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ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 9, resumed
Warren Reinisch
Tanya Ferguson
Ryan Small
Jason Vinagre

Jim Coyne
Daniel Dane

MR. MILLAR:  Good morning everyone.

Welcome to Day 8, our final day of the technical conference.

We are continuing with Panel 9 and we are beginning with OEB Staff.  But before we do that, Mr. O'Leary, are there any preliminary matter?

MR. O'LEARY:  There are not.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, Mr. Ritchie, I will turn it over to you.  You are down for 15 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Ritchie:

MR. RITCHIE:  Thank you, Mr. Millar.  Good morning everyone.  I am Keith Ritchie of OEB Staff.  I only have two areas of questioning and which I'm actually asking on behalf of OEB's consultants, London Economics International.

First I'd like to turn up Exhibit I.5.1-Staff-189 please.

Thank you I realize that the response is from Enbridge Gas and I will seek a response from them, but we'd also like to get the views of Mr. Coyne and/or Mr. Dane on a part of the response.

Now we have read and understood Enbridge Gas' response, but I'd like to focus on the concluding paragraph of the response on the second page.

It is basically about the statement where Enbridge Gas states:
"An increase in equity thickness is warranted independent of the OEB approved ROE."

And I guess what we're wanting to seek some additional clarification on is what is Enbridge Gas' views, if any, on the relationship or linkage between the OEB approved ROE and the OEB-deemed equity thickness that is used for rate-setting purposes, you know, in terms of like what Enbridge Gas was trying to convey by the statement.

MR. COYNE:  Mr. Ritchie, are you directing your question at the Enbridge panel or at me and Mr. Dane?

MR. RITCHIE:  Well, I would say, you know, first because this is a response from Enbridge Gas, you know I think it's, you know, first to ask them, you know, to try and clarify what they were trying to convey by this particular paragraph and particularly this statement.

MR. REINISCH:  Warren Reinisch.  Enbridge Gas Inc.

So, Mr. Ritchie, in an effort to differentiate between the equity thickness, which is used to determine the amount of equity invested in the enterprises versus the amount of debt used to fund the capital structure of the enterprise, that is an assessment from a risk perspective of really the debt holder.

The debt holders and the credit rating agencies that help assist, the debt rating agencies will look at the leverage of the company, the equity thickness of the company to determine how levered, how risky that investment in that debt instrument, those debt instruments will be.

That is, again, independent of the ROE which is the return on the equity that is invested, when the capital structure is determined, ultimately, that is going to be reflective of the financial risk and the business risk of the enterprise.

The OEB in their 2009 decision, established a framework for the cost of capital, a framework for the return on equity.

That is something that the Enterprise and is accepted and is not in any way requesting a deviation from because that will vary based on the inputs used to determine the return on equity.

There are various market-based inputs that go into that equity and that will vary with market conditions.

That formula, from the extent that its inputs are market-based, are independent from company's specific risk, whereas the leverage of individual specific company that impacts the individual's specific company in this case, on Enbridge Gas Distribution.

I think it's important to distinguish we've got the equity thickness, which is how much risk the debt holders are taking relative to the equity holders and then the return on equity, which is how much the equity holders are being compensated for that risk.

MR. RITCHIE:  Okay then I guess what I will sort of then say, I guess in terms of this, I'm wondering whether Mr. Coyne or Mr. Dane, do you have any further to add in terms of your views on the relationship between the OEB-approved ROE and the OEB-approved deemed equity thickness?

MR. COYNE:  I can start if you like.  No, I think that's a very good description of both how we see the cost of capital in general and specifically as how we see it being applied historically in Ontario.

The Board was been very clear for decades now that business risks should be adjusted for in the equity ratio, whereas ROE is in market-based determination and is formula that was reset in 2009 is designed to mirror (inaudible) cost of capital.

[Reporter appeals]


MR. COYNE:  So, should I repeat what I said?

Right.  Okay so when the Board reset its formula back in 2009 it did so with an evaluation of parameters that were designed to track the market-based cost of equity.

And in general, the formula has worked pretty well in doing so, but the equity ratio is only considered when there is a change in business risk and that's not only the standard in Ontario, but that's fairly common practice across Canada.

So we have approached the equity ratio from that standpoint of being mindful that the ROE will change on an annual basis, according to the parameters that the Board has established.  But having said that, if we look at the resulting ROE and equity ratio taken together as we did in our analysis, we show that the two, if they're weighted together which is how one determines the revenue requirement, provide the lowest weighted cost of capital, allowed cost of capital for any utility in North America.  With our recommendation on the equity ratio it would bring Enbridge more in line, at least with its Canadian counterparts but it would still be low compared to its U.S.  peers.  Anything to add, Mr. Dane?

MR. DANE:  No, that was well-said.  Thank you.

MR. RITCHIE:  Thank you for the response.  My next question is actually going to be for Enbridge and for this I'd like to go to Exhibit I.5.1-Staff-188 please.  I'm actually going to refer to table 3 (5.1.1) on page 2.

And this is basically showing the Enbridge's capital structure for rate-setting purposes, I guess for some recent historical years, the 2023 bridge year and the 2024 test year.

