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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 7, resumed
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Rachel Goodreau

Amy Mikhaila
Jackie Collier


MR. MILLAR:  Let's go on the record.  Good morning, everyone, and welcome to I guess it's Day 7 in the continuing saga of the Enbridge technical conference.

I will turn it over to Mr. Quinn in just a moment, but, Mr. Stevens, there were some brief preliminary matters?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  Good morning, everyone. Three quick items.

First, yesterday afternoon, [audio dropout] on behalf of the Canadian Biogas Association --


[Reporter appeals]


MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry.  I'll speak louder and I'll speak more toward the microphone.

Yesterday afternoon, Michael Buonaguro, on behalf of the Canadian Biogas Association, sent along a two-part information request related to the proposed RNG sampling charge.  Enbridge Gas has determined that it is probably most efficient to answer that question, or those two questions, in writing, and so we propose to note this as an undertaking at the outset today, so that everybody keeps track of what they will be receiving.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  So let's mark that as JT7.1.  And this will be all of the questions filed by Mr. Buonaguro, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  That's right, on behalf of the CBA.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  JT7.1.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.1:  TO RESPOND TO THE WRITTEN QUESTIONS OF CANADIAN BIOGAS ASSOCIATION FOR PANEL 7.


MR. QUINN:  With were those sent to everybody, David?

MR. STEVENS:  No, they weren't.  I'm sure Michael could send them around.  As I say, they relate specifically to the RNG sampling charge.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I can read it very quickly, if you like.  Part (a) was:  With respect to the proposed RNG sampling charge, please provide details with respect to the cost elements that make up the forecast $10,000 incremental cost per sample, including a brief description of the process.  And part (b) was:  Please explain how these costs are currently recovered in rates.

And there was an exhibit reference, Exhibit I.8.2-Staff-243.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  Thanks, Michael.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  The second item, Rachel Goodreau has a brief update to the proposed storage costs that are included in the evidence.  She will refer to an exhibit and then provide some information.

MS. GOODREAU:  Rachel Goodreau.  It is in reference to Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 1, page 2, which is on the screen.  I'm referencing line 26, column H.  For the 2024 year, it reads 13.2 million and it should be 14.4 million.

MR. STEVENS:  Just for clarification, Rachel, can you indicate the reason for the difference?

MS. GOODREAU:  Sure.  The reason is the volumes for those costs were included for the test year, but a portion of the costs were missed for those particular -- that particular year.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  And what is Enbridge's plan or intention in terms of updating for this change?

MS. GOODREAU:  It's my understanding that this will be reflected in our final submissions for inclusion.

MR. STEVENS:  Within any final draft rate order?

MS. GOODREAU:  Correct.

MR. STEVENS:  And, just for clarity, the reason why the number is not being reflected more broadly is simply because of the vast number of things that would have to change to reflect what, in the context of this application, is a relatively small number.

And finally, I understand -- but I don't know the details of -- a clarification to testimony from yesterday that I believe Mr. Pardy would like to offer.

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy here.  I just wanted to clarify.  There was some discussion yesterday afternoon about which model we used for the Dawn to Corunna application.  So I did go back and look at some of the transcript and I can confirm that we did use the integrated model for our analysis for part of the Dawn to Corunna application.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  Mr. Millar, those are the preliminary matters that I have.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.  I will turn it over to Mr. Quinn.
Examination by Mr. Quinn (cont'd.):


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar, and good morning to the witness panel.  I think, Mr. Pardy, we will probably start off where you just led us, and that was the discussions we had from yesterday of the Dawn Corunna proceeding.

I forwarded to Angela the decision so it would be at the ready, hopefully, and I just wanted to have that brought up and we can reference a few references in the decision for our understanding, please.  Thank you.  Now, I think it's third page of the PDF versus third page of the decision.  Yes, I've highlighted it down.  Thank you.

So, reading from the decision:
"The OEB also finds that Enbridge Gas did not seek to establish that the project is for the benefit of rate-payers in the context of its integrated storage system and that the ability to include the proposed assets in rate base is a matter that Enbridge may pursue in its 2024 rebasing proceeding."

And, before we have the dialogue, Angela, if we could just go to page 16 of the PDF, please.  And just slightly under that section is another highlighted section.  Yes, thank you.

So this kind of summarized in the Findings section.

"The OEB agrees that Enbridge has not provided any analysis from a post-amalgamation integrated storage system perspective and notes that Enbridge will have an opportunity to do this in its rebasing application if it seeks to include this project in rate base."

So I guess the question which I offer to the witness panel, and maybe with some regulatory input, beyond this response in FRPO-126, is there any other evidence that EGI has provided that shows the analysis of a post-amalgamation integrated storage system?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  So, as you indicated, Mr. Quinn, the response in FRPO-126 is intended to cover -- to provide a summary of kind of, I guess the benefits, or potential benefits, related to amalgamation of the integrated storage system.

So, as you correctly pointed out, in the Dawn to Corunna application, the board provided an opportunity or indicated that we could present that evidence.  So when we presented -- when we put together this summary, the intention of this summary was to kind of summarize the analysis that we had done, how we had combined our models, and what the results were with respect to integrating the storage system, and explain why we didn't gain any capacity or deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

[Reporter appeals]


MR. PARDY:  Deliverability.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So there was no pre-filed evidence, then, by the company on this matter?

MR PARDY:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So should I take it that it's the contents of FRPO-126 that the company is relying upon to support the project's inclusion in rate base?

MR PARDY:  I think FRPO-126 is intended to provide a summary of the integration benefits of the storage system.  If you could just give me one second to confer here.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

[Witness panel confers]


MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy here again.

So we were just conferring on how the company has included the capital costs of the project in rate base and obviously that's not my expertise.  I believe there is another panel associated with that.  So if there's any -- I guess if there is any additional questions related to how the company is recovering the capital cost I wouldn't be able to answer that part.

MR. QUINN:  Not how they are recovering the cost, but is this the body of evidence that Enbridge is advancing to demonstrate the -- that it's considered the post-amalgamation integration.

MR PARDY:  Again, I'm not familiar with how the capital is allocated or how we're recovering costs or how we're including it in rate base.

I can speak to the justification for the project and, as I mentioned, I agree that FRPO 126 is all the evidence that we have that relates to how we've integrated the storage system.

MR. MILLAR:  I trust, David, that you are satisfied with that answer?

MR. STEVENS:  I believe what Mr. Pardy has said, Dwayne, is at least from his perspective this is the evidence that answers the question of what has Enbridge Gas looked at in terms of the integration of the storage system.

If there are specific questions related to Dawn to Corunna and how it fits, and whether there's issues about whether it should be added to rate base, I don't know whether this panel can answer that or whether that's something that we have to take away for the capital panel who have now finished.

It really depends on sort of the direction of the intent of your question, or what -- it seems like you are trying to close something off so we want to know I guess, that where we're each understanding one another.

MR. QUINN:  Why don't I try it this way.  I'm going to ask a few more questions including hopefully one undertaking.

But ultimately what my question to you is, Enbridge has include the proposed pipeline that replaces the compressors at Corunna, you've put that into your proposed rate base for 2024?

MR. STEVENS:  That's my -- I believe the in-service date is before then so I, yes, subject to check.

MR. QUINN:  Well I just -- because the Board was that explicit in its expectations, I thought maybe I missed something in the evidence that Enbridge was advancing for that purpose.

We ask these questions out of continued interest in how the storage pools are integrated, and I'm going to ask a few more questions in that area.  But if you are satisfied with that we can just move forward.

Mr. Pardy back to you.

Sorry, I had myself to take a step back into what seems like a long time ago but it was only last year when we went through that.

In the interim, since the amalgamation -- and I don't have a specific reference to it but I don't think you need it -- but I understand that the meter runs were changed as Corunna and the headers were redesigned; is that correct?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  That is correct, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR PARDY:  I believe that was a two-year project that happened in 2021, or was executed in 2021 and 2022.

MR. QUINN:  You anticipated some of my question, because what came to my mind then was what model did you use to assess the before-and-after outcomes of what was proposed and what was implemented in terms of those meter run changes.

MR PARDY:  Those changes would be included both in our separate model and in our integrated models.

The proposed changes, really,  it was really about, my understanding, it was really about kind of the integrity within the Dawn to Corunna or within the Corunna compressor station.

Previously EGD had their storage pool measurement was located inside the Corunna compressor station and I believe in 2012 they did a project where they basically moved all that measurement out to the storage pool, changed from orifice meters to ultrasonic meters, so basically upgraded the measurement for all their storage pools.

All those meters were still remaining in the yard and it was used to control gas that was moving in and out.

So this was a bit of a modernization program where we moved all those meters and added headers in that area and added pressure control, over pressure protection, control valves, so more ability to properly control that gas that's coming in and out of the compressor station.

So it was really about the ability to route and reroute gas from different pools that are at different pressures to and from the compressors and to and from the twin 30 pipelines that eventually go to Dawn.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  Now, I only skimmed some of this information but my question is it:  When advancing the proposal -- let me put this way.  When advancing the work the company did, did you use the original distinct two models or did you use the integrated model to assess the potential benefits?

MR PARDY:  I don't think -- this is subject to check here so I don't think the models -- The model itself wasn't used to justify the work.  As I mentioned, I would say it was more related to -- it was more a modernization project to add over pressure protection to add control so it really wasn't about gaining any capacity.  It was really about the ability to operate that system and putting in modern controls to control the gas that's coming in and out of the storage pool.  And it was an extension, I guess, of the original project that moved the meters out to the storage field site.

So I'm not sure initially -- I would say definitely, so initially when the project was proposed it would have used a separate model, because I think the project was proposed prior to any integration.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, let me ask you this, for context, and you may have to take an undertaking or maybe it's in your mind.  But when that project was developed and planned and designed, was it not anticipated that there would be a replacement of compressors with compressors over a period of time after that?

MR PARDY:  I'd have to take it away to understand what -- let me take a step back here.

When the original project was proposed, I believe there was some look out to the future to say, okay, at some point in time we will have to modernise the compressor fleet.  So that was on the table.  I think there was a proposal to move some of those -- replace some of those compressors at the Corunna compressor station.

After integration, when we looked at that, obviously that project became the best alternative was to build the pipeline which I think we presented in the Dawn to Corunna application and the alternatives to build compression at -- additional compression at Dawn, at the Corunna compressor station, wasn't the best alternative at that time, post-integration.

MR. QUINN:  Right so my reference, in looking back at it was in EB-2020-0181, in terms of your asset management plan, it talked to the expectation that it would be compressor-for-compressor, as opposed to the approach that you have now taken.

So can I ask from your knowledge of it, and I'm not going to ask for detail at this point, what would be the implications of changing it from a compressor-to-compressor to compressor-to-pipeline?

MR PARDY:  There's really no implication.  There was no implications of that project, so when you look at the piping that we added as part of that project, so there was three, I'll say east/west headers, and then each of the storage pools connected those three east/west headers.

So whether you build the pipeline or the compressor, all the storage pools still need to come into the Corunna compressor station.  They still need to connect to those east/west headers, and then as part of the Dawn to Corunna project, those will be extended to the east side of Tecumseth Road and then connected into the new Dawn to Corunna pipeline.

So the new pipeline will connect into those headers also.

The existing compressors are connected to the fleet, so there will be still be four remaining compressors.  Those are connected into those headers.  So I guess it doesn't change anything on the project whether we built the pipeline or replaced it with compression.  The intent originally was for those headers to extend to the east side of Tecumseh Road and connect into, I guess, previously they would have connected into new compression; now, they connect into the new Dawn to Corunna pipeline.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I'm satisfied with that answer.  I'm not going to ask for more detail on that, but what I would like to consider is the Ladysmith project, which has been brought up and was brought up yesterday.

The Ladysmith project, as I understand it, forms part of the opportunity of integration between Dawn and Corunna and, therefore, has a benefit that would really be perceived differently by one model versus two models.

Would you agree with that?

MR. PARDY:  Sorry, can you explain?   I'm just trying to understand your premise here.  Can you explain that again?

MR. QUINN:  Well, I'll take a step back.  My understanding, at a very simple level, is that the Ladysmith project allowed gas from Ladysmith to essentially bypass Corunna and be brought to Dawn directly, thus not needing the Corunna compressor -- compressors -- and basically utilizing what can be a scarce resource at the time of peak day.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So I would agree, as part of the storage enhancement project, we did connect as you mentioned Ladysmith and the Payne line, which gives the ability on design day for the Ladysmith pool to come directly to Dawn using the Payne line and bypass the Corunna compressor.

I will say, throughout the operating season, it will clearly still -- it is still connected to the Corunna compression station, and those assets will still be used to help fill and empty the pool.  It just gives another option as to how we can move that gas, so it further integrates the storage system.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So flexibility, I trust, resilience are -- is another facet of what the project created?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So, by concluding that change in our design day analysis, our integrated design day analysis, we are able to demonstrate that it increased the deliverability by 317 TJs.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And that was concluded with two distinct models or one model?

MR. PARDY:  That's been analyzed on -- well, I know currently it's in our model.  We use that in our integrated model.

I'm just struggling with the timing of when one model ran versus another, when we analyzed one project versus another.  And I think I go back to some of the stuff I said yesterday.  Really -- it's really an integrated analysis and it doesn't provide any distinct difference whether we use two separate models, where one model feeds into the other, or we use one model.  So it provides the same result and we've -- like, the deliverability that was increased was the 317 TJs as a direct result of adding those facilities.  And it is a combination of not just that connection, but connecting the Payne pool directly to the Corunna compressor station and adding the well, also.

So I guess the combination of all three of those facilities increased the design day delivery by the 317 TJs that we presented in our evidence for that project.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  As I was walking through this in my mind, and I didn't even get there last night, I recognize that you had provided a schematic that was helpful to me in understanding and, just a few minutes ago, I sent it.  It was an undertaking from the EB-2022-0086 Dawn to Corunna proceeding.  And I sent an email to Angela, and I don't want to put her on the spot, but, if she has it, if she could bring it up so we don't have to rely on memory.  It just went out a couple of minutes ago, Angela.

I'll talk while Angela may be looking for that.  But, Mr. Pardy, you did a schematic that showed both the Corunna and Dawn stations and how they work together.  The way I perceive this -- and, David, you can correct me if I'm wrong -- but I'm giving Enbridge an opportunity to demonstrate post-amalgamation integration benefits -- thank you, Angela -- and so I thought, well, why don't we layer Ladysmith onto this schematic before and after?

So Ladysmith -- and if you want, Mr. Pardy, I hear you coming back to the Payne connection, also.  If you want to do them before or after -- is to provide a system schematic that is generated out of your single model, that works together to show what the Ladysmith project -- prior to the Ladysmith project and the Payne connection, what capabilities you had after what you have.  And you can additional qualities like flexibility and resilience as you choose, but, right now, from my perspective, anyway, I was surprised when I thought back through this that there wasn't any pre-filed evidence and had I not asked the question in 126:  What is Enbridge relying on to demonstrate to the board that this is in the rate-payers' interest and therefore can be included in the rate base?

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Dwayne.  I will say that the reason I turned my camera on a couple of times was just, at an opportune time when we were between things, I had a separate comment to make.  But, in relation to the question you just asked, I suppose the question for the witnesses is whether it is feasible, or possible, to make the additions to this schematic that Dwayne is asking about.

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy here again.  So, yes, we can provide a schematic that shows storage enhancement project kind of pre- and post- to show how the 317 TJs.  I will say that it -- so this was before the Dawn to Corunna project, so the schematic will step back before that, also.  But, yes, we can provide that, no problem.

MR. QUINN:  I think that that would be helpful certainly to the Board, and I trust to Enbridge, especially going forward, with the expectation that you have one model now and this may not be the last project you undertake.

MR. MILLAR:  So I take it that's an undertaking, and it is JT7.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.2:  TO PROVIDE A SCHEMATIC THAT SHOWS STORAGE ENHANCEMENT PROJECT KIND OF PRE- AND POST- TO SHOW HOW THE 317 TJS

MR. STEVENS:  Would this be an okay time, Dwayne, for me just to interject something from a few minutes ago that I was just waiting for a break on?

MR. QUINN:  Sure, David.

MR. STEVENS:  You just asked whether Enbridge has provided everything that it intends to in response to the Dawn to Corunna decision and the direction at pages 2 and 15 of that decision.

We had indicated that the capital panel, who are the group who make the determinations as to rate base, et cetera, has now completed, and so we were hoping that we could provide an undertaking just to confirm with that group, and with others, whether Enbridge Gas has provided all intended information in response to the OEB's comments at pages 2 and 15 of the EB-2022-0086 decision.

MR. QUINN:  So the purpose of that undertaking would be to ask the question if you have and, if not, provide additional references in evidence already?  Or the alternative -- and my concern, David, and I'll say it up front -- is, to the extent that Enbridge decides that it wants to enhance its evidence, when would we have the opportunity to test that?

MR. STEVENS:  I think that's a fair question, Dwayne.  And, if you make the determination that whatever is added is something that you need to explore further, then we can discuss how to do that.

I mean, typically, we have discussions at the settlement conference and things that need to find their way on to the record, find their way on to the record as, let's say, a settlement conference information request, or something along those lines.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We have been able to do that in the past, David.  So, with that, yes.  I'm looking to be helpful to the Board here, and I believe to both sides, in terms of a determination.  So please advance that undertaking if you would, please.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  We acknowledge and thank you for that.

MR. MILLAR:  So it is JT7.3.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.3:  WHETHER ENBRIDGE HAS PROVIDED EVERYTHING THAT IT INTENDS TO IN RESPONSE TO THE DAWN TO CORUNNA DECISION AND SPECIFICALLY THE DIRECTION AT PAGES 2 AND 15 OF THAT DECISION.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I had advanced Angela some interrogatory responses before, but I think the best place to start with this next line of questions and moving toward operation contingency space is to refer back to the evidence in Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 4, please.

Thank you, now, Mr. Pardy you probably weren't around when Union first -- maybe you were -- came up with the idea of contingency space but clearly the ideas are evolving and I respect that.

But one of the things that I realize is some of my thinking is kind of locked into what has been said in the past, and on page 2 -- if you don't mind scrolling down, Angela, thank you -- you've provided some of the historical operational contingency and rates and if you scroll down you will see South and North and some allocations to each of those respective rate zones of Union.

More importantly, going forward, Enbridge has advanced a different approach.  And part of my challenge is understanding your new approach with -- I almost have to unlearn the old approach and try to understand the new.

So I think it's kind of would be helpful to me and I trust helpful to the Board is if we could walk through the components of your contingency space one by one, and you could just tell me how the space or how the molecules are actually used for the benefit of, in this case, you know, to use that word again, resilience but making sure that the system works.

So, I don't know if you yourself would like to guide this but starting on page 5 we have forecast weather variances which I presume, and you can tell me if I'm wrong, is for your late season injection, empty space and your -- I should walk through this more carefully.

Can you tell me the components of your space or molecules as they relate to the forecasted weather variance?

MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy here again.

So, maybe it would be helpful, Mr. Quinn, if I just step a little bit and just explain kind of the high-level operational contingency, which I'm sure, as you mentioned, you have been a part of before, you are familiar with.

Operational contingency is really there for the benefit of the system operator to help manage and, like you say, provide services that the company provides and to assist in the reliability and resilience of the storage system.

So, back -- if I step back to what Union had done in the past, so Union had proposed operational contingency and that was approved by the Board, and the latest in 2013, I guess the latest version of that was the 9.5 PJs and that included six different components.

And Union had built a model, I guess, to demonstrate or to build how much contingency was required for each of those components.  So what we've done in this application and when we looked at how to harmonize the different methods of contingency that each company had.

So we basically started with the Union model and then we looked at each of the components, determined which components we wanted to continue in the new model.  We reduced two of those components, and so now there's the four components that are left, so the forecast weather variances, the system line pack, storage pool factors, which relates to the history system one that was there before, and the OBA imbalances.  So those four factors are included in the new model.

Then we basically collected data or added data to represent the EGD system to this model, also.  So now the model, the models the entire system, the entire integrated system and it comes up with -- and that's how the 15.6 was determined.

So really used kind of, I would say the methodology from a calculations perspective, it uses the methodology that Union had developed for its operational contingency, and extends that to the entire system and really that forms the basis for the 15.6 that we have calculated today.

MR. QUINN:  I understand.

MR PARDY:  Sorry, go ahead, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  I want to walk through the components.

You've described the process and said we did some math and we came up with how Union did it and then we did it for Union rate zone,  we added data for Enbridge rate zone and put the two together.

Then we rationalized this through -- it's not a coincident peak, but all these things are not happening at the same time and here's the new number that comes out of that.

But on a space level, and I've gone through the evidence again, it really doesn't describe how this space helps us.  Space or molecules.


So I thought if you could go through each of the components, starting at the top of page 5, and help me with how space helps you and how molecules help you in terms of providing resilience in storage services.

MR PARDY:  As you mentioned, there are a number of factors that are included, so starting with the forecasted weather variances.

So basically there are two components to this.  On the space side, it is really looking at, as we're filling the system and as we approach being for, and what we look at is -- we look at what the average weather is, what the expectation for weather at the end of the injection season.


And then we look at potential variances that could happen --


MR. QUINN:  Mr. Pardy, I'm sorry, I appreciate you are on a roll, when you say at the end of the injection season, what time frame?  How long?  One day, one week, one month?

MR PARDY:  We look at -- as we stated, so we looked at the last ten days of injection.  So we look at the potential variances in weather for the last ten days of the injection season which would be -- the end of the injection season, theoretically, would be October 31st and then November 1st would be the beginning of the withdrawal season.  So we are looking at the last ten days of October to do that analysis.

We're looking at potential variances there and what that could lead to for additional space that's required.

So it leaves a certain amount of space empty to help manage those variances in weather that can happen at the end of the season, and so that's how that kind of helps.

The weather also has a component that is related to molecules, so at the end of the withdrawal season.  So it looks that throughout the withdrawal season.


And really, I would say operational contingency is present during the entire year, so it certainly aids throughout the season, but I think you had asked an interrogatory and we had pointed out that probably the most critical times for operational contingency is at those shoulder months.

So, are at the end of injection, kind of the October-November timeframe, at the end of withdrawal, beginning of injection which would be kind of the March-April timeframe.

At the end of, from a molecule perspective, at the end of the season, we're really looking at, we forecast weather up for the next day, and if that forecast is incorrect -- or we use the forecasted weather for the next day.


So to the extent that there is an error or a difference in the actual weather versus the forecast weather, that will lead to a withdrawal from storage.

Really that -- the system integrity is intended to cover those withdrawals from storage that are happening kind of on that day-to-day and within a period of time.

So, really looking at kind of forecasted weather variances or forecasted temperature variances that happen from day-to-day, week-to-week within the season.

So that looks out over the season at that and calculates how many -- how much space or -- how many molecules are required to cover off that risk to the system.

MR. QUINN:  Stopping there, I appreciate that.  So you're talking about late winter, so end of March?


MR PARDY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  End of March you are saying there is day-to-day variance in the weather?

MR PARDY:  Yes, correct.

MR. QUINN:  And this is what the molecules that are in the space are providing?

MR PARDY:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and so...

MR PARDY:  I think if -- I was going to say, at some point it may be useful to look at a response to FRPO-131 so that's...

MR. QUINN:  I appreciate we might get there, sir, just depending on your answers.  I have that cued up with Angela also.  So if I may suggest, that was a comprehensive answer.  These other ones might be a little quicker.


But the next one was system line pack?

MR PARDY:  Again, so system line pack looks at -- so as we experience cold weather events, the line pack gets drawn down and has to be replenished.  So to the extent that the supplies have been or are unchanged, that line pack really needs to be replenished on a short-term basis from the storage system.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, what would that short-term basis look like?  What kind of timeframe?

MR PARDY:  I would say within days.

MR. QUINN:  Within days, okay.   Now, is that space and molecule?

MR. PARDY:  I believe the line pack -- just give me one second here -- the line pack is just molecules.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so those molecules -- to complete the understanding, those molecules have to reside somewhere so you are also allocating space to go into those [audio dropout] for those molecules to reside in, in the event they're needed?

MR. PARDY:  That's correct.  So, any time we refer to molecules, it is really -- obviously, it is space and molecules or specifically just space.

MR. QUINN:  So filled space versus emptied space?

MR. PARDY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So next one is storage pool factors.

MR. PARDY:  And then -- so the storage pool factors -- and, really, I would say these factors, there are three of them that are included here.  One is our hysteresis.  The second one is deliverability coefficients.  And the thirds one, I believe, is variances within the storage system.

So each of those is -- that we know exists on the storage system, but, within the operational season, we really can't -- we don't have and understanding of where they are and how much they're fluctuating.  It is really when we get to stabilization periods or we are able to look back at the data and say, okay, the coefficients changed by this much over the season, the hysteresis was this much.  And, again, it's a look back to say how much it was.

