clearly, I've got to defer some questions to the storage panel and I may be able to start some of those today with panel 7, if we get to that point in panel 7.

The other part is, Mr. Stevens, I would accept your willingness to meet maybe five minutes before and we can talk about how we conduct the rest of this, including, hopefully, some indulgence from Staff to shift my time.  But, if I preview some of this information, I will take some responsibility and reduce some of my questions accordingly.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  Maybe you can speak with Cherida to the extent you are in some agreement with Mr. Stevens as to what might be appropriate for the next panel, and I'm sure we can accommodate something like that.  But let's take our lunch break now and return at 1:15.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you very much.
--- Lunch recess taken at 12:33 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:20 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Go ahead, David.
Preliminary Matters:


MR. STEVENS:  One quick preliminary matter.

I understand that in further discussions over the break between members of the panel they determined one clarification that they'd like to offer.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Thanks, David.  Previously we had answered Mr. Quinn regarding deliveries to Sarnia.  We in fact don't deliver to Sarnia.  Those deliveries are bound for Dawn, and that capacity gets essentially dropped off at Sarnia, to serve that system.  So there is no delivery point to the Sarnia market.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Hagerman, and with your leave, Mr. Millar I just want to ask a follow-up to that.

MR. MILLAR:  (nodding).

MR. QUINN:  What I anticipate -- thank you, Mr. Hagerman, for clarification, but I'd asked, does Enbridge take that into account for its modeling for the Sarnia industrial system?  And I heard the answer was yes.

Is it still yes or not?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  The answer is yes.

MR. QUINN:  So it is just the vernacular around it's not considered a receipt point because the deliveries are going to Dawn as a receipt point; but because they go through Sarnia and the company controls them, that is how you are effecting your needs to meet consumption in the Sarnia industrial area?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  That is correct.  The gas flows via Sarnia on its way to Dawn, and we re-direct the gas into Sarnia.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  With that, I'll pass it over to you, Mr. Elson.  You have up to 30 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Elson:


MR. ELSON:  Thank you, panel.  My name is Kent Elson.  I represent Environmental Defence.

I'd like to ask a question actually that got bumped from the previous panel on 2.6-ED-108, and in particular on page 4 of that interrogatory response.

And as it's getting pulled up, I'll tell you what it says, which is that there was a design day deficit of over 600,000 cubic metres a day in 2020, and over 1.8 million cubic metres a day in 2022.

And my question is how you mitigate those deficits and how much deficit mitigation is generally available.  And just to make sure our pages are right, it is page 4 of ED-108, the table at the bottom.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Mr. Elson, those deficits that you are referring to, we would need them, depending on market conditions and weather forecasts, with a delivered service or a peaking supply to manage that.

MR. ELSON:  So for the second part of my question, how much mitigation is possible?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  We don't have a prescribed allocation or mitigation amount available.

It would be determined by again market conditions on the day, and what the next weather forecast might be, and what other available market services we might be able to use.

MR. ELSON:  I guess from a practical perspective, in 2022 you had mitigation of 1.8 million cubic metres a day.

So I assume that amount is technically feasible.  Would twice that amount be feasible?  Would five times that amount be feasible?  I understand it is going to depend on the day, but I'm just trying to get a ballpark idea of how much is -- out of the ordinary out of the possibility and how much, you know, might be possible.

MR. HAGERMAN:  I can agree that amount for '22 was feasible but again, it depends on the weather forecast and the duration of that shortfall.  So I wouldn't want to guess as to what the total we could manage, whether it would be two or three or four times that capacity.

MR. ELSON:  And that's fair.  You don't need to guess it on the spot.

Is that something they could take away and confer with your team by way of an undertaking as to the range of the amount of mitigation of design day deficit that is possible or impossible?


MR. HAGERMAN:  Can we confer?

[Witness panel confers]


MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Mr. Elson, I don't think that is something that we can determine.  There are too many variables that would go into that number so I don't believe that's a calculation that we could undertake.

MR. ELSON:  Then I'll ask a different undertaking.

What is the largest deficit that Enbridge has ever mitigated in terms of design day demand versus design day capacity on the Dawn Parkway transmission system?  Can you take that away and answer it by way of undertaking?

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Kent.  It is David Stevens.  I'm just curious from the witness panel to determine how far back relevant records would go back there and if they are readily accessible.

MR. ELSON:  I can probably short-cut that and I can say that the interrogatory need only go back as far as there are readily accessible records, and we would appreciate an answer in terms of cubic metres a day.

MR. STEVENS:  We can provide that undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT6.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.8:  WHAT IS THE LARGEST DEFICIT THAT ENBRIDGE HAS EVER MITIGATED IN TERMS OF DESIGN DAY DEMAND VERSUS DESIGN DAY CAPACITY ON THE DAWN PARKWAY TRANSMISSION SYSTEM, MEASURED IN CUBIC METRES A DAY, AS FAR AS THERE ARE READILY ACCESSIBLE RECORDS.  (B) TO CONFIRM THAT DELIVERIES MADE TO PARKWAY BY THIRD PARTIES, OVER AND ABOVE PARKWAY DELIVERY OBLIGATION, WAS THE WAY THAT ENBRIDGE WAS ABLE TO MANAGE THE DEFICIT WITHOUT ACQUIRING ADDITIONAL RESOURCES

MR. ELSON:  Another undertaking request that I'm going to have further to this table is to confirm how much of the design day in this table is for gas plants.  And there is also already an answer in 1.10-ED-9.  And it may be the same figure as is in ED-9.

I don't think we need to pick it up now but if you could just undertake to confirm the portion of the design day demand on the Dawn Parkway system that is from gas plants, and again if you could pinpoint point me to the number in ED-9 ;I'm just not sure if that's the same number or not.  And I doubt if you could figure it out on the fly.  If you could let me know I would appreciate it.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  That is correct.  I.1.10-ED-9 does show the correct volume of power generation gas served by the Dawn Parkway system in column B.

MR. ELSON:  Got it.  Okay.  Thank you.  That is helpful.

I'd like to pull up a -- oh, Mr. Quinn, you have a comment?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, sorry, Mr. Elson.  I was trying to catch before Angela moved the page but I think it's still, the tab is still there.


On your last -- yes, thank you -- interrogatory, with your acceptance, Mr. Elson, and then of course Enbridge's, my understanding is, and it's a matter of evidence in this proceeding and others, that Enbridge did not have to acquire additional resources or address deficit positions on the Dawn Parkway system throughout the deferred rebasing period.

As an addition to the undertaking, can you confirm that deliveries made to Parkway by TransCanada, by -- let's say deliveries made to Parkway by third parties, over and above Parkway delivery obligation, was the way that Enbridge was able to manage the deficit without acquiring additional resources?


MR. STEVENS:  I'll put that to the witnesses to say whether, A, the question is clear, and B, whether it's something you can answer now.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I'm not sure that we can answer it right now.  Perhaps we need a little more clarity on what the question is Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  If you had these deficits throughout the period, and Mr. Elson asked for the largest one, was it -- Enbridge able to manage the shortfall through additional deliveries to Parkway over and above the deliveries that are made as a result of BDO?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I don't think we can answer that here today.

MR. QUINN:  No, I'm not asking today.  I'm adding to the undertaking, sir.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Yes, I believe we can answer that as part of that previous undertaking.

MR. QUINN:  If that's acceptable to you, Kent?

MR. ELSON:  Yes it is.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, great.  Sorry for the interruption, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  I'll just go back to my previous question.  I was just noticing that I.1.10-ED-9 is in terms of TJs per day, whereas table 1 on the 2.6-ED-108 is in cubic metres per day.  I could do the calculation, but then the board would have to trust me instead of you.

Could you file a copy of the table on page 4 of 2.6-ED-108 that has an additional column indicating the portion of the design day demand that is from gas plants in cubic metres per day?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  If you go to I.1.10-ED-9, the volumes that are in table 1 are in thousands of cubic metres per day.

MR. ELSON:  Oh, yes, you're right.

MS. DEBEVC:  So, if you multiply that number by a thousand, you'll have the correct numbers.

MR. ELSON:  You know what, I was looking at the wrong table.  Thank you.  Sorry to waste your time.

I have a question relating to a climate report, climate change report, that I sent along to Angela yesterday, and it is entitled "Canada's Changing Climate Report."  And this is actually the website that is -- has a link to the report, but the report is at the link.  So maybe if it's possible, Angela, if you could pull up the report and I'll come back to these questions in a couple of minutes.  The report that I'm looking for is at the link right on the screen right there.  And I will return to these questions at the end, as you pull up the report itself.  Unless you do have it.  I think I referred the panellists to a number of pages.  Did you have a chance to refer to those pages?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  Yes.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, then, that's good.  I think I will be able to ask some questions, but maybe I'll come back to that in a couple of minute and start instead with 4.2-ED-118, page 5.  And, Angela, as you're pulling that up, panel, this is a figure showing weather trends since the 1950s, and I just want to understand if I have understood it correctly.  It's on page 5 of this document.  And so, as I understand it, the dark blue line is showing the trend in the coldest day.  Is that correct?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  That is correct.

MR. ELSON:  And the trend that it's showing is that the coldest days are about 2 degrees warmer than they were in 1952, according to that trend line?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  On average, yes.

MR. ELSON:  And, rather than have us interpret where this line is on this chart, could you undertake to indicate precisely how many degrees warmer are the coldest days in figure 2, according to this trend line, now versus 1952?  Just come up with a specific figure whether it is 2.1 degrees Celsius, 1.8, 2.7.  Is that possible?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  I just wanted to add, that would be the average of the coldest days that we've seen over that period of time and we do not design on the average.  We design for the peak extremes.

MR. ELSON:  But this is the average of the coldest days, though, right?  Not the average of the temperature over the wintertime.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  No.  The dark blue line represents the coldest days in each of those years.

MR. ELSON:  Exactly, yes.  Okay.  And could you -- are you able to provide that undertaking that I had requested?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to be clear.  It's David Stevens.  You are asking how much different in degrees is the average coldest day in 1950 versus 2022?

MR. ELSON:  There is a trend line on the screen and it looks, give or take, like it's going from 34.7 to 32.5, or something.  There just aren't numbers on the chart.  I want to know where that trend line starts and finishes, and the way that I phrased it was how many degrees warmer are the coldest days in figure 2 according to the trend line now versus 1952.

MR. STEVENS:  It is clear to me looking at the chart how the trend line ends.  It is just not clear to me looking at the chart how the starting point of the trend line was derived.

MR. ELSON:  Well, I just don't know what the numbers are.  It's a simple question, like what is the number for the beginning and what's the number for the end of the trend line.  Is that something the panel can provide?  I see someone who look like they are about to put up a green card.

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  Yes, we can provide those numbers.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT6.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.9:  TO INDICATE PRECISELY HOW MANY DEGREES WARMER ARE THE COLDEST DAYS IN FIGURE 2, ACCORDING TO THIS TREND LINE, NOW VERSUS 1952

MR. ELSON:  And could you provide this figure and the same numbers for Toronto, as well?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  Yes, we can.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Could we get a number for that, Mr. Millar?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, sure.  If that's a separate undertaking, JT6.10.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.10:  SIMILAR TO JT6.9, TO PROVIDE FIGURES FOR TORONTO.


MR. ELSON:  And if I could turn now to 2.7-ED-113.  And in the -- if you go down a page -- yes, there we go, thank you -- you'll see that there is a deficit, this time in 2013-2014, of 133 TJs per day in terms of the actual peak demand in the computed design day demand on the Dawn Parkway system.  And my question is how that was mitigated.

MR. DILLON:  Can we confer on that please.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ELSON:  Yes.  And, while they're conferring, Angela, did you manage to pull up that report from the Government of Canada website?  Okay, thank you.  So I'll move to that next.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Mr. Elson, we don't know how that shortfall was met in 2013-2014.

MR. ELSON:  At the bottom of the page, there is a reference to -- there's a note and it says the actual peak day demand exceeds the computed design day demand due to fuel and replenishing the line pack.  Let's start with the first piece.  What does it mean when it talks about this being due to fuel?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  The compressor stations that are on the Dawn Parkway system consume fuel.

MR. ELSON:  So that would be -- I mean, that's a lot of TJs per day of fuel if it is 133.  Is that the order of magnitude that makes sense to you, off the top of your head?

MS. DEBEVC:  I mean, the surplus peak day demand versus the system capacity, the fuel would have been used to replenish the line pack for the day, so we had an increase above design day values for fuel.  And the system was repacking, so there was more demand -- like, the line pack is essentially a demand when you are replenishing it, so there was more demand because it was a line pack.

MR. ELSON:  And the -- well, let me ask you to take this away, because it sounds like there was a bit of uncertainty there.

Could you undertake to provide more detail on how that deficit was mitigated, including a breakdown of how much of it was due to compressor fuel and how much of it was due to replenishing the line pack and how much of it was due to, for example, other mechanisms like obtaining gas through other delivery points; I don't know what else they would be.  Is that something you could undertake to look into?


MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  We can undertake to do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  I was going simply going to ask whether you feel that records or recollection will exist to be able to provide ten-years-ago information, but it sounds like your  you're confident that's the case.

MS. DEBEVC:  We can give best events basis.