I guess from that table, what we're seeing is that there's about a net increase of about $950 million in new, medium and long-term debt financing in 2023 and 2024, basically calculated by, sort of like taking the total debt of 9,079.6 million in 2022 and subtracting it from the 10.08 to 1 million in 2024.  That seems correct?

MR. REINISCH:  Warren Reinisch.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. RITCHIE:  Thank you.  Now, I realize that there is some retirement of, you know, maturing debt and when I went actually back to Enbridge Gas application, and here I'm referring to Exhibit 5, tab 2, schedule 1, page 11 and table 4, I actually see that there's, I guess, about 1,550 million in new debt forecasted for 2023 and 400 million new debt forecasted for 2024; is that correct?

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.  Could you repeat those numbers that you said?

MR. RITCHIE:  Basically 1,550 million of new debt in 2023 and 400 million in new debt for 2024.

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small again.  We agree that there is 400 scheduled to be issued in 2024, but I believe it's 900 million in 2023.  The two-issuance of 450 million.

MR. RITCHIE:  Okay, oh, okay, sorry.  I guess I mis-read the item 2.  Okay, fine.

Now in Interrogatory 5.3-Staff-2004, or 204 there was basically a discussion about premium that Concentric talked about in its report and Enbridge responded, talking about its sustainability-linked bond issuances and also provided a prospective supplement as an attachment to that interrogatory.

MR. REINISCH:  Warren Reinisch.  That is correct.

MR. RITCHIE:  And what we're interested in is that for the new debt that's forecasted for 2023 and 2024, what proportion of that will actually be through sustainability-linked bonds?

I guess really probably in terms of a proportion of, sort of like the dollar amount.

MR. REINISCH:  Warren Reinisch.  That is yet to be determined as part of any time we go to market, we will do market intelligence.  We'll work for various lenders, various financial institutions that will be leading our debt issuance offering, to determine what market appetite is for various tenders in various types of projects.

As of right now we have not yet issued a sustainability linked bond for EGI.  Our sustainability-liked debt has been issued out of Enbridge Inc.  so at this point in time I cannot answer that question because we do not know if there will be a market appetite for EGI sustainability-linked bonds when we go to market later in 2023 and then again in 2024.  It is an option that we will take to market.

It is something that we will discuss with potential lenders to see if there is an appetite for this product, but at this time I'm not able to comment on a specific percentage or if we will be able to issue sustainability-linked bonds for EGI.

MR. RITCHIE:  Thank you, Panel.  Those are my questions.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you very much, Mr. Ritchie.

We had Energy Probe, but I understand they do not have questions for it this panel, so next up we have CME.
Examination by Mr. Pollock:

MR. POLLOCK:  Hello.  And thank you, Mr. Millar.  Can everyone hear me okay?

MR. RITCHIE:  Yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Perfect.  So I really just have questions about one interrogatory and that is Exhibit I.5.3-CME 43.

So in this interrogatory, we were asking about Concentric's report and specifically -- excuse me, where Concentric was talking about the number of intervenors and the number of interrogatories received and how that relates to regulatory opposition and Enbridge's overall risk profile and if we could scroll down a little bit in the first table in the answer.  Perfect.

I just want to draw your attention to the note at the bottom below the table where it says:
"Please note in Table 1 Enbridge Gas has only included pipeline projects where leave to construct was sought with capital costs less than 100 million.  Large projects with capital cost estimates over 100 million, regardless of the general state of regulatory opposition, have historically drawn wide-spread attention and resulting interest during the discovery phases of the OEB proceedings."

Do you see that?

MR. COYNE:  Yes, I see, Mr. Pollock.  I'm not where your question is directed.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yeah, it will be directed to both of you at various points, but my first question is for the Enbridge Gas panel because I think this is your response.

Is it Enbridge's position that the pipeline projects with a capital cost greater than 100 million are not seeing a change in the sort of regulatory opposition in comparison to the sub $100 million projects?

MS. FERGUSON:  Tanya Ferguson.  Having not responded to this particular undertaking, interrogatory myself I believe our position is that it's likely not have changed but there is still wide-spread attention to it, so it's hard to tell.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, I appreciate that this isn't your answer, so there's some fuzziness that's to be expected.

I guess my question would be this:  If there's some uncertainty about the position that Enbridge Gas is taking on projects of more than $100 million, could I also ask you to provide details for the sub $100 million for the greater than $100 million projects?

So just to fill out that table, that includes the over $100 million projects.

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Pollock, if I could simply ask the panel to respond to a question about how difficult it will be to actually comply with that undertaking.

MR. POLLOCK:  Certainly.

MR. O'LEARY:  Is that something that the panel has any comments on?

MS. FERGUSON:  Tanya Ferguson.  Sorry.  I'm not 100 percent sure how difficult that would be.

MR. O'LEARY:  My concern, Mr. Pollock is that this panel really isn't the panel that is familiar with all the leave to construct applications that have occurred historically and, therefore, it can't even opine on whether or not the -- an answer can reasonably be given.

This might have been a question for appropriate for, I think it was panel 3, the rate based panel.

MR. POLLOCK:  I see.  Could then I ask for an undertaking on a best efforts basis or reasonable basis, if it could be done.