So, during the season, we are not  -- we don't have a view to what those are, so we use that historical data to say we have projections for each of those, but how much can it vary from the projections based on our historical data?  So those factors will lead to a certain amount of space, or empty space, and a certain amount of filled space that are required for those factors.  And they will -- for the reservoir factors, it does include both space or empty space and molecules or, as you referred to it as, filled space for those factors.  So it helps both on the injection side and on the withdrawal side.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, let's move -- I just looked at my clock.  Let's move to the last one, OBA balances.

MR. PARDY:  So, again, OBA balances.  It's really -- OBAs happen as interconnecting pipelines to our system.  So, to the extent that those interconnecting pipelines run at OBA on the day, then that gas needs to come from storage or go into storage, dependent if it's a positive or a negative OBA.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And can I ask this question to you or to somebody else in the panel; it might be somebody else on the panel:  OBA imbalances are differences between what was nominated and what was taken?  Is that -- taken into your system versus what was nominated to come into your system and the netting out on the other side.

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

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so those variances happen day-to-day.  And would it not be the company's intent to correct them the next day to reduce any potential penalties?

MR. PARDY:  If I we could just have one second to confer?

MR. QUINN:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. PARDY:  Sorry, Mr. Quinn.  We are just having a little OBA discussion here.

So, definitely, the parameters around OBA are certainly not my expertise, and I don't think we have anybody here with that expertise, but I will say you are correct.  So, there are imbalances that are created between pipelines.  The intent would be to work those off over a period of time.  I don't think it's necessarily within the day.

I know we use OBA at times to work with other pipelines if they have outages, so there might be a period of time where they use those OBAs and then come back into balance.  But, if you need more detail on -- yes, I guess that's the only detail that I have on OBAs and how they're utilized.

MR. QUINN:  I am satisfied with that, and enhanced my answers I have on the record already, so thank you.

So we have all of these components.  And my question for you, Mr. Pardy, and I trust that you should be able to answer this, but:  How did Enbridge manage all of this variability in, and uncertainty in, its storage operations before it now is inheriting some contingency space?

MR. PARDY:  Sorry.  So, on the Union side we had contingency space in place for a long time.  Are you asking what remains on the Enbridge side?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. PARDY:  So I'll say, when you look at the Enbridge side, so Enbridge didn't have, I would say, an approved operational contingency methodology that had gone through the board.  But, if you look at the way the system was operated, there was really -- they really replicated that through operational methods.

So, as I think we pointed out somewhere in the evidence, on the bill side, on the injection side, Enbridge planned to leave 4 percent empty or 4 PJs empty.  So as part of, operationally, when they were approaching that, they would take whatever measures, I guess, necessary to leave that 4 PJs empty.  And then, on the withdrawal side, the gas supply plan, there were molecules left at the end of the season.

So, while Enbridge didn't have a specific operational contingency plan, the components of operational contingency existed in the system, so leaving space empty at the end of the withdrawal season and having gas in the ground at the end of -- sorry, leaving space at the end of the injection season and having gas in the ground at the end of the withdrawal season.

So, while there wasn't a specific operational contingency methodology, the way they operated mimicked and provided the same benefit as operational contingency did on the Union side.

MR. QUINN:  So there was not a specific methodology.  So I trust, and I'm going to ask for certainty, I trust that there has been no -- there was no board approval in the past for this approach to leaving space empty for the purposes of operation?

MR. PARDY:  I can confirm that there was no discussion on the Enbridge side regarding operational contingency or system integrity, as Union called it previously, and that was never -- that was never anything that was approved by the board on the EGD side.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Dwayne, it might help if we could maybe scroll up to paragraph 7, just to maybe add a little bit to what Mr. Pardy said.

So I believe paragraph 7 describes how EGD managed it and, exactly as he described, it's through storage targets.  So I think, in the past, the way EGD communicated the operational contingency, they used different nomenclature, so "storage targets" what was used.  And that's what we were trying to describe in that paragraph.  I don't know if that helps.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I understand, Mr. Gillett, from yesterday that the 43.5 was not explicitly approved by the board.  Mr. Stevens corrected me.  He was notified that there would be some increase, but not a specific approval of 43.5 by the board which contributed to your late season contingency space.  So I think we can leave that there for now because I do want to ask Mr. Pardy, I trust, the last question.

One of the things that always challenges me in my understanding of this is you've got empty space which can be utilized.  I get that.  Then you've got filled space with molecules.  But, if you have no deliverability for each of these factors you have just walked through, it means getting the gas from the storage pool at a greater level -- or going into, in the fall, but I'm going to just stick with the late season so we have one frame of reference.

A lot of these are about trying to either refill the pipeline, balance the pipeline, get additional gas out because the weather forecast was wrong, and so you have space and molecules.  But if you have zero deliverability that can't help you, can it?

MR PARDY:  Yeah, I would say -- it's a bit of subtlety, likely, in the messaging around deliverability. So I agree with you that to the extent that gas is moving in and out of the storage essentially that's the deliverability that's being used to move, or flow rate on the day, that's being used to do that.

I think what we're saying is we're not -- we're not setting aside any deliverability for the purposes of operational contingency.

So we're not saying to -- the operator is not saying this portion of deliverability or flow from storage can't be used.

So really this is things that are happening on a day-to-day basis.  There's pluses, there's minuses over the season.  Some of it gets corrected as we go.


So it's really -- I think what we're saying is we're not proposing that we should set aside -- like we're setting aside kind of a 15.6 PJs and allocating it as contingency.  We are not setting it aside or proposing to add anything additional from a deliverability standpoint.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I think that that I'll ask one question and you can defer it to another panel.  I respect what Ms. Mikhaila was able to add yesterday, in spite of not having binders with her, so I don't want to put her on the spot and I can ask this later.


But if you are not explicitly attaching deliverability to this space, how do you properly allocate the costs of that deliverability to the rate classes?  Or more importantly between the utility and non-utility?


If I -- thank you, Ms. Mikhaila.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  You are correct, Mr. Quinn.  Right now the deliverability allocation factor is on the net from storage calculation for a design day, and so it is specific to that -- the allocation to rate class is specific to a design day and there is no allocation to the unregulated business.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I wants to go to one IR before I shift topics, and you spoke of it earlier, Mr. Pardy, and that was exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-131.

I want -- we've spent a lot of time on this, sir, and -- because I requested and I thank you for your answers, but the more important question beyond the technical issue that you've just helped us with, is we had asked some questions, not knowing what we would receive, but we got some -- the study, which was helpful, in the attachment.


So thank you, Angela.  We'd asked, please file the summary recommendations that went through senior management approval to support this approach, and then we asked the question which you answer very well in the attachment.

So there's attachment, and it goes about 5 pages down below this, the model and all the things and how you developed the numbers.

Mr. Pardy, what was missing in my mind was, what do these factors do?  I appreciate your answer.  So on attachment 2 you have a presentation that is confidential but I can't, from the title page, discern who was this presented to.


MR PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  So I guess this was presented to, I guess it was to the director of -- so my director, and also the director of -- I'm not sure the exact title.  GMS.  Let me confer for one second here.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR PARDY:  Sorry, I was just trying to get the correct title so the director of gas control and management.

MR. QUINN:  So it was more engineering and operational to get approval at that level?

MR PARDY:  That's correct and I think kind of my role in this is determining the factors and then how much -- so the 15.6, determining what the number is, and then that number would be passed to gas supply to utilize in their planning in there.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  I think I will go to one more interrogatory because I want to keep a flow with this, Mr. Pardy, and thank you for all your answers so far.

So we had FRPO-131 up and I just want to scroll back to FRPO-130.  I just want, to save time, we just asked if [audio dropout] was available how you determined 23 PJs.

There was a reference in your answer to (a) on page 2 that says the -- it is right in the middle of the paragraph.  The first paragraph:
"For the winter of 2023/24, the Enbridge rate zone had 13.5 PJs of operational contingency available."

How did that become available?

MR PARDY:  So Steve Pardy here again.  So I think what we're trying to articulate here was, similar to the discussion we had before where the 4 percent or 4 PJs were empty on the injection side, and then at the end of the withdrawal season the gas supply plan had indicated that there was this much gas left in the ground.

So basically what we were doing is taking those and adding it up, and we're saying those molecules -- that empty space and those molecules acted like operational contingency.  So we were using that, as Jason mentioned previously, it was kind of different terminology used on the EGD side.


So we're saying essentially that's what EGD had in place based on the winter 2023-2024 and that -- so that gives a kind of a sense of what the system had available had we not changed the proposal of moving to the 15.6.

So we were just trying to compare what does it look like today if we did nothing, and what does it look like in the future if we implement the new proposal that we have here.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, this is a detailed question, the last one.

Is the 13.5 your March 31st balance in the event of continued cold weather in April?  Or how do you arrive at 13.5 as operational contingency space?

MR PARDY:  I think a part of that number is the space that's left empty, and then a part of the number is the amount of gas that the gas supply plan would have remaining at the end of the withdrawal season for EGD.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, sir, that doesn't make a lot of sense.  You would have dozens of PJs of empty space at the end of the year.  How do you know if there are four that are just sitting there that were somehow allocated for this purpose when, as you told me before, there was really no methodology; it was just done this way?

MR PARDY:  Yeah, so it's really, for the space perspective it's about what's available at the end of the injection season, so on the Union side previously with the 9-and-a-half, there was 3-and-a-half PJs that was left empty at the end of the injection season.


What we're saying on the EGD side, EGD would through their storage targets planned to leave four PJs empty, so that four PJs is similar to the three-and-a-half on the Union side.


Then if you look at the Union side, Union planned to leave the six PJs of space and molecules or filled space at the end of the withdrawal season, and then EGD also planned to leave gas in the ground at the end of the withdrawal season.

So we are really just adding up kind of those numbers and saying, if it you -- essentially those -- the empty space at the end of the injection season and the molecules at the end of the withdrawal season, this is what kind of existed today under today's methodologies.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you for that answer.

I will have to read the transcript because the evolving policy nature around the Enbridge storage is a little bit disconcerting.  I see you are trying to standardize things now, but I want to make sure all of the pieces fit together in the puzzle, so thank you for your answers.

What I'd like to move on to now is more gas fire-related, and that is -- it touches -- I'll use the word "storage," but this is about gas supply.  So I assume for other members of the panel; your choice.

So part of the role of storage is to provide the utility the opportunity to buy more summer gas at a notionally lower price than winter gas.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  That is correct.  That is one of the benefits of storage.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So would you agree with me, also, that delivered gas can supplement storage by, one, keeping the gas molecules in the ground and, two, reducing your amount of deliverability because the gas is already aboveground and ready to be moved down the system?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  So I think there were two things in there.  I'll address the last one and then you can remind me what the first one was.

I agree with you that aboveground delivery of gas would otherwise reduce the need to withdraw in the winter period.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And you've answered my --


MR. JANISSE:  Sorry, I was going to say does that cover?  I think there were two parts and I missed the first one?

MR. QUINN:  You kind of covered it in that.  By having gas delivered aboveground, the existing gas stays in the ground and maintains your inventory without drawing down your inventory.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, I agree.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  So I think, again, back to -- let's start with Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-104.  So we had asked questions -- okay.  I'm sorry, I went to 104.  If you could keep that up, Angela, but then also pull up in parallel Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 1, page 5, which is what I get referred to here.

So we had asked:  Please explain how the profile load balances supply is developed.  And the reference is there.  I thought it was attached, but it's not.  That's my mistake.  Thank you.  So I think it is page 5 of that attachment.  Thank you.  I'll work from your screen because I am [audio dropout] behind you.  So thanks, Angela.

Can you tell me how this profile is developed specifically to develop the total of 126.  Because I see that your average day -- average demand per month eventually catches up or, said differently, it rebalances.  By the end of the annual period, your supplies match the average demand per month.  So how is the 126,314 determined?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  The load balancing supplies that you see here are really just a function of our total demand requirements, the cost to meet them, while also considering the need for a plan that is reliable, diverse, flexible, and cost effective.

MR. QUINN:  I know those are principles, Mr. Dantzer, but I'd like to get down to -- how do you numerically come up with 126,314?  There has got to be some math that goes into a non-round number.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  I will just ask for a second to confer here.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  So, Dwayne, really, the Dawn purchase line that you see here, it is a function of the parameters of all of the assets that we have in our gas supply plan.  So, once we've utilized storage, transportation assets, considered commodity prices, obviously meeting demand requirements, the aboveground purchases to meet demand requirements is a function of all of those parameters in our gas supply plan.

MR. QUINN:  I understand that.  I might be getting into the black box, but, in reality, there is -- you are telling me that there is a balancing that goes on.   I am asking:  How do you determine 126,314? Let's try it this way.  Do you come up with  your monthly profile first or do you come up with your total first and then allocate it monthly?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  It is a monthly profile.  So a monthly demand profile and then we consider what monthly assets we have available and what is the most efficient way to meet that demand effectively, on a monthly basis.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So let's start with -- because it's on the left-hand side and because, of course that's what we would be interested in -- January and February.  You have two figures which, I haven't done the math, but yes it looks like, yes, there are more February deliveries than there are January deliveries.  And so how are those -- and let's just stay with January.  How do you determine the January deliveries?

MR. STEVENS:  Can I suggest --


MR. QUINN:  Go ahead, Mr. Stevens.

MR. STEVENS:  No, go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  I suppose, and you can tell me if I'm wrong, that you take the amount of deliverability that you would expect to have in January based upon the storage targets at the end of December.  You look at your profile of importing transport gas to Dawn and then you net out what is now still remaining in terms of what could be delivered, and then you look at options versus buying commodity, or potentially some other short-term service.  Would that summarize the process?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  Yes.  It's not necessarily an order of operations like you have suggested.  It is really considering those options.  Deliverability certainly is a key consideration for the month of January, but we consider those parameters that you outlined in aggregate and then determine, effectively, what's left in order to bridge the gap and meet the month of January demand requirements.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And what you're trying to optimize -- well, first off, maybe I'm going to step back.  Is this done in Sendout?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  That is the model that we use, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And what you're trying to optimize, then, is the economically lowest price given some parameters that you've established as fixed in your model.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  It's not quite as simple as the "absolute lowest cost" plan.  It is -- like I said before, it is that balance of reliability, diversity, and flexibility.  So the assets represent the balance of those requirements.  Sendout is an economic optimization model, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, at the end of the day -- and this is, of course, for the balancing calculations for 2024.  So, if I am reading that correctly, this is for January 2024?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So it's not necessarily the traditional gas year.  It is your development of a schedule, which will basically bridge two winters between 23-24 and 24-25.

MR. DANTZER:  It reflects the 2024 test year.

MR. QUINN:  But you are -- off your gas supply plan for 23-24, correct?


MR. DANTZER:  Fair enough.  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  That's what I was trying to say.

So simply put, and this may be a matter for consideration, with the parameters you talked about, the attributes you are seeking, reliability, flexibility, economic value, those types of things, you have -- you are buying -- at the end of the day you decided, okay, we need to buy 10.7 -- again, my numbers are right -- but 10.7 PJs of gas in January.  Correct?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  I think if you are referring to line 3, January 10, 699, that would be the average day demand.  The purchase is the line above that line 2, supplies, 20,379.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you for the correction.  Sorry, I was looking at the wrong line.  So the supplies are 20.4 TJs for the month.

And I don't want to turn those up because I just want to confirm.

You are -- you do not fix the price of those supplies until somewhat closer to the timeframe to ensure that you need them; is that correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  We may purchase some of that supply in advance of the winter starting, but largely we leave flexibility open to make sure, you know, if you get a warmer than normal winter, we don't see demand coming that we are not purchasing or committing ourselves to take supply that we don't need.

MR. QUINN:  So if you are going to do some of it, what is the maximum amount of time, off the top of your head?


MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  I would say a season ahead.  We may make some of those purchases later in the summer for the winter period.


MR. QUINN:  That is sufficient, Mr. Janisse, thank you.  So you said some percentage.  What percentage, approximately?  Are we talking about 75 percent, 50 percent, 25 percent, 10 percent?

MR. JANISSE:  I don't have the exact percentage in front of me today, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, could you take it by way of undertaking and just -- it could be a range if that is preferable to you, to say okay, it's 25 to 40 percent based upon past practice.  Whatever number, I would like a number that would give us an order-of-magnitude sense of what you are purchasing.

MR. STEVENS:  Hi Dwayne, it's David Stevens.  I just wanted to make sure we're clear about the question we're answering here.

You're asking what percentage of gas does Enbridge purchase a season ahead on average?  Is that the gist of the question?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, specifically for the January winter period.

MR. STEVENS:  If we were to, say, provide an answer that reaches back three to five years, depending what is available, is that acceptable?


MR. QUINN:  The average of the last five years would be great.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that possible Dave?


MR. JANISSE:  Absolutely.  I just want to make sure, Mr. Quinn, are you only concerned with January or would you like to see other months in the winter?  Would you like to see the winter as a whole?

MR. QUINN:  Well I'm mostly focused on December, January, February, so if you could provide those numbers.  Those are the most significant numbers.  I don't need to ask you how far in advance you do the March purchases, so if you could give me December, January, February that would be helpful.

MR. JANISSE:  And I just ask because sometimes we do multi-months in a strip so is may be easier to  provide data over a few me months rather than a single month.

MR. QUINN:  No, I respect that.

MR. MILLAR:  That is JT7.4.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.4:  TO PROVIDE AN AVERAGE FIGURE FOR GAS PURCHASES OVER THE DECEMBER-JANUARY-FEBRUARY PERIOD, FOR THE LAST THREE TO FIVE YEARS


MR. QUINN:  Periodically I've looked at my clock, Mr. Millar.

I am going to stay with this line of questioning but this next part may take a little bit of time, so I would suggest that now might be a good time to break if that works for you.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes, let's do that.  we will come back at 11:00 a.m.
--- Recess taken at 10:45 a.m.

--- Upon resuming at 11:00 a.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Let's go back on the record and, Dwayne, back to you.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  As I said at the outset, my hope is to finish a little bit ahead of schedule because I realize that some of these questions may be better answered with the cost allocation and in respect of Amy's ability to be prepared.

So I'm going to continue where we left off, where we talked about deliveries at Dawn.  And thank you for the undertaking to provide how long in advance you fixed them, but, once you have established a gas supply plan and you have established that you are going to secure additional supplies at Dawn for the winter months, I trust you rely on those deliveries to execute your plan?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, can you repeat your question?

MR. QUINN:  Once you have established that you are going to get 20.4 PJs -- and some of it will be fixed, some will be not fixed but expected to be supplied -- you rely on those deliveries to, and I will advance that, to meet your expected seasonal winter obligations and, at the same time, contribute to your deliverability at Dawn?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  Thanks for repeating your question, Mr. Quinn.  That 20.4 would be the gas supply plan deliveries that is obviously based off of normal weather.  So, as we get into the winter, we may make adjustments to that.  So I think the answer is yes, but I did want to get that clarifying factor out there that we may buy more or less than that, based on what we are actually seeing happen.  But anything we do purchase is going to be used or put into storage.

MR. QUINN:  But you expect it to arrive so that it can assist you with maintaining your storage balances and/or minimizing the amount of -- or contributing to the amount of deliverability that you take from Dawn and send down the Dawn Parkway system?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes.  Anything that we purchase, we expect that that gas will show up at Dawn from our counterparty.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And then you contract in that way to make sure that that happens and there is appropriate relief in the event it does not?

MR. JANISSE:  We contract under the North American Energy Standards Board agreements and we contract on a firm basis.  So any relief for non-deliveries would be subject to that standard agreement.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  But the more important control point, I trust you will agree with me, is making sure that you have enough push out of Dawn to meet your ex-franchise -- in-franchise and ex-franchise -- obligations of the Dawn Parkway system with the control point being Parkway?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  So the purchase that Mr. Janisse was describing pertains to meeting the needs of the gas supply plan and, more specifically, what is actually happening that winter for System Gas customers.  How that impacts the Dawn Parkway system or the modeling, the hydraulic modeling of that system, isn't included in these purchases.  Like, that's not part of how the gas supply plan works.  That would be more of a transmission planning and operations consideration.

MR. QUINN:  I understand, and my question wasn't simply in context of these purchases.  I was saying, overall, you design your capabilities of Dawn, now Dawn Corunna, or the integrated Dawn storage pools to be able to deliver gas into the Dawn Parkway system to meet your in-franchise obligations, and then ex-franchise contracts, at the other end.  And this is, yes, out of the traditional Union model, but  your more important control point in the traditional Union Dawn Parkway system is Parkway, in terms of meeting your obligations.  Would you agree with that?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, I don't think we have anybody on this panel that can talk about how --


MR. QUINN:  Not how, but the criticality.  At Dawn, you have options of pipes coming in, you have Dawn storage, you have a number of levers you can pull in the day, but you have obligations to your customers and to your ex-franchise customers, traditionally, at Parkway.  That is, in my view -- and you can confirm or not or you can take it by way of undertaking -- that is a more challenging control point that you must make sure you can meet on a peak day.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  Mr. Quinn, we are just going to confer for a minute.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Thanks, Mr. Quinn.  We just had to sort of confer on that a little bit.

So the purpose of the plan -- I won't take a long time with this, but the purpose of the plan as you know, is to have sufficient assets upstream of Dawn and from Dawn to Parkway to meet the needs of in-franchise customers.  We do include Parkway delivery obligations deliveries in the plan, so those would offset our need for Dawn Parkway capacity in the gas supply plan, as those are delivered on the east end of our system to meet those demands.

I'm not sure if that answers your question in relation to the gas supply plan, but the component of your question around it being  modeling control point for meeting ex-franchise customers, unfortunately, we just don't have anybody on the panel that can speak to that.  But we do include Parkway delivery obligation deliveries in the gas supply plan, if that's sort of what you're asking about.

MR. QUINN:  It isn't completely, but I'm just going to move on.  I'll ask a simple question you, hopefully, will answer.  That might be sufficient.  My understanding is there are two companies that would flow into Parkway, yourselves and TransCanada.  Correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  So the Dawn Parkway system and the TransCanada system meet at Parkway, that is correct.  Like, there is a transfer point between the two pipelines at Parkway.

MR. QUINN:  Correct, okay.  So there are two pipelines, two companies.  At Dawn, how many pipelines -- approximately; I don't need you to be precise and I am not going to correct you -- but how many pipelines do you have flowing into the Dawn or Dawn Corunna integrated system?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  So, just to clarify, sorry, my previous answer, there are more than two pipelines at Parkway.  Like, Dawn Parkway has multiple parallel pipelines, and that sort of thing.  So I just wanted to clarify, it's two pipeline companies, but --


MR. QUINN:  Two corporate entities --


MR. GILLETT:  Correct.  Yes, correct.

MR. QUINN:  -- provide pipelines into Parkway.  Is that correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.  That's correct, yes.  Sorry, I just wanted to make sure I clarified that.

In terms of pipelines upstream of Dawn, I believe we have -- you said you just wanted general numbers -- six to eight pipeline that is come in.  Like, we've got Panhandle; we've got Great Lakes, Vector, Bluewater.  There are a number of upstream pipelines that come into Dawn.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  So, to the extent that you have a pipeline company not able to meet its obligations at Dawn or Parkway, which one would you prefer?  If it's the same amount of quantity of gas that is not going to be able to be delivered, where do you have a greater resilience in making up that supply?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  We are just going to confer for a minute, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  All right, please.

[Witness panel confers]


Angela, if you don't mind, while they're conferring, if you could bring up FRPO 108 please.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, can you maybe just quickly repeat the question?  I want to make sure I'm answering the right question for you.

MR. QUINN:  So if for whatever reason you had deliveries that could not be made by a pipeline of the same quantity, where would you rather have that occur, at Dawn or at Parkway?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Dwayne, is this a hypothetical, like an operational question?  Like so we're within a gas day and there's some sort of operational upset?  Or are you talking about a planned space?  Operational?

MR. QUINN:  Sure.  Let's go with that.

MR. GILLETT:  Operational, thank you, okay.  I don't know if I can -- I don't know if I can answer specifically that terminology -- (overspeaking) --


MR. QUINN:  Before.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, Dwayne, I want to try and be helpful.  I will say that Dawn does have more upstream pipelines coming in.  It is also a much more liquid hub than Parkway, so, generally, sort of on a principled basis, we do have a fair bit more operational options at Dawn because of the nature of the hub.

Having said that, we also do have the Dawn Parkway system which can get gas from Dawn to Parkway.