MR. MILLAR:  JT6.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.11:  ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS, PROVIDE MORE DETAIL ON HOW THAT DEFICIT WAS MITIGATED, INCLUDING A BREAKDOWN OF HOW MUCH OF IT WAS DUE TO COMPRESSOR FUEL AND HOW MUCH OF IT WAS DUE TO REPLENISHING THE LINE PACK AND HOW MUCH OF IT WAS DUE TO, FOR EXAMPLE, OTHER MECHANISMS LIKE OBTAINING GAS THROUGH OTHER DELIVERY POINTS.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And I would also appreciate as part of your answer to explain to us if possible, the degree to which you can have actuals that are over the design day demand, you know, in other words, how much of what you did on that day is replicate-able in the future.

If we could turn now to the Canada's Changing Climate report. this was a document that I circulated to you.

If you scroll down the screen, it is a Government of Canada document.  And I take it you've had a chance to refer to the page numbers that I referenced you to?

Is that a yes, just to confirm?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  That's correct.

MR. ELSON:  Perhaps we could Mark this as an exhibit.

MR. MILLAR:  It's KT 6.2.
EXHIBIT NO. KT 6.2:  DOCUMENT ENTITLED "CANADA'S CHANGING CLIMATE"


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  On page 141 it says, and I will read, as soon as I pull it up on my screen, the second paragraph three lines down:
"The annual lowest daily minimum temperature averaged across the country increased 3.3 degrees Celsius between 1948 and 2016, with the strongest warming in the west.  The lowest daily minimum temperature that occurs once in 20 years on average increased more strongly.  Overall, extreme cold testimonials increased much more rapidly than the extreme warm temperatures, consist consistent with greater warming in the winter than in summer, as well as greater warming in night temperatures than in day temperatures."

My question is whether you have any reason to doubt the accuracy of those statements.

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  I don't have any reason to refute those statements.  However, I would like to note that we are designing our systems based on weather extremes, not on these climate normals, warming over time.

MR. ELSON:  Go ahead.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  If you go to the figure 4.10 (b).

MR. ELSON:  Mm-hmm.

MS. DEBEVC:  You can see in the lowest daily minimum diagram that southern Ontario has blue triangles which means it's getting colder, and in relation to the very large red triangles in the west, the triangles in Ontario are smaller, meaning there's less impact.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I see one or two blue triangles in Ontario but the vast majority of them are red triangles pointing up, aren't they?

MS. DEBEVC:  Yes, because all of the -- just because there are red triangles doesn't mean that there are areas in Ontario that are not getting colder -- there are places in Ontario that are getting colder.

MR. ELSON:  See, the thing that is confusing me about your statement is that on page 141 it's saying that extreme cold temperatures increased much more rapidly than the extreme warm temperatures, and the vast majority of the arrows in Ontario are going up.

Do you agree with both of those things?

MR. STEVENS:  To be fair, Kent you are asking the witnesses to agree to what a report said.  I mean the report speaks for itself.

If the witnesses and the evidence from the report are to come and speak to us, then terrific but I'm not sure how much further we move ahead by having the witnesses agree to statements that are in the report.

I mean, Mr. Dillon said he had no reason to doubt what was written.  Ms. Debevc pointed you to something that seems to show a slightly different trend in a different place.  I mean we're going to get into argument that I'm not sure really moves us ahead.  I'm not sure these are admissions that really make or don't make a case.

MR. ELSON:  You know what, Mr. Stevens, your comment that your witnesses have said that they don't disagree with that, that paragraph, I think are well-pointed and I shouldn't stray into argument.

I should, though, bring up another paragraph on page 145, and on page 145 in the second paragraph, the fourth line down, it says:
"Annual lowest daily minimum temperature is projected to warm faster than winter mean temperature over most of Canada, increasing the extreme minimum temperature in southern Canada by three degrees by the end of the century under a high emission scenario, RC (inaudible) 8.5."

Do you have may reason to disagree with that comment?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  Enbridge Gas has set three new coldest-observed records in 2019, which is after this report was completed.

MR. ELSON:  Mm-hmm.

MS. DEBEVC:  We set new records in Windsor which is in southwestern Ontario, Geraldton and International Falls, which are in northern Ontario.

And just because a forecast says that the climate may be warming does not absolve Enbridge Gas from protecting society today, five years from now, or any year until that forecast becomes true or is abated.

MR. ELSON:  Now, I'm not asking if Enbridge is absolved from serving its customers; my question is whether Enbridge agrees or disagrees with this Government of Canada report and its predictions about the impact of climate change on extreme low temperatures.  Is that something you can answer?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  I'm not sure we have any evidence that we can refute what was in this report or the authors of this report, but I would like to point you back to exhibit I.4.2-ED-118.

MR. ELSON:  Mm-hmm.

MR. DILLON:  If you will notice the London weather station is what we designed the Union South market for.

And in this you will see that the extreme weather temperatures are still existing and if not more frequent than they were.

And in 2019 we observed a 43.0, which is 0.1-degree day from our maximum designed temperature, which would suggest that we are still seeing these extremes and we do not design based on these annual averages going down.

We ever only looking at the extreme temperature fluctuations.

MR. ELSON:  I'm trying to move away from anecdotal data points and ask you questions about analysis completed on the forecast impact of climate change on extreme cold temperatures.


I'll just ask you one more time whether you would agree or disagree with the Government of Canada report indicating that the daily minimum temperature is expected to increase faster over most of Canada; is that something you agree with or disagree with?  Including that the extreme cold temperatures are increasing more rapidly.

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

I think you've heard twice that Gord and/or Melissa have indicated they have no reason to disagree with what they're reading here.

That being said, they are not climate scientists.  They haven't investigated everything that's here, and they have pointed you to their own observed conditions within the area for which they plan.

MR. ELSON:  If that's the answer, then I'm fully satisfied with that, Mr. Stevens, and I will move on to 4.2-ED-122, page 2.  In ED-122 I had asked about how Enbridge mitigates where peak day surpasses peak capacity, and in your response you said:
"The only way to meet firm customer demand requirements is to purchase spots gas (not at Dawn, but instead at system extremities) if available.  If spot gas is unavailable, system demands would exceed system capacity and Enbridge Gas would need to call a force majeure."

Can you explain that latter -- I don't know if it's a mitigation measure, or what does it mean if you are calling a force majeure and what are the impacts of that?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  Under that circumstance,  we would not have been able to serve our firm customer demands and therefore we would be looking to shed load on the system to meet our needs.

MR. ELSON:  And so your -- go ahead.

MS. DEBEVC:  Sorry.  Shedding firm load means we would physically go into cities and we would close off sections of the city and customers would be out of gas, including residential customers and any customer within that load shed area.

MR. ELSON:  Well, see, the reason I had asked the question is the words "force majeure" suggested to me that you would start with your contract customers.  Is that what you would do?  You would shut down, for example, a large industrial facility if that would be a way to...?  I mean, these are once you have tried everything else, but is that where you would go?

MS. DEBEVC:  If we can confer for a second.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  We would have to take that away to check.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, maybe I'll try to craft an undertaking. Once you have exhausted all other alternatives to address a deficit in peak capacity versus peak demand, such as spot gas, and you need to curtail load, please describe how you would do that and whether you would start by curtailing large industrial loads.

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

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT6.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.12:  ONCE ENBRIDGE HAS EXHAUSTED ALL OTHER ALTERNATIVES TO ADDRESS A DEFICIT IN PEAK CAPACITY VERSUS PEAK DEMAND, SUCH AS SPOT GAS, AND YOU NEED TO CURTAIL LOAD, PLEASE DESCRIBE HOW YOU WOULD DO THAT AND WHETHER YOU WOULD START BY CURTAILING LARGE INDUSTRIAL LOADS.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  If you were to curtail a large industrial customer, do you pay them a penalty for that?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I am not sure, under force majeure, what the condition of their contracts are, but there could, in fact, be a penalty incurred for that based on -- again, I'm not positive, but it could be based on what their loss production is.  But we would have to -- we can't answer that fully right now.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  And could you undertake to let us know what your industrial demand is.  Actually, you know what, I can probably look this up in the evidence, so don't worry about that.  I'll move on to 4.2-ED-118, page 3, please.

And, in this table, table 1, we had asked you to compare the design day demand pursuant to the proposed methodology versus the current methodology in the Enbridge rate zone.  And the headings in the columns are described a little bit differently than they were in the question, so I just want to confirm that what table 1 is showing here is the difference in design date demand between the proposed methodology and the current methodology in the Enbridge rate zone.  Is that correct?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  The comparison would be the harmonized methodology using the proposed design criteria and EGB's current design criteria.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.  Is there any difference between what you described and what I described?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  I don't remember what you said, but my answer trumps yours.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Well, I'm going to describe your answer in a different way.  I think they were the same.  It is the proposed methodology which is a harmonized methodology versus applying the current Enbridge rate zone methodology everywhere.

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  Can we just confer for one moment.

MR. ELSON:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. MILLAR:  Kent, while they're doing that, I'll just observe you are pretty much at time.

MR. ELSON:  That's fair, Mr. Millar.  I'm almost done and I can take time from my next panel, which will be under on, if that's acceptable to you.

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  I just wanted to clarify that one point.  For the second table B, the one-in-five method is not the current EGD one-in-five method that is used.  That is a very complex method.  We used a very, I guess you could say, simplistic approach to try to get some numbers together to evaluate and put in this table to compare against.

MR. ELSON:  A simplified version of the current Enbridge method?

MR. DILLON:  Very simplified.

MR. ELSON:  Okay.  Understood, thank you.

Okay, I'm going to ask for two undertakings, and I'll start with the first one.  Could you provide a table for 2023- 2024 to 2031-2032, with rows for the Dawn Parkway system capacity; the design day demand, according to the proposed harmonized methodology; and the design day demand, according to the methodology currently used in the Enbridge rate zone?  With that caveat that we're fine if you use a simplified calculation for that.  Can you provide that by way of undertaking?

MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking, Kent.  Just to make sure I understand the request, the table would show -- for the same years as we see on table 1 here.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  It would show the Dawn Parkway capacity in one column.

MR. ELSON:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  And design day --


MR. ELSON:  You are probably coming up with a better way to describe my interrogatory request, which is this table here with an added column for the system capacity.

MR. STEVENS:  And then a column showing the design day demand as proposed, which is A.

And then my question, I suppose, is around what would replace B.  Because I think we have heard from the witnesses that this simplifying assumptions were used, so B doesn't actually represent what would happen when you apply the full approach used in the EGD rate zone.  And so I just put it to the witness whether it's possible to replicate B using the various assumptions that exist in the Enbridge Gas Distribution rate zone and, if not, why.

MR. ELSON:  No, Mr. Stevens, I'm fine with the numbers remaining as they are in B, which, as I understand from your panel, are a simplified approximation of applying the Enbridge methodology throughout.

MR. STEVENS:  I think it's fair to say, Kent, that they're simplified.  I'm not sure if it's fair to say that they're an approximation.

There is a interrogatory that explains the various engineering assumption additions that are associated with the Enbridge Gas Distribution determination of design day, and it makes the outcomes different than what we see from simply applying a one-in-five recurrence interim.

MR. ELSON:  Can you speak to that, panel.  How is B -- I had understood B to be a simplified approximation of applying the current Enbridge methodology.  Is that correct or incorrect?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  So the design day demand, the biggest changes will be in the south rate zone, which is the Union methodology, and the EGD design day demand is reflected through contracting within the gas supply plan.

So, even if the EGD design day demand changes, it doesn't necessarily mean that the gas supply plan will change how they contract to move gas into the CDA or EDA, and hence, the impact on the methodology in the gas supply planning requirements doesn't really change depending on what methodology you use.

MR. ELSON:  That confused me.  I'm looking for as close of approximation as is feasible for what the design day demand would be, were you to apply the current Enbridge design day methodology to the Dawn Parkway demand.  I thought that was the answer to column B.

Is it the answer to column B?  And if it isn't the answer to column B, how would you go about doing that?

MS. DEBEVC:  So the Enbridge demand in column B is related to the gas supply plan.

So the gas supply planning folks would have to talk to how they would change their Dawn Parkway transportation requirements with a differing methodology.

MR. ELSON:  I had -- I don't think that answered my question.  Maybe someone else on the panel can --


MR. DILLON:  Let us confer for a moment, Kent.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Kent it is David Stevens.

I can't share what the witnesses are talking about, but I can see how long it's taking them.

I wonder whether it will be more efficient to take this away, provide the extra column that you've asked for, and to provide commentary to explain what is shown in row B versus the current EGD approach.  Is that fair?

MR. ELSON:  I would actually like to know if B isn't as close to the -- let's -- I wouldn't mind -- I think that's a good comment, Mr. Stevens but if the panel is done conferring, maybe it would be helpful to just take this a little bit further.

MR. STEVENS:  Certainly.  I don't know if they're done conferring or not, but I'll look over and see if they are.

MR. ELSON:  It looked to me like they were but maybe not.

Are you ready for a response, panel?

MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  Sure.  Sorry, yes, so, we'll go back and we'll do the tables as you suggested.

I will just say one thing about column B.  It is correct that this is a very, very simplistic approach and in no way reflects what the current EGD one-in-five method would look like, but we can supply those numbers for you.