MR. O'LEARY:  We could do it on a best efforts basis Mr. Pollock.

MR. POLLOCK:  We'll call that JT8.1 and for the record, Mr. Pollock could you just repeat the undertaking?
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.1:  TO INCLUDE IN A SEPARATE TABLE, THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF INTERVENORS AND OEB STAFF AND THE AVERAGE NUMBER OF INTERROGATORIES FOR PIPELINE PROJECTS, WHERE LEAVE TO CONSTRUCT WAS SOUGHT WITH CAPITAL COSTS MORE THAN $100 MILLION ON A BEST EFFORTS BASIS.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, it's to include in a separate table the average number of intervenors and OEB Staff and the average number of interrogatories for pipeline projects where leave to construct was sought with capital costs more than $100 million on a best efforts basis.

MR. O'LEARY:  On a best efforts basis.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, sorry.

[Reporter appeals.]


MR. O'LEARY:  "Best efforts basis" was Dennis O'Leary.  Sorry about that, Lisa.

MR. POLLOCK:  And maybe on the same basis, which is to say a best efforts basis, could you provide a general understanding of how much of EGI's dollar value requests are over $100 million versus under $100 million.

So, for instance, are you asking for five projects over a hundred million dollars every year versus, you know, three projects of under a hundred million dollars each.

If you could provide an average from 2012 to 2022 on a best efforts basis.

MR. O'LEARY:  We'll do that and you can add it to the same undertaking, just for the record.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you.  It's Michael Millar.

And I think Mr. Pollock described it quite succinctly already, so I don't think we need to repeat the undertaking.

MR. POLLOCK:  Understood.  Thank you.  So my next question is for Messrs. Dane and Coyne.

With respect to the increased regulatory participation, should I understand that the number of intervenors and the number of interrogatories are, sort of, a proxy or a measure of the risk that that project will be denied or is it something or is it additionally something that just responding to that number of interrogatories or responding to that number of intervenors, is itself an increased risk, absent what happens to the overall application?

MR. COYNE:  I can start in.  I think we would even put a slightly different interpretation on that that we see it as a sign that it is -- that intervenors and stakeholders in general are more active when it comes to bringing hydrocarbon-based infrastructure.  And I wouldn't limit that to hydrocarbon-based infrastructure.

It's also difficult to build transmission lines, as I'm sure you've experienced in Ontario, but what we are seeing is that there is a new and invigorated level of intervention when it comes to building either gas or oil pipeline infrastructure or expansions of existing systems because, you know, I think that's just a general trend in our society that there is more intervention in these proceedings.  But what we're also seeing is a new emphasis around whether or not these assets are going to be needed in the long run, empowered by net zero targets at the federal level, at the provincial level.

So there's a renewed emphasis on not -- it used to be a traditional issues of environmental impacts and also the issues around need.  You know, is the project needed for what purpose and to meet what demand and is there sufficient supply to utilize the resource?  But now on top of that what we're seeing is intervention associated with questioning, whether or not the assets will even be needed in a decarbonizing world.

So I think the combination of those factors has led to it becoming more difficult to build a new gas infrastructure and we see the number of interventions as being a sign of that, that signal that utility companies are getting from the marketplace and from their stakeholders.  And they want to be sure, as we've seen with the company's integrated resource plan, that utilities are adequately considering non-pipeline alternatives, so there's intervention around those issues.

All that makes it more difficult to build new infrastructure.

MR. POLLOCK:  Certainly.  I guess my question was a little bit more mechanical.

So I guess you have -- let's have a sort of thought experiment.

You have increased number of intervenors.  You have this renewed sense of opposition, I suppose, to hydrocarbon or transmission.

Is the way that plays out is there is an increased number of intervenors, there's an increased number of awareness and opposition, therefore the OEB is less likely to approve the project?

Is that sort of how it sort of plays out in practical terms and that's what's worrying, sort of, investors and, sort of, feeding into the need for increased equity thickness?

MR. COYNE:  Oh, I see.  Your question was more narrow, wasn't it?

I would say, yes, less likely to approve the project A.  B, more likely to approve the project with modifications and, thirdly, it's just more expensive.  It's a more expensive process, more retracted with more uncertainty because it could take, what used to take -- let's just say, for example, two or three years for approval, it could take six of seven years for approval.

So we're seeing really doubling the amounts of time associated with getting these projects approved, so all that creates operating uncertainty for the utility.

MR. POLLOCK:  Understood.  Okay.

So there's a second -- or at least a second dimension which is, there's a cost for the regulatory side of it, even absent whether or not the OEB approves or approves with conditions.

Even if they approve it, there's another dimension that you're saying will increase risk.

MR. COYNE:  That's correct.  Both cost and uncertainty associated with new infrastructure projects.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, thank you.  So I guess my next question is for the Enbridge panel.

Is there anywhere in the evidence that has discussed or sets out the average regulatory costs of these projects between 2012 and 2022?

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.  Sorry, Ryan Small.  Not to our knowledge.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, could I ask you to undertake to provide the average cost and the average length of time between filing and a decision between 2012 and 2022 for all pipeline projects where leave to construct was sought as well as storage projects?