So the reason why I was a little reticent about the operational theoretical situation is it really depends if it's a peak day or design day or non-design day.  It depends on how the system is being used.


so it's a difficult question to answer, but principally, I would say Dawn does -- being a liquid hub with more upstream pipelines does have a lot more optionality than Parkway, which is an illiquid transfer point between pipelines.  But we do also have that Dawn Parkway system that can move gas from Dawn to Parkway, depending on the day.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  If we can turn up, and Angela has brought up FRPO-108, we'd asked some questions, some of which we actually touched on earlier today in (a).

We are asking about what was tested here in terms of the 5TJs less storage.

What we're trying to understand is what ICF assumed in terms of the -- when the gas would be fixed, whether it would be on the day of the week or the month ahead, or as we've found out today, potentially a season ahead.

Can you answer that question today to assist us?

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Dwayne, you are asking about what were ICF's assumptions?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.


MR. STEVENS:  Can you just repeat? in relation to what?

MR. QUINN:  When the gas is fixed for the purposes of their model.

MR. STEVENS:  And you're speaking about for the purposes of them modeling where they are determining how much storage is optimal?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  I mean -- again, you will see the answer is that Enbridge Gas believes that questions of whether incremental or additional storage is needed are things that are going to be discussed in phase II, so I'm just curious.  Maybe you can explain how your question here relates into Phase I.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We asked in (c), when a study uses the term supply portfolio cost, please explain the presumed allocation of costs for these winter purchases, between landed cost, separation of cost between commodity and other accounts.

What I'm trying to understand is what assumptions were made that help us to compare alternatives as to what is the appropriate level of storage that ought to be in Enbridge's 2024 rate base for the purposes of establishing going-forward rates for 2024.

MR. STEVENS:  I will say, Dwayne, it was not and is not Enbridge's expectation to have ICF appear and speak about their proposal for additional storage in this proceeding.  And so with that in mind it was -- it is still not clear to me how the assumptions that ICF used in a report that's only going to be talked about in a subsequent phase fits into this phase.

MR. QUINN:  Well, it won't be news to you or your panel that we have advocated for years of fixing gas at Dawn in lieu of buying more storage.

Enbridge is saying, here's our 2024 plan.  Here's how much market-based storage we are going to need, as a result, and we don't have to look at other alternatives like delivered supply, which of course you're already using.  It is just a case of how you use it or rely upon it.

That is where we're going with this, David, and if I do not understand and cannot compare what Enbridge has in evidence that is in any way, at any point, relied upon for determining that you have the right number of storage for 2024 rates, we're at a loss to be able to establish other position.

MR. STEVENS:  Can you please grant me a moment to speak with the regulatory team?

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  Certainly for the purpose of moving things along, I think it makes sense for us to understand what it is it is you'd like us to ask of ICF and for us to go and get that information for you.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  Basically it is completing the responses to FRPO-108.  And so I had asked the questions about, you know, what was assumed?  Is it consistent with what Enbridge's practices are today?


And I would ask further, did they do any sensitivity analysis around providing -- sorry, fixing the gas at a longer term period than the company is currently doing?

So those are the questions.  The results would be helpful to know, but I can't and I won't ask at this point for ICF to rerun analysis.  I want to understand, at least at this juncture, what was assumed.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay, so to play that back to you Dwayne, you would like ICF to answer parts (a) and (c) of FRPO 108, and further to advise whether ICF did any sensitivity analysis where they assumed fixing gas costs for longer periods?

MR. QUINN:  Yeah, just up to one year in advance.  I won't go longer that on that.

MR. STEVENS:  We can inquire and advise.

MR. MILLAR:  So I will mark that as JT7.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.5:  ENBRIDGE TO INQUIRE OF ICF TO ANSWER PARTS (A) AND (C) OF FRPO 108, AND FURTHER TO ADVISE WHETHER ICF DID ANY SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS WHERE THEY ASSUMED FIXING GAS COSTS FOR LONGER PERIODS.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  That was [audio dropout] different directions, but my understanding from your answers, if we were to address to the Board's satisfaction that there is opportunity to fix gas costs for a longer duration, and use them as -- sorry, I said gas costs but fixed gas supply -- delivered gas supply at Dawn on a firm basis, as described before, if the Board were to approve that as an alternative, how -- and this might be for the cost allocation panel -- how would Enbridge treat the cost of the incremental cost associated with the difference between the weighted average cost of gas and the premium that would be presumed to be paid for gas that is delivered at Dawn, in respect of storage and deliverability.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  If we could turn up again -- or it's probably already up -- Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 1.  And, Mr. Quinn, I think this is what you're asking about.

This schedule lays out the incremental cost of purchasing gas in a shaped manner more in the winter above purchasing gas evenly throughout the year.  So the incremental cost on this schedule is $23,591,000.   And, within our cost allocation study, we take these what's called here load balancing calculations, and it is referred to in the cost allocation study as load balancing commodity, recognizing it is the incremental cost of purchasing the commodity at different times throughout the year than on an even, daily basis.  And the cost allocation of the load balancing commodity is done in the same manner as storage deliverability, which is the net from STAR calculation.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  That's comprehensive and helpful.  What I will do, Ms. Mikhaila, is I had already signalled -- and I will do this and add to it -- I'll be asking a little more refined questions in panel 8, but that adds to this point and it's very helpful, so thank you for that answer.

In respect of that answer and the amount of helpfulness Ms. Mikhaila was yesterday, I want to advance a question that I trust will be answered in panel 8, but we spent a bit of time earlier talking about the Dawn Corunna pipeline and the simple question is:  As it is proposed right now, the pipeline would be going into rate base in 2024.  Is that pipeline adding to -- how is it categorized for the purposes of cost allocation?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I will be prepared to answer that on panel 10.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, that's great.  I was going to offer that as the opportunity.  I thought I would give you the heads up for the question, because the next question that follows it, and I'm sure it won't surprise anyone, is:  How much of it is allocated to the nonutility.  So I'll defer hearing that response to panel 10, so thank you.

My last question, and it may go back more to Mr. Stevens overall and if, by way of undertaking, you can give us references, we clearly have -- there is a lot of moving parts and part of my desire is to help the board with the details and all of these moving parts, but one of the things I haven't spent as much time on is:  How did this whole package of moving parts get approved up the chain of command at Enbridge up to Enbridge Inc.?  And is there anywhere there is a summary of reports that are already on the record that would help us understand how these proposals were brought through senior management of Enbridge Gas and then eventually sought approval of Enbridge Inc.?  Is there a repository of those, or can I ask by undertaking that you provide us reference such that we have all of those reports available to us before settlement conference?

MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking, Dwayne. Just for clarity, when you say "all of these proposals," what is it that you have in mind?  I'll just take, for example, are you asking whether there was a proposal made on operational contingency that was forwarded through Enbridge Gas management and then to Enbridge Inc. management and was approved, or whether the gas supply plan went through similar steps?  I mean, in terms of knowing what to look for, it would be helpful to have a little bit more guidance.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  From a gas supply perspective, no, I would not say the gas supply plan because there is a form for that approval.  It is approvals that are being sought in this proceeding.  And so, yes, operational contingency would be one of those, and I know that there are many others in terms of the one rate zone.

The allocation of gas cost as a result of that one rate zone clearly is an outcome of that, but all of those regulatory points that Enbridge was seeking the Board's approval on, we have not lifted our heads from the details to come up and see the big picture.  And maybe it's in evidence already, but we are asking for an undertaking to ensure that all of them have been provided and would be available to intervenors prior to the settlement conference.

MR. STEVENS:  Just a moment please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Millar, I this is going to wrap up my questions.  And I realize I don't have much time in the bank, but I am going to rely on Ms. Mikhaila having the understanding of where we're going for panel 10 and I think I can stay inside my timeframe for panel 10, so this will [audio dropout] things here.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  And, just while we're waiting for that, I did -- Mr. Brophy has asked if he could jump in next, as he just has a couple of questions that he wants to get out of the way.  I don't see any need to object to that, so, after Mr. Quinn is done, we'll move to Mr. Brophy, and then I think Staff will be after that.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Michael.  Thank you Dwayne.  In response to your question, Dwayne, there are several interrogatories that did ask for management presentations and Enbridge Inc. presentations, or presentations to each of those bodies, through which Enbridge Gas described and/or sought approval for advancing this application.

And, if you like, we can take it away and provide a cross-reference to which those are -- which interrogatories answer those items, but my recollection is that when the -- I believe it was the capital panel was up, Cara-Lynne Wade confirmed that what has been produced comprises all of the places where these approvals were sought from, and granted by, the management and board.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I must have missed that so, if Enbridge has already testified that that's all, then that's great.  The cross-reference would be a nice tool for all us, David, and would be efficient in our preparation for the settlement conference once we see some undertakings.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Let's call that JT7.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.6:  TO PROVIDE A CROSS-REFERENCE DOCUMENTS REGARDING MANAGEMENT PRESENTATIONS AND ENBRIDGE INC. PRESENTATIONS, OR PRESENTATIONS TO EACH OF THOSE BODIES, THROUGH WHICH ENBRIDGE GAS DESCRIBED AND/OR SOUGHT APPROVAL FOR ADVANCING THIS APPLICATION.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you to the panel for your answers, Mr. Stevens for the accommodation, and, Mr. Millar and Cherida, those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mr. Quinn.  I see Mr. Brophy on the screen, so let's pass it over to him.
Examination by Mr. Brophy:

MR. BROPHY:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good morning, panel.  My name is Michael Brophy and I will be asking questions on behalf of Pollution Probe this morning.  I just have a couple of clarification questions and I don't plan to get into the weeds too much if we can avoid it.  It should be fairly simple, in relation to gas supply.

So, the first one -- and I'm sure that the panel is, you know, very familiar with Enbridge's proposals in relation to energy transition and a lot of material in the evidence as well as discussions with previous panels on those.  And, the more it gets discussed, the more evident it is becoming that gas supply is going to play a critical role in many of those things, and so I just had a couple of questions in relation to that.

So, first of all, just to clarify or confirm:  The gas supply group at Enbridge manages RNG procurement.  Correct?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  We manage the RNG procurement on behalf of system customers that have voluntarily elected for our voluntary RNG program, which we call our opt-out program.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And that is the only RNG procurement that Enbridge is doing.  Correct?

MR. GILLETT:  That is the RNG purchasing that the gas supply group is doing on behalf of system gas customers.  I don't believe that there is RNG being purchased elsewhere, but that's everything that we do at the utility.

MR. BROPHY:  That's my understanding, and my understanding is that if RNG -- currently it is just a voluntary program, but in phase II there will be discussions about potentially increasing that to other things, and I'm assuming then that gas supply would continue that role if that were to be expanded; is that a fair assumption?

MR. GILLETT:  That's fair.  The proposal that we have in Phase II is to evolve the voluntary program into a low-carbon voluntary program, and that procurement of that RNG commodity would be managed by this team.

MR. BROPHY:  And similarly if Enbridge's proposal occurs and Enbridge is adding significant amounts of hydrogen to the system, I'm assuming gas supply would, similar to RNG, be the one procuring the hydrogen?  Does that sound reasonable?

MR. GILLETT:  We would procure hydrogen insofar as it's included as a low-carbon fuel in the voluntary program.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, there is no hydrogen voluntary program that Enbridge has or is proposing.  I think they're proposing to add hydrogen as a core part of their distribution system, as I understand it.  Am I missing something?

MR. GILLETT:  Yeah, I think there's two.  That is a fair clarification, Mr. Brophy.  There are two ways that hydrogen could enter the system.  One is that there is a broader strategy to introduce it at different points in the system, based on different blending percentages.

That's not -- that's different than what we are proposing as part of the low carbon voluntary program.

Most of that discussion with the program that will occur in phase II generally relates to RNG because that's sorts of the primary fuel that we're looking at.

But the reason why we called it a low carbon voluntary program is that we wanted to leave it open in case hydrogen could be included in that program as a low carbon fuel on a voluntary basis.

I was just a making -- I was just trying to clarify that this team would procure that hydrogen, if it were included in the future in that program.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, thanks for that clarification.  So you need to procure hydrogen and that goes ahead.  You are probably considering it, and doing work on that.

How simple is that going to be for your team?  Is it just as simple as procuring natural gas or is it going to be more complicated than that?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Because -- well, I'll start with we're working through that.  So that's something we're continuing to develop.

I will say that RNG being a direct fuel substitution, from a molecule perspective, and ideally from a gas quality perspective, it's -- it's operationally simpler from a procurement perspective it's not the same as purchasing conventional natural gas.  Hydrogen is the same.  It's not the same as purchasing conventional natural gas, but it also has the extra considerations required for the fact that it's not a direct fuel substitution.  It's different, right?  It is a different fuel.


So the complexity, there is complex to both that are different than conventional gas.  But in terms of the specifics, we are working directly through that.

I don't know if that directly answered your question, but that's kind of where we're at.

MR. BROPHY:  It is on line with an answer, and it sounds like you are working through a bunch of considerations.  It is different than natural gas and there are more complexities.

I'm just wondering, if you are working through those and have a list, would it be easy just to share through an undertaking those considerations?

MR. GILLETT:  No, I don't believe we have a list.  Markets for both of those are very much sort of in their nascent stages so we don't have a fully developed procurement strategy for either.  We are working through that.  So I don't have sort of a pro or con list for those fuels.

What I can confirm is it is different, right, and it requires a different approach to the market and we're working through those right now.

MR. BROPHY:  When you say both of those, I take it you are referring to RNG and hydrogen?

MR. GILLETT:  That's correct.  RNG has a shorter timeline.  Obviously that is something that we are purchasing today.  And we are purchasing hydrogen as well, but not to the same level.  Hydrogen is more of a future focus, for sure.

MR. BROPHY:  And I'm sure you are probably familiar with this as well.  There was discussion in earlier panels that a significant amount of the hydrogen under Enbridge's plan would have to be stored geologically, similar to the gas storage kind of things that you do day-to-day now.

And so I'm assuming then, if there's gas storage for hydrogen, and again that would fit into the gas supply group's portfolio; does that sound reasonable?

MR. GILLETT:  Just to make sure I'm answering it directly, if storage was required to store hydrogen on behalf of system gas customers, then that would be included within the gas supply plan.

MR. BROPHY:  Right.  You know a lot more about storage than I do, obviously, but geological storage for gas is, you know, limited to certain areas.  Like your main storage is Sarnia area,  And I think that's you know, there might be some smaller little pockets here and there but essentially the majority is in the Sarnia area.


So I guess geological storage, then, would be limited. And would you then have to convert some of your existing storage if you want to put in hydrogen?  Or do you have a list of geological storage sites that you just haven't leveraged yet that you think you could leverage for that?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett so if this is a question around the gas supply plan specifically, which is this panel.

MR. BROPHY:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  We don't buy storage services based on physical pool location or where it's geographically located or what that storage type is.

We buy services.  How an operator underpins though services, what assets they use, whether they are physical or financial, depends on the operator and how they want to provide that service.

So from a gas supply perspective I -- as things stand today, I see that continuing, right?  We buy services, we don't contract specific physical pools.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, and the final question, and you brought it up in relation to the gas supply plan.  So, you know, as you know Enbridge filed the 2023 gas supply plan.  They've indicated that there's minimal changes in there from 2002.  I think that you're looking to maybe defer the 2024 gas supply plan.

And so I guess with all these issues, then, looking forward, when would we expect them to start to appear in the gas supply plan given that it's, you know, a five-year forward-looking document?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Sorry, Mr. Brophy when I said these issues, can you be more specific?  So what specific issues would you want reflected in the gas supply plan?  Sorry, go ahead.

MR. BROPHY:  Examples would be -- and I won't exhaust the list, but just to go on the ones we've already talked about, gas supplies during the RNG procurement, if Enbridge gets what it's requesting then that will expand and increase.  There will have to be mechanisms to sort that out.

You know, hydrogen as well.  A lot of work would have to be done, you know, in advance of Enbridge implementing what they're suggesting they would like to occur in the energy transition plan, potentially including geological storage and procurement mechanisms and all that kind of stuff.

So, you know, those an as an example, when would those start to appear in the gas supply plan?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  So the way the framework works, the Board's framework for distributor gas supply plans is that we file a five-year plan, so our current five-year plan is filed in 2019, and each year we file an annual update where we highlight -- it's a look-back as to how it has deviated from, or  how the previous winter had gone, as well as a look forward as to what the differences are from the previous plan or previous updates.

So, in those scenarios, if there were -- I'll call them upstream changes to our operations or how we -- or the voluntary program or hydrogen that we want to procure, should that be incorporated, once those changes actually impact the plan, you would see those reflected in the plan.  If they happen at the same time we are developing a new five-year plan, you would see those reflected there.  If there is a timing difference, then we would see it reflected in the next annual update.

So it would be within the year that it impacts the plan.  Ideally, in the update as a looking-forward, but, either way, it would be captured within that framework process.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay, I had understood that Enbridge had confirmed that every plan you do, whether it's labeled update or not, is a full, complete gas supply plan for the next five years.  Is that not right?

MR. GILLETT:  I wouldn't call it a complete gas supply plan, no.  What we're doing, we [audio dropout] on track for assets for the upcoming winter.  Or at least, from a transportation perspective and from a commodity planning perspective, we are contracting for sort of the winter ahead.  There are some storage procurement items where we will do multi-year terms for storage, as part of the blind RFP process, but generally we are looking at the winter ahead in the plan.

Each annual update has a five-year forecast.  So it will have a demand forecast, a design day forecast,  a shortfall forecast.  Like, we always do a five-year outlook as to what those components look like, but, really the gas supply plan is setting us up for that upcoming winter.  So I wouldn't call it a five-year plan each year.  I would say that it's a gas supply plan for that upcoming winner winter plus a five-year outlook of some of the components.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  So then it's not a strategic document looking out to what's going to happen over the five years.  It's -- until it hits, you really don't include things in the plan, is what I'm hearing.

MR. GILLETT:  We use it to inform our decision-making.  So, if we see a clear trend over five years -- as an example, if we see demand continuing to increase in a delivery area over a five-year term based on the demand forecast -- we will use that information to make decisions for the upcoming winter.

We want to make sure that the decisions that we are making don't ignore the potential future implications of those decisions, if that makes sense.  We use it to inform our decision-making, but the plan itself, the portfolio that we're constructing, is for the upcoming winter.

MR. BROPHY:  Okay.  And, on that note, I'll conclude.  Thank you, panel, and I'll pass it on.  Thank you for letting me jump in those with those quick questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Brophy.  Mr. Viraney, I think we have you up next.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes.  Good morning, panel.  This is Khalil Viraney from the OEB.  I will just be referring to one IR response, and that is I.4 2-Staff-100.  And this refers to the additional design day demand, in the legacy EGD CA.  And, in that, you refer referred to acquiring this additional design day demand of 34 technologies per day.   And this refers to your response, part (b).  I just wanted to confirm, so this is essentially a harmonization exercise.  It is not to address any reliability concerns.

MR. STEVENS:  Good morning, Khalil.  It is David Stevens for Enbridge.  I think the folks who could answer substantive questions about the change in design criteria and design day and design hour are the folks who were here for panel number 5.  I believe there were a number of discussions with several people on that panel.

This panel here can speak about the gas supply implications of implementing the harmonized design day approach.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  So, for this panel, what is the cost of acquiring that 34 TJs per day to rate-payers?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  Sorry, just give me one second to pull up an IR.  We could pull up the response to Exhibit I.4.2-TCPL-7.  In part (a) of that response, we've outlined what the estimated cost of uncontracted supply and transportation requirements would be in 2024.  I will draw your attention specifically to the $44.8 million.  That is a kind of total cost of what we would expect for anything uncontracted.  It's not specific to the 113, but the 113 would make up part of that 44.8.

MR. VIRANEY:  Are you going to acquire the 113  TJs or is that just a total adjustment that is the 34 TJs?

MR. JANISSE:  We will have to acquire services to meet the design day requirements in each individual delivery area.  So we will have to specifically meet the forecasted design day shortfall in the Enbridge CDA, which is actually a total of 157.6 TJs forecasted in 2024.   That will be specific to the CDA.  Other areas in our system will have their own design day shortfall amounts that we would have to meet on that basis alone.

So the 34 is a net of all of the zones and specific to the design day methodology change, whereas gas supply is going to meet any forecasted shortfalls in each of the individual zones.

MR. VIRANEY:  So you just referred to 157 TJs per day, but, in this, it states 113 TJs per day.

MR. JANISSE:  That's correct.  And the difference would be for other factors that would contribute to a shortfall in in the  Enbridge CDA, things like just general growth and other factors that change design day demand within a specific area year to year.

MR. VIRANEY:  So, when you are talking about offset by decreases, would you decontract in those specific areas, the EDA Union north and south?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  If we could confer for one moment.  We are just going to maybe collect some information to help answer the question.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  Thank you for the time to confer and gather our thoughts on that.  I think it would be most helpful if we turn up in evidence Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 4.  It will be page 2 of that attachment.

If you scroll down just a little bit, yeah, you can see in line 12 of this attachment, what we're showing in this is the excess -- or shortfall positions in each of the areas that gas supply will manage the design day services and requirements, too.

So the 157.6 that I referred to you before in the Enbridge CDA shows in column A of line 12, and you can see the other ones listed out in the other areas.

In our evidence, we talk about our plan on how we are planning to meet some of these shortfalls and deal with the different positions that we have here.

Specifically to the CDA, what we're planning on doing is we're -- you'll notice there is a length position in the Enbridge EDA of 11.2 TJs and that's in column B on that schedule.

What we're planning on doing is using some of the assets that we have to the Enbridge EDA and diverting those to the Enbridge CDA so we can eliminate the length position in the EDA and use it to meet CDA and it otherwise shortens or reduces or that shortfall.

The rest of the shortfall in the Enbridge CDA we are planning to meet with third-party services.

Within those third-party services, those could be peaking services, they could be different services that we set up with third-party -- like non-pipeline providers.

When we estimated the cost of those third-party services, this is a bit of a challenge when we do third-party services, because they're subject to negotiation.


They are not something like when you deal with a pipeline where you've got a tariff sheet and a rate that's been approved.  We really need to just make our best-effort guesses on that, on how those third parties may provide a service to us that will meet that need.


But what I can say when we dug into how we're forecasting the cost of those third-party services and specifically you are focused on the 113, we are estimating that approximately -- approximately 6.2 million of those services would be like a fixed demand rate that we would get charged.


So it's a smaller number on the overall 44 that we had estimated because there are other components inside that. But the 113 we are kind of thinking it's going to be around the 6 million, but again, it's a guess at this point and we won't know until we actually get into the contract for those services with our counterparty.

MR. VIRANEY:  This is related to your design day proposal, as I see, from the preamble.  What happens if you don't acquire this supply?  And would customers be at risk of losing natural gas service?

MR. JANISSE:  If we were unable to acquire services to meet the forecasted design day demand then we would not have services in place should that design day occur in that area.

MR. VIRANEY:  But you haven't lost service in the past 20 years on a cold day in the Enbridge ED CDA?


MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  So the way this works is the creation of the design day, the modeling of the design day requirements are done through the facilities planning groups that were up on panel 5.

They use their modeling techniques and models to anticipate what the design day demands are in each delivery area.  That design day demand is then fed into the gas supply plan, and then we acquire an -- or create an optimal portfolio to meet that number.  So in the case of a CDA there's a design day demand requirement.  The gas supply is built to meet that requirement.

In terms of the risk modeling that's done and the no-failure approach that's used to create that design day demand, that's done by those planning groups that were on panel 5.

Gas supply is creating the portfolio to meet that demand that they model.

So when you ask about failures, unfortunately, I guess what I'm getting at, Khalil, is when you ask about failures, past failures, that's from an operational perspective that is a consideration that panel 5 would have taken as they're going through their modeling harmonization process.

MR. VIRANEY:  So I understand that the cost of this proposal is around 6.2 million in demand charges and then any actual supply that you acquire would be in addition to that.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Yeah, what Mr. Janisse is was describing was if you take the design day -- so you're correct, yes.  Just to add extra colour to it, if you strip out growth and just isolate it for the modeling change, the methodology change that was discussed yesterday, then what we're saying is exactly as you said, that there's approximately $6.2 million forecasted demand charges that are resolved.

The commodity cost would only be incurred should that demand occur.

If we see that design day and we see that demand rising, to Mr. Janisse's point, that 6.2 million is our best guess, these are market-based services, even discussing these sort of in a public forum, you know, there's parties listening, they keep a close eye on our gas supply plan.  Those prices fluctuate depending on how we can negotiate what's available.

That is our best guess at this point in time.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you, panel.  These are all my questions.  I'm done.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Viraney.  Mr. Rubenstein, are you there?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you hear me?


MR. MILLAR:  I can.  Go ahead.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good morning, panel.  Just a couple of questions that haven't been addressed to get some follow-up on.

And the first is one that was a push from panel -- I think panel 2 and panel 3, and that relates to CFR credits.