MR. ELSON:  So I'll restate the undertaking which is to provide table 1 on page 3 of 4.2-ED-118 adding the system capacity in a column, and for column B, making adjustments as necessary to bring it as close as is feasible to the methodology currently used in the Enbridge rate zone.  Do you undertake to do that?


MR. DILLON:  Can we confer for just one moment?


MR. ELSON:  Sure.


[Witness panel confers.]


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  Yes, we can do that.

MR. MILLAR:  It's JT6.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.13:  TO PROVIDE TABLE 1 ON PAGE 3 OF 4.2-ED-118 ADDING THE SYSTEM CAPACITY IN A COLUMN, AND FOR COLUMN B, MAKING ADJUSTMENTS AS NECESSARY TO BRING IT AS CLOSE AS IS FEASIBLE TO THE METHODOLOGY CURRENTLY USED IN THE ENBRIDGE RATE ZONE.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And my next interrogatory is to provide a table for -- I said interrogatory.  My next undertaking request that I have is to provide a table for 2023/24 to 2031/32 with rows for system capacity the design day demand according to the proposed harmonized methodology and the design day demand if Enbridge were to remain with the current methodologies, plural, i.e. meaning the obtaining the existing methodologies in the Union and Enbridge rate zones.

MR. STEVENS:  Witnesses, is that something that we're table to do?

MS. DEBEVC:  We'll do it on a best efforts basis.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT6.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.14:  ON A BEST-EFFORTS BASIS, TO PROVIDE A TABLE FOR 2023/24 TO 2031/32 WITH ROWS FOR SYSTEM CAPACITY THE DESIGN DAY DEMAND ACCORDING TO THE PROPOSED HARMONIZED METHODOLOGY AND THE DESIGN DAY DEMAND IF ENBRIDGE WERE TO REMAIN WITH THE CURRENT METHODOLOGIES, PLURAL, I.E. MEANING THE OBTAINING THE EXISTING METHODOLOGIES IN THE UNION AND ENBRIDGE RATE ZONES.  TO EXCLUDE FUTURE INFRASTRUCTURE BUILDS WHEN EVALUATING THE SYSTEM CAPACITY.


MR. ELSON:  For both can you exclude future infrastructure builds when evaluating the system capacity?

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Kent, I'm going to presume to speak for the witnesses.

When we're a week away from having to answer these to have to make adjustments to what's already in all the forecasts, I think is going to become unduly burdensome.

MR. ELSON:  I mean, I think you just add 150 TJs per day if you are putting the Kirkwall Hamilton in.  It is just hard to tell what's...

MR. STEVENS:  You were just talking about the full system capacity.

MR. ELSON:  The system capacity, yes.  Keeping the system capacity without adding the infrastructure builds like the Kirkwall-Hamilton pipeline.  Is that something that would be for this panel?

MR. STEVENS:  On a best efforts basis, we will do that.

MR. ELSON:  Okay, thank you.  Another undertaking request we have and I'll have one more question after this.  Can you provide the proposed design day temperatures in degrees Celsius for each weather station with and without the wind speed adjustment?  Just so that we can compare how much your wind speed adjustments are making to the design day temperatures?


MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  Yes we can do that.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Lastly --

MR. MILLAR:  Sorry, Kent.  That's JT6.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.15:  TO PROVIDE THE PROPOSED DESIGN DAY TEMPERATURES IN DEGREES CELSIUS FOR EACH WEATHER STATION WITH AND WITHOUT THE WIND SPEED ADJUSTMENT.


MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  Your contracts with power generation facilities, my understanding is that there's no differentiation between their summer and their winter demand; is that right?

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  That's not necessarily correct.  Some power-generation customers have their winter interruptible volumes which defirm in the summer time.

MR. ELSON:  Could you undertake to explore that possibility further with your power generation facilities? I understand that some of them have no differentiation between summer and winter, to determine if that might be a way to reduce the design day demand, either in the Panhandle or in the Dawn Parkway system?  The reason I'm asking now, David, is because, once we get to an infrastructure build, it's too late, and so I'm proposing that it be something that be looked into.

MR. STEVENS:  Please give me a moment.

MR. ELSON:  And, Mr. Stevens, I should clarify, I'm not asking you to call them up right now.  I'm just asking Enbridge to agree to do so at some point in the future.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Kent.  It's David Stevens.  We can certainly make sure that your suggestion is brought to the attention of the folks who are involved in that contracting.

MR. ELSON:  Thank you.  And those are my questions, panel.  Thank you, panel, and thank you, Mr. Stevens.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Elson.  We're moving now to schools, which I assume is Mr. Rubenstein.  Go ahead, Mark.  I have you down for ten minutes.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning, panel.  I really just have one interrogatory that I'd like a response clarified.  I was wondering if we could pull up 4.7-IGUA-6.  It relates to PDO.  And the context of the interrogatory based on the reference, as I understand it, is it relates to evidence about reducing the PDO.

And Enbridge says:
"The priority for utilizing excess Dawn Parkway system capacity is to serve long-term demands."

You were asked to explain the rationale for that statement and you go to 4.7-FRPO-165, which I think was asking somewhat of the same question, but maybe posed a little differently.

And, as I read the response -- so, in the interrogatory, you were asked for an OEB authority for the statement, essentially.  And what your response is, as I read your response, it indicates that, because of STAR, requires excess capacity to be offered through an open season and you are required to offer the excess capacity and, only after such offering, if there is any excess capacity left over, then you can use it for additional PDO relief.

Is that what you're saying?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I think what we're saying as part of this request for the change to the PDO framework is that we would like to utilize excess Dawn Parkway capacity, should it be available long-term, to potentially satisfy PDO.  But, before we do that, we wish to -- we would like to offer -- we need to offer that capacity to the market to make sure the market demands are satisfied.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, in response to the phrasing of the wording in IGUA-6, is the language with respect to long-term demands, is it because you are interpreting STAR to require that, if there's any excess capacity, you must first offer it to the market and then only afterwards you can utilize it to reduce the PDO?

MR. DILLON:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And are there any other reasons that would support that priority, other than STAR?  So, if that was not the STAR requirement, it did require you to do that, would you still believe that you would have to do it though -- you would still prioritize a market offering before you would use it as a tool to reduce the PDO?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I think that is the case, yes.  We would satisfy the market demands before the PDO.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can I ask, is there a reason for that?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I think, from an Enbridge perspective and a customer perspective, that satisfying those customer demands would be, in fact, the priority.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much.  Well, maybe I could just follow up.  Can you just help me explain, in your view, why addressing long-term demands, then, putting aside the STAR requirement, is preferable to dealing with PDO requirements to reduce those?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Give us a moment to confer, please.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Mr. Rubenstein, I think what we would anticipate is, if we turned back capacity or received capacity and used that to satisfy PDO, we could potentially need that capacity back and would have to build facilities Dawn to Parkway to satisfy that PDO after we turned that back.  So I think, in the long term, satisfying the market demand first is the correct methodology.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, presumably, that's based on it being, obviously, more cost effective to pay the -- to deal with PDO as you do now, and the cost of that, as compared to a longer-term build.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Agreed.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  Up next on the list, I have Energy Probe, and I see Dr. Higgin has joined us.  Roger, I have you down for up to 10 minutes.
Examination by Dr. Higgin:


DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.  So I'd like to start -- is my sound check okay?  Yes?  Okay.

Turn to IR response Exhibit I-4.2-EP-60, and the response at part D.   So, if we could turn to part D.  And just as a [audio dropout] to this table, the evidence states that:
"The purpose of the evidence is to define the maximum utility firm withdrawal and dehydration capacity of 3.8 PJ per day and the maximum utility firm injection capacity of 1.7 PJ per day associated with the utility storage space of a total of 199.4 PJ available to Enbridge Gas in-franchise customers at cost base rates."

So can you just tell me now, then, what table 4 is.  And I just want you to note, at the top, it says: "Market-based storage projections as historic and future for the EGD rate zone."

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I can answer that, but I think some of this answer should be going to the gas supply plant.  But I can confirm that that table is in regard to the market-based storage that Enbridge purchases above their utility space allocation.  They need that amount of market-based storage past their utility allocation.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  But, just to be very clear, you said Enbridge.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Enbridge rate zone customers, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  No, but this is EGD rate zone.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Correct.  The EGD rate zone uses more storage than is -- than they have on the utility basis.  So the EGD rate zone needs to purchase market-based storage to satisfy their demands, and that's what this table is indicating.

DR. HIGGIN:  Out of their 1994.4 PJs available, Union has got hundred PJs, correct?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  That is correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so now since the merger, why do we still have two storage zone allocations, one for Union and one for EGD in 2024?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I believe just because there is historical years also referenced on this table so anything prior to our 2024 rebasing application would be reference for the EGD rate zone only.  For 2024 rebasing application and forward, it would be for Enbridge Gas as an entire utility.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you for that clarification, because that was what I was worrying about.  So in '24, then, it would be for Enbridge Gas Inc in total, i.e. both zones; is that correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  That is correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  So the question, then, is historically now going back, I think we just went through the fact that Union has had 100 PJs and Enbridge Gas Distribution had less, something like 96 PJs.

The question is, when was the legacy Union excess storage of about 3.4 PJs reallocated to the Enbridge Gas Inc.?


MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  This might be something that the next panel 7 could answer better; however, for the 2024 rebasing application, the 199.4 in total was considered and then any incremental needs above that for the entire utility.

DR. HIGGIN:  So at some point historically that 3.4 PJ of Union excess storage has been reallocated to the EGD rate zone or not?


MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  As part of this rebasing application we are proposing to reallocate the excess utility storage from the Union rate zone to the greater integrated utility, and it will be operated as one, as part of the 199.4.

So if you look at the table 3, I think that might bring some clarity in your EP-60 where we have excess utility storage, where Union rates did not utilize all of their storage.  That excess utility storage as part of this rebasing will go away in 2024.  It will be become part of the overall 199.4.

DR. HIGGIN:  So the obvious question is we understand where we're going in 2024.  Can you help me what happened in the historic years?  As this table shows, there seems to be Union excess storage.  What happened to that?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  We would sell that excess storage annually to the market and share that with the rate-payer on a 90/10 basis.

DR. HIGGIN:  Being the rate-payers in the Union rate zone which was the historic way this was done, correct?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  That is correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so I think we're getting there now, to understanding this a little better.

Now looking forward, the historic market-based storage requirement for the -- what I'm asking here is looking at '24, '23, '24 there is a -- sorry -- Let's go back.

Sorry, looking at the table 4 again, okay, table 4, we see a reduction, okay, in the amount of market-based storage from levels around 26 PJ to 18.

What is causing this reduction?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  I don't believe that we can answer that question at this panel.

You'll need to refer that to the gas supply panel that follows and I believe that's panel 7.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, I will ask that question into that panel.

And this may be for them as well, because I'm looking to get an understanding of if you can confirm the total consolidated EGI storage requirements for the bridge year and test years, and how much of that will be market-based and include the projection with and without the ICF proposed 10 PJ addition.  Can you do that?

MR. STEVENS:  Hi Roger.  It is David Stevens speaking.

I'm very confident that the next panel can speak to that and hopefully can point out items on the record where we can follow it through clearly.  But they're the folks that have accountability for these areas.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay then I will bring back to the next panel.  I just have one follow-up, David, on our exhibit I.4.2-EP-61, and the response to part (a).  Just a simple question.

So given that EGD in the past and now Enbridge Gas requires incremental storage, the question is why was not developing storage capacity, deliverability or injectivity an option?  Was market-based storage deemed to be a better option?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, Roger I think the next -- I won't give evidence myself, but rather I'll leave it for the next panel to speak to.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay and I'll ask my other question so they can be ready.

Going forward, is consolidated utility going to consider utility storage enhancements to meet utility requirements?  That's the other question.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I think that would be a question for the next panel but I assume we may hear from the next panel that those kind of decisions are really contingent on a Phase II issue, which is around how much cost based storage should be available.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Okay.  So thank you.  I will bring those questions back to the next panel.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Dr. Higgin.  I have BOMA up next, Mr. Jarvis, are you here?

MR. JARVIS:  Yes.  We've given provided you that time back this morning, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, so thank you very much for that.  I just wanted to confirm that.

Why don't we take our short first afternoon break now and come back in ten minutes which will be 2:40, and we'll have  TCPL, assuming they have questions.

And just for those who are watching, we have TCPL, then Kitchener, and then FRPO had one follow-up question.

So that's the order, and then I think we're switching -- you know, David, as I look at that now, I forgot we have to switch panels.

Is it -- why don't we -- I think we've probably only got ten more minutes before we've finished with this panel, so I suggest that we plow through and take one 15 minute breaks instead of two 10-minute breaks, just to get everything in.  Does that work for you?


MR. STEVENS:  This panel is nodding vigorously so I think they're in favour of that.  I would also endorse a longer break to [audio dropout] including of course Angela and Lisa.

MR. MILLAR:  I think that makes sense.  I see Kevin has come on.  Kevin, you've got -- I have you down for five minutes.
Examination by Mr. Musial:


MR. MUSIAL:  Okay, that sounds good to me.  Good afternoon, everyone.  Good afternoon, panel.  I really just have one question, and I'm hoping you can answer it but it may be either too much to ask or it might be better for panel 10, I believe, but we'll see.