MR. O'LEARY:  If I could just respond before the panel to just ask a couple of questions.

I'm trying to understand, given the variability applications in every year both in terms of size, number and value how a response could be of any assistance.

There would be so many caveats to it that a question of whether or not such a response is frankly worth the effort.  Can you help us in that regard?

MR. POLLOCK:  Well, I can certainly say that if it's Mr. Dane and Mr. Coyne's view that part of the risk that Enbridge is facing that is increased since the last time it was before the Board, is a regulatory expense both in cost and in terms of the number of days or months between filing and approval, then I think it's only fair and I'm entitled to be able to test what exactly the regulatory cost has been for these applications and how long it's taken from application filing to decision.

MR. O'LEARY:  I'm having difficulty understanding how anything of any assistance to the panel could come from that undertaking, simply given the vagaries and the vastitudes of the applications that are filed every year so we're not prepared to give that undertaking, Mr. Pollock.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.

MR. BROPHY:  Mr. Pollock, it's Michael Brophy on behalf of Pollution Probe.

We'd also be interested in a response, given that the interrogatory response that Enbridge prepared and filed only includes some of the information on projects and this would certainly provide a more well-rounded answer to that set of questions.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you, Mr. Brophy.  I take Mr. O'Leary to have refused, so I will take it as such and we can move on.  I think I have one final question.

If we scroll down, Ms. Monforton, oh, is there additionally -- I believe that there was another table that was attached to the response that had a bunch of links.  Do you have that, Mr. Brophy?

MR. BROPHY:  I believe it was attachment 1.

MR. POLLOCK:  So if we scroll down.  Keep scrolling, please.  Sorry.  There we go.  I've gone through these and I just wanted Enbridge Gas to confirm that with the exception of the project for the City of Ottawa which is set out in the Concentric report, can Enbridge Gas confirm whether any of the other projects that are listed here with links have resulted in the Board denying the relief sought.

I didn't see any, but I just wanted to make sure that we are on the same page.

MR. SMALL:  Ryan Small.  I don't think any of us on this panel can confirm that.

We don't have the intimate knowledge of all these proceedings.

MR. POLLOCK:  Understood.  Could I ask Enbridge Gas to undertake to advise whether -- with the exception of let me see if I can get the EB number -- with the exception of EB-2002 0293 whether any of the projects listed has resulted in a denial of relief by the OEB in its decision.

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Pollock, it's Dennis O'Leary.

Yes, we will give that undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  That's JT8.2.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.2:  TO ADVISE WITH THE EXCEPTION OF EB-2002 0293 WHETHER ANY OF THE PROJECTS LISTED HAS RESULTED IN A DENIAL OF RELIEF BY THE OEB IN ITS DECISION.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you very much, Mr. O'Leary.  Those are my questions.

MR. COYNE:  Could I just make an additional point, Mr. Pollock.

MR. POLLOCK:  Certainly.

MR. COYNE:  It's also important to recognize, you know, while it's always instructive to look at history, I think it's important also to recognize that we are in a brand new environment, as we sit here in 2023, as it pertains to natural gas infrastructure because we're only now two years into the legislation that requires net zero by 2050 in Canada, so capital cost is -- because we are focusing on cost of capital here we should be mindful that it's a forward-looking requirement to set the cost of capital, and that we would anticipate that however challenging it's been over the last ten years, that's probably not indicative of what it's going to look like over the next ten years, just because of the new environment that we're in that requires Ontario and other provinces in Canada, ultimately, to meet these net zero targets by 2050.  So I would expect that it's going to become even more challenging to build a new infrastructure in this environment.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you very much.

MR. COYNE:  We kept in mind that it's really the forward-looking view that we need to bear in mind here as well.

MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you, Mr. Coyne.

MR. COYNE:  You're welcome.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Pollock.  And I see you, Mr. Garner, but have you -- I thought you had gave up on your questions.

MR. GARNER:  I had, I had and thought I had until this latest, the latest exchange between these two parties on this because it was in the area I thought I would not be talking about this but listening to this, I think I will.

Mr. Coyne, the problem with what you've just said obviously to me is, in fact, you are relying in your report on anecdotal evidence about facility cases.

That's -- you are using historical anecdotal evidence there in order to project something.

What you just said to us is speculative, right? It's not based on any evidence.  You are speculating.

So in your report you used this data of -- of these construction things and you extrapolate something from them.

So my question to you is:  What was your baseline for that?  Is this more than in the past?  Do you know that? Do you have a baseline you measured against?

MR. COYNE:  Well, I guess it's -- I could say it is experience at one level, Mr. Garner, that we now see a number of our clients struggling to build that infrastructure.  We do cite, you're right, we look at history and then we extrapolate from that history.  But when we do so, we are also mindful that you ask yourself: Is there reason to think that the future will be different than history and the biggest single difference that we all know is here is energy transition, even though --


MR. GARNER:  Mr. Coyne, I don't want to interrupt.  My question is specific.  My question is specifically this: You use some anecdotal cases in your evidence.

Now what I'm asking you is: Do you have a baseline in which you were able to extract from that anecdotal evidence that this was different from the past?