I think the questions that you were -- that the company was being asked on some previous panels that got punted to your panel is, as I understand the evidence, there is nothing included in any component of the application, the costs that are in the application with respect to revenue from the sale of any CFR credits, and I think the question for you then is:  Are there any existing deferral accounts -- and there was some suggestion that possibly the QRAM or the PGVA, sorry -- that would capture revenue from any sale of any CFR credits?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Yeah if we could pull up exhibit I.1.10-APPrO-18.

This answer was an attempt to answer a similar question around how we would treat revenue around the purchase or sale of CFR credits, so I think the general answer is that that that strategy, that process is still being developed.

It is a new market, a new consideration so that's being worked through by our energy transition group.

What was punted to us was around how would that be done, handled in terms of a gas cost.  And what I can say, Mr. Rubenstein, is that the principle here is that the party that pays for the credit should then benefit from the sale.

So from a gas supply perspective, should a CFR credit be purchased, as an example, attached to RNG, and then that CFR credit was then monetized and sold, that the revenue would then go back to the system gas customers that purchased that RNG.

The thinking right now is that's likely done throughout the PGVA and treated in an offset to gas costs in the PGVA, but that's really as far as we can answer at this point in time because it is under active development.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I recognize that you haven't thought this entirely through, as I take it, because it is early days.

But this is the proceeding where we are creating the various deferral accounts, and maybe this is by way of undertaking.

I want to know if there are already existing accounts that this will -- all of these revenues would be collected or -- and, if not, then there isn't and there may be a discussion of the need to create an account.  So, if you don't have, like, a concrete view if the existing account, such as PGVA, will capture any revenue, then please consider it and take the question by way of undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  It's David Stevens.  Yes, we will provide an undertaking to advise whether there are existing deferral or variance accounts that can be used to collect revenues from the CFR credits.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT7.7.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.7:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THERE ARE EXISTING DEFERRAL OR VARIANCE ACCOUNTS THAT CAN BE USED TO COLLECT REVENUES FROM THE CFR CREDITS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  I think the only distinction I would make is you used the term there, David, "could."  I'm not entirely sure.  I guess the question is "would" capture it, and not "could" be able to capture it.  It is a yes or no question if they would or wouldn't.

MR. STEVENS:  Sure.  I mean, that's fine.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask if we could pull up 4.2-FRPO-82.  And, in this interrogatory, you were asked some questions about possibly purchasing gas at Dawn for a longer period of time on a fixed basis, and your response -- you essentially group all of these responses, but, as I took away from your answer, it was that, in your view, you -- and you say so explicitly -- you do not purchase gas at fixed prices for terms greater than three months in advance of the transaction date.  And then, in your response, you cite some OEB decisions that essentially say that you can't undertake risk management activities and, in your view, this was a risk management activity.

Is that sort of a general summation of the response?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so I understand, generally speaking, you do purchase gas in advance, sometimes a year in advance, but that it's not on a fixed basis.  It is essentially referenced to some marketplace at the time.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  That's correct.  Most of our purchases are made against an index, so the index portion floats and then there may be a lock-in, maybe a basis to that index, depending on what index you are picking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, with respect to why you couldn't do it on a fixed price, I just want to understand a little bit of your position.  And I was a bit confused, and it just may be the way it is worded.

Is it your view that the OEB has said that you cannot do so -- you cannot purchase gas greater for a term greater than three months in advance on a fixed price basis?  Or, previously, you had defined "risk management activities" as when you purchase gas greater than three months in advance on a fixed price, and the OEB said, those sorts of activities, you can't do.

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  I think it's the second one.

I will just add, we did this as a part of our risk management program.  It was a fundamental part of that.  And I would say that to purchase gas on a longer-term basis like that, at a fixed price, the only reason people to do that is to manage the price risk associated with the gas purchase that they have.  The Board's decision showed that, you know, risk management activities was not something that they wanted the utilities doing anymore.  It indicated that the cost of such activities would be disallowed, so we stopped doing the fixed price purchases more than three months out, at the same time as we stopped the rest of our risk management activities.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  My question was not about the "should you or shouldn't you."  I just wanted to understand if it's your view that the Board had said, "three months," or is that just what you had done previously and the Board said, "Don't do those sorts of activities."

All right, thank you very much.  Can I ask you to go to 4.2-SEC-161.  And, in this interrogatory, we had asked you questions about:  Does Enbridge Inc. or its affiliates have direct or indirect ownership in some transportation?  There was reference, I believe, in the evidence to transportation contracts, which you talked about in the response; transportation, and then you make reference to storage.  Do you see that?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  I see that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I was wondering if you can, by way of undertaking, provide a table that shows, for each year between 2019 and forecast through to 2024, the total amounts paid for forecast to be paid for each of transportation and storage to entities that Enbridge or its affiliates have an ownership stake directly or indirectly with, and also provide for both transportation and third-party source, the total amounts that you paid.  Is that something you can do?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  I believe the information is in our evidence or IR responses.  Is it just a matter of pulling it together that you're asking us to undertake, or would you like me to point out where it can be found here?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, it's a preference if you can pull it together, but I'm not sure all of the information is provided.  But if you could provide that table, that would be the easiest.

MR. STEVENS:  We can do that, Mark.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.

MR. MILLAR:  JT7.8.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.8:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE THAT SHOWS, FOR EACH YEAR BETWEEN 2019 AND FORECAST THROUGH TO 2024, THE TOTAL AMOUNTS PAID FOR FORECAST TO BE PAID FOR EACH OF TRANSPORTATION AND STORAGE TO ENTITIES THAT ENBRIDGE OR ITS AFFILIATES HAVE AN OWNERSHIP STAKE DIRECTLY OR INDIRECTLY WITH, AND ALSO PROVIDE FOR BOTH TRANSPORTATION AND THIRD-PARTY SOURCE, THE TOTAL AMOUNTS THAT YOU PAID.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just give me a second to go through my notes, since Dwayne covered a number of things that I was going to ask about.

Yes.  The last question I have is with respect to the integrated storage modeling, but there was a lot of discussion.  And maybe it's just me, but I'm not familiar, obviously, with that model, obviously, so can you maybe just speak at a higher level of what exactly is the model you use and how it works.

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy here.  So, when we refer to our integrated storage model, so we have a hydraulic model that we have developed that models the storage system.  So it would include each of the storage pools, coefficients that follow the behaviour of those storage pools, and then any storage pool pipelines, gathering systems, compression, all of the assets that we use that would be considered within the storage system.  That model also includes the Corunna compressor station and the Dawn compressor station, so all of those assets in aggregate.

And, really, what we're looking at is, from a design day perspective, knowing how much inventory or gas we have in storage and how much deliverability can the storage system provide on design day.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I took from the discussion you had with Mr. Quinn, and from the evidence that you have provided, that essentially there were two models.  There is an Enbridge and an Union model.  And then, originally -- it was not clear to me whether it was originally upon the merger, you essentially -- I want to say you "inputted" the Enbridge part into the union model, but you have maintained, essentially, the two models and worked them in -- I want to say in parallel.  Is that...?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  I would say, at some point in time, there were two models that existed.  So we were able to model the EGD system and then Union had a model that modeled the Union system.

I think what's unique or what's interesting is the EGD system already connected to Dawn.  Right?  So there are two pipelines between the Corunna compressor station and the Dawn compressor station and then there is one other connection that connects the EGD system to Dawn, also.  So, like, in Union's design day analysis, we were already taking into account that gas was coming from that storage system into Dawn, and I think that's where we're saying that those two systems, while separate, were already connected.  So they were already -- one was already impacting the other.  And I would say, as the systems developed through the years, they were kind of designed with each other with considerations for the other pipelines and how much gas was flowing from the other facility in place.  So I think that's where we are saying we had the two separate models, and then we went through a process of, "Let's develop a new model that includes all of the assets of the entire EGI system."  And that took, like, kind of two-year period for us to develop that new model.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, presumably, the model -- and now I am really out of my depth, so just bear with me here -- but, presumably, the model, I mean, it looks at the geological features, clearly, right, of the pools and what can be, you know, pulled out from the storage pools in different scenarios.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So the way we model our storage fields is we develop what I have referred to previously as deliverability coefficients.  So, when you look at the equation that models deliverability, there are two coefficients that we need to develop, and so we basically look at our historical data from each individual storage pool and we use that to create a coefficient that accurately models how much will this storage field flow at a specific pressure.

So at 1,000 pounds, the equation will calculate the flow based on the coefficients; at 500 pounds, so whatever pressure the reservoir is at, it accurately models how much flow we can get out of that reservoir.

And so each storage field in our model has its unique coefficients that model the deliverability of that storage field.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And when there were two models operated by two different -- you know, developed by two different companies, presumably they didn't look at everything the same way.

They didn't model how that works identically.  They looked at different things.  Maybe many of them are similar, but they would be -- presumably there would be some differences, correct?

MR PARDY:  Yeah, I would agree and I would think in the development of the model and that's why, if you look at the evolution of how we had developed it, we kind of developed -- we had developed the model, we had the model on the EGD system and there was a new model developed over the last three or four years.  So we had that model.


Then when we looked to integrate the Union facilities into that model, we kind of used the methodology that the EGD used to develop their model, where the old Union model -- and this is probably getting way more technical than you are interested in, but the old Union model used equivalent lengths to model pipeline.  So rather -- so when there's elbows and stuff like that, basically you would say rather than modeling the losses in that elbow I could put a longer piece of straight pipe in to make that equivalent.

So, we went away from that that in the new model where we used exacted pipeline lengths and include more of the components in the station and that's -- then when we did our comparison, we said "Okay, now, let's -- is this accurately modeling, our new model, our new integrated model, is it accurately modeling what the old models were doing?


So even though we made some different assumptions on how we modeled the pipes and storage fields and everything like that, now in the combined methodology let's compare the results from the separate models to the results from the new model.

And that's where we showed, I think there was like a 0.2 percent difference in the total flow when you add up the separate models versus the combined model.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  How do you test the accuracy of this model?

MR PARDY:  Yeah, are so we would -- like on an ongoing basis, so on an annual basis we do our annual planning process where we look at our design day flows, so we are continually updating coefficients, pipeline friction factors.  So those different factors, as we get more data, we include that into the annual updates that go into the model.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's updating the model, though.  But how do you test the accuracy, which is a slightly different -- it may be that you in some sense can't, but.

MR PARDY:  Yeah, I guess that's part of the verification that we do on an annual basis.  So we're looking at what actually happened versus kind of what -- what we're modeling is going to happen.

Now I will say the design day scenario, the only way to truly represent, like to test the accuracy of the design day scenario is that exact scenario has to play out in real life.  And that rarely ever happens, right, that it was exactly like you planned it to play out.  So, we can't test the entire model, verify it on that basis, but we can verify throughout the season what did the flows look like from the storage field, how did the pipelines act?  How did the compressors act?

And so I would say we are continually evaluating that data, and where we see any deficiencies or new data that suggests a compressor or a pipe or a storage field was acting different, we would update that and put it in the model.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And to that last part, what has been the results?  Does it reflect what you're seeing?

MR PARDY:  Yeah, we see some changes from year to year, but I wouldn't say there would be significant changes that we would see from year to year.


But there -- there's always more -- like new information that we have that makes those slight changes.  We make those updates every year.  So whatever we find we include in the model and update it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much, panel, for your assistance.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  Mr. Garner, did you have a quick question for this panel?
Examination by Mr. Garner:


MR. GARNER:  I did, if you don't mind.  It should be very quick.  It was just brought up with the last question.  Mr. Rubenstein brought up the FRPO -- 1.4.2-FRPO-82, and you were talking about the Board's decision, et cetera, in that last thing.

I'm wondering if you could help me.  When I went back to look at that decision, and take it subject to check, but I'm reading from part of that decision.  The Board wrote:
"What is at issue in one of them, however is the narrow activity of financial hedging.  The other activities including Union's use of a rolling 24 Hydro One month fixed price contract or in the area of gas supply procurement and are not being considered."

So where -- I guess what I'm wondering is, could you direct me or maybe you could as an undertaking provide the part of the Board's decisions where you get the understanding that a fixed price contract is prohibited by the -- other than the three-month one, prohibited by the Board's decision.

Could you perhaps show me where that is in one of the Board's decisions?


MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  So I do want to clarify we are not saying this activity us  prohibited by the Board's decision.

What we are saying is that that activity was done as part of our risk management program for which those costs were prohibited from.  And we --

MR. GARNER:  Go ahead, sorry.

MR. JANISSE:  So we are not saying that the OEB has not allowed us to go out and buy fixed price contracts for more than -- more than a three-month term, but what we are saying is when we were doing that we were doing it for the purposes of risk management, specifically price risk management on that.

And the basis behind the Board's decision when we looked at it was that, you know, the benefits of, you know, smoothing out volatility through various risk management activities including the heads we were doing, the fixed price purchasing, was it wasn't something that was needed because of other methodologies that were in place that smoothed out costs for rate-payers.


And I believe there was a lot of talk about the QRAM methodology providing a bit of that volatility reduction benefit.


So, yeah, I hope that answers your question or kind of ties that together.

MR. GARNER:  It does, thank you.  That was also my understanding.

Thank you, Mr. Millar, and thank you, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Mr. Quinn, do you have one minute or less?
Examination by Mr. Quinn (cont'd.):


MR. QUINN:  Hopefully.  Based upon Mr. Garner's question, my question to the panel would be does the panel see that decision as inhibiting its ability to buy load balancing -- sorry, fix the cost of load balancing gas in excess of the three months it's currently doing?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  So as I said to Mr. Garner, I don't think that the Board has prohibited the activity at all.

What I'll add there is that when we're buying commodity we've always buying it for the system.  So whether it's for load balancing purchases or not it is still a purchase of commodity.

So, I don't really see the difference in whether it is applied to load balancing versus just any other purchasing.

We don't really separate those when we're making gas purchases.

MR. QUINN:  Without getting to the gas supply plan, you buy gas to provide the annual requirements for your customers but the profile is based upon your needs, and if one of those is seasonal load balancing, that has a different need -- it's meeting a different need than just the annual requirements to your customers, correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, I think I agree with you.  The timing of the purchasing being profiled into the winter meets a load balancing need, but the purchase itself is firm molecule purchase for system customers.

At the time we are actually going out and making the purchases, once the gas supply plan has been struck, we don't -- like it doesn't matter whether -- we don't call it a load balancing purchase or a commodity purchase; it was just a gas purchase that was planned in the future.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, but -- I think I asked this question otherwise in my interrogatories.

Mr. Millar, in respect of the time I will stand down.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  And I believe that concludes panel 7, and brings us to our lunch break.  Thank you very much, panel 7.

So, let's come back at -- I'm going to say 1:10 and we can go off the record but I'm hoping that Dwayne and David could stay on for just a moment.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:20 p.m.
--- Resuming at 1:11 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Why don't we go back on the air.  We are back on the record.  Good afternoon, everyone.  We now have panel 6 who has taken the stand.  Mr. O'Leary, would you like to introduce the panel.

MR. O'LEARY:  I would.  Thank you, Michael.

We have no preliminary matters so we'll move right into the introduction.  So if I could ask each of the panellists to introduce themselves and advise of the areas that they are responsible to speak to today on this panel, beginning on the left side of the screen with Ms. Lynch, and then everyone can introduce themselves, please.

MS. LYNCH:  Good afternoon.  Tracey Lynch, director of Customer Care Operations.  I will be speaking to customer care.

MS. BURNHAM:  Good afternoon.  Jennifer Burnham, director of Field Services, Growth and Construction, and I will be speaking to operations.

MR. HOU:  Good afternoon.  Edward Hou.  I'm the Technology and Information Systems director.  I will be speaking with regard to TIS matters.

MR. CONROD:  Hello.  I'm Dwayne Conrad.  I'm the director of HR, so I will be speaking to HR matters today.

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey, director of Financial Planning and Analysis, speaking to general O&M.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre, manager of Regulatory Accounting, and I'll be speaking to corporate cost allocations.

MR. ZAKI:  Hello.  I am Yousuf Zaki, director, Enterprise FP&A, and I am responsible for corporate allocations.

MR. SABINE:  Good afternoon.  Craig Sabine on behalf of Guidehouse, and I will be covering corporate cost allocations, as well.
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MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  With that, Mr. O'Leary, are we ready to move to the questions?

MR. O'LEARY:  We are.  Thank you, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  First up, we have -- oh, it looks like a special guest, an old OEB Staffer, Jane Scott.  Wonderful to see you, Jane.  Unfortunately, she is sitting on the wrong side of the metaphorical table today, representing SEC, but let me pass it over to you, Jane.   I have you down for 45 minutes or less.
Examination by Ms. Scott:


MS. SCOTT:  Thank you, Michael.  First, we did send an undertaking to Enbridge on, I think, March 27.  It was questions for Mercer.  Maybe, Michael, we could get an undertaking number for that.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.  I'm sorry, is this one that the company had agreed to answer?

MR. O'LEARY:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, so let's call that JT7.9.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.9:  TO RESPOND TO QUESTIONS FOR MERCER.


MS. SCOTT:  7.9.   Do you need me to send another copy?  It went to you, and Cherida has a copy, too, so --


MR. MILLAR:  No, I'm sure I have it.  I just lost track of it.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, no problem.  Hello, good afternoon, panel.  All of my questions are referring to Exhibit 4.4 unless otherwise noted.  And if we could start -- I don't need it to be pulled up, but SEC-170 was asking about the working costs related to COVID included in the 2024 forecast, and we referred to CCC-83.  You are very quick on getting them up, but, actually, if we could go to CCC-83.  That is where, actually, the answer was.  Yes, and scroll down to the second page.  There's a table.  There.

So this table was the -- CCC had asked about the impact of COVID on 2020 to 2022.  And so, if I read this correctly, there is a net cost sort of carrying over from 2022 of about $27.6 million.  So am I correct in assuming that those costs -- COVID costs are carrying into 2023 and 2024?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  So, yes, they would be carrying over into the base numbers.

MS. SCOTT:  And they are --


MR. HEALEY:  For 2024.

MS. SCOTT:  -- COVID-related costs that Enbridge considers are sort of now part of regular business?  Or maybe I can backtrack and ask:  So what are those carry-over costs?

What I'm trying to get at is the backlog of work as a result of COVID.  Has that been cleared up and are there any residual costs moving into 2024 related to that?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  I would say, at a high level, there are no specific items that are tracked, necessarily, as COVID-identified into 2024.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay.  And that corresponds with what you have in your drivers.  But -- so you can say, I guess, in all of the backload of work has been -- you've caught up on that?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jen Burnham.  Yes.  For the majority of the backlog work [audio dropout] COVID would be cleaned up by the end of this year.

We are seeing the impacts as we move forward in some of those higher macroeconomic factors such as higher inflation, increasing fuel costs, that sort of thing, but, from a workload perspective, that was cleaned up for the most part last year, and then there is a bit this year that will be cleaned up before we move into 2024.

MS. SCOTT:  If we could, related to that, Staff-138 was also related to COVID costs.  And, in that response, if you scroll to the second page, you talk at sort of a high level about the impact that COVID has had on your work.  And one of the -- in that first paragraph, you say:

"The incredible boom in construction and customer attachments post-COVID 19 is impacting workload in 2023 and 2024."

I am just wondering, there was -- and I don't know that we need to go to it -- but there was a statement in Exhibit 4-4-1 which said, from 2022 to 2024, the pace of customer additions which impacts total plan is expected to slow because of economic conditions.  I'm just wondering if maybe you can speak to which one of those is the situation.

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham again.  Can you give me that reference, again, for the slowness.

MS. SCOTT:  Yes, Exhibit 4-4-1, paragraph 19.

MS. BURNHAM:  Can we bring that up?

MS. SCOTT:  Yes.  Right in the middle of that paragraph, 2022 to 2024.

MS. BURNHAM:  I'll have to take that away and check that.  We are seeing increased growth.  We've seen increased attachment rates from our forecast over the last couple of years, but I'll have to take away that piece.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay.

MR. MILLAR:  That will be JT7.10.  And could you restate the undertaking please, Ms. Scott.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.10:  TO RECONCILE THE STATEMENT IN 4.4-STAFF-138 WITH THE STATEMENT IN EXHIBIT 4-4-1, PARAGRAPH 19, RELATED TO CUSTOMER ADDITIONS.

MS. SCOTT:  I guess it is to reconcile the statement in 4.4-Staff-138 with the statement in Exhibit 4-4-1, paragraph 19, related to customer additions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay.  So if we could move to SEC-173.  Here, I'm asking -- we were asking about, this is development and regulatory costs, and specifically about the costs that were previously in DBAs but are now -- have been built into the 2024 forecast and the costs related to sponsorship and membership.

So, the response to this question says that the DBA -- there is an additional 6.8 that is now built into the 2024 forecast.  Is any of that related to sponsorship and memberships?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  Can you repeat that?  My apologies.

MS. SCOTT:  Yes.  Maybe I will just -- if you could just scroll back up to the beginning of that question.  Yes, there.  The 6.8 represents 2024 forecast costs that previously were covered through DBAs.

Was any of that 6.8 million related to sponsorships and memberships?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  Subject to check, but I don't believe so.

MS. SCOTT:  So then, in 1-1-SEC-74, you provided updates for 2022 actuals.  And for business development and regulatory costs, and I don't know if it was what happened or it was an oversight, that the actuals for business development regulatory costs are the same as the estimates?  Maybe if you could just confirm that they are the same.  What I'm comparing is the updated table 3 in SEC 74 with the original table 3.

MR. HEALEY:  Yes, that is correct.  The '22 actuals are coming in line with the '22 estimate.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, could we bring up that 1.1-SEC-74 so we could look at the actuals for business development and regulatory.

MS. MONTFORTON:  Sorry, could I get that reference again.

MS. SCOTT:  1.1-SEC-74.  It is in part 1 of the Exhibit 1 IRs.  You will have to go down a bit.  It is the table 3.  I have page 23 of the PDF.  There.  There you are.  Yes.

If I could look at line 3, sponsorship and membership.  So there was -- and this refers back to the -- we talked about COVID.  There was a dip in 2020 because of Covid.

Can you explain the decrease in 2022 in sponsorships and memberships from 4.2 to the 1.8?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  I believe that would just be specific to the year.  So in 2021 you see effectively a larger portion or a higher number in comparison to the Covid period.

For 2022, it is just attributable to that year's specific sponsorships and memberships.  I have nothing of a specific nature to highlight for that particular year of activity.  Is there something specific that I can further help with?

MS. SCOTT:  I am just wondering, obviously you forecasted the 4.1 the higher so how you determine that based on, maybe, that in 2022 it was 1.8.

If there's -- maybe you can talk a bit about what the sponsorships include?  That might give us a better idea.

MR. HEALEY:  Bear with me a moment, please.  My apologies.  I remember this being referenced in another IR so I'm trying to ensure I remain aligned with that response.

MS. SCOTT:  I apologize if I missed it with another IR.

MR. HEALEY:  I think it is, I believe, in Exhibit I.4.4-SEC-173, which I believe -- is it this one?

MS. SCOTT:  Yes.


MR. HEALEY:  Section (c).  So that itemizes sponsorships for example.

MS. SCOTT:  That gave sort of examples of what they were, but it didn't explain why in 2022 it was less.

MR. HEALEY:  And I don't have a specific example of why it's less in that year, but it would follow suit with the particular activities of the sponsorship plan of that year.  So yes, it was forecasted, but I can't speak to specifically why it was less than anticipated.

It just would follow suit with the opportunities within the year itself.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, and so what specifically, what benefit do the rate-payers get from the sponsorships?

MR. HEALEY:  So, in particular, it's an awareness and I would say cost of business, an example such as here, the Chamber of Commerce membership, municipal conferences, speaking opportunities, to support Enbridge as a brand.  I believe that to be a part of what I would say prudent business activities up above.

I guess I don't have much to add over and above what has been listed here.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, I'll leave it there then, thank you.

The next one, which you don't need to pull up, is SEC-175 because it again refers to Staff-122.

This is related to this issue of the increase in the locates costs and Bill 93.  So if you could just move to -- there is a table on the next page.

So external cost and internal cost.  I'm just trying to make sure I understand this.  So this is the cost for Enbridge to do locates for other utilities who request them.  And does this also include the cost of other utilities if they charge doing locates for Enbridge?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  Yes, that is correct. These would be the costs for us to provide locates to other municipalities, utilities, contractors, the general public who request locates.  As well, if we have internal costs for those locates, or have to pay for locates which I don't -- I'd have to check right now.  I don't believe we paid for locates anywhere, these would be the costs incorporated into that.

MS. SCOTT:  That was my next question, is do you pay -- is anybody currently charging for locates and your understanding --

MS. BURNHAM:  Subject to check I don't believe we are paying for locates in Ontario right now.