So I'm looking at exhibit I.4.7-TCPL-2 and part (b).

So this is discussing the distance credit benefit, which, by my understanding, essentially falls out of the cost allocation changes wherein, instead of Union South demands being served from Parkway by PDO volumes, they all come from Dawn now, which gives a bit of a benefit to ex-franchise shippers.

And so I was wondering if this table, table 1 -- sorry, I'm on the response to D.  There we go.

So I was wondering if it was possible to present this information for, like, a forecast of this information.  Or, again, maybe that's for panel 10 or maybe that's too much to ask, I'm not sure, but I guess the point of my question is, if on the next page you go to section F, that shows a forecast of the PDCI payment costs, and I was just wondering what the relationship, if at all, is between these distance credit benefits and the PDCI payment cost forecast.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  You are correct that the distance credit does come out of the cost allocation study, and that is not something that we prepare on an annual basis.  So it's not possible to recreate the distance benefit on an annual basis.

MR. MUSIAL:  Okay.  I suspected that might be the case.  I guess, is there any -- just from a very high-level view, is there any relationship -- so, if we go to part (f), we see that PDCI payment costs are increasing from about $17-and-a-half million to $23 million over the course of the rate term, and I was just wondering:  Would we expect to see a similar change with the distance credit benefit?  Or is that totally disconnected from that?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  During the IR term, those will be disconnected.  So the $3 million benefit that no longer exists in the cost allocation study, that, the allocation of the Dawn Parkway costs will be in base rates.  As well, $17.6 million for PDCI costs in base rates.  Any variance to that base rate amount is proposed for -- to be recorded in the Parkway delivery obligation deferral account for disposition on an annual basis.

MR. MUSIAL:  Okay.  So I guess maybe what I'm hearing is -- with the -- because I guess I would have thought this distance credit would move similarly to the actual size of the PDO.  So, if you were to -- and I understand that that's too much to ask or you can't do that -- but, if the PDO still worked the way it did, the cost allocation study still worked the way it did in that Union South demands were being met portion partially from Parkway, that should move with the size of the PDO.  And so I would have thought that this benefit in table 1, benefit and the difference, I guess, in column C ,would move somewhat in line with the size of the PDO and, therefore, the size of the PDI, as well.

Would that be the case?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I think what we have provided in evidence is that the relationship between the distance credit and the cost of the PDCI is no longer connected because of cost allocation changes for the Dawn station and Parkway station.  And that's why we've proposed this allocation methodology for both the Dawn Parkway system, assuming all demands are being served from Dawn, as well as the PDCI payment on the same basis.

That's why we've made that proposal in this application, because the distance credit is not -- the Relationship -- there is no relationship between the distance credit specifically and the PDCI payment cost.  You can see the PDCI payment costs $16.6 million and the benefit is only $3 million of the credit.

They may work in a similar relationship where, if one goes up the credit might go up, but the value of the two are not similar.

MR. MUSIAL:  Right, okay.  I think that makes sense to me.  I might dig into a little more but I think that might be more for the cost allocation panel. But I think that makes sense to me.  And I think that the only question I have for this panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you, Mr. Musial.  Up next, I have Kitchener, and I see Mr. Abu-Eseifan has come on the screen.  I have you down for five minutes.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Good afternoon, panel.  Thank you very much.  I have, also, Ms. Jaya Chatterjee with me.

My first question to the panel is regarding IR Exhibit 7.2-Kitchener-2, the question number (a).  Now, our understanding is that the weather normalization for design day calculations uses weekdays and excludes weekends and holidays.  However, in table 1 in the response, we don't see Fridays there.

Can you explain why Fridays are excluded?


MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  Quite often, large contract rate customers have lower gas usage on Fridays, and that's because Friday's gas day, morning peak occurs on Saturday morning.  So, oftentimes, our correlation statistics improve with Fridays being removed, which is why they are not included in this analysis.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  So why don't you include Sunday, then?  Because the morning peak for Sunday is Monday morning, which is in place of Friday.

MS. DEBEVC:  I agree with your logic, and what may happen is the customer's design day demand will increase because, often, Monday morning has a higher peak value than the rest of the week.  But I'm understanding where you're going.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Okay, okay.  Can you -- and my second question is:  We asked to use Kitchener data to calculate the design day and your response was that data for Kitchener is not available.

Can you explain what you mean by "is not available," because we are using Environment Canada data, and Kitchener data is available there.

MS. DEBEVC:  Melissa Debevc.  What we mean by Kitchener data not being available is a calculation of what the design degree day would be.

So the design degree day in southwestern Ontario occurred in 1994, and the Kitchener Waterloo airport didn't operate for much of the day.  And, because it didn't operate much of the day, the weather temperature readings were not taken for 13 to 15 hours out of the day, so we do not have enough data to be able to calculate an appropriate design degree day for Waterloo.

But after 2002, an automated weather station was installed in Waterloo so we can obtain a proper degree day information on a daily basis to do the correlation but we're not able to extrapolate data out to design conditions because we cannot create an appropriate design degree day for Waterloo.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Not even with the 2014 polar vortex or the 2019 peak day that happened?

MS. DEBEVC:  No.  The 2014 was not a design degree day for the southern Western Ontario.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  In 2019?

MS. DEBEVC:  We can't -- potentially 2019 would [audio dropout] closer to a design degree day, but it wouldn't qualify as the number that we would calculate for.  But on a different basis, all of the customers in southern Ontario are all designed using London weather.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Finally, the calculation that you did the calculation that you did for the adjustment for London weather station to provide us with a model for Kitchener, you mentioned that this will result in a reduced peak demand design day demand for Kitchener in part (c).  So what is -- like this is only for information?  Or we can -- if there is a next step, an extra step for this?


MR. DILLON:  Gord Dillon.  Yes, that was just for information, to provide with you with that sample analysis.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  And that includes table 4, the information in table 4 also?


MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, the information in table 4, the impact on the cost allocation study, cost allocation factors is provided for illustrative purpose of what would happen based on the information in the previous questions.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Okay, perfect.  Thank you.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Abu-Eseifan.  Next I think we're over to you again, Dwayne.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Michael.  As my email had stated, we seem to -- well, we did skip over because of the confusion on the panels.

There was an interrogatory that we followed up with panel 1 which we were told to take some of it to panels 5, 6 and 7.  So for panel 5, as I understand it, if we could turn up 1.6-FRPO-5, please.

To simply file, was this panel briefed on the questions that were going to be asking from the letter I submitted?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Yes, Max Hagerman.  Yes, we were.

MR. QUINN:  So very specifically, Mr. Hagerman, if you scroll down, please, I will read as we're scrolling down because you are familiar, Mr. Hagerman.  It says:

"The total EGI revenue outlined in attachment 1 contains transactions negotiated directly with Tidal and transactions awarded as a result of competitive bidding processes through RFPs."


So stopping there, we asked could you break out the transactions -- sorry, the quantity of transactions that are show further down in attachment 1 into what was done by negotiation and what was done by RFP.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Yes, I can do that for you, Mr. Quinn.

If you look at the -- there is actually -- I want to clarify, there are three types of transactions and we should have mentioned this previously.

There is RFP or open season transactions which are just that where there is ask for bids and interested parties bids and the successful bidder obtains that capacity.  There is direct negotiation, where an Enbridge team member would negotiate a contract with a Tidal team member.

Also, a significant component of this is third-party assignments whereby Tidal would enter into agreements with a separate third-party to take on or directly assign to them their transportation capacity where we would not have any -- we would not have any part in that negotiation.

We are just in effect, a billing agent for the regulated rate after the fact.  So I've broken it down in those three fashions, if that's acceptable.

MR. QUINN:  This is on a -- if I may, you are saying the third-party on those cases, are these contracts for which Enbridge holds Tidal with a pipeline if that's the case, then who are the other two parties?

MR. HAGERMAN:  These are contracts with other third parties that Tidal has negotiated an assignment with.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, we may have to go into this further, but I recognize that we're waiting to move forward so please proceed.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Oh, sorry to speak over to you, Mr. Quinn.  Max Hagerman.

If we look at the total of $41.2 million over those seven years, to speak to the way that I'd presented, third-party assignments which are transportation capacity would account for 18-and-a-half million dollars or 45 percent of those transactions.

The RFP/open season component would account for just over $12 million of that total 41.2 million for approximately here -- and I'm rounding here -- 30 percent and the direct negotiation with Tidal accounts for 10-and-a-half million dollars of that total revenue, or approximately 25 percent of the total over that term.

MR. QUINN:  Well, thank you.  That's dealing with the revenue on Tidal, so the other side of the equation is the costs with Tidal.

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  And those costs would need to be allocated.  You'd have to have that with the next panel, panel 7, the gas supply panel.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, we'll defer that to 7.  Thank you for answering.

But before we go in taking the undertaking that I asked you earlier, if you recall from Dawn to Enbridge CDA -- do you recall that undertaking, Mr. Hagerman?

MR. HAGERMAN:  Which undertaking -- can you recall that?


MR. STEVENS:  Is this the undertaking, Dwayne -- it is David Stevens speaking -- to show how the revenues would be split between the two parts of that path?

MR. QUINN:  That's correct, yes.  So you've taken that undertaking.  What's the number Mr. Stevens, JT?

MR. STEVENS:  We believe it's JT6.7.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So I would like to add to that undertaking, because I realize there is a complicating factor, and I'm not going to go through complication unless Mr. Hagerman wants to, but the one I asked for was Dawn to Enbridge CDA.

If you could also do a similar sample calculation and describe what would happen with Dawn to Enbridge EDA as an addition to that undertaking?  Because there is a difference.


MR. STEVENS:  We can add that.  So answer the same questions in relation to the Dawn to Enbridge EDA path?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes we can add that.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry to talk to over you.  Mr. Hagerman, just for consideration I'm not presuming that you are going to use Albion pipe from Enbridge unless of course you're going to do that.

If you are going to do that if you could call that out in your description that would be appreciated

MR. HAGERMAN:  Max Hagerman.  Agreed.
UNDERTAKING JT6.7 (ADDITIONAL):  TO DO A SIMILAR SAMPLE CALCULATION AND DESCRIBE WHAT WOULD HAPPEN WITH DAWN TO ENBRIDGE EDA.


MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  Thank you, Mr. Millar and panel, for that indulgence.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn and with that I think we've concluded with panel 5 so thank you very much to the panel.

We'll take our afternoon break and we'll make it 15 minutes but I think, Cherida, you had a scheduling matter you wanted to raise -- we can go off the record before we discuss this.

--- Recess taken at 2:50 p.m.
--- Upon resuming at 3:06 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Okay, let's go back on the record.  Good afternoon, everyone.  We're going to commence with panel 7 so, David, why don't I turn it over to you to introduce the panel.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Michael.  Without further ado, I will turn it over to the panel.  I will ask each of you, please, to introduce yourself and indicate your job title and indicate the areas of evidence to which you'll be speaking.  And, just for clarity for everybody, this panel will be speaking to the gas supply plan, gas costs, gas-related deferral and variance account, gas reference price, and operational contingency.

So, with that, I'll start on the left of the screen with Steve Pardy.

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy, Major Underground Surge and Reservoir Engineering, and I'll be speaking to the operational contingency evidence.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer, supervisor, Gas Supply Planning, and I will be speaking to gas supply planning-related matters.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett, director of Gas Supply.  I will speak to gas supply matters.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, manager of Gas Supply Acquisition.  I will be speaking to matters of gas acquisition and related services.

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau, manager of Revenue and Cost of Gas, and I'll be speaking to gas cost-related questions.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila, manager of Rate Design.  I'll be speaking to gas commodity and transportation rate design.

MS. COLLIER:  Jackie Collier, rate design specialist, also speaking to supply commodity and transportation rate design rates.
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MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  With that, I believe the panel is  ready for questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.  Up first on the list, I see OPI.  Do we have an OPI representative here?  Mr. Lewis, I'll hand it over to you.  You have up to 30 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Lewis:


MR. LEWIS:  Thank you.  I would like to mention that I'm joined here through my connection with Bill Blake, an OPI member; and Peter Budd, vice chair of the OPI, I believe is also present.

We provided a compendium for the panel to aid in reference material.  Did you want me to reference the compendium or the application evidence in exhibit 8?  I see it there, so....

Our first question is on page 1 of the compendium.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry to interrupt, Scott.  It is David Stevens speaking.  Maybe, just for clarity, it would make sense to mark your compendium as an exhibit so that, when there are references later, people know what to go back to.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  So we'll Mark that as KT 6.3.
EXHIBIT NO. KT 6.3:  OPI COMPENDIUM FOR PANEL 7


MR. LEWIS:  Okay.  On page 1, the highlighted text there is where my first few questions pertain to.  The first of which is:  Does Ontario produced or stationed gas physically make it Dawn?  That was my question for the panel.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  That's not a question that this panel can answer.

MR. LEWIS:  Do you know what panel that question would be better brought to?

MR. GILLETT:  Unfortunately, I believe that would have been panel 5, if it's system planning and operations.