MR. O'LEARY:  Mr. Garner, it's Dennis O'Leary.  I think it's only fair to the witness to allow him to complete the answer.

MR. GARNER:  Well, it wasn't the answer to my question.  I'm sorry, Mr. O'Leary.

My question is specific and I'd like an answer to that question.

MR. O'LEARY:  I think, in fairness, Mr. Garner, a witness has the ability to answer the question the way they see fit, not the way you --


-- (overspeaking) --


MR. GARNER:  I'm not sure we agree.  But why don't we let Mr. Coyne finish his answer now that I've clarified to him what his question is.

MR. O'LEARY:  I'm certainly delighted that you are going to allow Mr. Coyne to finish his answer.

-- (overspeaking) --


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

MR. COYNE:  Thank you.  So insofar as a baseline is concerned, no, it is -- there is not a database that I'm aware of that would point to the number of projects that were proposed that were either delayed or denied, but anybody that participates in regulatory processes as we do before the FERC or the CER or provincial or state regulators, know that it is a more difficult to environment to build new infrastructure and just based on our experience, but I don't have a database that would establish a baseline for that.

But what we do know is that the rules have changed because of emissions requirements in energy transition.  And the FERC has ruled, for example, that you need to consider the carbon emissions from a new gas pipeline project, as part of its approval process.

Well that's brand new, so the rules of the road has changed insofar as getting these projects approved.

There is an element of speculation in that, but when you know that the rules of the road have changed it is logical to expect that the outcomes will be different.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you for clarifying the baseline issue.  Thank you, Mr. Quinn that was my only question.

MR. DANE:  I was just going to add, Mr. Garner, that this discussion in our report is not just about the number of intervenors or questions; it's also about the types of questions that are being asked and, specifically linking questions about projects to energy transition and that's what's new.

MR. GARNER:  And you've done an analysis on the past questions and these questions and you've done an analysis that demonstrates there's some difference in the questions that are happening now, than the questions happening in the past, Mr. Dane.

MR. DANE:  As we said we did not do an exhaustive analysis, but specifically linking the question to energy transition is what's new.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Mr. Dane.  Thank you for those clarifications.

MR. DANE:  You're welcome.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, thank you, Mr. Garner.  And I think that concludes our questions for Panel 9.  So thank you, panel.

We are a little bit ahead of schedule, actually, but I think we needs to take our morning break because we will need to switch over the panels.  So, Mr. O'Leary, is 15 minutes sufficient?

MR. O'LEARY:  It is, Michael.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, so let's come back at 10:25.
--- Recess taken at 10:07 a.m.
--- On resuming at 10:25 a.m.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, we're back.

Mr. Stevens, a couple of quick preliminary matters.  You may have heard from Mr. O'Leary that there was an undertaking request that was sent by OEB Staff with respect to a tax matter.

Are you able to give that undertaking or is that something that we need to address more thoroughly?

MR. O'LEARY:  Enbridge Gas is prepared to respond to the additional written question from OEB Staff as an undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  We'll mark that as JT8.3.

And it is to respond to the tax-related questions provided by OEB Staff today, which is March 31st.

And thank you very much for that.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.3:  TO RESPOND TO THE TAX-RELATED QUESTIONS PROVIDED BY OEB STAFF MARCH 31ST.

MR. MILLAR:  And thank you very much for that.

Just a quick admin note:  At some point this morning I'm going to slip out and I will be replaced by Mr. Richler.  So that's as much for our court reporter just if the voice of OEB Staff changes, that's because Mr. Richler will be stepping in.  I think he will be doing the early afternoon session, as well.

Mr. Stevens, unless there are any more preliminary matters, are you able to introduce Panel number 10?

MR. STEVENS:  I am.  And then following that introduction, there is just one brief comment from the panel before we move to questions.

So, with that, the final panel for our technical conference is Panel 10.

They will be speaking to cost allocation and rate design and I will ask each of the four members of the panel to introduce yourself and indicate your title and the areas, this topic that you will be speaking to, starting with you, Brandon.
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MR. SO:  Brandon So, cost allocation specialist.

I will be speaking to the area of cost allocation.

MR. KAMISKY:  Greg Kaminski, Specialist Cost Allocation.  I will be speaking to cost allocation matters.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila, manager rate design and I will be speaking to both cost allocation and rate design.

MS. COLLIER:  Jackie Collier, rate design specialist, speaking to rate design matters.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  And as I mentioned, there is just one preliminary matter.

During some questions from FRPO, from Mr. Quinn yesterday to Amy, there were discussions around the Dawn to Corruna project.

And I know, Amy, you promised to go away and do some homework.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  And I understand that having done that homework, you have one matter that you'd like to speak to, for everybody's understanding before the questions begin.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yeah, thank you.

While I was investigating the treatment of the Dawn to Corruna project in the 2024 cost allocation study last night, I became aware that the project assets as, well as the existing two pipelines between Tecumseth and Dawn have not been properly functionalized to storage, in the cost allocation study.

The costs are currently in rate base in the distribution function.

MR. STEVENS:  And with that in mind, Amy, what's the company's plan in terms of addressing this, going forward?