MS. SCOTT:  So as I understand it for 2024 built in -- based on Bill 93 the costs are going to go up because you have to respond quicker, sort of, in a nutshell; is that correct?

MS. BURNHAM:  Whole cost drivers right now, so one is the costs of our contractors are increasing so that would be in the external cost bucket and part that's driven by, you know, staffing challenges they have had, attracting talent, hiring and training, but then also the increased number staff that they have to have to deliver to the new compliance measures that are coming out as part of Bill 93.

MS. SCOTT:  And you are proposing introducing a $200 fee for locates; is that correct?

MS. BURNHAM:  Yes, that is a proposal that is currently on the table.

MS. SCOTT:  And that will cover both external and internal costs for the particular -- for the locates?

MS. BURNHAM:  It would -- I believe it's the -- yes, it's the cost for us to deliver those locates.  It's what it is planned to cost.

A portion, and it is on the best efforts of what we understand today.  Obviously there is a lot of unknowns related to the impact of Bill 93, but that was the recommended amount to start with, to determine what we believe we know today is the cost of the locates -- to deliver those locates.

MS. SCOTT:  So I guess I'm -- it seems to me there's built in budget in the revenue requirement, and you're also asking for this new charge, and I'm not sure how those two interact.  So maybe you can explain that.

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  Just to add to that, the time of when this information was put together, it was still in infancy or early days of understanding the impact of Bill 93.  So there is minimal base rate there in to these numbers as a result of Bill 93, purely as a result of the timing of when the rate base was filed.

MS. SCOTT:  Yes.  And I was going to actually ask you that, because my understanding is that you've had almost a year now of experience with Bill 93, have you?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jen Burnham.  I believe it is just coming into effect starting in April and they're still working things out.

MS. SCOTT:  Oh, it's this year that it's -- okay.

MS. BURNHAM:  Yes.  There was a notice today.  April 1st is when  the compliance measures start, this year.

MS. SCOTT:  Oh, okay.  So the bill was enacted a year ago; it's just kind of coming into effect now.  Okay, so you don't have any experience.  Okay, so that -- so you are saying a minimum amount built into rates and you've chosen the figure of -- the idea of $200, not really knowing if that's going to cover your costs.  Would that be correct?

MS. BURNHAM:  Yes.  I would say -- I mean, what we have in this table here are the costs to deliver the locates for what we experience and the increased costs that we've seen over time.  The $200 charge is our estimate right now.  I think that's why there were some treatment recommendations on how we treat that.  I know this panel -- it was spoken about in another panel -- I think panel 11 -- a bit, but, yes, this is what we have proposed right now.

MR. KITCHEN:  Ms. Scott, it is Mark Kitchen of Enbridge.  Just to -- I think this might be  a bit helpful, too, is that the locate charge will only be charged to third-party contractors.  It will not be charged to Enbridge Gas customers.

MS. SCOTT:  Oh, that is helpful, yes.  I was under the understanding that everybody was paying for it.  Okay, thank you.  I appreciate that.  And I will -- look, I'm sorry if it was discussed under another panel.  I haven't been listening to all of the days, so I will go back to panel 11 and look at that, too.  So thank you.

SEC-176 is the next one, and this is where we asked about the as-a-service model.

MR. HOU:  Ms. Scott, Edward Hou.  Yes, the description of the as-a-service model.  Is that correct?  I just want to clarify the question?

MS. SCOTT:  Well, I haven't asked it yet.

MR. HOU:  Sorry, yes.

MS. SCOTT:  Yes.  So as I understand it, I guess -- well, there are two parts to what I would like to ask.  One is about -- I think we originally asked if there was a business case for this and we were told, no, that there wasn't one.  And I was just trying to get a better idea.  Part of SEC-176 says that, since that time, as technology solutions reached end of life, the only option is as a service, as traditional on-premise solutions are not readily available or cost effective.

And I guess I will ask again:  Was there no analysis done to show that they were no longer cost effective?

MR. HOU:  Edward Hou.  So, as-a-service model, Ms. Scott, we have software components of software as a service and more and more vendors are choosing to go into subscription-based. I'll give you an example; Microsoft Office, which we use for Word, Excel, and PowerPoint, which we used to purchase in perpetuity on a license as an asset, has now chosen to go into a subscription-based model.  More and more, we are seeing vendors do that and they are -- we don't have any say or choice, and that's where the industry is headed.

I could give you another example.  You know, we are currently dealing with our IVR solution that we use in customer care, in our customer centre, and they are coming to end of life in 2024.  The solution is  an on-term solution where we consider that as an asset and we are now mitigating, as they have told us that, if we needed to move to the next-generation solution, that would require us to go to a subscription base.

So more and more vendors are forcing us to go into that model, the as-a-service model.

MS. SCOTT:  Are things like the CIS -- and I think this question actually referred to part of the evidence which was related to the CIS and the migration to a single CIS -- and my understanding is you went to a cloud-based application for that?

MR. HOU:  Edward Hou.  Correct.  There are two components.  The customer information system, Ms. Scott, has -- the solution is posted on a cloud-based data centre, which is basically on the cloud.  We don't have a physical, you know, data centre or server rooms where all the servers are physically kept. We migrated a legacy, Union Gas, 1.6 million customers, which was highlighted in Exhibit 191, and that is now hosted on the cloud.

However, the software that we -- that resides on the server is still considered an asset, and that also, industry trends are indicating, is changing and will eventually go to software as-a-service model.

MS. SCOTT:  So those systems programs that you've moved from, as you say, an asset to this as-a-service model, you had those as assets in your fixed asset account.  Were any of these retired, then, before they were fully depreciated?

MR. HOU:  Let me understand your question, Ms. Scott.  Were any of our fixed asset depreciated before we moved to the cloud?  Is that the question?

MS. SCOTT:  No, I guess it's the other way around.  It's that you had assets that you -- software or hardware assets, but then you're moving now to -- you are retiring those assets so you are moving to the as-a-service model.  So were any of those assets not -- were they all fully depreciated?

MR. HOU:  Were they all fully depreciated?

MR. O'LEARY:  Ms. Scott, it's Dennis O'Leary.  Just to be helpful, my suggestion would be that we would take an undertaking on this and get back to you.  I think part of the answer may reside with the rate base panel which preceded this one, so perhaps we can ask for an undertaking and get back to you on this.

MS. SCOTT:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Yes.

MS. SCOTT:  Yeah.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT7.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT.11:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER HARDWARE OR SOFTWARE ASSETS HAVE BEEN FULLY DEPRECIATED AS PART OF MOVING TO AN AS-A-SERVICE MODEL.


MR. O'LEARY:  Thank you, Ms. Scott, Mr. Millar.

MS. SCOTT:  Then it does relate to -- and you don't need to pull this up -- to VECC-52(b).  They sort of asked the same question; well, a related question.  To show the decrease in TIS capital-related costs in each of '18 to '24 as a result of  shift to the as-a-service model.

So, it's -- can we see and this may be for the rate base than the fixed asset panel, is they have been, because I guess they're past, is can we see the decrease in capital software and hardware capital assets as this model gets implemented?

MR. HOU:  Edward Hou.  Specifically related to this asset, Ms. Scott, is what you were asking for or is it just in general the capital asset plan?

MS. SCOTT:  Well, if my understanding of this as-a-service model, how it works is that it shifts costs from capital to operating.

MR. HOU:  Yes.

MS. SCOTT:  So one of the things I think intervenors would like to see is that the capital costs are going down, because one of the major areas of increases in O&M costs in this application is related to TIS.  So as those costs go up, can we see the related decrease?

MR. O'LEARY:  Ms. Scott, perhaps if I could just interrupt, and apologies once again.

If we could take this away as an undertaking and get the assistance of the rate base panel and the fixed asset panel, I think we'd be able to respond to your question.

We understand what you're asking and we'll get back to you on that.

MS. SCOTT:  I appreciate that.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT7.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.12:  AS O&M COSTS INCREASE RELATED TO TIC COSTS, TO SHOW RELATED DECREASES IN CAPITAL COSTS.


MS. SCOTT:  Those two undertakings may be related but that's fine if you want to have that.

Oh my goodness, time is flying by, so I will move to SEC 178.  This is where we were asking about business unit benefits and I will just move down the table and there is a footnotes down at the bottom of the table.

Footnote 22, as I read it, implies that there was a change in 2021.  Maybe if someone can explain that to me.

MR. CONROD:  Yes, Ms. Scott, Dwayne Conrod.  The change in 2021 really had to do with the allocation of our central function costs to between the Bus and central function expenses.

So, ultimately it was a out of one pocket into another pocket type of approach and the allocation of those benefits shifted from the respective BUs to the central functions benefits line.

MS. SCOTT:  Right, so I should be seeing a decrease in the BU benefits and a related increase in central function and allocations?

MR. CONROD:  Correct.  I believe it -- I believe it was 26.4 million, respectively.

MR. GARNER:  Excuse me, Ms. Scott, it is Mark Garner from VECC.  Do you mind if I ask a question while you're on this slide?  I had a question and in any event it is quicker now.

MS. SCOTT:  Is it --

MR. GARNER:  When you did the updates there is now I think a 2022 actual.  Is this table some place updated to show the '22 actuals for this -- these amounts?

MR. CONROD:  Yes.  Dwayne Conrod.  The actual is I believe it's 4.4.3 table 9, date of the actuals, the updated version.

Sorry, that might be 4.4.2.  My apologies.  Sorry about that, Angela.  I'm just conferring with Colin on our panel.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. HEALEY:  Thank you.  Colin Healey.

So in exhibit I.1.1-SEC-74, attachment 1 you'll find all the 2022 actual updates, inclusive of that table.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  I think I know where you mean.  I don't think you don't have to bring that up.  I was just wondering -- thank you.  Sorry, Ms. Scott.


MS. SCOTT:  Are you okay, Mark?


MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Jane.  Sorry to interrupt.

MS. SCOTT:  So I guess my confusion is about when this change in the benefits took place because somewhere else I think maybe I have it -- yeah, Exhibit 4 and I don't know if you need to pull it up but it's Exhibit 4-4-3 table 3.  It talks about a change in 2022.


MR. CONROD:  Yes, Dwayne Conrod.  Thank you, Ms. Scott.  There are two changes that we did speak about.  The first was the shifting of those benefits costs from the BUs to the central functions.

MS. SCOTT:  Mm-hmm.

MR. CONROD:  And the secondly the second change was the shift of salary-based benefits costs from the central functions benefits line to the other central benefits lines themselves.  So they were divvied up amongst the other central function for salary-based benefits.  So you are correct.  There were two changes that were made.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, that is to explain it.  Thank you.  And as I understand it there was also another change in '19 where the BU portion of the benefits within the utility OM&A, maybe that's the -- because in SEC-184 they also talk about a change in 2019 with the BU portion of the benefits.

MR. CONROD:  That could be with regards to the allocation method but --

[Reporter appeals.]


MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  My apologies, Ms. Barrett.

MR. ZAKI:  Yousuf Zaki.  Ms. Scott, can you make reference to where this place this 2019 change is mentioned.

MS. SCOTT:  SEC-184.

MR. ZAKI:  Waiting for it to come up on the screen.

MS. SCOTT:  Next page talks about it.  There, starting with the '19 actuals, the portion of the benefits.

MR. CONROD:  Just a moment, Ms. Scott.  I'm just reading through to make sure we are talking about the same thing.  This is Dwayne Conrod, Ms. Barrett.


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  Ms. Scott, I believe that, at this point, the 2019 actuals were allocated to their respective BUs, but, subject to check, I believe this is talking about the fact that they weren't being allocated at that point and it was in the later 2021 that those BU costs transferred over to the central functions line.

MS. SCOTT:  And then, in 2022, they went from the benefits line to the other lines; 1 to 12, I believe.

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  Yes you are correct. They were distributed amongst the central function areas.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  I'm just going to move along quickly, and nothing needs to be brought up, but I did ask -- we did ask a question about -- and forecasting actuals of FTEs and forecasting of FTEs.  And, as I understand it, actuals don't include any, obviously, vacancies, but forecasting does include vacancies.

And my question is:  When you report on compensation, then, actuals would obviously not include any compensation for vacancies, but the compensation that you forecast includes compensation for those forecasted vacancies, or forecasted positions.  Is that correct?

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  Yes, that is correct.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, thank you.  If we can move to SEC-183.  And, at attachment 1, there's a footnote to 3 at the bottom of that.  Yes.  And Enbridge says, from 2013 to 2017, only total capitalization is available and cannot be broken down, so Enbridge is unable to populate the information in the requested format.

So our question is:  Is Enbridge able to provide the total compensation for those years allocated to each of OM&A and capital and, if so, could I provide that?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  I'm just re-reading the footnote again, my apologies.

MS. SCOTT:  No, that's fine.

MR. O'LEARY:  While Mr. Healey is looking at the evidence, I am advised that the court reporter is having some difficulty hearing the panel, so if you could speak up a little louder.  Sorry, Ms. Scott.

[Reporter appeals]


MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  I don't believe so, but I would -- subject to check, I can validate that and see if there's anything additional that I can offer.  I believe, why you see zeros in the totals, I am unable to provide that, but I'll see.

MS. SCOTT:  Michael, if we could get an undertaking for that, just if they could check to see if they are able to provide the total compensation for those years each allocated to each of OM&A and capital.

MR. MILLAR:  It's JT7.13.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.13:  TO PROVIDE TOTAL COMPENSATION FOR 2013 TO 2017, ALLOCATED TO EACH OF OM&A AND CAPITALS


MS. SCOTT:  Thank you.  And 187 (b) refers to:  The basis for comparison is structured maximum for Union positions.  And our question is:  What percentage of Enbridge's unionized employees included in the Mercer study are at the structured maximum?  No, you were there.  Go back.  Right there.  What "structured maximum" in the middle, in quotes, refers to.

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  Ms. Scott, I don't have that information on me, but we would be able to provide that in undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  So that will be JT7.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.14:  TO CONFIRM THE PERCENTAGE OF ENBRIDGE'S UNIONIZED EMPLOYEES INCLUDED IN THE MERCER STUDY ARE AT THE STRUCTURED MAXIMUM, AND WHAT "STRACTURED MAXIMUM" REFERS TO.


MS. SCOTT:  Thank you.  And Staff-164.  And I think you probably will need an undertaking for this question.  So, if Enbridge was at the 50th percentile, as opposed to the 6.3 percent which is referenced there, can you estimate the difference in the 2024 revenue requirement?

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  We'd like to confer for a moment.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. MILLAR:  And, Jane, just while we're waiting, I am noting that you are close to the end of your time.

MS. SCOTT:  You added the five minutes, Mark.

MR. MILLAR:  Ah, yes.

MR. O'LEARY:  Take from one, give to another.

MS. SCOTT:  Exactly.

MR. O'LEARY:  My question simply is, from the discussion and perhaps if you or others -- sorry, I'm addressing Mr. Conrod -- from the discussion on the panel, may I ask how difficult, if at all possible, would it be for the company to actually respond to the request made by Ms. Scott?

MR. CONROD:  Yes.  That was exactly what we were discussing.  Dwayne Conrod.  That was exactly what we were discussing.  We do think it would be quite an undertaking, in the timeframe that we have, to be able to provide that.  So we do -- we do think it would be quite a large undertaking.

MS. SCOTT:  Can you maybe take it away and make a best effort and see what you can do?

MR. O'LEARY:  The concern, Ms. Scott, is that best efforts may involve actually undertaking all of the various work that the panel is so concerned about doing in the first place, and it might require the involvement of Towers.  May I ask, is it truly a necessary undertaking?

MR. MILLAR:  We are well over a hundred undertakings to this point, and the company has been going full-time to do in a week.  So we're trying to be as helpful as possible, but recognizing that some understanding on your part to minimize this would be great.

MS. SCOTT:  I guess I would say, I mean, if it's impossible to do in the time, then obviously we can't do it.  I will ask the question, though, and maybe this can go under an undertaking:  Does Enbridge track who it hires from and who it loses employees to?  Can you provide -- and, if so, can you provide that information.

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  We would, on our best efforts, be able to provide insights into our talent sources, and I believe it would be reasonable to add our best efforts to provide information around that.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, thank you.

MR. O'LEARY:  It would be subject to any concerns about confidentiality and privacy and --


MR. CONROD:  Absolutely.

MR. O'LEARY:  -- things of that nature.

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  Absolutely, we would want to consider the confidentiality in that ask.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, that's JT7.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.15:  IF ENBRIDGE WAS AT THE 50TH PERCENTILE, AS OPPOSED TO THE 6.3 PERCENT WHICH IS REFERENCED IN STAFF-164, TO ESTIMATE THE DIFFERENCE IN THE 2024 REVENUE REQUIREMENT

MS. SCOTT:  Okay.  I will just ask one more question, and nothing needs to be brought up because,  actually, it does relate to confidential information.

So, in SEC-182, we asked about the total central functions costs and how these were broken down into the various segments and lines of business, and we were referred, obviously, to VECC-56, which is the confidential one for the total cost, but we were not provided the breakdown.  And my understanding from VECC-56 is there is 126 entities.  That was not part of the confidential information.


But I just want to confirm that Enbridge is refusing to provide that information to us, of how the total central function costs get broken out into the various segments and lines of business.

MR. ZAKI:  Yousuf Zaki.  Yes.

MS. SCOTT:  Okay, I think those are all my questions and I think that's my time Michael.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Ms. Scott.

I think we're over to OEB Staff now and I see Donna Kwan has joined us.

Donna, just for your planning purpose we are down for 30 minutes but we'll be looking to take a break in about 15 so if you could kind an appropriate spot around there.

If you happen to be close to done by then we can stretch it out a few more minutes but we're looking to break around 2:15.
Examination by Ms. Kwan:


MS. KWAN:  Just before I begin, we had sent some questions on taxes to Enbridge, via email, on I think March 21st, and our understanding is there is no tax panel so we wanted to ask for those questions to be put as an undertaking.

MR. O'LEARY:  Yes, Ms. Kwan, we have the questions and we will respond.  Mr. Millar, if you could provide us with an undertaking number.


MR. MILLAR:  Yes we'll call that JT7.16 and it is to respond to the OEB Staff questions that were filed by email on tax matters.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.16:  (1) TO RESPOND TO THE OEB STAFF QUESTIONS THAT WERE FILED BY EMAIL ON TAX MATTERS. (2) ON A BEST EFFORTS BASIS, TO EXPAND THE ENBRIDGE RESPONSE TO PANEL 1 WITH RESPECT TO THE VARIOUS TAX CREDITS THAT WERE ANNOUNCED IN THE 2023 BUDGET.


MR. O'LEARY:  I believe there were two questions.  Am I correct in that Ms. Kwan?


MS. WANG:  Yes, thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Ms. Kwan if I may just ask a follow-up, only because I was going to ask a similar question to Staff question's 1 on a future panel.


I was just asking if you could, in your undertaking, expand your response to panel 1 with respect to the various tax credits that were announced in the 2023 budget a couple of days ago.  If that's okay, Ms. Kwan.

MS. WANG:  Yes.

MR. O'LEARY:  Mark, I think all we can add is we will consider your request on a best efforts basis because we are not certain that there has been a great deal of analysis undertaken on that, as yet.

MS. KWAN:  So my first question is I.4.4-Staff-132.  If we could go to attachment 1.  So in the attachment, pension and OPEB amounts are -- included in rates are provided for EGD, Union, and Enbridge Gas in the third table.  I just wanted to ask if the amounts recovered in rates include amounts that would be recovered through DVAs as well.  So for example, I think there was a post-retirement short variance account for a period of time.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  I think you are referring to the PTUVA that was previously in effect.

The PTUVA was, I guess for lack of a better word cancelled as of January 1st, 2019 into the deferred rebasing period.  It was closed.

Previous to that I can confirm that Enbridge Gas was utilizing the PTUVA for true-ups between actual pension costs incurred and what was approved in rates annually.

MS. KWAN:  So my question is in these tables in the amounts that are provided for amounts included in rates does it include amounts recovered through DVAs?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here again.  Apologies.  I'm just reviewing the information.

Ms. Kwan, subject to check I believe the response to that is this table is reflective of the actual pension expense.  Sorry, the approved amount that was ultimately collected in rates between rates and utilization of the PTUVA.  Subject to check.  I will help confirm that.

MS. KWAN:  So will you confirm through an undertaking?

MR. VINAGRE:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT7.17.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.17:  TO CONFIRM PENSION AND BENEFIT AMOUNTS PREVIOUSLY COVERED BY THE PTUVA ARE NOW RECOVERED THROUGH DVAS


MS. KWAN:  Okay, my next question is still on this attachment.  In the last table on the attachment there, it shows -- if we can go back to the previous page.

The last table as in the bottom of the page there.  That's the table I'm looking at, the fourth -- the fifth table there.

So, my question is on how the split between the capital and the O&M amounts are calculated.

I asked this question to an earlier panel, I think panel 4, and was referred to this panel for this question.  So, I just wanted to get an understanding on how the split is determined.

So if we look at the 2024 column it says there is a credit of 1.6 million total and I believe that's taken from the actuarial report.

Then in the line 13 included in capital it shows a debit amount of 13.4 million.

And my understanding is that it's determined using the burdening methodology where O&M is multiplied by the burden rate and the burden rate is determined based on the annual current service costs; is that correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here, Ms. Kwan.

As noted, I believe in the IR response, we had indicated on a best-efforts basis this as a proxy with regard to actually what you were speaking to there, that the process at a very high-level is the burden rate multiplied by the current service cost component of pension expense.

Definitively being able to specifically segregate this in the amount of capitalization is very difficult if not impossible with the current service costs being built into a number of different cost pools ultimately that overhead cost capitalization is applied to.

MS. KWAN:  And then the O&M amount in line 14, that's just the difference between the 1.6 credit and the debit 13.4, right?

MR. VINAGRE:  Correct.

MS. KWAN:  So based on this methodology would the capital amount ever be in a credit position?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here again, Ms. Kwan.

Only if the current service cost component of forecast pension expense would flip to a negative position, which I don't expect that would ever be the case.  Subject to check.

MS. KWAN:  Okay, my next question is in the same IR response.  Can we go to part (d) now.

So part (d) is asking if Enbridge Gas, Union, or EGD were eligible for a pension holiday from last rebasing in to 2024.  And in the response it says:
"In accordance with applicable pension legislation, the plan's actuary must demonstrate to the pension regulator each year that sufficient excess assets are available using prescribed filings.  No such filings have been submitted into 2023.  However, it is ex expected that Enbridge will do so for the EI RPP, EGD RPP, and Pension Choices."

So does that mean that for those three plans a pension holiday is expected for 2023?


MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  I'll speak on behalf -- I don't believe anyone here on this panel is in the appropriate fashion to respond to that.  That would have to be Mercer.

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  I would concur.  We would defer that to Mercer.

MS. KWAN:  Can I have that through an undertaking?


MR. CONROD:  Yes.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT7.18.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.18:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER A PENSION HOLIDAY IS EXPECTED FOR 2023 FOR THE EI RPP, EGD RPP, AND PENSION CHOICES PLANS.


MS. KWAN:  I have a few more questions that can probably be added to that undertaking, then.

So, I wanted to ask:  Do contribution holidays only apply to the defined benefit portion of the plans?

[Reporter appeals]


MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  Yes, if we could attach that to the same undertaking, 7.18.

MS. KWAN:  Okay, then I have two more questions related to that.  So  the response also says that the eligibility for a pension contribution holiday in 2024 cannot be established until after January 1, 2024.  So my question is:  How is the minimum cash contribution forecasted for 2024 in the actuarial report?

MR. CONROD:  Dwayne Conrod.  We will attach that to the same, 7.18.

MS. KWAN:  Okay.  And my next question on that is if we could just go to Exhibit 4.4.2, updated attachment, page 102.  I don't think this is the attachment.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  Ms. Kwan, are you referring to the updated Mercer report?

MS. KWAN:  Yes, it is the updated Mercer report.  Okay, maybe I can just ask my question without pulling it up.  So, in the updated Mercer report, there is appendix that shows the projected future cash estimate and it estimates the minimum funding requirements for the plans.  And in -- I think it's Appendix C of that report, in the first column, for EI RPP, EGD RPP, and the pension choices column, for 2024, it shows that the DB current service cost is zero for each of the plans, so my question is whether that means that a pension contribution holiday is forecasted for 2024 for those plans.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  Yes, please, can we attach that to the undertaking, as well?

MR. O'LEARY:  That's fine.  Just for the record, I'm wondering, either Mr. Vinagre or Ms. Kwan, can we specify and identify the exact exhibit number that we are referencing here.

MR. VINAGRE:  Yes.  Jason Vinagre.  I can do that.  It is Exhibit 4, tab 4, schedule 2, attachment 1, page 102 of  102.

MR. O'LEARY:  Thank you.