MR. GILLETT:  So I take it, the next question, does Ontario produced or station gas physically make it onto the Dawn Parkway system, would also be a question for panel 5.

MR. STEVENS:  Maybe just to help us, Scott, you could indicate -- I mean, I assume there are a number of [audio dropout] points for Ontario produced gas.  Do you have one or several in mind, or are you asking whether any Ontario produced gas makes its way either to Dawn or onto the Dawn Parkway system?

MR. LEWIS:  Yes, I'm asking whether any Ontario-produced gas, conventional producer gas, anyone under the M13 transportation agreement or gas purchase agreements.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Yes.  Unfortunately, I don't believe there is anybody on this panel that can speak to that.

MR. STEVENS:  Given that we are now finished with that past panel, perhaps we can take this question away, Scott, and answer it in writing.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you very much.  If you would be able, by way of undertaking, to provide that.

MR. MILLAR:  We will mark that as JT6.16.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.16:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER ANY ONTARIO-PRODUCED GAS, CONVENTIONAL PRODUCER GAS, ANYONE UNDER THE M13 TRANSPORTATION AGREEMENT OR GAS PURCHASE AGREEMENTS

MR. QUINN:  And to be clear, Mr. Stevens, that was both questions, both Dawn and the Dawn Parkway system?

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.

MR. LEWIS:  My next question is:  Can Enbridge please provide us, by way of undertaking, with the study relied upon to determine that 50 percent of the commoditized rate, M12 Dawn to Parkway easterly demand rate, excluding Parkway Station, is reasonable Ontario producer E80 proposed rates?


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, your -- this question is in relation to the proposed new rate E80, Scott?

MR. LEWIS:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  The way the board is -- the OEB has structured our proceeding is that Phase I, which is what we're going through right now, is intended to look at the rates that will be charged on January 1, 2024, and so that's the existing rate classes with new -- under a new cost allocation study.  Phase II of the proceeding is where the new rate classes are going to be examined.  So questions around the new rate classes are within the scope for Phase 2, not Phase I.

MS. MIKHAILA:  If I may, what is highlighted on the screen right now is also the rate design proposed for 2024 for rate M13, in addition to the E80.

But the matters in this compendium are, I think for the most part, all Exhibit 8-type matters, which is a rate design which I can speak to on this panel, but I don't have any materials with me here for the gas supply panel related to the rate design for local producers.

MR. QUINN:  Might I suggest, since I have -- this Dwayne Quinn speaking -- have some understanding of where the producers are coming from, that Mr. Lewis goes ahead and asks his questions and you can tell him whether it's panel 8, panel 10, or whether the panel can answer it by way of undertaking.

Ms. Mikhaila, as the example, as you said, he asked about E80, but thank you for clarifying that this is also the same allocation process for M13, but you need your materials.  So that's helpful to understand, but, given OPI's lack of familiarity with all of the panels, as I, myself, have struggled with earlier today, I would appreciate if he is given an opportunity ask the questions and you can direct him to the appropriate panel or be helpful with the information otherwise.

MR. STEVENS:  We are happy to proceed that way and, to the extent that Amy and/or Jackie can help with the questions now that are cost allocation and rate-design-related, they will do so.  I think Amy's misgiving, as I hear her, is that the sort of materials that relate to cost allocation and rate design, I'm sure, are in different binders and in a different place right now.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you.  I apologies for that.  So would you be able, by way of undertaking, to provide the study relied upon for the 2024 M13 and GPA rates?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  There is no study that we've relied upon in the derivation of the transmission commodity charge for M13.  What we've proposed is to use, as a proxy, 50 percent of the Dawn Parkway transportation rate as a contribution toward the use of the pipeline for the transportation from the local producer site to Dawn.  There is no specific study.

MR. LEWIS:  Can you --are you able to describe why you've used that, or your rationale behind using that?


MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The current rate design for the Union rate zones has a transportation commodity charge from '13 that recognizes that the gas is operationally, or contractually, required to go from the local producer site to Dawn, and that would require transportation.
And so the rate here is just a contribution towards the pipeline systems that would be necessary to provide that transportation for that service.

We've proposed a change in this application from the way Union had previously calculated that contribution rate because of the change in the in-franchise design now including the EGD rate zone.  The methodology we had previously used resulted in a very large change, I think according to what is on the screen here, 137 percent.  We didn't think that was reasonable, so we've proposed a change to the rate design to something that is more a reasonable representation of a change in the rate for this application as a contribution towards the pipeline systems that are used to provide that transportation.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you.  My next question is -- the reference is in compendium page 2 or KT 6.3, page 2.

How is the need for balancing services determined?  It's in the highlighted test there.  It says:

"Other costs related to providing E80 service, such as those related to daily balancing, will be determined based on the needs of the individual producer."

So I guess my question is:  How are the needs of the individual producer or how are the needs -- the need for balancing services determined?


MS. MIKHAILA:  I believe we'll need to confer.

[Witness panel confers]

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  This piece of evidence is specifically related to E80 service that is part of phase II.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, and so you wouldn't be able to let us know what the principles that apply to determining the costs associated with those services, the balance of services would be at this time?


MR. STEVENS:  Again, that's something, Scott, that would be covered within Phase II of the proceeding.

MR. LEWIS:  And I'll just ask this next one just in case.  Is this balancing requirement only applicable to contracts that facilitate selling gas to third parties at Dawn or would it be applicable to the GPA as well?


MR. STEVENS:  I'm just looking at the witness panel to understand whether your question applies equally to current rate as it does to future rates, to get some guidance from that.  Because certainly to the extent your question relates to current rates, then it's in scope, and we will see what we can answer.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  Based on current rates I think the balancing requirements only apply to M13 service, not the GPAs, and then what they'll apply in the future E80, as Mr. Stevens said, would be a matter for phase II.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, are you able to provide us with a copy of any of the supplementary service contracts referred to, or any of the separate gas purchase agreement referred to or those are to be remain unchanged?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  Sorry, Scott are you asking for existing service agreements or are you asking for the service agreements that would be applicable to the E80 service?


MR. LEWIS:  I guess I'm asking for the contracts, that would be supplementary service contracts applicable to the E80 service or the separate gas purchase agreement that would be applicable in the future.  So possibly these two things will -- sorry.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm afraid I have to repeat myself, Scott.  The things that are in the future are things that will be dealt with in phase II.

The expectation is that the phase II rates will not come into effect until phase II.

Well it's a certainty that the phase II rates will not come into effect until the phase II process has been completed and an OEB decision has been issued.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, I'll move on then, if that's all right.


In compendium page 3 and 4, or KT6.3, page 3 and 4, the highlighted text, my first question here is we understand that EGI has incorporated the value of counter-flow in the St. Clair, Bluewater, and Ojibway to Dawn transportation scenario; is that correct

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Sorry, I'm not overly prepared for these types of questions on this panel, but I can recall that the Bluewater, St. Clair, and Ojibway to Dawn, we have considered the fact that that gas is flowing counter-flow to peak day demand in the rate design.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, are these flows considered firm and obligated to provide the system benefit or do they provide the system benefit if they're not firm and obligated?


MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Sorry, I can't speak to the design of the system, I apologize.  I'm not sure if they're relied on arriving at -- I believe there is some reliance on gas arriving at Ojibway in the planning of the system.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Scott, our hesitation is it is probably the panel that just finished who would answer some of these questions, so maybe if we can have clarity on exactly what your question is, we can take it away in writing and provide you a written answer, given that those witnesses have moved along.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I will mention that it is a system benefit in the fact that the gas is flowing counter-flow, and why we've proposed a change to the St. Clair, Bluewater, and Ojibway to Dawn transportation rate because it's not -- the system isn't designed to meet that -- it's not a matter of the peak design of the system.

And so the rate design is recognizing that there is that system benefit, whether obligated and relied on or benefit if not even relied on, but occurs on the day.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, that's helpful.  Thank you.

Would this situation be similar to local producers, recognizing that local producer gas is absorbed into the local distribution system and doesn't make it back to Dawn?


MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  I think, Scott, this will be similar to some of the earlier system design questions that you had.  Unfortunately I think those have been best answered by panel 5.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps, Scott, just to make sure we're not missing anything here, if we could just summarize, the information that we would be seeking and providing in writing so that we could indicate it on the record as an undertaking.

I think that we make things clear for everybody.

I had written down the first part was whether the St. Clair, Bluewater, and Ojibway to Dawn counter-flow capacity relied upon by Enbridge is firm.

MR. LEWIS:  Yes.  That was the first question there.

And then the next question is that a similar situation to local producers on the M13 and GPA, and/or GPA.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Maybe I can just clarify.  Are you asking whether we rely on that gas arriving in the local area for our system design, similar to if it were firm and obligated at Ojibway?

MR. LEWIS:  I guess I'm asking, with respect to the M13, if the M13 is a transportation to Dawn and the gas doesn't make it to Dawn and it's a counter-flow and, instead, it's absorbed in the local distribution network, if that's a similar situation to where you've recognized the value of the counter-flow in the St. Clair, Bluewater, and Ojibway to Dawn transportation scenario.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  What I can say to that is, whether it's counter-flow or how we've recognized it, we propose 50 percent of the Dawn Parkway toll as the M13 rate.  It's not the full toll.  We don't have a mapping of where the gas is and how far it actually is transported.  What we have proposed is a contribution toward the system network that is needed to ultimately get the gas to Dawn, whether it's -- whether -- it's not operational but it is contractually, there is the system requirement that is needed to get gas from the local producer point to Dawn and we have a -- we have proposed a rate for the contribution to that system for M13.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay.  And I guess, just to clarify, for the St. Clair, Bluewater, and Ojibway scenario, you are proposing to remove the -- you are reducing the charge based on the days that the gas doesn't flow to Dawn relative to the days that it does.  So you are charging a fraction based on 100 days of gas flowing to Dawn and you're not charging for the remaining 265 days in your calculation there.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I think that is our proposed rate design for the Ojibway, St. Clair, and Bluewater to Dawn path.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Excuse me, Scott, and Michael Millar.  Just before we move on, should we mark the previous undertaking as JT6.17, to advise as to whether the St. Clair, Bluewater, and Ojibway to Dawn counter-flow capacity relied upon by Enbridge is firm and obligated?

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, JT6.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.17:  TO ADVISE AS TO WHETHER THE ST. CLAIR, BLUEWATER, AND OJIBWAY TO DAWN COUNTER-FLOW CAPACITY RELIED UPON BY ENBRIDGE IS FIRM AND OBLIGATED

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. LEWIS:  I guess my last question here is:  Did you consider counter-flow when developing -- my question is the E80 rates, but I guess it would also apply to the 2024 M13 rates.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, we did consider the fact that the gas would be flowing counter in our proposal for 50 percent of the Dawn Parkway rate.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, thank you.  I will move on to compendium, pages 5 and 6.  All right.  And the first question I have actually pertains to the compendium, page 6, in the highlighted area there.  And it's:  Can EGA confirm that the transmission commodity and delivery commodity charge will not apply to local producers with GPAs?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, are you asking whether that charge, which is part of the future rate E08 rule, applies?

MR. LEWIS:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm afraid, again, this is a question that will be addressed in Phase 2 of the proceeding.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm afraid that's really going to be my answer on everything that has to do with the constituent parts of rate E80.

To the extent, though, that you are asking questions about M13, including any changes to be made to M13, then, you know, subject to their knowledge, the panel members are certainly able to answer those questions.  The line I'm drawing is between the 2024 proposed rates, which are in scope, versus the future E80 rates, which are not in scope.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay.  Maybe if you can confirm that the transmission commodity and delivery commodity charges will not apply to local producers with GPAs from 2024 through until 2026, when the AAE80 is implemented.  Could I ask that question, please.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, that is correct.  The transportation commodity charge applies to the M13 rates.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you.  My next question here is from compendium, page 5, so just the previous page.  The deliver commodity charge currently approved is $.009 per gigajoule and it is proposed at $.026 per gigajoule, which represents 180 percent increase.

Has anything changed in EGI's methodology for calculating the proposed delivery commodity charge from what is currently approved?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The commodity charge covers the gas cost, the allocation of gas costs.  I believe -- again, I don't have it right in front of me -- I believe this is largely UFG and there was an increase in the UFG cost, and I believe that's contributing largely to the increase in the delivery commodity charge.

MR. LEWIS:  Would you say that the UFG is the majority of the -- of this rate?  Or are there other element to the rate, as well?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I believe it is the majority of the rate.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay.  My last question here today is on compendium page number 7.  Does the transportation to Dawn charge equate to a cross-subsidization by local producers to in-franchise customers if the gas never reaches Dawn, but is consumed locally?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  As I mentioned previously, the contractual requirements of delivery from the local producer site to Dawn, and the transmission commodity charge associated with that, is a contribution toward the system.  And so I would not call it a cross-subsidization.  I would say it is a charge for the service provided to the local producers.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, thank you.  I might just ask if Bill or Peter has anything else to -- any other questions or anything else to add, and then I'm finished here.  Thank you very much for everyone's time.