MR. MIKHAILA:  I'd like to propose that we correct this allocation in the cost allocation study and file it with the cost allocation study that we plan to file prior to the settlement conference in response to exhibit -- I think it is exhibit I think it was 7.0-Staff-237.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  And of course you'll be prepared to answer questions as we go along today, that may bear on this as well.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  That's -- that's the sum of our preliminary matters.

It looks like, Dwayne, maybe you've got a follow-up here.  You are on mute.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, double muted.

I appreciate the clarification.

It's going to have to change my questions for this panel so I respectfully want to allow IGUA to proceed and then hopefully Amy can walk me through in more detail when I get a chance to ask, so that's fine.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  With that, Michael, the panel is ready for questions.

I will say, just again for context and introduction, in advance of this panel, IGUA sent along some written questions asking that the panel be ready to provide answers.  And I can advise that the panel has reviewed those questions and is ready to provide answers, but for one, I believe, where further work may be required by way of undertaking.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay, well, why don't we get started then.

I see Mr. Knecht here for IGUA, so I will turn it over to him and I have you down for 30 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Knecht:

MR. KNECHT:  Good morning panel.

My name is Bob Knecht and by way of background I did some cost allocation and rate design work involving the Ontario gas utilities.

The last time I did any serious work was probably in the early 1990s, so I'm a little behind, so if my questions are a little naive, I apologize.

I'm trying to work with IGUA and we are really just trying to make sure we understand, you know, how the cost allocation method works and then how the cost allocation stuff gets translated into the figures in rate design.

I sent the list of questions.  I'm happy to read those questions or we can just res -- or you can just respond to them, as is.  It's -- I'm at your disposal.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks very much, Bob.  It is David Stevens for Enbridge.

I think just for clarity of the record, it would be helpful if you read the questions and then the folks on the panel will provide their answer.

MR. KNECHT:  Okie, dokie.  I will try to stick to the text, but I may vary a little bit from it.

The first one is a reference to the IGUA-77 -- I.7.1-IGUA-77.  Really mostly focused on attachment 2.

As I understand it, the allocation method for the cost associated with the Panhandle system and with the St. Clair system are allocated, based on demands for the overall -- the Union South operating area.

The costs for the semi-unbundled and unbundled have been assigned to those classes, and the costs related to the bundled customers gets spread among all, all bundled customers throughout the system.

So, I guess my question here was why are you using the overall south system demands, rather than just the demands in the Panhandle and St. Clair systems?

Does that make sense?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  Enbridge Gas's proposed 2024 cost allocation study is based on a one rate zone approach to cost allocation, and not on a regional allocation that exists with the current cost allocation methodology.

Panhandle, St. Clair costs are not only allocated only to the demands of the south service area or the demands for customers served by those pipelines, but are allocated to all applicable in franchise rate classes under the one rate zone approach.

The Panhandle, St. Clair allocation factor, total of 84,168 as you can see on attachment 2, column D, line 45 is equal to the total design day demands of the south service area, but the total was used only as a simple approach to incorporating the allocation of costs to semi-unbundled and unbundled services for the south service area in the allocation of the Panhandle, St. Clair costs.

Using a different amount as the factor total, such as the design day demands for customers served by those pipelines would have resulted in the same allocation percentage by rate class, under the one rate zone cost allocation.

The design day demands for the Panhandle system and the St. Clair system, which are shown in attachment 1 are included in this total allocation factor.  The derivation of the Panhandle, St. Clair allocation factor first determines the allocation to semi-unbundled and unbundled services based on the design day demand of these rate cases in proportion to the south service area of design day demands.  The remaining portions of the factors allocated to all in franchise --


[Reporter appeals]


MR. QUINN:  If I may, Mr. Stevens, this is Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.  Had we had a really crammed schedule that pace of speaking would have been very helpful.  But I couldn't even take the note to figure out what line he was referring to, and I respect Mr. Knecht is here and he's trying to understand, I can't understand and so if we could work through this in a way that transfers the understanding to Mr. Knecht, I think everyone would benefit.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  We will endeavour to speak more slowly and at the risk of the witnesses throwing their coffee at me, I will offer that if along the way there's clarifying questions, please jump in.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, the first clarifying question for me is, what was the reference because I couldn't even write it down quickly enough to get it all?

MR. KNECHT:  It was I.7.1-IGUA-77 part (e), attachment 2.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, the line that you were referring to or was it columns?

MS. GREEN:  It was line 45 in column (d).

MR. QUINN:  Okay, that's the type of thing that we would want to hear and focus on, but sorry, Mr. Knecht, I just thought for everybody listening and playing along at home, we would like to understand what you're saying.

MR. KNECHT:  Thanks for helping me.

MS. GREEN:  The remaining portion of the factor is allocated to all in franchise bundled rate classes, not just south service areas in proportion to firm design day demands.

MR. KNECHT:  Just so I'm clear on this, the numbers then for the semi and unbundled customers in, I believe, it's column (b) there on the sheet that's up there, those are the total south system demands.  And as I understood your response you were saying it wouldn't change -- the allocation wouldn't change if we changed those numbers to only be at least for the semi-unbundled and unbundled to rely only on the St. Clair and Panhandle system demands?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  That's correct.  If we used a simple example as an allocation factor of 100, the allocation to semi-unbundled would still take the percentage of design day demands for the semi-unbundle customers, divided by the total south design day demands, so your percentage would essentially be the same.