MS. KWAN:  That's right.  And that's actually all of the questions I have.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Great.  Thank you so much, Ms. Kwan.  And that has us right at 2:15, so we will take our break of 10 minutes and come back at 2:25, at which point I believe we have Energy Probe.  So, hopefully, one of the Energy Probe representatives is here.   And I'll see everyone in 10 minutes.
--- Recess taken at 2:15 p.m.
--- Upon resuming at 2:25 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Let's go back on the record.  I will pass it to you, Dr. Higgin.  I have you down for up to 30 minutes.
Examination by Dr. Higgin:


DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, Mr. Millar.  First of all, I apologize for my voice.  Still recovering from Covid.  So if I do go over 30 minutes, as I think that could be the case, I will reduce the 40 minutes I have for panels 9 and 10 tomorrow to give me the extra time today, okay?

Good afternoon, panel.  It feels like I'm in a job interview with eight people interviewing me.  Please turn up exhibit I.4.4-Energy Probe-67 and the response part (b).

So, your response refers us to those particular pages of the evidence.  So, if we can just now go, not to those pages please, because, in fact, the evidence is at Exhibit 4, tab 4, schedule 2, pages 51 to 52.

I will specifically talk here as paragraph 117.

Okay, we'll come to the table in a minute.  So, it says table 8 provide the costs for CF, central functions from 2018 to 2024, and so on.  At the end of that paragraph it says:
"Beyond 2014 there are few key factors affecting CF costs."

And then you go through those factors.  I can repeat them but people can read it as well as me.

So the first is a big increase in TIS or IT costs.

The second is improvements in the CFCAM allocations that have led to more representative -- I use the word higher -- breakdown of benefit costs.


And a third is related to an increased depreciation allocations from the depreciation expenses with implementation of Oracle Cloud at Enbridge Gas.

So those are the three that are mentioned.

So can we put up table 8, please?  Thank you.  So CFCAM was implemented in 2019.

MR. ZAKI:  Yousuf Zaki, sorry to interrupt.  We implemented CF CAM in 2018.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  The 2018 number does not include CFCAM?


MR. ZAKI:  It does include CFCAM.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  So in -- now looking at 2019 there was an increase over 2018 of 6.8 million over the legacy cost.  And then let's look at the rest of the table.  The CFCAM costs have increased from 237.3 million in 2019 to 372.4 proposed for 2024.

My calculation is this is 150 million, 140 -- sorry, million over 5 years or 60 percent.  Do you disagree with that?

MR. ZAKI:  I haven't performed the calculation for percentage, but on the face of it seems like there is a increase of more than $140 million.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Now I just want to note two numbers because we will be referencing these going forward.

I'd like you to just look at the '21 allocation, 279.8 million, and the 2022 allocation of 336.7 million.  Because I will want to come back to those.

So can we turn now please to exhibit I.4.4-CME-34 and specifically the attachment, which is the memo on CFCAM.  Okay, the memo.  Thank you for pulling that up.

Mr. Vinagre -- I hope I've got your name correct -- you wrote this memo in November last, correct?

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

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, it refers to the 2021 CFCAM allocation of 279.8 million, not the 2022 amount, but it does reference the Guidehouse review of the 2022 budget; is that correct?

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

DR. HIGGIN:  So is there another memo dealing with the 2022 CFCAM budget of 336.7 million that was part of the review by Guidehouse?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  Mr. Higgin, I would say that the memo that you have up here that we have filed is in reference to the 2021 review that ultimately, yes, it was delayed.  However, with regard to the 2021 allocations, there was an interim model that was used to inform the budget.

Understanding that Guidehouse was completing its fieldwork and ultimately going to issue its study in 2022, Enbridge Gas ultimately waited to ensure that the study was complete and that we could substantiate after their findings and their opining that the model as it stood for 2021 and through 2022 was appropriate, and in line with OEB the RGAN three prong requirements.

Ultimately there was no internal memo that was generated for 2022, because we relied on the finding of the Guidehouse study, and as we have indicated in evidence, that Enbridge Gas has accepted the results of that study.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  However, the process that works it's supposed to have a letter of acceptance; is that not correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, that's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  And is there a letter of acceptance for 2022?

MR. VINAGRE:  Sorry, Mr. Higgin.  Jason Vinagre here again.

When we say "acceptance", I think the official process within the ISA -- and I'll ask my colleagues here to confirm me I'm wrong -- but the process through the ISA is that Enbridge Inc., as the corporate office for central functions, will provide Enbridge Gas Inc. the details of the upcoming budget year and they are to provide that before the end of the year.

That is normal course process that is described in the ISA.  That is the normal process that takes place.

From there, the utility or Enbridge Gas will review that budget, discuss as necessary with the corporate office as far as services continue to be offered, and the associated costs and the appropriateness of those costs, but, ultimately, the confirmation notice within the ISA is the acceptance of those forecast costs.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  We'll look at the ISA in a few minutes.

So, just to come back now to the current test year, 2024.  Is there an acceptance letter and/or is there an ISA to indicate that AGI has reviewed the 2024 CFCAM allocation of $372.4 million, as shown in table 8 and in the Guidehouse report?  Is the documentation available?  If it is, would you file it, please?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here, Mr. Higgin.  There is no acceptance letter with regard to the 2024 test yea.  And I'll just take you back, ultimately, I think, in evidence; 443, Exhibit 4, Tab 3, schedule 3.  And, apologies, just let me pull up the rate attachment, because I am looking for the Guidehouse study.  In Enbridge Gas's Exhibit 4, tab 4, schedule 3, as well as attachment 3 -- or, sorry -- yes, schedule 3, attachment 3, the Guidehouse study, we described the process for the derivation of the 2024 test year forecast.

The Guidehouse study had ultimately started with the initial 2022 budget that was updated with a new 2022 estimate.  That is the basis for Guidehouse's fieldwork and study.  And, ultimately, the results of that were used to ultimately escalate to a 2024 test year, based on inflation and a few other factors.

DR. HIGGIN:  However, just to repeat my question, is there a letter of acceptance and/or is there an ISA for 2024?  If there is, please file it.  If there isn't, can you say there is not one at the moment.

MR. ZAKI:  Yousuf Zaki.  Dr. Higgin, there is no ISA for 2024 yet.  The requirement is to update ISAs every five years.  The ISA that is currently in place expires in 2023 and, by the end of 2023, we will be finalizing an ISA for 2024, as well.

As far as the amounts are concerned, Jason, my colleague, has explained how we arrived at the amounts for 2024.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Thank you for your answer.  So can we just go to page 6 of the memo, and go down to the bottom.  So, the amount shown here at the very bottom, it is a bit difficult to read, but it shows a total of $290.6 million for the CFCAM, with an adjustment of $10.8 for a total of $279.8.

This is for 2021.  Correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, that's correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, can you explain the difference to the amount shown for 2022 in table 8?  Where is that in evidence?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  One moment, Mr. Higgin, please.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here, Mr. Higgin.  If you are referring to page 6 of the memo, as you noted, the total after adjustment was $279.8 million, which agrees with the 2021 amount in table 8.

DR. HIGGIN:  That's correct.  Okay.  Now, this appendix also shows aviation services at $1.7 million.  I thought Guidehouse removed this.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Mr. Higgin, you are correct.  Ultimately, what the process is, through 2021, corporate allocations that Enbridge Gas would receive from corporate EI would be all inclusive of the fully intended amount to be allocated, and it is the corporate adjustment that incorporates a removal of a few different items, inclusive of aviation.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.

MR. VINAGRE:  To come back to that, Enbridge Gas for 2021, to confirm, was not going to be including the $1.4 million of aviation charges in the utility O&M.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you for that answer.  I would now like to go through the Guidehouse review and, just as an intro to this, to confirm that the 2022 budget increased from the number we have just talked about in the memo to 336.7.  First of all:  Is that correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  Thanks, Mr. Higgin.  I believe that is correct, yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  So how much was reviewed by Guidehouse?  What was the budget that was reviewed by Guidehouse?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  Sorry, could you re-frame the question.

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes.  I just want to understand:  Did Guidehouse review the budget as being for 2022, which is the year they reviewed, 336.7?  When they started the work, was that the budget that they reviewed?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  We reviewed the 2022 estimate, but we were in the process of testing the CFCAM methodology prior to that, as well, using this interim model.

DR. HIGGIN:  Nothing turns on that particular thing, but, to save time, can you help me by providing a schedule that shows one of the services we're going to talk about, which is the TIS service costs from 2018 to 2024.  Now, I could compile this, but I'm not here to provide evidence, so I'm going to ask for an undertaking for you to provide a schedule that shows the TIS service costs under CFCAM from 2018 to 2024.  Can you do that, please.

MR. VINAGRE:  Sorry, Mr. Higgin.  Could we confer on that for a minute?

[Reporter appeals]


MR. VINAGRE:  Apologies.  That was Jason Vinagre.

[Witness panel confers]

MR. O'LEARY:  So, I think -- sorry, I was on mute.  Dr. Higgin, perhaps I can assist.  I think we have located the response to your questions, and perhaps Angela can pull it up.  It is Exhibit 4, tab 4, schedule 3, page 32, and it has the breakdown of CF costs, including the TIS line at line 12.  And it does go from 2018 through to 2024.

Is that what you were looking for?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, okay, we will take that.  Thank you, Dennis.

So can we now go to interrogatory Exhibit I.4.4-EP-71.  I will be using the material that was provided by Enbridge and Guidehouse in the answer to parts (c) and (d).

So if you can just turn down to (c) and (d).  Okay, so we asked you to provide the working papers with respect to the CFCAM, and the response here says we will not provide them, but Guidehouse has respectfully provided attachment 2 as the most relevant components of the analysis and the three-prong testing framework and documentation for prong 1, 2 and 3 tests.

Now, just to put people and to orient people, you are referring here to the three tests -- I won't go into the details of them -- that are required by the OEB and the Affiliate Relationships Code, correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can we now go to that attachment and I'm going to start looking at page 4 of the attachment.

What I'm going to focus my questions on because I can't go through all services, is TIS because TIS is the largest and also the largest increase in CFCAM services.  So that's where I'm going to focus.

Let's look down there at the document, and look at the left column.  It says number 24 TIS; do you see that?.

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes we do.

DR. HIGGIN:  And if you go across, it says number 24, TIS C1009-TIS utility office.

And then it says this directly attributable and then there's the budget, and that number is a bit odd to me.

1101118.239.

Can you explain this number or -- and/or reformat it so it comes out to what we would work on in; millions in of dollars?


MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  We could reformat it, if just the presentation it would be beneficial for you.

DR. HIGGIN:  Do you want me to tell me the number or do you just want to reformat it -- as an undertaking, I mean, sorry.

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  It appears to me to be $11,001,118.24, if I round up.

DR. HIGGIN:  So it's 11 million, you believe; correct.

MR. SABINE:  Sorry, 1 million.

MR. O'LEARY:  I am just wondering, Angela, if you could blow it up a little further if that might help for some of us over the age of 30 are having trouble.

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  So let's level set.

What we are seeing is $1,000,001 -- $1,101,118.24; does that satisfy your question, Mr. Higgin, respectfully?

DR. HIGGIN:  Yes, because I think that is what I expected.  Thank you.

So, just in the note it says here that a TIS at 100 per cent is allocated to gas distribution, therefore EGI gets 98 per cent of that; is that correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes, that's what the evidence says.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, Guidehouse comments the following:
"It is unclear about the services of the TIS cost centre."


Could you please discuss that.

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  So yes, this was part of our procedures for our prong 1 testing and this was one of the salient questions in our -- that came out of our interviews with the TIS teams and our subsequent discussions.

And we felt that the explanation that's summarized in the EGI response satisfies an answer to that question.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.

MR. SABINE:  Essentially we were asking about what GD application management and support is the title of the service category.

We are essentially requesting what that means.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So can we go to the next line, please, as the one just below.  And that one is also TIS and it's -- has a number, as well.  It is C100925 TIS.

And it says "Gas utility, abbreviation, transmission/midstream", and it is directly attributed to the budget.

And the number again, this is the old problem I was having, what is the -- what should the number be in dollars?  Do you want to reformat this?


MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  So more efficiently this time that is $703,445.25.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  Now again, 100 per cent of this cost is allocated to Gas Distribution and EGI gets 98 percent; is that correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes.

DR. HIGGIN:  And now Guidehouse again comments, in quotes:

"Not prudent.  EGI has no transmission/mid stream business."

Would you like to discuss that comment, please?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Again, as part of that first screening and discussions that we had, we were inquiring or challenging the fact that the title of the service category relates to transmission and mid stream.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  Can we now turn to attachment 2 and go down to page 11.  Again, I'm going to look at the budget for the TIS line.  Do you see the TIS line?


The question is how is this calculated?  i.e. the directly allocated and indirectly allocated amounts, perhaps you could describe those briefly, totalling $101,177,179 million dollars.

So could you just tell me what that -- above that calculation, how that was derived?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  This is a summary of the full allocation from the CFCAM, so it is inclusive of all service categories that fit within TIS central function and the costs attributable from those service categories from the EGI 1 on direct charge directly attributable costs allocations, as well as indirect cost allocations.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can you help me to reconcile the two amounts, that is, the directly attributable and the indirect costs, to what we've been talking about here.  So how did those two amount -- how were they calculated?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre, Mr. Higgin.  Can I confer with my colleague here, please.

DR. HIGGIN:  Sure.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. ZAKI:  Mr. Higgin, it is Yousuf Zaki.  I just helped my colleague here.  There are three methods of allocation which are explained in a number of places in the evidence, in our ISA, in the policy document which is an attachment to the ISA, as well as in the Guidehouse report.  The Guidehouse report, page 12, explains where those three methods of allocation are.  The first is direct charge, recorded directly in the legal entity to which it relates.   The second one is directly attributable costs.  These are costs that are specifically attributable a segment, like gas distribution, so they are allocated to that segment.   And the third type is the indirect cost, which is the cost incurred by a central function which benefits the whole enterprise.  And, for that reason, it gets allocated to all of the entities which are the beneficiary of that service.    So these are the three methods and, in the table that we are looking at, in the Guidehouse's report, we can see a summary of those three types of cost allocations in one place.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right.  Yes, I understand that.  So, just to complete that, the last one, which is the indirect costs, they are done by a different allocation factor, which may be called 3FF.  Is that correct?

MR. ZAKI:  Yousuf Zaki.  That is correct; three factor formula, or Massachusetts three factor formula.

DR. HIGGIN:  So can we turn now to attachment 2, on page 15.  And I'm trying to follow this budget for the TIS.  Okay?  And then, if we look at page 15 of this attachment, we seem to have a different set of numbers; 108, for example, for 2022, and then we have the 2024 number.  Now, looking at the 2022, where did this come from?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  I believe that's the difference between the 2022 budget and the 2022 forecast.  So it's an update made toward the end of our work.

DR. HIGGIN:  So which number is Enbridge -- or did Enbridge Gas pay in 2022?  Was it the previous 101,177, or it was this number?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine here.  Subject to check, or perhaps confirmation by my colleague, I don't think either, actually, because the actual number still wouldn't have been set in the 2022 forecast.  I believe it is a 2010 forecast, so it would still be missing two months of actual.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, I get it.  So can we now quickly look at, page 12, please, and this is table 6.3.  That shows the previous numbers of 101,177,179.  That's correct, right?  That's what that shows.  And then the update is this number 108,342.  Correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Correct.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay.  So, can we now go and look at -- I don't have time to go through attachment 3, but I want to talk a bit about the comparison test.  Okay.  So if we could turn now to attachment 2, page 17, and can we look at the bottom part of the table.  Thank you.

So just to indicate, if I'm correct, that, for the TIS, the normalizing factor which you use to compare EGI to the sample comparator group is, in this case for TIS, total operating cost.  Is that correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes, that's correct, Mr. Higgin.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So what I'd like to now look at is to understand a little more about 3FF.  Okay?  Perhaps you could describe what 3FF is as an allocator.

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  3FF is a commonly applied allocation factor in the utilities industry, representing an indirect cost allocator.  And really, I mean, for me, it represents the scale -- it tries to represent the scale and complexity of the organization receiving the allocated costs, as a means to best create a causal link between the costs being incurred and the service provider.

DR. HIGGIN:  And, in this case, that's what is used -- often used, should I say, not always -- for the incorrect allocations.  Is that correct?

MR. SABINE:  Subject to check, yes, I agree.  I think, more often than not, the TIS service categories are allocated via 3FF, but not all.

DR. HIGGIN:  Right, thank you.  So now let's just look at the comparative analysis, briefly.  So if you could turn up Energy Probe 76, which is Exhibit I.4.4-EP-76, and the response in part G of that interrogatory.   So, in this, you asked me to look at, in G, the
to go back to EP-71, attachment 4.  So can we now go back and pull up that particular one.  This is the -- you would understand and accept, confirm, that this is the comparative analysis.  Correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  I believe, based on what I'm seeing on the screen, that to be true.  I'm a little lost on my own screen at the moment.

DR. HIGGIN:  Now, so in terms of asking questions about what was involved in that so basically you listed a number of the factors that would be used to do the normalization.

So perhaps you can just understand, help me understand briefly the normalization exercise.

You had a sample, I believe, of 12 comparable utilities and then you looked at some of the costs for each of those.  Could you just take me briefly through how that was done?


MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes, I sure can.

So we actually started with more than just 12 utilities.  We started with sample much larger than that, and sort of screened and prioritized down to the 12 that we thought were as representative, as well as those that had a substantial amount of the data that we would require, available.

So that was the first part of the process.

And then based on the data that was available, we were able to come to cost figures or estimations for certain central function areas that we believed were equate-able to the CFs, the central functions of Enbridge, in the Enbridge context.

Then the process of normalizing the information for the purposes of comparison we selected millions of dollars of operating costs, I believe, as a normalizer for the allocated TIS costs.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So the result of this, apart from this table which we'll talk about again in a minute, you provided that in an answer to Canadian Manufacturers & Exporters.  Perhaps we could pull up that interrogatory from CME, which is exhibit I.4.4-CME-38 and the response you provide a table at response (a).

Okay, I think I've got the wrong one.  This should be CME 39.  I apologize, 39.  I think we'll find the table.  Thank you.

So this is the result now for TIS, the service we've been talking about up to now.

So this is the result and just to note it's just above this table, that you came up with a number for the TIS for Enbridge which I believe is $6,831,319, correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes, that's correct, Mr. Higgin.

DR. HIGGIN:  Thank you.  So then your conclusion is that that fitted within the range of these other companies?


So in other words it was within the range and therefore your conclusion is this was a suitable, eligible cost for EGI to pay; is that correct?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes, that's correct, the normalized cost of EGI as allocated were within the range of the comparative utilities and --

DR. HIGGIN:  But in fact, the 2024 number for EGI is 139 million, correct?  The actual TIS cost?


MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  I'd like you to please present that for me, assuming that that's true.  That would be -- that would be the unnormalized cost, would it not?


DR. HIGGIN:  Then we can see the unnormalized costs if we go back to, please (audio dropout) finish, which is EP 71, attachment 4.  So that shows the normalized and unnormalized coasts, correct?

MR. SABINE:  That's fine.  It is just going to take a minute to find the reference.

DR. HIGGIN:  I'm talking about the line called IT department cost.

MR. SABINE:  Okay.  Craig Sabine here.  I've caught up.  Please re-ask the question.

DR. HIGGIN:  No normalized cost for EGI 2024.  What is that in there?  I see 157,738.  it's a new number.  I don't know where it came from and that's the question.  It is in the right-hand column.

MR. ZAKI:  So Craig Sabine here.  I'm with you now.  I see the number.  You are referencing the 157 million?

DR. HIGGIN:  That's right.

MR. SABINE:  Yeah, it's a good question.  I don't have a good answer, unfortunately, Mr. Higgin, at the moment.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so this since this is a critical piece of work and it was done by Guidehouse, not by Enbridge Gas, I would like you to provide me the workbook that corresponded to the normalized and unnormalized costs only for TIS.  I don't want to go through all of the other ones.

I would like you to provide that information because, as you can see, there are numbers here that have come from somewhere where I have no idea and you don't have any idea right now.

So could I ask, please, for you to provide the workbook in Excel for those calculations, please for TIS?

MR. SABINE:  Craig Sabine.  Yes we can certainly isolate the TIS and provide an Excel-based workbook rather than PDF here and try to determine for you what that number represents.

Perhaps it's some form of transcription error or we will -- we'll definitely undertake to determine what that is.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, so I have an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  JT7.19.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.19:  TO PROVIDE AN EXCEL WORKBOOK VERSION OF THE TIS CALCULATIONS SHOWN IN I.4.4-CME-38, PART (A)


DR. HIGGIN:  And you will be all very happy to say he see I'm finished, Michael.  I'm sorry it took a little bit of extra time.

MR. O'LEARY:  Dennis O'Leary.  Dr. Higgin, just for clarity with respect to that undertaking, I understood it to apply to just 2024?

DR. HIGGIN:  No.  No, it did not, Mr. O'Leary.  I was asking for the other numbers, as well, which were -- it deals with 2022, if you look at the table, and 2024.  I'd like to see both, please.

MR. O'LEARY:  Okay.  We just can't see it here on the table that's up on the screen.  So 2022 and 2024.

DR. HIGGIN:  2022 is here, if you look at it, at the very top of the table.  You know, that's [audio dropout].

MR. O'LEARY:  I accept what you're saying, Dr. Higgin.  It's just, on the screen that I'm  looking on, on my little laptop, I couldn't see that.

DR. HIGGIN:  Okay, thank you.  I'd like to see both.  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Next up, we have Mr. Garner, who is down for up to 10 minutes.

MR. GARNER:  And I'll do my best to stay within that.  I won't ask the question that's been, after seven days, bothering me, which is how you got a tablecloth to actually cover eight witnesses.

My first question is actually just broad -- broadly speaking.  When you did the updates and you, earlier today, pointed me to I.1.1-SEC-74 and there was an update, there was an update to the OM&A and, as I understand it, for the 2022 actuals.  And they went from -- and you can take this subject to check -- $963.8 million to, I guess, $102.6 billion.  And there are tables which show where that -- where the amounts came from, in the sense of categories, business development, et cetera, but can you tell me:  Was there a place in the interrogatories or in the updates that actually gives me a variance analysis for 2022 for those categories in OM&A where I can see why the 2022 budget was exceeded?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  I am not aware of a IR that shows all of those variances explained.  Is there a particular variance of interest?

MR. GARNER:  Well, probably the easiest way to look at this is if we just take a look at the table.  And, again, if I could just ask Angela, it is I.1.1-SEC-74, and I'm on page -- PDF page 12 of that document, which has, I think, the updated table for the 2022 actuals.

And I've examined it and I think most of the changes are in the BU benefits, the central functions, engineering and S&TO, and in distribution and operations.  I'm wondering, could you, as an undertaking, for those amounts that were materially different from the 2022 estimates, give us a brief explanation as to the reason for the over amount.

And just as context, the reason I'm asking is, when you did your original filing, it was in November and this is now -- you know, so it was fairly close to the end of the year.  And I'm curious as to why -- especially for the large amounts, why there were significant differences for those amounts.  Is that possible?

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  I think that is possible.  Can you highlight your definition of "Material" just so it --


MR. GARNER:  Well some, like business development and regulatory, are actually, I think, bang on, so to speak.  I think the ones that are within $1 million or $2 million, or that, were not the ones that I was interested in, but the ones that were in the, you know, $8-and-above million variances, I was more interested in.

And, again, the ones for the explanation that I am probably the most interested in is the central function and the BU benefits, which I think are the largest of those.  And so I think that's where I would expect to see the most explanation and, for the other ones, probably there is just a brief -- some of it is just variances, you know, that will happen within, like, a couple of percent every year.

MR. HEALEY:  Colin Healey.  I can take that as an undertaking.  There are some -- if easier, I can speak to the variables at this time.  I have the information available to provide, so I can...

MR. GARNER:  Well, I'm in your hands, and Mr. O'Leary's hands, in the sense whether you want to try to answer them now.  I think it would just be more efficient that way, but I'm in your hands.

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Garner, in the interest of time, we are prepared give that undertaking and provide a response in writing.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  It if I may have an undertaking number, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  It is JT7.20.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.20:  TO PROVIDE AN EXPLANATION AS TO THE MATERIAL VARIANCES AS SHOWN IN TABLE 12 OF UTILITY O&M, REFERENCE I.1.1-SEC-74, TABLE 1.

MR. MILLAR:  Could you repeat what the undertaking is, Mr. Garner.

MR. GARNER:  The undertaking is to provide an explanation as to the material variances as shown in table 12 of utility O&M, and we used the reference I.1.1-SEC-74 as the table I was referring to, which is the updated table for 2022 actuals.  Sorry, it's not table 12.  I think I'm looking now at the table that has been changed.  I think it was table 1, if I'm correct.