MR. BUDD:  No, I have nothing further.  Thanks, Scott.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay, I've heard that Bill doesn't have anything, either.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you so much, Mr. Lewis and Mr. Budd.  We will move now, I believe, to Energy Probe.  I'm not sure if that is Tom or Roger.  I see Dr. Higgin has come on so, Roger, we've got you for 20 minutes.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, okay, thank you.  Good afternoon, panel 7.  I'm going to start with my clarifying reference on gas reference price, which was scheduled for your panel, and then I will return to the outstanding questions on storage.  Okay?  So could we start by turning to Exhibit I.4.2-EP-59, and I will be looking at the response attachment 1.  Thank you, that's the attachment.  If you could just pull it up so we can see the notes. Thank you.

So in the preamble to the question, we extract a quote from exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 2, table 2, and it says:

"Customers in the northwest zone will see an increase of $0.61 per gigajoule or $27 per 10-cubed m-cubed, and customers in the EGD zone will see a decrease of 0.603/gigajoule or 33.641 for 10-cubed m-cubed."


So that's the basis of us looking then back to this table.

So I'd like to understand the response and can you start by explaining to me what is shown by in the table.  Particularly I'd like to understand for the rate 1 residential and go through the impacts.

Just as we start, is this estimate here as was requested for the average or for a high use customer?


It shows 2,400 M-cubed as consumption.  So we can start with that, and then if you could go through and show me how -- what the bill impact is.

MS. COLLIER:  Jackie Collier.  I can walk you through the exhibit.  So 2,400 for the EGD rate zone represents what we use as a typical residential customer.

First column there represents the existing gas supply commodity reference price that we use, which is the (inaudible) reference price.

The second column represents our proposed weighted-average reference price.

The third column represents the typical customer, and column D represents the incremental cost for the gas supply commodity charge, so for the EGD rate 1 residential it would be an incremental increase of $63, as it relates to isolating only the gas supply commodity charge component of the rate.

The original question was actually referring to our reference prices that we currently use so for EGD it is a PGVA reference price, and in that price we also have transportation and load balancing costs.


So when we qualified in our written response leading up to this table, we were trying to show a representative impact of just the change in the commodity impact, because the volume reference price that Union Gas uses or the Alberta (inaudible) reference price that is used for setting their gas supply charge.  It is not an apple to apple comparison to the PGVA reference price of Enbridge Gas Distribution, because ours is inclusive of transportation and load balancing.

So this is looking at the commodity component of a customer's bill, and these would be the impact.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now in the right-hand column, there, you show 4.8 percent.

MS. COLLIER:  That's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, just going back to the preamble it says customers in the EGD rate zone, which is what we're talking about here, will see a decrease.

MS. COLLIER:  So in the preamble, the change that we're showing there refers to the change in the PGVA reference price which is what we are pricing our gas purchases at.  So if you actually turn to -- so they will see a decrease relative to the PGVA reference price.

The impact that is showing on the attachment is as it relates to only the gas supply commodity charge.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, I understand that.  Is it in an increase or not?  That's the question.

MS. COLLIER:  In the example I provided it is an increase, yes.

I think if you look at our typicals, which are shown at exhibit 8.8, attachment 10, you see -- you see a complete bill impact there and you see there is an offsetting decrease in the transportation charge.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MS. COLLIER:  That EGD customers currently pay.

DR. HIGGIN:  So it is a simple question to understanding that this, the sign in column F should be positive or not?

MS. COLLIER:  In column F it is positive.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.

MS. COLLIER:  Because you are looking at the existing gas supply commodity charge, though, which is the Empress reference price for EGD of 18.1367 cents in column A relative to the weighted-average reference price of 29.473.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right, okay, so could we do the same exercise please for the Union North zone, rate 1 and just as a going into, looking at this, the question is the average use customer here  represented is 2,200 M-cubed.

This seems to be a similar (inaudible) because we are in the northwest zone and it should have a higher than the original EGD rate zone; wouldn't that be the case?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  We have maintained each of the legacy EGD and Union typical or average customers, as you will, for purposes of displaying bill impacts so that there's comparison from each legacy utility bill impact moving forward to the combined utility.

We haven't re-evaluated what a typical or average-size customer consumption is for purposes of this application.


So Union had previously used 2,200.  We've maintained that for consistency EGD has used 2,400 M-cubeds.  We've also maintained that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Would you agree that the two don't seem to fit with the expected higher degree days would be in the northwest.

MS. MIKHAILA:  I don't have history on how those were originally derived or the assumptions that went into.

Union had used 2,200 M-cubeds as a typical customer for both the north rate zone and the south rate zone.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Can we just go through that and just explain to me the bill impact which is shown at $59 and then to the right-hand column at 4.6 percent.

The obvious question I want to ask you, is that as per the preamble an increase or decrease?


MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  If I might just speak to this matter, Mr. Higgin.  The preamble is discussing the reference price.  For the EGD rate zone the reference price is not used to set the gas commodity rate, and so that's why you don't see the same relationship between the change in the reference price as you do with the gas supply commodity charge as we've provided in this attachment.

For the EGD rate zone, the PGVA reference price is going down, but the gas supply commodity rate is going up.

We were proposing to use the weighted-average reference price in this application to set the gas supply commodity charge in 2024, and that was not same rate design EGD had previously.  They did not use the PGVA reference price to set the gas supply commodity rate.  The EGD used the Empress price to set the gas commodity rate.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So, just to pull it together, is the 4.6 percent an increase or a decrease?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The 4.6 percent is an increase.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So the 4 percent is an increase and then, the case for rate 1, it's a decrease.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  For this attachment, where we're reviewing the gas supply commodity bill impacts, rate 1 is an increase.  Both rate 1 in the EGD rate zone and rate 01 in the Union northwest rate zone are both increases.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you, that helps me understand.  Thank you again.

So I'd like to turn back to the storage questions that were passed to you guys from panel 5.  And so if we could start by turning up the interrogatory response, Exhibit I4.2, Exhibit 60, and part (d) to that response which we had discussed earlier.

I had just a couple of remaining questions regarding the data that are shown in this -- in (d), and the first question relates to the data for 2024-2025.  And this shows a reduction in market-based storage for that year.

Can you explain the difference, please.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  Just to clarify, you're asking about the reduction online 8 as compared to the amount in line 9?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, the difference between 8 and 9.

MR. DANTZER:  Sure.  Okay, so the biggest driver is actually something that's happening on the -- within cost-based storage.  So, historically, Union Gas had allocated a certain amount of cost-based storage for operational contingency purposes and, in rebasing, we are no longer doing that.  And so the amount of cost-based storage available increases and, therefore, the need for market-based storage decreases accordingly.  That, combined with the excess utility space that is no longer available, those are the two biggest drivers in that (audio dropout).

DR. HIGGIN:  But, as I recollect the number, the excess Union storage was about 3.2 PJs, correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  If we could just confer for one moment, please.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Roger.  Just to add to that, this excludes the additional 10 PJ proposal that's in our application, from the 18.

DR. HIGGIN:  It excludes what?  Sorry, could you just repeat.

MR. DANTZER:  The 18 PJs for the year 2024-2025 excludes the additional 10 PJs that we are requesting that is reflected in our application.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  But, if we're comparing apples to apples, the storage requirement in 2023-2024 was 26 PJs for the market-based.  I'm trying to understand.

MR. DANTZER:  Why we're down to 18, why line 9 shows 18?   And that's -- like I said, we've increased our utilization of cost-based storage as a result of no longer allocating for operational contingency purposes.  And, as you mentioned, we no longer have excess cost-based storage, as well, so our need for total market-based storage decreases to 18, excluding the additional 10 PJs that we have reflected in our application.

DR. HIGGIN:  Excluding the 10 PJs.  So I just want to understand, excuse me, if you would confirm the total consolidated EGI -- that's consolidated utility -- storage requirement for the bridge, that's line 8, and test years, how much is market-based and how much is not, and can you provide the numbers with and without the ICF10 PJs proposed for 2024 or 2025.

Could you confirm those numbers for me.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  So, if we can bring up our application, Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, table 4.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.

MR. DANTZER:  On page 19, Angela.  So you can see in this table, line 8 is our total cost-based storage for each of the 2023 bridge year and 2024 test year.  And then line 9 is the market-based storage.  Those are the amounts that we were just discussing.  And then line 11 is the additional 10 PJs that I mentioned.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So line 8 includes, now, the reallocation of the Union excess storage.  Right?  It's line 8.  Right?

MR. DANTZER:  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  And then the rest is market-based.  And you are saying that line 9 includes or does not include the 10 PJ which is shown down below on line 11?

MR. DANTZER:  Line 9 excludes the 10 PJs.  It is shown separately in line 11.

DR. HIGGIN:  Sorry, it just doesn't seem to add up to the historic numbers.  I'm still struggling with it.  Maybe Dwayne, who knows more about this than me, can help me.

MR. QUINN:  I see you are doing your best under difficult conditions, Dr. Higgin, so I thought I'd chime in and ask here:  Could you add to this table?  So, under this table, by way of undertaking, break out the contingency space, because I think that's part of the difference that isn't showing up here.  So, break out your contingency space.  You've got operational contingency in 2023, but now you are showing not applicable in 2024.  But that, you know, has got a footnote of 12.  So can you just take and break that out into, ideally, two categories, Union contingency spaces as they were before and what you are proposing for the two different rate zones, Union's needs at Dawn and Enbridge's needs at Tecumseth in terms of contingency space, that might help by disaggregating the numbers, making them clearer as what they are in aggregate then.

Is that something you could undertake to provide?

MR. STEVENS:  I'm in the witnesses' hands as to whether that's something that is possible to provide, and whether it would eliminate what we're talking about.

MR. GILLETT:  Maybe if we could take a moment to confer about that quickly.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. MILLAR:  While they're doing that, Dr. Higgin, I will remind you you are just about at time.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Thanks, Dwayne, I was looking for the missing bit.

MR. QUINN:  I thought you were on the right track, Roger, but I could see myself what was missing because it is showing as not applicable, but that isn't necessarily going to be the case if you break it all out.

MR. STEVENS:  I believe the witnesses have conferred and they are looking at me as if they have an answer.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  We'll undertake to provide that, sure.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT6.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.18:  TO PROVIDE A BREAKDOWN OF THE CONTINGENCY FIGURES.


MR. QUINN:  I just want to confirm, Dr. Higgin that you are satisfied with that?

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you very much.  I will just go to my last question carry-over.  It is only one short question.  It relates to Exhibit 4.2-Energy Probe-61, exhibit 1.4.2-EP-61, and the response to part (a).

MR. QUINN:  Okay, so the answer to part (a) shown here and says that there have not been any projects completed to add additional storage capacity deliverability or injectability from 2016 to '22 for the utility business.

So my first question is:  Why is that?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  So since the NGEIR decision, any storage or -- any storage capacity or deliverability space that has been developed has been developed on the unregulated size of the business, as per the NGEIR decision.

DR. HIGGIN:  So historically, though, to be very clear, EGD, that is the legacy utility, required incremental storage.  So why wasn't that possibly developed?  Or was market-based storage judged to be a better option?

MR PARDY:  Could you just give me one second to confer here.

[Witness panel confers]

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy here again.  So yes, I think back to what I had said before that any projects that had been developed since NGEIR have been developed on the non-utility or unregulated side of the business.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So going forward is EGI, the consolidated utility, going to consider cost effective utility storage enhancements to meet the utility requirements?


MR PARDY:  So, yeah, the proposal going forward, that would be subject to phase II of the application with respect to the amount of storage a utility requires.

DR. HIGGIN:  So that a yes that you will -- that will be part of the considerations going forward?  Is that a yes?  That's all I wanted.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, as I mentioned to you before, it is David Stevens speaking, phase II of the proceeding has an issue to ask how much cost based storage would be available to rate-payers.

And depending on the outcomes of these two, I would imagine Enbridge Gas will determine what are the appropriate options going forward.

What exists right now is the NGEIR decision, which as Mr. Pardy indicated gives leave to the gas utilities to develop additional storage and do it as unregulated.

And that's the circumstances we're in right now.  If those circumstances change, then I suppose reactions might change.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you, David, and thank you, panel, for the answers.  Sorry I ran a little bit over my time.  Thank you again.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Roger.  Mr. Jarvis, I have you on for five minutes; is that right?


MR. JARVIS:  That's correct Mike, yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Let's get you in and then we'll take a very short afternoon break before we get back to Mr. Quinn.
Examination by Mr. Jarvis:


MR. JARVIS:  Sounds good.  Good afternoon, panel.  I'm Ian Jarvis, and I'm representing the Building Owners and Managers Association, BOMA, which, as you know, represents the big buildings, the big commercial/institutional so that's the part of the overall market that we're interested in, and we're trying to understand the real world of what those building owners are doing and working on out there, so the many inter-related aspects of the rebasing proceedings that are going on.


So I'm not sure this is the right panel to ask our one question.  We just have one question at this point to ask, or even if it's an appropriate question to ask, but the interest I have is, let's call it kind of gas demand reduction 101, as to what are the implications for the projections, the forecasts of gas demand as far as commercial buildings are concerned, within the gas supply plan if they turned out to be significantly lower.

So, by way of preamble, we spent a lot of time talking to owners of big buildings and to large owners of lots of individual buildings and as I'm sure you're aware there is a lot of activity going on around demand side management right now.