You just use the 84,168 as something for the allocation factor.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay, I guess that's your answer.

I'm not sure I follow it, but I understand what you're saying.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Sorry, Mr. Knecht, maybe I can -- if there's further questions we're happy to help answer them.

What I will say is we just used the south -- the design day demands as the factor total.

It really just aided in the math to kind of use the semi-unbundled design day demands as a proportion of the total south design day demands in this allocation factor.

It will just help in the math you'll notice and you've probably come across in some of the other allocation factors, where we had to do a little bit more math to get the proportion of the semi-unbundled or unbundled to kind of work within the allocation factor.

This one just worked simply, if we used the total design day demands for the south as the total design day demands or the total for the whole allocation factor.

MR. KNECHT:  Yeah, I understand what you're saying but what I see here is the 30.9 -- the semi-unbundled and unbundled demands are kind of getting a full share for their level of demands, and then the remaining Union South 53,261 ends up then getting spread among all of the three different operating areas.  So at least per unit of demand, the semi-unbundled and unbundled customers are getting a higher per unit of demand allocated to them than the bundled customers.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  You are correct in your observation and that is our proposal for all the allocation of all semi-unbundled an unbundled rate classes where the rate class will get a proportion share of their demands relative to the service area they are within.

So, because the Panhandle St. Clair transmission system is within the south, the semi-unbundled and unbundled services are getting a proportionate share of the south which -- and then the remainder is allocated on the one rate zone proposal across the bundled rate classes.

MR. KNECHT:  Sure.  But an alternative approach would be instead of using the overall south demand would be to only use the overall demands for the customers in the Panhandle and St. Clair systems because those are the costs that are being allocated here.

MR. MIKHAILA:  That is an alternate approach that we have not proposed.

MR. KNECHT:  Am I correct that basically you are using this, in this method, because you are kind of using this method for all the other pieces of the transmission and storage systems in the Union South area?

MR. MIKHAILA:  No, the reason we're proposing this is because the allocation to -- we are proposing allocation to semi and unbundled -- semi-unbundled and unbundled services based on the service area that those demands are within, and we are moving away from a geographical-based approach to allocation of costs which is the alternative that you have suggested which is based on a small geographical area of one pipeline system.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay, thank you.  Good.  That's helpful.  Let me go to my second question which relates to the allocator for Dawn Parkway.

And I kind of wrote this up in a whole long interrogatory, but basically I'm trying to understand what the difference is between -- this is I.7.1-IGUA-78, attachment 1 and there's a page 1 and a page 2.

And there is design day demands on page 1 and design day demands on page 2, and they are different and I think I understand the difference, but if you could just talk through where the design day demand that are use on page 1, where they come from and the ones that are there on page 2, where they come from and the reason for the difference.

MS. GREEN:  The design day demand shown in column A of attachment 1, page 1 represent the design day demands on the Dawn Parkway system.

The methodology for the derivation of design day demands is provided at Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 3, section 4.3, paragraphs 50 to 57.

MR. KNECHT:  One more time on that reference please?  Thanks.

MR. KAMINSKI:  Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 3, section 4.3, paragraphs 50 to 57.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay.

MR. KAMINSKI:  Okay, the distance weighted design day demands shown in column (c) of attachment 1, page 1 are derived by multiplying the design day demands in column (a) of that page by the distance those demands are transported on the Dawn Parkway system.

The allocation to ex-franchise rate classes is based on distance-weighted contract demands.

The allocation to in franchise rate classes is based on transmission lateral demands for customers served off the Dawn Parkway system on design day.

MR. KNECHT:  Basically easterly flows?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Yes.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I'll just add that this -- the design day demands here and the distance weighted demand day designs is really used just as an allocation between in franchise and ex-franchise.

MR. KNECHT:  Don't you always use it to break it up into the three rate zones:  EGD and Union North and Union South because that will affect the calculations on the next page?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  And we'll get to that next page.

MR. KNECHT:  All right.

MR. MIKHAILA:  And I think you'll notice that we don't use the allocation from this page to allocate the design day demands of each rate zone for in franchise rate classes because of our proposal for one rate zone.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay, on to page 2.  Maybe the first thing you can do is talk me through on rate 20 because I was on Union North rate 20.  I was just a little confused on that.

When I look at the design day demand for the mains costs, the distribution main costs, the rate demand costs are much higher than these numbers.  Why are they different here?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  So I think you had a question in part (b).

MR. KNECHT:  I did.

MR. KAMINSKI:  Part 1.

MR. KNECHT:  I did.

MR. KAMINSKI:  So I'll read the response to that question.

The design day demand for rate 20 column A for attachment 1, page 2 represents the total firm design day demands excluding the firm design day demands for customers taking unbundled service under rate 20, as indicated in footnote 2.

The unbundled firm design day demands are excluded from this total as unbundled customers do not use the Dawn Parkway transmission assets.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay.  That's what I had figured, but thank you for confirming that.