MR. HEALEY:  I think it is attachment 1.

MR. GARNER:  Yes.  Attachment 1, table 1.  That's correct.

MR. HEALEY:  Thank you.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Now, if I can go to I.4.2-VECC-47, which I believe is PDF page 362, if that helps.  And this is just a -- I probably should have asked this in the interrogatory.  I didn't realize what I didn't understand until I read the answer.

This is about something called an "unapplied customer payment" and how it was handled.  And I realized, when I read it, I wasn't really quite sure what an unapplied customer payment is.  Can you help me with that?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracey Lynch.

MR. GARNER:  Ms. Lynch.

MS. LYNCH:  Yes, Mr. Gardner.  That would be a case where we may have a customer who has made a payment, but subsequently closed an account or moved, and that payment hasn't been processed.  So if I could just -- I'll just point you to Exhibit I.4.4-Staff-118.  I would just note that we do outline there the process that we follow when trying to ensure that we are able to match those customer payments to the proper account.

MR. GARNER:  Yes, okay.  I think I recognize that explanation.  Thank you for that, first of all, for explaining that to me.

When you say there was an accumulation and then they were disbursed, the next thing I was a little confused at is:   What is the rule, so to speak, for accumulation and its dispersion?  I mean, does it accumulate to $3 million and, every time it gets to a certain number, you do something with the amounts in there?  Or how does that work?  Can you help me with that?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracy Lynch.  Yes, Mr. Garner.  We would be looking to do it on an ongoing basis.

We did have two unique circumstances over this period; one at the time where we transitioned with the CIS from our legacy Union where we did have come accumulated payment, and then, post that work, there was some accumulation that we did want to work through that would be within the remaining customer base.  But, on an ongoing basis, these are accounts that we are reviewing and we would go through the process as we outlined in that Staff-118 response.  This would be on ongoing perspective and, certainly, our focus is on minimizing the amount of customer payments that we aren't able to match.

MR. GARNER:  Yes.  I'm sure  you do, and I'm not questioning that part of it.  I'm really trying to understand the accounting part of it.

So these are credits -- these are customer credits, in essence, that can't be paid out to customers because you can't find the customer for some reason, if I've understood correctly.  And what I was really just trying to understand is that this seems to be an amount that accumulates over time, because it always -- it happens.  You know, no matter how good your work is, it happens.  And then there is a moment in time in which you say, "I am no longer able to dispose of this.  We'll never find the customer, so to speak."  And then you do something with that amount of money.

How do you figure that out?  So if you couldn't find me for a year, then it's gone.  If you find me in a year plus a day, then you say to me, "No, no, it's gone because we did something with that."  That's the kind -- you know what I mean?  That's what I'm trying to understand.

MS. LYNCH:  Tracy Lynch.  It is about a two-year process that we would go through, where we're trying to ensure that we are reviewing the payments, going through the different steps that we've outlined, but we look to do it on an ongoing basis so that we would continually be reviewing different accounts, looking -- so that we aren't accumulating where we can avoid that.

MR. GARNER:  So there is never a time that you tell a customer who comes back to you, "It's too late.  We've long forgotten about you," so to speak?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracy Lynch, if a customer were to come back then we would be identifying that at that point.

It is just this is the point where we would make that adjustment but if we were able to match after that then we would certainly take that into account.

MR. GARNER:  When this happened there -- as I take it there was -- when if you have you have a large amount like $3 million for credit, how was that, on an accounting basis, where has that money gone to now?  What happened to that money?  Who got that money?  The rate-payers or the company got the money?

Like where is it?  It doesn't go into a deferral account or anything for an offset to anything; it is just put down as revenue for the company in that year?  Is that how it works?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracy Lynch.  So we would recognize that as essentially a credit against the O&M amount and the other O&M category.

MR. GARNER:  I see.  And in this rate case, is that -- is there an amount in the OM&A estimated as a credit someplace?  Is that -- is there a number estimated for that?


MS. LYNCH:  It is Tracy Lynch.  Just give me a moment, Mr. Garner.  I just want to pull up the reference.

So, Mr. Garner, if I could just take you to -- sorry, Tracy Lynch.  Exhibit 4, tab 4, schedule 2, just noting there when we're referencing the 2023 year, that that is where we just note the amount that we had applied, forecast to apply.

MR. GARNER:  I apologize.  So you applied it in '23 but you don't as a matter of forecasting the '24 budget forecast anything for that that there will be a reoccurring amount to be recognized every year?  You don't do that that as part of the estimation process?

MS. LYNCH:  Tracey Lynch.  No, our hope again is that we're minimizing the amount of unapplied payments that we would have.

MR. GARNER:  Fair enough.  Thank you.  If I could now go to I think it is I.4.4-VECC-53 and I think it is PDF 789, if that helps.


You will see there is a small table here where we are talking here about reimbursements and you made a note on the bottom, basically saying something to the effect of why the 24s are different than the 25s, and as I take it, these are kind of credits against OM&A.

And I read the explanation.  I guess what I was wondering is -- I didn't really understand it.

Well maybe the way to ask the question is: It the 4.5 in 2024, is that a mathematically derived number somehow?  Do you derive that number from some average of something?


Anyone of you can answer that question, if you like.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Mr. Garner, we will just confer for a second, please.

[Witness panel confers.]


MS. BURNHAM:  Hi, Mr. Garner it is Jennifer Burnham.

Typically we would take the kind of averages of traditional operation and maintenance services that we would provide to the affiliates and forecast those out in upcoming years.

MR. GARNER:  So are you saying that that number is an average of the six years prior?  Is that what that number is?

MS. BURNHAM:  It may not be exactly the six years prior, but we do look at the previous work, known work related to compliance measures and any changes and make some forecasted estimates of what those costs would be going forward.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, those were all of my questions.  Thank you, panel.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.  Mr. Quinn, are you there?  I see you there.  I have you for up to 15 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  I hope to stay inside of that.

Good afternoon, panel.  I'd like to start, and I don't know if Angela has this at her ready but this was -- there were questions that were bumped from the very first panel and Mr. O'Leary had indicated this was the panel to speak to regarding I FRPO-6 -- sorry, I.6.FRPO-6.  There is a letter that I had advanced to try to speed along this process.

Okay, that is the interrogatory so I'll just -- I'll just work from that.


Panel, let's ask this question:  Has this panel been advised that these questions were coming?


MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  Yes, we've been advised.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.  I didn't want to go through a lot of background if it was unnecessary at this point.

What we're trying to understand is basically the process of acquiring contractors.  So if you could actually scroll down, Angela, I'll start with -- yes.  FRPO-7.  It is the next interrogatory.

Thank you.  There is a table down below which I don't have in front of me, but with your help I do now.

So I had confirmed with the previous panel that Ontario Excavac is a wholly owned affiliate of -- wholly owned Enbridge Inc. affiliate of Enbridge Gas; correct?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So in respect of this contractor and these contracts, we asked questions regarding the metrics that Enbridge uses to assess the quality of service from a hydro-vac contractor in a value proposition.  That quality of service reference was in the body of the document.

MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham. Enbridge assesses the value of our contractors in a number of ways.  We would assess it though an RFP process, and particularly for hydro-vac services that RFP process occurred in 2017, and we are currently undergoing that.

Through that RFP process we look at technical competency, safety, reliability, and obviously cost, and as a whole, that helps us assess the value.  And then through the contract period we monitor process, technical competency, quality and monitor our costs on a regular basis, to ensure we're getting value from these contractors that we hire.

MR. QUINN:  I understand, Ms. Burnham, that those sound like very generic type of approaches to RFPs.

My question specifically, in these hydro-vac services do you keep quality information on other contractors?  So Badger is the next one on the list.

Can you, from the work that they've done -- because clearly Badger has done work for you and Super Sucker Hydro-Vac has done work for you -- are you able to compare the quality of the service and the value proposition offered by these contractors before you get to the costs?


MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  Yes, we do look at each of those contractors are currently operating on our behalf across the province.

Most of these contractors are specific to a certain area in the province, and we do monitor quality and safety.  They work alongside our field personnel and we do monitor them all on a regular basis to ensure they're delivering the safety results, the quality results, the technical results, and we monitor the cost through the invoicing.

MR. QUINN:  What is the superior competitive advantage Ontario Excavac has over the next two on the list?


MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  Can you clarify that question?  I'm not sure what you mean by superior qualifications.

MR. QUINN:  Superior competitive advantage.  They are getting -- in my recollection; I haven't looked after this since last week -- but they are getting about two thirds of the work.  So, clearly, they are your -- I don't want to put a wrong word to this, but you are choosing them more often than other contractors by a significant wide margin.  Why?

MS. BURNHAM:  So it is Jennifer Burnham speaking again, Mr. Quinn.  Ontario Excavac completes work for us primarily in the GTA and Toronto areas.  The other service providers tend to complete work in other parts of the province.  Like I said, it is awarded based on [audio dropout].


We do see a greater need for hydro-vac services in the highly metropolitan area like Toronto, where we have tight restrictions, so it's not that they have a competitive advantage.  It is that they are working in an area where we would see more hydro-vac services required than other areas of the province.

MR. QUINN:  So you are saying that Badger does not work in the GTA?

MS. BURNHAM:  For Enbridge, Badger's primary area is not within the Toronto and some of the GTA regions.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I don't want to drill down too far, but it seems like there is a significant difference between how these are valued.  And I respect your answers, but I don't think we're going to be assisted by going through more detail.

So, if we could then go back, Angela, to FRPO-6, which is just above that.  Now, this is Lakeside.  And, again, we have confirmed that this is a wholly owned subsidiary acquired in approximately 2020 by Enbridge Inc.  Correct?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  Yes, Enbridge Incorporated purchased the shares of Lakeside in 2021.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, 2021.  The start of 2021?

MS. BURNHAM:  I believe it was the end -- it is Jennifer Burnham.  I believe it was the end of 2021, subject to check.

MR. QUINN:  Could you -- okay.  Well, we'll see if there's an undertaking here that this would be added to, because 2021 seems to be a bit of a jump-off point in terms of capital, the amount of work that Lakeside is doing.  But, if you could just scroll down, please, Angela.  Yes.

So, when we ask the question, which is fairly standard question, in terms of how you do it, how you assess this. and we get an answer saying Enbridge Gas assesses market prices by leveraging a competitive bid process through a request for a proposal or request for a quote, based on the value and scope of work contract, term, and resourcing needs, my understanding is Lakeside is the only entity that you have doing this work, and especially emergency response.   How do you evaluate that in an RFP if you are sole-sourcing to an affiliate?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  Through the history of Enbridge providing work or Lakeside performing work for Enbridge and, prior to that, Enbridge Gas and Union Gas, there were periods of time where we did assess the market for other service providers.  At those times, there were no other service providers who chose to quote on the work, so Lakeside was the chosen provider.

We have continued to work with them.  We do evaluate; as we update the contract, as we move work, we evaluate Lakeside's performance, again on safety, quality, variability to deliver at the required service levels, and we do review pricing on a regular basis with Lakeside.

We are planning on going for a request for proposal because the contract is up by the end of 2014, so we will go through an RFP process in the coming year and a half to continue to assess the value that that service provider provides and see if there are other service providers in the market that can provide that same level of service or better service.

MR. QUINN:  And how do you do that if they're not working for you and you have no experience with them, no recent experience with them, because you've been sole-sourcing for a few years?

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  I'm sorry, Mr. Quinn, I don't understand that question.

MR. QUINN:  You said you were going to go to an RFP process that was going to include a lot of metrics, which you listed off, but you haven't had experience with anybody else in the last few years.  So, when you get to 2024, I'm not exactly sure -- and I haven't asked the length of time, but I think it's not significant here -- but, for a number of years, you've been sole sourcing to a contractor.  To be able to go on a RFP process and evaluate the service capability and quality of service from another provider, how are you going to do that?

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  We have a very rigorous supply chain process that goes through a significant amount of questions, interviews, meetings, to evaluate the participants of the RFP.

MR. QUINN:  If we went to some -- well, I'm going to take you to some interrogatories shortly.  You've given me a whole bunch of forms that get to get filled out, but the fact of the matter is that you are providing -- as an example, Lakeside is providing emergency response services.  Is there anybody else that Enbridge currently has that is providing emergency response services as a separate organization for Enbridge Gas itself?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  At this time, the only company that is providing initial emergency response services to Enbridge Gas is Lakeside.  We do utilize some smaller contractors in the far north who provide, not the same level of service, but an initial response level of service, and then we have our internal forces who provide that in our northern regions, as well.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  If you can scroll up a bit again, please, Angela.  So, the emergency response services, does that go under O&M?

MS. BURNHAM:  Subject to check -- sorry, it is Jennifer Burnham.  Subject to check, yes,  I believe it goes under O&M.

MR. QUINN:  Can you help me, then, with what the increased capital since 2020 is related to.

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  So, prior to integration, both legacy Union Gas and Enbridge Gas used Lakeside to perform meter work, primarily meter change work and, on the Enbridge side, legacy Enbridge side, meter setting work.  Legacy Union did not use Lakeside as much, so they did not complete all the meter change work in Legacy Union, but, throughout 2020 and 2021, that was integrated and now Lakeside performs the majority the meter change work, which is capital, and the majority of the new business meter set work, so the connecting of new customers at the meter and the internal inspection work, which is also capital.  And that resulted in an increase in capital through that 2020, 2021, and now into the future.

MR. CONROD:  Okay.  Well, then, this might make for a fairly simple undertaking, then.  We would like, by way of undertaking, for you to break down the capital associated with Lakeside performing services from the line that we see here, and break it down into the two respective legacy organizations, including the number of units performed and the cost per unit for those meter changes.  You must have thousands of them, and so it provides a fairly simple metric to say what is the cost per unit, over time, for both Enbridge and Union.

Could you provide that?  And, sorry, including what was the date of acquisition of the company.

MR. O'LEARY:  I'm going to ask Ms. Burnham if she can help us understand how difficult a response would be to those questions.

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  It may be a bit of a challenge in terms of getting some of the historical data, because we have integrated our systems now, and so it may be a challenge to pull some of that and to separate it out by legacy company.  It may take us a bit, and I do have a concern with providing a cost per unit because it might indicate contractual agreements and unit pricing within that contractual agreements that are confidential.

MR. QUINN:  Will you accept a confidential undertaking?  And we would view it under the declarations and undertakings we've done already.  And, to hear Ms. Burnham, if we go back as far as 2019, that just gives us a frame of reference from before until after acquisition.

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Quinn, you've heard it concerns expressed by Ms. Burnham about going back further.  And so, subject to those --

MR. QUINN:  As I said, sir, to be clear, 2019 is where I would cut it off and we'd move forward.  So, if we start at 2019, when the companies are merged, then give us the metrics going forward.

MR. O'LEARY:  I was going to say we'll take the undertaking on a best efforts basis, subject to limitations that you have heard from Ms. Burnham.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will take it as -- well, thank you.  I'll accept that.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT7.21.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.21:  TO BREAK DOWN THE CAPITAL ASSOCIATED WITH LAKESIDE PERFORMING SERVICES FROM THE LINE THAT WE SEE HERE, AND BREAK IT DOWN INTO THE TWO RESPECTIVE LEGACY ORGANIZATIONS, INCLUDING THE NUMBER OF UNITS PERFORMED AND THE COST PER UNIT FOR THOSE METER CHANGES.  TO PROVIDES A FAIRLY SIMPLE METRIC TO SAY WHAT IS THE COST PER UNIT, OVER TIME, FOR BOTH ENBRIDGE AND UNION.

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  Can I confirm, it is just the capital work.  Correct?

MR. QUINN:  Just the capital work at this point.

You've heard my concern about emergency but I'm not sure the numbers are going to help us more than that so if you could just focus on the capital we would be appreciative of that.

MS. BURNHAM:  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

I'm going to cut right to the chase on the next to keep us on time.  So Angela, if you could bring up I.4.4-FRPO-106 please.  We had asked some questions and there are some other questions in interrogatories in FRPO 39, FRPO 159, but I certainly still haven't seen what would help us.  And that is we're concerned about this sole sourcing of contractors for large projects.

So what we have on the next page is a list of projects that if there was an RFP completed and two-thirds of them that were not.

So we have been asking the question and let me try to rephrase it to see if we can get a better answer.

What study or analysis has Enbridge undertaken to demonstrate to itself and ultimately to the Board that single sourcing to Alliance partners for projects such
as -- I'll say Stratford because that's its own connotation -- large projects in the tens of millions of dollars are going to one contractor.

What is did you can provide us that gives us comfort, there is value for dollars for rate-payers in this approach?

MS. BURNHAM:  Jennifer Burnham.  We do have an alliance partner agreement with two major contractors and most of our distribution work and where you see there's not been an RFP completed, it is completed under that distribution alliance is contract.

We have undertaken recently -- there was an undertaking I believe from the capital panel to explain the value that alliance value contract provides for the rate-payers.

I'm not sure if we can go with that undertaking or if you would like more details around that?

MR. QUINN:  Sorry for overspeaking.  Sorry, Lisa.  I am trying to get clarity.  I am not familiar with the specifics of that undertaking, but maybe you could tell me did the request ask for what incentives are in place for both the company and the contractor to minimize costs?

MS. BURNHAM:  It's Jennifer Burnham.  It asks us for examples of how there's a benefit, a sharing benefit.

It is also asked for the -- there is another undertaking, there are two undertakings actually.

There is another one that asks about the overall benefit to rate-payers with the alliance partner contract.


Obviously due to contractual confidentiality we can't get into the details, extreme details around those contracts, but we have undertaken to provide examples of how those partnerships work and how it's a benefit to both partners, the contractor and Enbridge as a whole.

MR. QUINN:  Without being able to read the transcript before and the undertaking that was granted, what I would like to ask is that we undertake -- that Enbridge would provide something that shows us the incentives and in a way that helps us to understand that there are incentives in place for both the company and the contractor to reduce the capital cost.



And I would add to the extent that it is already unanswered in the previous undertakings, then you -- our undertaking refers to the other ones, but that's the specific concern that we have and I don't have complete comfort that this can be provided in the other Enbridge undertakings.

Can we do it that way, Mr. O'Leary?


MR. O'LEARY:  I wasn't certain that Ms. Burnham was finished with her responses.  Are you...

MS. BURNHAM:  I mean, I do believe those other undertakings, I've reviewed them, will answer the questions that you are seeking.

And I do believe it will identify how we incent both the contractor and Enbridge to deliver the best value within our capital projects that they construct.

MR. O'LEARY:  So you (audio dropout) with those other undertakings consistent with what you've heard from Ms. Burnham here.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I heard more caveats, sir, than -- specifics in those and undertakings for what we are looking for.

So I will ask the direct question then:  Is there -- I know that there's a 1percent that was answered in another interrogatory.  We asked about this.  There is a 1 percent on a $50 million project.  Doesn't provide a lot of comfort to us.

So, does that report in the undertakings provided go beyond the 1 percent that was acknowledged in, I believe, FRPO 39.

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  That 1 percent is applied to the total value of the alliance contract so it's not applied on the individual level; it's applied on the portfolio of the contract, so it tends to be significant.

There are other metrics within the contract that we use to evaluate and ensure we're delivering value from a cost perspective as well as the safety and reliability factor.  In those other undertakings there's a description of those, as well.

MR. QUINN:  Well I understand that 1 percent of a bigger number is a bigger number, but it is still only 1 percent, where other projects that I am familiar with have 5 or 10 percent incentives that would encourage the contractor to operate in the best they can.

Are you saying the 1 percent is the only incentive in the control?

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  No, there are other components of the contract structure that incent the alliance partners and Enbridge to work together to deliver the lowest value -- or the highest value and the lowest cost for those portfolio of contracts.

So the alliance partner contracts for the capital are treated as a portfolio.  There is a target profit within those contracts that they work to, and there's a profit sharing.

If contractors overearn from a profit perspective on the portfolio, there is a sharing.  If they under earn there is a risk sharing.

There is a scorecard metric that if the scorecard within the contract is not met there are penalties, or performance incentives in the scorecard includes safety, quality, and cost metrics as well.

And then there is that 1 percent productivity metric on the overall portfolio and if that 1 percent is not met Enbridge receives money back within a certain ratio; and if it's over-met, they are sharing with our alliance partners to incent them to continue to drive productivity across the portfolio of projects.

MR. QUINN:  Two questions.  Is it Enbridge's intent to file this confidentially so we can see some of those metrics?


MR. O'LEARY:  It's Dennis O'Leary.  I'll have to take instructions on that, but certainly if it is going to be filed it will be confidential and so take it as an under advisement.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I'll accept that, sir.

And then you had said at the end and it's -- sorry, I'm at a loss and I think we've all spent too much time together but.

MR. O'LEARY:  You can end it right now.

MR. QUINN:  I understand, Mr. O'Leary, I'm just trying to refine my recall here.  For projects that have -- and these are the ones we had asked for the ICM.

Are we able to get an analysis of what -- this is the contractor spend, so these are actuals up to a certain point in time, I trust?

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham.  Are you referring to the table 1 we see up here?


MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Yes.

MS. BURNHAM:  I would have to confirm.  I did not put this table together and this is capital, and I am representing the O&Ms, so we have to subject-to-check what that contractor cost represents, whether that is the forecast of the contractor spend or the actual contractor spend.

MR. QUINN:  We would like to see the results on what benefit came from those projects that were not RFP'd, and that would then give us comfort on those large projects that while you've got an overall, overarching agreement for distribution services, these are large, sometimes -- well, large high-pressure distribution pipelines and is this the approach that's working for us when you combine it with a distribution contract?  Could we have that by undertaking as an addition to what you are providing already?

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Quinn, just listening to your request there, to me, I would have difficulty believing that anyone would be able to respond in a way that doesn't actually reveal the confidential information.

You heard, I thought, a very good response from Ms. Burnham as to the various incentives that are in place contractually that will drive benefits to rate-payers for each of these projects that are identified there, and we've given a further response in the capital panel to provide you with additional details.

I don't see what else we can provide.

MR. QUINN:  What I'm trying to work out, sir, because -- and I don't have them all here -- is I've read some of the post-construction financial reports and a lot of them have significant overruns.  What I am trying to understand is, that's the contractor cost.  What was the estimated contractor cost at the outset; how did this work in point of fact, in terms of the benefits that flow back to rate-payers; and are we getting value for money?

So that isn't in a standard, okay, we've got 1 percent on a distribution contract and here are the metrics.  I'm saying, for these projects, demonstrate to us how the contract works in the interest of rate-payers.

MR. O'LEARY:  I think we'll make best efforts to respond to the undertakings that have been given, but I don't think we are capable of providing something with the detail that would respond specifically to that.  There are just too many variables that could exist that would explain why figures -- why numbers were higher or lower than the original forecast.

MR. QUINN:  Sir, there are post-construction reports that do exactly that.  I know that London lines is one, and I haven't gone back to check off the other boxes, because I was looking these in aggregate, but post-construction reports help understand what the variances were and how they were managed.  And so, as a result of that, I would have thought that this is something that can be put together because, in some cases, it already has.

MR. O'LEARY:  Could you give us a moment.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. MILLAR:  And, Mr. Quinn, once they are back, you are pretty much at the end of your time.

MR. QUINN:  That was the last question, Mr. Millar.  I apologise if it was has taken longer than I had estimated or hoped, but part of that was that the 1.6 questions came to this panel, so that wasn't anticipated when we when we put our estimates in.

MR. O'LEARY:  To try to be helpful and to move matters along, we will give an undertaking in response to your request, but it has to be understood that the undertaking will be limited to what we are capable of doing.  And, if we're incapable of providing details at the level of granularity that you are looking for, we'll offer an explanation as to why that is.

MR. QUINN:  That is acceptable.  Thank you, Mr. O'Leary.

MR. MILLAR:  It's JT7.22.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.22:  FOR PROJECTS IN THE TABLE FOR WHICH THERE WAS NO COMPETITIVE PROCESS, TO PROVIDE A SIMPLE BREAKDOWN OF THE CONTRACT OR COST THAT LAYS OUT WHAT THE ESTIMATED COST WAS, WHAT THE ACTUAL COST WAS, AND WHERE THE INCENTIVES FLOWED BETWEEN THE COMPANY AND THE CONTRACTOR WHICH SHOWS US HOW RATEPAYER INTERESTS ARE PROTECTED.


MR. MILLAR:  And I hate to do this, but could somebody repeat what the undertaking is for.

MR. QUINN:  Do you want me to or are you going to say it succinctly, Mr. O'Leary?

MR. O'LEARY:  Go ahead, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, for the projects in this table that were not -- there was no competitive process to undertake the contract, provide a simple breakdown of the contract or cost that lays out what the estimated cost was, what the actual cost was, and where the incentives flowed between the company and the contractor which shows us how rate-payers' interests are protected.