We did take part in the gas supply plan hearings and we did take part in the demand-side management hearings and we're comfortable with where demand-side management programming is going.

But knowing, again the big plans that we're expecting a significant change in the trajectory along the lines of discussions at the gas supply plan that we're looking at, the significant difference between the slow growth for commercial buildings in the plan versus the government of Canada's expectation that those numbers reduce a lot, so.


What I was hoping somebody on this panel could advise us on is, if there is a significant change in trajectory and it is just within the commercial buildings piece of gas demand, if that relates to annual demand but also to peak demand; and if it also relates to the shape of that demand that the reductions in the spring and the fall will be far greater than the reductions in mid winter.

What hangs on that?  That's what we're struggling a bit to know where to focus our attention.

So we can imagine, for example, if the demand goes down, the price will being up.  We can imagine it will have an impact on contracts.  We can imagine it will have an effect on capital expenditures, perhaps on storage.


And just wondering if somebody on the panel could given us a bit of coaching on what would be the big implications if, again, if the gas demand is significantly reduced over the rebasing period, the four years and over the period to follow.  I don't know if anybody can help me with that.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Thanks for the question.

So your question in there covered a few different topics from a few different panels that were previously up, but I understand your question to be more directed towards the gas supply plan, so I think the different components that you asked about all have a very similar answer.

So, when you look at things like DSM reductions, peak day demand, annual demand, those are forecasts that are done, I'll call it, upstream of the gas supply plan and those would have been covered by some of the previous panels.  Those are all fed into the gas supply plan and we revisit the gas supply plan each year.

And what we do is we make adjustments to both the annual and design day needs of the franchise.  And the gas supply plan -- within the portfolio, there is actually quite a bit of flexibility within that portfolio and, you know, this has been discussed at previous annual updates.  We can adjust the gas supply plan in relatively short order for significant changes in both annual and peak demand.

So when you talk about the commercial sector, the large buildings, that is component of the demand that the gas supply plan serves.  The gas supply plan would be able to adjust accordingly.  And, like I said that's done on an annual basis based on the upstream changes to those other demand forecasts.

MR. JARVIS:  That's good too hear.  And the annual update, what does that look like?  Is that something that happens through the Ontario Energy Board or is it a report that Enbridge files?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Yes.  Every year -- let me step back.  We are currently in the five-year gas supply plan which was filed in 2019.  Each year, the current deadline is March 1, so we actually just filed the late test annual update March 1 of this year.  That is done on an annual basis and is reviewed.

MR. JARVIS:  That's helpful.  That's my only question.  Thank you so much.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Jarvis.  With that, we're going to take a short afternoon break just 10 minutes, so let's come back at 4:18. And then, Mr. Quinn, we'll be back to you.
--- Recess taken at 4:09 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:19 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Dwayne, I will pass it over to you, and at 5:00 o'clock, if you could find an appropriate spot around there to break.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good afternoon, panel.  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  I thought I'd start with where I continue to seek the right panel, and now I panel 7 for part of a question I offered to panel 1 on the first day.

If we could turn up exhibit I.1.6-FRPO-5.  Thank you.  Yes, thank you.  I trust at this point this panel is aware of our questions regarding the transactions with Tidal and specifically those who negotiated directly with Tidal as a percentage of costs and revenues which are found in attachment 1.2-FRPO-5.

If you could scroll down below.  Thank you.

Can somebody help us with the percentages that were negotiated versus those that were put through some competitive process?


MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  So I can only speak to the gas costs in this schedule, but that makes up your gas rows at the bottom.

The costs are entirely made up of commodity purchases and market-based storage purchases.  All of the commodity purchases and market-based purchases were done through RFP. The market-based storage ones would be the blind RFP process.

MR. QUINN:  So that is both for Tidal Energy Marketing Inc. and Tidal Energy Marketing U.S.?


MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you very much.  So what we want to do, if I may, is to go to back to the answers to Exhibit 4 interrogatories, and starting with interrogatory 4.2-FRPO-90, please.  So I'm going to ask a series of questions which hopefully will help us in a number of areas.  The first starts with -- excuse me, FRPO 90.

And I understand -- I trust that I'm speaking to Mr. Pardy on these questions?


MR PARDY:  Dave Pardy.  I guess when you ask the question I guess we'll figure out which of us needs to answer it.

MR. QUINN:  All right.  Fair enough.  So if I could take you down to the first page of the response -- well, if you need the context of the question you can scroll back up and I understand you have the binders and you are relying on those.

So when I'm going to start with and you might remember, at least Mr. Pardy might remember, we had discussions about this  at the Dawn Corunna proceeding where Enbridge had increased the amount of storage that was maintaining to the end of February up to 43.5 PJs.  That is shown in AI2.  Do you see that there?  I'm assuming you see that.

MR PARDY:  Yes, we see that.

MR. QUINN:  My apologies, I was speaking over him as I realized I should just move on.  I apologize for that.

Going down further we asked about Enbridge's approval from the Board for such a significant -- let me back up.


Going to 43.5 PJs from the previous number constitutes about one quarter of your available storage at Tecumseth; is that correct?

MR PARDY:  Sorry, are you asking if the 43.5 is one quarter of 99.4?


MR. QUINN:  The difference between 43.5, increasing from 18.5 is about one-quarter of your total storage at Tecumseth.

MR PARDY:  That's about 25.  You are saying it is about 25PJs, which is about one quarter of the 100?


MR. QUINN:  Correct.


MR. PARDY:  Yes, I'll take that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so we asked about where Enbridge asked for approval for this and of course Enbridge has referenced the natural gas market review proceeding, and I won't take you through all of that, but I did say, and it is a point of fact, that the Enbridge director -- I assume his title is director, but Mr. LeBlanc had indicated an understanding that Enbridge had come to about the riskiness of his portfolio leading to this change.  And I asked about a subsequent notification to the Board that there would be a higher amount of inventory kept until the end of February.

So what I was given was some different references here, one of which I've looked up.  It says here that Enbridge has said:

"At the time Enbridge provided a description of the change in the planned operation utility customer storage assets at OEB at ED-2015-0114, Exhibit D1, tab 2, schedule 1, page 9."


So I thought that since it wasn't provided that reference I would look it up myself.  So if we could go back Angela to the compendium I provided this morning, please.

If we go to the last page, I'm pretty sure it is page 26 of the compendium 27 of the PDF.  Thank you.

This -- I took that reference and I looked it up, and this is what I received, and I'm assuming it's the highlighted portion in paragraph 22 the company has relied upon as its request of this change in storage target strategy getting approval from the board.  Am I correct?

MS. GRICE:  Jason Gillett.  Sorry, Dwayne, can we just scroll up a little bit to catch the preceding number again?

MR. STEVENS:  To be fair, Dwayne, it is David Stevens speaking, I don't think the interrogatory response indicated that approval had been granted by the Board, but rather notice had been given.


MR. QUINN:  Okay, so is this the notice then, David?

MR. STEVENS:  And that's a fair question.  I just wanted to be clear that Enbridge hadn't claimed that this was submitted for and granted approval.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, that's part of the issue.  So let's deal with the notification question first.

MR. GILLETT:  So after the polar vortex winter of 2013-2014 there was a number of places where the storage inventory targets were reviewed for Enbridge Gas Distribution at the time, and it was in relation to significant costs that the utility had incurred in order to supply customers during that winter.

And during the natural gas market review there was quite a bit of discussion around other potential ways that the utility could have managed their storage, and I believe, Dwayne, with FRPO you were one of those parties that participated.

During that review, I believe that this was Enbridge Gas Distribution acknowledging that -- there were a few places that this was acknowledged.  One was in the natural gas market review.  It was later, also, provided as a gas supply plan change in a successive rates proceeding and I believe at that point it became sort of baked into the gas supply plan.


The more recent references to it, it was disclosed in the five-year gas supply plan in 2019, and it's been in each annual update since then.

So I think that there is a number of places that the Board was notified and places where this was discussed.

MR. QUINN:  I'm going to parse that out.  First off, is this the initial notification -- Angela, can you scroll it up -- I'm sorry, scroll down to the highlighted portion.

Is this Enbridge's first notification of the board of a change in the storage targets that you're maintaining?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  I can't really speak to that, Dwayne, if this is the first notification.  Again, it was provided in a number of different ways, including as part of a gas supply change and a rates proceeding, but I'm not sure if this is the first time the board was notified.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well I'm taking this out of your interrogatory response and I'm trusting that this is the reference, because it was explicitly quoted from the Dawn Corona proceeding.  So, if that's not it, can  you, by way undertaking, Jason, provide the specific reference in the gas supply plan which indicates February targets of -- that has moved to 43.5 TJs for Tecumseh storage.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  So you are looking for an undertaking that outlines the ways in which Enbridge Gas Distribution had communicated its change to storage targets to the board?

MR. QUINN:  No, specifically because you had identified that it was part of your five-year gas supply plan.  And that knowledge escapes me, having been part of that process, so possibly if you could just provide the reference in your evidence in the gas supply proceeding that demonstrated you had moved from 18.5 to 43.5 to manage storage targets and your inventory to make sure you had deliverability.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Just to be clear, Dwayne, the five-year plan was not first time.  What I was trying to illustrate was the fact that the storage targets that we use within the plan are a somewhat regular item in terms of what we communicate.  So you're asking, just to be clear -- I think we can take away what you're asking for.   I just want to be clear what you're looking for.

MR. QUINN:  I don't need the first time, because I believe this is the first time, Jason, because 2015 precedes 2019, when you did the gas supply plan.  Just provide to us and the board where you explicitly indicated this change in storage strategy as part of your five-year gas supply plan.

MR. GILLETT:  Okay, we can do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  I believe that's JT6.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.19:  TO POINT OUT WHERE THE CHANGE IN STORAGE STRATEGY IS INDICATED IN THE FIRVE YEAR GAS SUPPLY PLAN.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Now, if we can turn back to the exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-90, please.  Thank you.  So, if we scroll down to the next page, in response paragraph (c).  And, again, we're dealing with the end of February.  Thank you.  It says the end of February minimum inventory of 43.5 is included as part of the total inventory of 99.4 PJs.  Skipping ahead, it says the non-utility storage customers have assets in place to provide their design day deliverability and the costs are allocated to the non-utility business. Can you provide to us what those are assets are.

MR PARDY:  Sorry, Steve Pardy here.  Mr. Quinn, I am trying to see which IR you are referring to here.  You said it was FRPO?

MR. QUINN:  FRPO-90.

MR PARDY:  And which part specifically?

MR. QUINN:  Part (c), paragraph 2, the last sentence in that response.

MR PARDY:  Sorry, Steve Pardy here again.  So I think what we're referring to is that contracts that we have with non-utility customers have ratchets in those contracts.  So, whether it is an LST or LTP contract, those customers would have a certain amount based on those contracts of gas in the ground on February 28th, and that would be included in our design day analysis also.

MR. QUINN:  You're saying that, the non-utility customers, the assets you are referring to is a minimum contractual requirement related to their ratchet.  Is that your answer?

MR PARDY:  Well I'm saying -- I'm not suggesting that the non-utility customer or the unregulated business does not have assets.  Right?  The unregulated business has plenty of assets that they've built since end-year.  But, with respect to our design day analysis, when we do our design day analysis, all the assets of the integrated system, whether utility or non-utility, are included in our model.  And then, when we calculate the amount of deliverability that is available, we look at how much a utility -- how much gas is a utility customer holding in the system, how much gas the non-utility customers are holding in the system, and then what deliverability does that provide in combination with all the assets that are in the system.

MR. QUINN:  So, I think I may, Mr. Pardy, because I have respect for the answers you provided in the Dawn Corona proceeding and I'm not trying to do anything tricky here, so can we go back up to the questions, because I'm going to go more slowly in this area.  Because I'm not sure there is a consistency here.

So if we go to part (c), please, Angela, on the next changing page.  So the question was, prior to Enbridge  Inc.'s purchase of Spectra, did Enbridge Gas Distribution allocate any of the costs associated with increasing the February 28th inventory, including incremental storage purchases, to the non-utility storage?  And, if not, why not?

So, going back to your answer, sir, you have indicated to me that these non-utility storage customers have assets in place to provide their design day deliverability and the costs are allocated to the non-utility business.  So, first off, you're saying no gas costs related to the 43.5 were allocate the to the non-utility business?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  Let me start first by saying,  at end year, there was a deliverability curve that was provided as to how much deliverability -- the capability of the system.  So the curve showed that, at 43.5 PJs remaining in the ground, you could get 1.9 PJs of deliverability from the system.  So, that didn't change since end year with what the deliverability of those assets provided.

And then the decision on how much gas to hold on February 28th is a gas supply decision, as to whether they were holding 18.5 or 43.5.  And then they would refer back to the curve that we provided as to how much deliverability that amount of gas in the ground would provide.

MR. QUINN:  And so it's a question that I asked at the Dawn Corona proceeding and, with additional information, if that inventory was allowed to go to 18.5 at the end of February, would Enbridge still be able to have the assets to provide a firm service to all of your ex-franchise customers?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  I'd say the answer to that is yes.  If you look at -- again, at end year --


MR. QUINN:  If I may, sir.

MR PARDY:  Just let me finish here for a second.  At end year, if they were holding 18.5 PJs of gas, the deliverability would be X; and I'm not sure what that number would be.  And then, if they were holding 43.5 PJs of gas, the deliverability would be 1.9 PJs.  And it is really up to the gas supply on behalf of the regulated -- or the utility customers to determine how much gas they are holding in the utility plan.

And that's all separate from the non-utility business.  So a non-utility business, from end year forward, they went out, they built assets, they increased their storage capacity, they increased their deliverability, they sold contracts based on that, so they built both assets, physical assets, and then those customers would have gas in the ground on design day.  And the combination of those two would provide a deliverability to those unregulated customers.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Maybe just to add what Mr. Pardy said to give the gas supply perspective as he sort of covered the storage operations team --


MR. QUINN:  Mr. Gillett, I do actually understand the gas supply perspective.  I'm focusing on the storage from Tecumseth.


I know that gas supply can bring in more gas to bump up the inventory again.  I want to focus on the question of 18 and a half.

We asked that question in (e) and sir, I guess I would like to say because I'm going to come to it at some point in these discussions, I understand now you now have an integrated model.

Can you by way of undertaking run your integrated model using 18.5 as your inventory and demonstrate to us with your outputs that all of the ex-franchise requirements for deliverability would be met on an end-of-February 28 peak day?


MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  I'm trying to understand what you are asking.  Obviously we can't replicate what was going on in NGEIR.

So you're saying if gas supply held less gas in the ground for both Union and EGD rate zones -- because obviously we are looking at the total on our design day analysis.  You're saying If they held less in the ground, would the unregulated business still be able to -- it's really...

I think the answer is if the -- if the regulated customers hold 18.5, they will get less deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  Sir, it is an integrated facility.

You don't have two streams of gas that you say going on to Dawn Parkway right now.  You've got regulated gas and -- sorry, utility gas and non-utility gas in two different streams, so you have to have an output out of Dawn.


So I'm asking, on the basis of, if the inventory were held at 18.5 as of February 28, with all of the design day conditions, now with the new model that you have, can you demonstrate that ex-franchise customers, firm contracts would be able to be fully served without interruption?

MR PARDY:  Just to be clear, as you said, we don't separate utility and non-utility when we look at the total model.  So I guess, are you asking me, like 43.5 minus 18.5, whatever that difference is, you're saying hold that much less inventory on design day?  Because there is lots of other inventory in the system.

MR. QUINN:  I'm saying that is the inventory that you are maintaining by the targets that you have established in the past, and I'm asking in a design day condition with 18.5 as the minimum inventory, can you meet all of your ex-franchise contractual requirements?

MR. GILLETT:  Jack, if we could just confer for one moment please, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Thanks Dwayne, we needed just a couple of minutes to coordinate our thoughts here.

So what I was trying to say earlier, which I think is important to consider, is that if the gas supply plan only held 18.5 PJs of inventory to the end of February of '28, we would no longer have enough assets in our gas supply plan in order to meet a design day.

So what that would mean is that we would have to figure out how to adjust our portfolio to make up for that lost deliverability to meet a design day.

That may mean purchasing incremental supply; that may mean service -- delivered services; that may mean market-based storage.

So the reason why I think that's important is because in your scenario, gas supply now has a deficit that we need to figure out what assets to use to meet that deficit, to fill that gap so that we can then meet design day.

That's the component that I want to make sure I explained.  Then maybe I can hand it over to Mr. Pardy.

MR PARDY:  Yes, so maybe if I could get you to repeat your request as far as what you're asking us to do by undertaking.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, notwithstanding what Mr. Gillett said, and I understood that, Mr. Gillett.  I think you know that.  I'd appreciate it if we stay focused on the storage.


If by way of undertaking you could provide with the inventory levels of 18.5 PJs and the planned February deliveries, so no incremental deliveries as Mr. Gillett was talking about, can Enbridge provide the deliverability required to meet all of its firm contractual obligations to its non-utility customers, out of Tecumseth.

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  So, yes we can undertake to look take a look at that.

It is a bit of a complicated scenario and there are probably a number of assumptions that we'd have to make to match that.  So we'll undertake to do our best efforts to undertake to come up with that scenario.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT6.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT6.20:  WITH THE INVENTORY LEVELS OF 18.5 PJS AND THE PLANNED FEBRUARY DELIVERIES, AND NO INCREMENTAL DELIVERIES, CAN ENBRIDGE PROVIDE THE DELIVERABILITY REQUIRED TO MEET ALL OF ITS FIRM CONTRACTUAL OBLIGATIONS TO ITS NON-UTILITY CUSTOMERS, OUT OF TECUMSETH.

MR. QUINN:  I am learning, Mr. Millar.  I waited for you to give the number.  So thank you, and panel, I appreciate that.

Moving on, we can go to FRPO -- sorry it is in the same section of interrogatory responses, so I.4.2-FRPO-126.

MR. QUINN:  And this is, Mr. Pardy, what I was referring to as my understanding of your model, but one of the first things I need to clarify is I read in the initial response we were asking for the study and the initial response -- thank you -- this documentation was prepared since the Dawn Corunna decision, and it's got the footnote of the preceding number, which is not important, but it is the Dawn Corunna decision.


But then if you scroll down, please, to page 5 of 6.

If we could pause at 4, because I read the history with some interest, as you might imagine, and I scrolled down to the bottom of where the history comes out.


I'm reading a number of references to 2020, and late 2020 and into the start of 2021.

So my specific first question is:  When was this model completed in a way that Enbridge said this is our Dawn and Tecumseth integrated model?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  As we outlined in here, so a lot of the work took a number of years to build the model, and on page 5 of 6 in the attachment that you are referring to, attachment 1.

In 2021 was the first time we used that model for our integrated analysis.  So at that point we were at the point where we had built the model, verified the outputs, were comfortable using it on a -- on -- the integrated model to do our design day analysis.

Prior to that, we were using the two separate models, which, as you can see in the analysis, provides nearly identical results.

So, because the Tecumseh field or -- wherever it is the Enbridge rate zone storage fields flow into Dawn and are connected to Dawn, so basically that was previously an input into the Dawn model.  So now, having those two separate models, we can still do that analysis, and this really brought it all together into one model.

MR. QUINN:  So what was the date that it was complete and started being used as the model that Enbridge relied upon?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy here.  So I don't have a specific date.  I would say, as part of our -- in 2021, as part of our design day analysis, which would be done kind of in the March to June/July timeframe, we go through that annual planning process, so, as part of that annual planning process, these models were used to do all our modelling in 2021.  So, looking forward into the winters beyond that, so 2022 and beyond, this model would have been used for that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I'm going to go slowly on this part because there have been mistakes made.  Enbridge and Union referred to their years differently.  When you say it was 2021, you were talking about March and June.  That's of 2021, correct?

MR PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so you would be planning for the winter of 2021-2022?

MR PARDY:  That's correct.  That would be the first year of that analysis.

MR. QUINN:  So, Mr. Pardy, and we may take some more of this up tomorrow, as I imagine it might cause some interest, but why was this model not provided to the board in the Dawn Corunna proceeding when multiple parties asked about Enbridge Gas's integrated Dawn and Tecumseh or Dawn Corunna models?

MR PARDY:  Well, I think -- just give me one second here, Mr. Quinn.  I'm just trying to lay out the timeline as to when all of that happened.

So it doesn't -- it doesn't change the result of the Dawn to Corunna analysis.  I mean, I think we've shown here that the separate models and the integrated models produced the same results, so I'm just trying to understand where we're going with this.  And I'd have to, subject to check, figure out exactly which models we used to do which analysis.

And, if I do recall, in the Dawn to Corunna application, we did indicate that we had a combined analysis to do -- to evaluate the project.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I may take the opportunity this evening to pull out a few interrogatory responses that we were frustrated by and, in fact, the board commented on that there wasn't -- that they -- I'm it not going to put words in the board's mouth.  I'll pull those words out and we can discuss them tomorrow.  But it is very disconcert to understand that, while we asked for these models and we wanted to do comparisons with different alternatives, we were to understand that there wasn't an integrated model and we had to go with what, historically, had been done, and that's two separate models.

MR PARDY:  But we provided an integrated analysis based on that.  And, as I said, the separated models, one flowed into the other.  It is not -- it is inconsequential, the fact that there's one model versus two.  And I think this analysis shows that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I'm going to say there are diminishing returns in us debating that.  I will pull a couple of things together tomorrow morning which are of benefit, but let's deal with the "there is no benefit to a combined model," because that in itself was disconcerting.

So, if we can scroll up to attachment 1, page 2.  That's right.  There is a table at the top that simplifies this.

So what I'm reading here is, when you had two separate models, your deliverability was 5,668 and, under the combined model, it is 5,655.   So you actually -- by combining the models, you ended up with a reduction in your deliverability.  Am I reading that correctly?

MR PARDY:  I agree, numerically, it is a reduction.  I would call those equivalent.  So, if we look at the accuracy of -- like, that's basically 0.2 percent of the total number, so we were -- the new models, the separate models, within 0.2 percent.  So I would consider those equivalent.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and I accept that.  So what is the constraining feature that does not -- that has inhibited Enbridge from getting synergies of 2 joules of assets that are located 20 kilometres apart?   What is it that inhibits you from actually getting the benefits of integrating the Corunna and Dawn storage systems?

MR PARDY:  So, if you look at the -- if you look at the two separate systems and the way the utilities operated prior to integration, so on the Union side, so Union did our design day analysis.  We looked at that.  As part of our design day analysis, we would determine what's the maximum deliverability we can get from the system and then how much of that is reserved for the utility, and the remaining goes to the non-utility.  So we were maximizing, based on all the facilities that in were in the ground, the amount of deliverability we could get from the system.

On the EGD side, EGD was doing the same thing.  So they were maximizing the amount of deliverability they could get from the system on a design day analysis.

Then, when you bring those two systems together, there are no new facilities in place, so the amount of gas still has to flow through the same pipes, the same compressors, the same wells.  There are no new facilities in place.  And what we've said is, by -- the systems are already connected, all the gas from Tecumseh already flowed through Dawn, so nothing magical happened when we integrated the two systems except now we are operating them as on.  But, from a design day perspective, that doesn't create any additional capacity.

I think we also indicated in -- and also on page 2 there, in point 4, it talks about the deliverability project.  So, since we integrate the system as part of -- we did a storage enhancement project which is EB-20200256.  And, by adding additional facilities, making additional connections in the system,  we were able to increase the deliverability, but that required an investment of capital and additional facilities to increase the capacity.  And I think what we've said, and I stand by, is that integrating the system alone, without adding any facilities, doesn't add any capacity, because we were already maxxing out those systems.

MR. QUINN:  I'm going to go in reverse order, because I may need the transcript to digest all of what you have said.  So, dealing with point 4, which you brought us to, you are indicating that you rerouted 150 of MPS28 Ladysmith to connect to the (audio dropout) pipeline, the Ladysmith pipeline within the existing Kimball/Payne station, and then you still had an extra two kilometres of MPS 24, and you drilled and extra horizontal well.

Are you saying that the -- it says the combination increased the design day deliverability by 8,100, but is that not losing the capability of dealing directly with Dawn through pipelines, as opposed to going through the Corunna compressor station?

MR PARDY:  This is -- any projects that the unregulated business builds is really -- it is using existing assets that are in place, whether regulated unregulated.  And, in this case here, so, yes, making those -- making the connection between Ladysmith and Payne, building the pipeline from between Payne and the Dawn Corunna station, drilling that well, when we add those facilities to our design day model, it increases the deliverability by the 8,100 10-3 M-3 that is shown here, so 1,000 M-cubeds.  So, yes, that -- that extra flexibility, those extra connections, our ability to move the gas increases the deliverability because we added those facilities.  Without these facilities, there is no deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Maybe we can do it this way, because I recognize it is almost 5:00.

Mr. Pardy, could you go back through the storage enhancements that have been done since the merger of the two utilities starting January 1st, 2019, and show us using your combined model what the implications were to the deliverability and/or inventory for those projects?

MR PARDY:  If we could look at I.4.2-FRPO-145.

So this interrogatory, the table provided there, shows every project and the increased deliverability, withdrawal capability, injection capability, associated with those projects and the EB numbers are listed there for each of those projects, and there is a few of them that weren't subject to an OEB application, but all of those increases in deliverability is outlined in that interrogatory.

MR. QUINN:  That's helpful.  You didn't have your model until 2021, I'm understanding?


MR PARDY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  So none of those, previous to 2021, none of those previous projects -- well, actually, I see they are all after 2018 so none of them are after the merger except for the 2022 project.

MR PARDY:  That's correct, just the one project that's after that.

MR. QUINN:  I answered my own question with that one.

I think we probably, Mr. Millar, it is 5:01 on my clock.  I have a little bit of homework to do tonight, clearly, but I will return -- heads up to witnesses, I want to return and ask a couple of questions in this line of questions, and then I will move to other areas tomorrow morning.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  We will call it a day, then, and we will return at 9:30 tomorrow morning.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Thank you, Lisa, and thank you Cherida for the ongoing changes to the schedule that's made this happen today.
--- Whereupon the conference adjourned at 5:01 p.m.
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