MR. O'LEARY:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  Are you comfortable with that Mr. O'Leary?

MR. O'LEARY:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Millar, and thank you, Mr. O'Leary and the panel, for the answers.  Those are our questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you.  Mr. Rubenstein, we are about to take our break.   Do you have something quick?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, this is quick.  This is just in reference to some of the questions Mr. Quinn was asking about the alliance partners.

I was one of the individuals who got an undertaking on one of the earlier panels with respect to how the contracts work.  In the context of my question that I asked how when undertaken was given, it was my understanding, based on at least how I read the interrogatories, that they were on a project-specific basis, and I understand from the question that it's actually on a portfolio basis.

So, first, am I correct about that?

MS. BURNHAM:  It is Jennifer Burnham, Mr. Rubenstein.  Just to clarify, if a project such as the ones on the table has not had an RFP completed and is completed under the alliance partner distribution contract, to is completed as part of a portfolio of projects.  So all of our services, 3R work, and some of these projects you see here  and other projects in our asset plan are completed under that portfolio.

There are certain projects you can see here that were not completed under the portfolio and an actual RFP was completed, which is another mechanism that have, and an alliance partner may have won that RFP to complete that work, but they may also not get that work through that RFP process.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, when you referenced that there were -- for the portfolio, there is essentially a scorecard that just a sets metrics, that is part of how the cost sharing or the profit sharing -- profit loss, I guess -- works.

I would ask that, as part of the undertaking that you will be answering, you do provide information with respect to those metrics.  Because, if I had known it was on portfolio, that would have been explicitly requested.  So I would ask, as part of that -- and I recognize there is there are obviously confidentiality aspects and there is a process for that, but it would be my expectation that that would be included as part of those undertakings.

MR. O'LEARY:  Subject to the confidentiality concerns, obviously, yes.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I believe that concludes panel 6, so thank you very much, panel.  We will take our afternoon break.  We'll take 15 minutes because there is going  to be a panel switchover, so we'll come back at 4:17 or 4:18.  And I think we're beginning our questions with Mr. Rubenstein.
--- Recess taken at 4:02 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:18 p.m.


MR. MILLAR:  Good afternoon, everyone.  We're going to get started with panel 9.  Mr. O'Leary, could you introduce your panel.

MR. O'LEARY:  Thank you, Michael.  So I'm going to ask the panelists who are here with us live today to introduce themselves, first of all, starting at the left with you, Mr. Reinisch, and if you could state your name and your area of the responsibility for the purposes of this panel

MR. REINISCH:  My name is Warren Reinisch.  I'm the director of treasury planning for Enbridge Inc., and I am responsible for the cost of capital and to support the equity thickness.

MS. FERGUSON:  Tanya Ferguson, VP finance, and business partner for Enbridge Gas Inc.  I am here for equity thickness and cost of capital.

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small, technical manager, regulatory accounting, and I am here supporting cost of capital and equity thickness as well.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre, manager of regulatory accounting, as well as supporting cost of capital and equity thickness.


MR. O'LEARY:  Then we also have two witnesses attending virtually, Mr. Coyne, and Mr. Dane.

Can I ask you to introduce yourselves as well, please.

MR. COYNE:  Sure.  This is Jim Coyne, with Concentric Energy Advisors, and I and my colleague Mr. Dane have provided a cost of capital report.

MR. DANE:  Good afternoon.  Daniel Dane, Concentric.
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MR. O'LEARY:  With that, Michael, the panel is open for questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much.  Mr. Rubenstein, we'll go to you.  We've got you down for 45 minutes, so that will probably take us to the end of the day, but we will see where we are.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much, panel.  As many of you know, I'm counsel to the School Energy Coalition, but I will also be asking questions on behalf of IGUA, because Mr. Mondrow is unavailable.

To start off, if we could go to 5.3-IGUA-29.  In this interrogatory you were asked, among other things, to provide any plans, reports, presentations, studies or other material created between 2012 and 2023 which addresses strategic planning and/or assessment for the future Enbridge Gas Inc. business, and so on.

In your response, you provide some narrative as well as providing an attachment that is the 2021 and 2022 gas distribution, storage, business unit presentation to the board of directors.  Do I have that correct?


MS. FERGUSON:  Tanya Ferguson.  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask, as the interrogatory asked you initially, to provide similar analogous presentations from 2012 to 2020?


MS. FERGUSON:  Tanya Ferguson.  I probably have to take that back and see what we have for 2012 to 2020.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Is that an undertaking?


MR. O'LEARY:  I believe it is.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, JT7.23.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.23:  FOLLOWING FROM THE RESPONSE TO 5.3-IGUA-29, TO PROVIDE SIMILAR ANALOGOUS PRESENTATIONS FROM 2012 TO 2020

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Could I ask you now to go to 5.3-IGUA-51.

In this interrogatory you were asked the particulars of the weighting that Concentric did, and you were asked for particulars of weighting by Concentric about what it states are the most directly comparable entities, which were the operating companies in Canada and the U.S.

And the response you provide, and it's similar to what you provide in 5.3-Staff-226 that is referenced here, is you talk about, you use the language
"Concentric placed greatest weight on the operating company's authorized equity ratios because these are most closely related to the decision that the OEB is being asked to make in this proceeding..."

And you go on.  Do you see that, Mr. Coyne or Mr. Dane?


MR. COYNE:  I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And you use the term "greatest weight".  Do I take it then this is an exercise in judgment as compared to a formulaic or mathematical approach?

MR. COYNE:  I think it is an exercise in judgment, backed by quantitative -- well, both quantitative analysis which informs that judgment, but if you look at the -- all the evidence that was presented in our report, some of it is quantifiable, such as credit metrics and things of that nature. and other aspects of it are opinions from ratings agencies and investment reports and things of that nature.

But at the end of the day, there is no formula that will tell you the precise equity ratio that's required for a given utility.  It is an exercise in professional judgment to take all that data and produce a recommendation.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, just to be clear, what I'm asking is with respect to -- specifically as it relates to the determination of the comparable entities.

So you made a determination of what was the most -- what was the most comparable entities, that been the operating -- the Canada and the U.S. operating companies.

That's what the interrogatory -- one of the things it was trying to get at.  And the language that you used was about placing greatest weight on those.


I just wanted to understand, was that based on a mathematical or formulaic approach or just your judgment?

MR. COYNE:  Well, it was more than judgment.

It was based on an analysis of the companies and those two proxy groups, both the Canadian holding companies, the Canadian operating companies, and the U.S. operating companies, and a determination that they were most like Enbridge from a risk standpoint, and therefore most appropriate for making these comparisons and placing the greatest weight on them.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  What about between U.S. and Canadian operating companies?  Is that similar response?  Was there any formulaic or mathematical approach to weight between those, or is it really just another judgment call?

MR. COYNE:  We weighted them equally, ultimately, if you look at the figure where we reached our determination.


We provided a response on this that -- Staff asked that same question, and I'll see if I can identify it here.

I think it was Staff 226 where we outlined our rationale for the weighting of the two different proxy groups in reaching that determination.


The Canadian operating companies and the U.S. operating companies.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So with respect to the 50-50 weighting that you just mentioned, that was a judgment call?


MR. COYNE:  Yes, it was.  Yes, it was.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I go to 5.3-IGUA-54.  So at part (b), you were asked for comparison purposes to Enbridge Gas, please provide all currently available debt rating -- i.e., DBRS, Moody's, Fitch, DBRS -- as well as the supporting -- the most recent debt rating reports of all 34 companies used in the four proxy groups.  Do you see that?


MR. COYNE:  I do, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in response in attachment 1, you provided information with respect to the credit ratings of -- you provided some of them, but not for the Canadian operating companies sample.  Can you provide those?

MR. COYNE:  Yes, I don't believe they were asked for in that question, and that's the reason why they were not provided, but we can provide those, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In that question you were also asked to provide the most recent reports for the proxy group, the 34 companies.  Can you provide those?


MR. COYNE:  Where are you referring to a request for the -- can you point to the subpart where the reports were requested?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  If you go up to part (b) to the question, the comparison.

MR. COYNE:  Right, I see.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I think, in your response, you say you don't have access to -- I think it was DBRS and Fitch, but you would for S&P and Moody.

MR. COYNE:  Which holding companies?  And the S&P rating for companies and the U.S. gas operating company proxy group.  Okay.  So you are asking for, in addition to what we have provided, the ratings for the Canadian operating companies and the credit rating reports for them?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, for them and all of the 34 comparisons.

MR. O'LEARY:  Mark, before you move on, if I could ask Mr. Coyne, are you able to advise as to whether or not there are reports available for all of the 34 companies, the proxy groups that are referenced?

MR. COYNE:  If they are covered by one of the rating agencies, then there should be credit rating reports available either from S&P, Moody's, or DBRS, or Fitch, for that matter.

We do not have access to all of those reports.  We have access to the S&P reports, but I do not believe that S&P would cover all of those companies at the operating company level.  And reports would also only be available for those that are rated by the agency.  Some of the smaller utilities do not issue their own debt; they issue private placement debt and, therefore, they oftentimes don't have credit rating reports from the major agencies.

So we would not, probably, have them for all companies, and we would not have them for all agencies.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can you provide them for the companies you do have and for the agencies you do have.

MR. COYNE:  Why don't we take that as an undertaking and see which ones we have access to, and then we can circle back on that and be as responsive as possible

MR. MILLAR:  We will mark that -- Mr. O'Leary, is this JT7.23 or 24?

MR. O'LEARY:  I have it as 7.24, but don't trust my math.

MR. MILLAR:  No, I think that's right.  Okay, that's JT7.24.  Thank you.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.24:  (1) TO PROVIDE THE CREDIT RATINGS FOR THE CANADIAN OPERATING SAMPLE ON A SIMILAR BASIS AS CONCENTRIC IS PROVIDING IN ATTACHMENT 1 FOR THE OTHER THREE SAMPLE GROUPS.  (2) FOR ALL OF THE 34 COMPANIES WHICH WERE COMPARED, THE MOST RECENT CREDIT RATING REPORTS THAT CONCENTRIC HAS ACCESS TO, IF SUCH EXISTS.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, just to be clear, there are two parts to that.  One is to provide the credit ratings for the Canadian operating sample on a similar basis as you are providing in attachment 1 for the other three sample groups, and then part two would be, for all of the 34 companies which were compared, the most recent credit rating reports that Concentric has access to, if such exists.

MR. COYNE:  Understood.  Yes, we understand the request.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Could we go to 5.3-IGUA-55.  So, in part (a) of this interrogatory, you were asked, for each holding company included in both the Canadian and U.S. holding company proxy groups, please provide the following information, and then there's a list.

In part (i), you were asked for the size of the company and terms of revenue and total assets.  Do you see that?

MR. COYNE:  I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, in the response, you point us to attachment 1.  And, in attachment 1, it simply provides the jurisdiction.  Do you see that?

MR. COYNE:  I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide the revenue and total assets as requested for each?

MR. COYNE:  And this is at the holding company level?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  It's for the Canadian and U.S. holding company proxy groups.

MR. COYNE:  Yes, we should be able to do that.

MR. MILLAR:  So that's JT7.25.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.25:  FOR THE HOLDING COMPANIES REFERENCED IN 5.3-IGUA-55, PART (A), TO PROVIDE THE REVENUE AND TOTAL ASSETS FOR THE CANADIAN AND U.S. HOLDING COMPANY PROXY GROUPS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, in part 2 -- sorry, if we go back up to that question, you were asked for further information in part 3, 4, 5, and 6, and your response is Concentric did not use these data in their analysis.  Do you see that?

MR. COYNE:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And the information that was asked for in the interrogatory was  percentage breakdown of revenue, operating earnings, and net income from each of the of the operating companies; percentage of breakdown of regulated versus unregulated revenue operating earnings and net income for the utilities; percentage breakdown of regulated versus unregulated revenue, operating earnings, and net income of each utility, broken out between operations that are based in Canada versus operations that are based in other countries; and, in 6, a similar percentage breakdown to the request in part 5 as a breakdown of operations related to transmission, distribution, generation, and other activities.

My question to you, Mr. Coyne:  Do rating agencies generally consider that information, the list that I just provided to you, when they do their ratings analysis?

MR. COYNE:  I would say generally they do, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So why did you not utilize that analysis in your analysis?

MR. COYNE:  Well, our role was not to provide a credit rating analysis.  Our role was to examine Enbridge's risk and the change of risk over time and, having reached a determination that that risk had changed significantly, make a determination according to the fair returns standard of an appropriate capital structure for the company.

That's very different than the analysis that a credit rating agency conducts. Its purpose is different, its analysis is different, and it typically looks at three years of historic data, three years of forward data.  And, ultimately, they're trying to make a determination as to whether or not there's risk that debt holders will receive the payments they are entitled to.  So it is a very different analysis than the one that we have conducted.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, in your view, there is no overlap between that analysis, at least as it relates to the information that you didn't consider, that were listed in the interrogatory?

MR. COYNE:  It would be unusual, in the context of a cost of capital analysis for determination of an equity ratio, to look at the types of data that you are suggesting at the holding company level, in the type of detail implied in subparts 3, 4, 5, and 6, in order to reach that determination.

We were -- this data also refers to holding company data.  And, as we explained in our report, there are times when we do cost capital analysis that it's important to use holding company data, especially when we're conducting our re-analysis, because we need to use data available for companies and publicly traded markets.  But, in the case of examining an equity ratio, it's more appropriate to focus at the operating company level.

So that's where we did a deeper dive, to examine the risk profiles of both Canadian and U.S. operating companies in comparison to Enbridge.  So that's really where our focus was, there.  But we did use the holding company level in order to create two of our proxy groups, knowing that it's a common screen to be used in cost of capital.  And, also, we wanted to provide as complete a picture as possible.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Notwithstanding that you obviously, as you notice, didn't use that data in your analysis, do you have access to that data?

MR. DANE:  I would say that -- this is Dan Dane -- we would have to check for much of this.  Certainly, at the operating company level, that information is not as available, so I'd be less confident about our ability to gather that.  And, for certain of these breakdowns, I would also have lower confidence.

Certainly, for the publicly traded companies, there is more information available.  But, as we said, this is information that we have not yet gathered.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, so this is -- the question relates to the holding company.  Holding companies, not operating companies.

MR. DANE:  So part (iii), Mr. Rubenstein, refers to the operating companies, and so -- and the other questions aren't -- the other questions follow from there.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  You're right.  I apologize.  Well, are you able to on a best-efforts basis provide the information that you can?

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Rubenstein, it is Dennis O'Leary.  As the interrogatory response indicates, Concentric did not rely on the information you are requesting, and we believe you are asking for something that goes beyond what is reasonable.

If you have an expert that believes that information is necessary to consider the recommendations made by Concentric, you know, God speed, but we are not going to give an undertaking to ask Concentric to provide information that they do not consider appropriate for their opinion.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  So that's a refusal, Mr. O'Leary?


MR. O'LEARY:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Can I ask now if we can go to 5.3-IGUA-62.

MR. COYNE:  And that's IGUA-62.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, 5.3-IGUA-62, yes.  At part (d) you were asked to reconstruct figure 38 from your report, and provide all supporting data worksheets, using only data from 10 companies included in the U.S. operating companies' proxy group; do you see that?

MR. COYNE:  I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Then in your response you provided -- you provide certain information, but with only four companies, really three companies besides Enbridge; do you see that?  And there's -- do you see that?

MR. COYNE:  I do, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And you didn't provide any of the supporting worksheet for that.  Can I ask you why you didn't respond to the question as requested?

MR. COYNE:  In terms of the supporting --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, there are two parts there.  The first is to provide, to use the 10 operating company -- the U.S. operating company proxy group, which are 10 companies, I understand, and then provide the supporting worksheets.

And I understand you've really only provided three U.S. operating companies and there was no sheets.

MR. DANE:  We provided -- this is Dan Dane.  We provided table 1, which is the data that is incorporated into the updated figure.  So I would say that's the support for the figure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, and why did you not provide all ten U.S. operating companies?  Include them in the revised figure?

MR. COYNE:  Sorry, I had a brief outage there.  I'm back.  Figure 38 was the question, right?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Right.

MR. COYNE:  I guess we were focusing on recent gas decisions.  I think that's why we presented the data that we did there.  Yes, because in figure 38 we report U.S. gas decisions from 2021 to 2022, and those were the only companies of the 10 that had decisions in that timeframe.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so is it that the only information on figure 8 with respect to the U.S. operating companies are the three that you included in the response to the interrogatory?

MR. COYNE:  That's the reason why, yes.  In that figure, we were reporting Enbridge Gas, Canadian gas decisions and U.S. gas decisions from 2021 to 2022, and indeed -- let me see what we say here.


Let us confirm there were no other decisions, and that's why, in response to your question, Mr. Rubenstein.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  Thank you very much.  I take it that's an undertaking, Mr. Millar.

MR. MILLAR:  JT7.26.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT7.26:  TO CONFIRM THERE WERE NO OTHER DECISIONS INCLUDED IN THE INFORMATION IN FIGURE 8 (REFERRING TO 5.3-IGUA-62); IF THERE ARE OTHERS, TO PROVIDE A REVISED RESPONSE OR PROVIDE THAT INFORMATION.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I guess it goes without saying if there are others, you will provide a revised response or provide that information?


MR. COYNE:  Yes, of course.  And insofar as the worksheet goes, we sourced this data from Regulatory Research Associates, which is an electronic database that we access, so we pulled down that decision and a summary of it, and we pulled a number from the RRA database.  So I'm not sure what kind of a worksheet we would present other than this table

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I didn't ask the question so I'm a little bit -- it's not my client's interrogatory.  I presume it means essentially the spreadsheet that you used to develop the table.


MR. COYNE:  We can certainly do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay, let's include that in that same interrogatory then, undertaking then.

MR. COYNE:  Very good.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Now can we go to 5.3-IGUA-64.

So in part (a) you were asked to "Please confirm that it is common practice to determine betas using weekly data using the previous two years of weekly data, and not the previous five years of data.

"Please also confirm that using two years of weekly data is Bloomberg's default, as well as for the majority of finance professionals that do such calculations on their own.  If not confirmed, please explain and provide supporting data/references."

And in your response -- you don't really answer the question.  So maybe I could ask you to provide, is the assertion that is included in, about common practice in part (a), your understanding as well?

MR. COYNE:  No.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you elaborate?


MR. COYNE:  I would say it is more common practice to use five years, from the experts and the evidence that we see, especially in periods of volatile markets, as we're seeing.  A longer period of time tends to iron those things out.

We find it to be a more reliable source of data and we routinely use five years of weekly data in the analysis that we conduct as a firm.

So it's not at all our experience that two years is common.  So I'm noted sure where that assertion comes from; it's not our experience, and not our observation of other experts.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

In part (c) you were asked to provide both the adjusted betas and the raw betas for all companies used in determining the Canadian proxy group betas, provided in figure 40, and denote which ones, i.e. adjusted or raw betas, were used in calculation the reported beta.

MR. COYNE:  [audio dropout] yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And in your response you note that the betas were adjusted using the Bloom method but you didn't provide the raw -- the information that was requested, those being the adjusted and the raw betas.

MR. COYNE:  The betas are provided in response to Staff-233, and we might have referenced that in this response.  I think that would have been helpful.

In Staff-233 we provide an extensive amount of information on betas going back over the last 10 years from both Value Line and Bloomberg, and we report them for both raw and adjusted for each year.  So I think every bit of data one could ask for for 10 years of data is there in that response.

So I would direct to your witness, if he's asking this question, Staff 233 to see if that doesn't satisfy that need.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right.  We'll review that.  Thank you.  In part (e) of that response, in that question you were asked --


MR. COYNE:  Sorry, we're on IGUA-64 again?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, we are still on IGUA-64.  Maybe the answer is very similar.  You were asked to provide both the adjusted betas and the raw betas for all companies used to determine the U.S. gas proxy group betas in figure 40 and to note which ones were used in the calculation.  And your response similarly references your response to part (c).  So do I take it that's also in the Staff interrogatory?

MR. COYNE:  It is, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, sorry, which was that Staff interrogatory, again?

MR. COYNE:  It is Staff-233, attachment 1, and there are 21 pages in that attachment with all the data information and over 10 years from both Value Line and Bloomberg for each of the companies in the U.S. and Canadian proxy groups.  Those were holding companies, of course, because betas are only available at the publicly traded level.  And we report both raw and adjusted data there in that response.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, in part (g), we asked a similar -- the question asks similarly with respect to the U.S. electric utility group.  And is that the same response?  And, again, you push us to -- I don't mean "push", that's not the right term -- you referred us to part (c).

MR. COYNE:  It is.  Again, it's in Staff 233, which would have been the better reference.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In part (i), you were asked to provide both the adjusted betas and raw betas for the summary measures provided in the three proxy groups presented, as well as the companies used in determining the three proxy sample betas provided in figure 40 from 2012 to 2021, as estimated using the five years of weekly data, the two years of weekly data, and the five years of monthly data.

Do you see that?

MR. COYNE:  I do see that, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, in the response, you say:
"Concentric has not performed this analysis for its report."

MR. COYNE:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Do you have the requested data for the years?

MR. COYNE:  No, and I'll explain why.  Value Line only -- Value Line uses five years of weekly data and that's all they report, so there is no such thing as two-year weekly data from Value Line.  And it's one of the reason we also adopt that standard using Bloomberg data, so that we have comparable source; slightly different, but one is using the New York Stock Exchange and the other is using the S&P 500.  And that's why we like to compare Value Line against Bloomberg.  This is to check for differences.

And we have them for -- as provided in response to Staff, there, we provide 10 years of data for both adjusted and unadjusted or raw betas from Bloomberg.  From Bloomberg, you can specify any period you want and download them, but we did not use it in our analysis.  And I would say that, when you think about what you use beta for, beta is an input to the Cap M model which is used to estimate an ROE.  We are not estimating the ROE here.  We are making a determination of the appropriate capital structure.

So this is way overboard, in my estimation, in terms of asking for additional calculations on beta that really don't go to the issue at hand, and that is what is the appropriate capital structure for Enbridge.  So we could go back in time and reconstruct betas from Bloomberg, according to this request, but it really does not get to the heart of the issue at all and I would not see it as being constructive analysis.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, let's separate out the two things between what's available and what you don't think is constructive.

So, as I understand, you don't have that information as it relates to, sorry, Value Line, I believe it was, but it is available from Bloomberg?

MR. COYNE:  I'm not even sure of that.  Because, when you specify from Bloomberg, you are looking at the data that they have available today and, as I understand this request, it would be going back in time all the way back to 2012 and newly computing, from those periods of time, two-year betas for each of the companies in proxy groups.  Some these proxy group companies have changed over time.  They've changed names, identities, through mergers and acquisitions and things nature.  So it's A, messy; B, cumbersome; and C, I'm not sure that the data is actually available for us to do that.  That's why it is something that we didn't undertake and it would be complicate today undertake it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm just trying to understand what -- so I take it from your response that you don't know if it's available from Bloomberg.  That's part one.

MR. COYNE:  That's correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And part two is you don't think it's worthwhile or useful.

MR. COYNE:  Yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, can I ask you to undertake to see if it is available and provide it if it is?

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Rubenstein, for the reasons that Mr. Coyne just gave, I think you can understand our hesitation to take that undertaking.  So you can treat this as a refusal, as well.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And, in part (j), you were asked a similar question to part (i) with respect to figure 40 and with respect to the raw betas for all years from 2012 to 2021 inclusive, based on the five years of weekly data, the two years of weekly data, and the five years of monthly data.

Is that a similar -- do you have similar comments with respect to that?

MR. COYNE:  Well, again, the same constraint would exist.  It's not it available from Value Line.

Again, we provided extensive data information in response to Staff 233.  What I would suggest is that there is ample data there, if your witness would like to do a deeper dive into data, to examine both raw and adjusted betas over that 10-year period.  But what is asked for in (j), to look at weekly data, two years of weekly data and five years of monthly data, would be something that would be unusual, even if we were doing a cost -- an ROE analysis, let alone trying to determine a equity ratio.

So it is analysis that would not be fruitful, in terms of the question at hand, so I would not be inclined to expend the effort to provide it.  I don't see it as being constructive for the Board or for the analysis that we needed to conduct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, similarly I'll take -- do I take it that the refusal with the previous question is the same for this?

MR. O'LEARY:  You may, that's correct.

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

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  I see we're right up against 5:00, so I think we can call it a day for today.  So we will be back tomorrow morning and it looks like we have OEB Staff up next on the schedule.  So, unless there are any final matters today, I will wish you all a good evening and see you tomorrow morning.
--- Whereupon the hearing concluded at 4:56 p.m.
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