MR. QUINN:  May I interject, Mr. Knecht, just to answer a follow-up question specifically on that?  Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

Does the GTA not have an unbundled customer?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The only unbundled customers in the Enbridge CDA are rate 125 customers.

MR. QUINN:  And that's not considered unbundled?

MR. MIKHAILA:  That is unbundled.  Angela, if you wouldn't mind scrolling up.

You will see There is allocation of Dawn Parkway transmission costs to rate 125.

MR. QUINN:  But my question, Ms. Mikhaila, I thought I heard Mr. Kaminski say that they don't use the Dawn Parkway assets.  How do they get their gas from Dawn?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Rate 20 or sorry can you please clarify which rate class you are talking about?

MR. QUINN:  I want to make sure we are on the same page, Amy.

I was asking about unbundled customers and you confirmed for me, as I thought, that there was unbundled customers in the Enbridge CDA.

Are you saying that in some ways they don't use the Dawn Parkway assets?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  If an unbundled customer uses the Dawn Parkway system to meet their obligation to deliver gas to their delivery area, they would contract that as an ex-franchise service.

MR. QUINN:  I thought with the one rate zone model we are all in one -- this idea of ex-franchise, they take service from Enbridge, former legacy gas, Enbridge Gas Distribution; correct?

So if that's the case how would they be "discluded"  somehow from an allocation of costs associated with Dawn Parkway system?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  If an expense -- sorry, if an unbundled customer contracts for transportation to their delivery area and they contract it using the Dawn Parkway transmission system, they would enter into an M12 contract, and their demands would be considered in the allocation of cost to M12.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, without disclosing the customer, this is a power generator, correct?

MR. MIKHAILA:  All rate 125 customers are power generators, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and I'm just trying to think through, they would be allocated and I use this term loosely, distribution assets then after what point because traditionally then M12 gets into Parkway, but then they have to get from Parkway, I won't say specifically but somewhere in the EGD, CDA system, how do they pay -- do they pay distribution assets on top of that?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, that's correct.

They would get an allocation of distribution demand pipeline costs for the distribution service they take within their delivery area.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, and this is a very specific question and you may not know the answer to it, Amy, but if they use the Parkway to Albion pipe, which is part in franchise, part allocated to TC Energy, how do you manage that?  What part of the pipe are you actually using or consider using for the purpose of cost allocation to provide service?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  40 percent of the Albion pipeline is allocated to in franchise rate classes and, again, under the one rate zone proposal, the in franchise allocation of the Albion pipeline is to all in franchised bundled rate classes and -- sorry.  Sorry.  To all in franchise rate classes.

MR. QUINN:  I trust that Lisa got that right.  So, sorry, Mr. Knecht, this evolution is challenging all of us to understand the moving parts.  So your question was good.  I just added a little specificity to understand how it impacts all rate-payers.  Thank you.

MR. KNECHT:  Actually thanks for clarifying.  That helps.  Maybe one more time and part (c) of my question which was:  Why are we using one set of demands to split the costs between the -- at least between in franchise and ex-franchise, but I also think within the individual rate zones and then using a different set of demands to allocate to all classes; is this still part of the one rate area idea?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes it is all part of the one rate zone proposal so, Angela, if you wouldn't mind scrolling up to the first page of the attachment.

The design day demands that are used on attachment 1, to allocate costs between in franchise and ex-franchise are only the design day demands on the Dawn Parkway system.

But then the allocation of the proportion of the Dawn Parkway system to in franchised rate classes is done using all in franchise -- all in franchise design day demands under the one rate zone proposal.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay, I think that was "yes," but I appreciate it.

Let's move on to the third question where I was asking about Parkway Station and I suspect I'm going to get the same type of answers, but if you can just, again -- the -- explain in the references to I.7.1-IGUA-79 attachment 2 and, again, there is pages 1 and 2 and, again, there seem to be different demands on page 1 -- well, there's separate demands for metering and regulating and compression.  And then there's demand on the second page.  Can you just talk me through where those -- where the design day demands come from for each of those categories?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  The design day demand of 178,998, down three entries on column A on attachment 2, page 1 represents the bi-directional design day demands flowing through and being measured at the Parkway Station.

The design day demand of 115,137 in column B of attachment 2, page 1 represents the easterly design day demands requiring compression at Parkway Station.

The totals were derived based on an analysis of use of the Parkway Station on design day.

So same thing with Dawn Parkway and Panhandle.  We're calculating how the provided Parkway Station is being utilized, what demands utilize the Parkway Station and then allocating those costs to all bundled classes using total design day demands.

MR. KNECHT:  And for the unbundled, for the unbundled and semi-unbundled classes how much gets assigned to each rate area affects how much gets assigned to those classes; is that correct?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski, the Union South semi-unbundled customers do not use the Parkway Station, so they don't get allocation.  But there is an allocation to unbundle rate 20 north storage customers who require Dawn Parkway services to access Dawn on design day.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay, let me move on to my fourth question which is on a different topic entirely.  I.7.1-IGUA-86.  And I think this one basically comes down to, it looks like these costs related to large customer care account have increased significantly and the allocation has changed a little bit, at least with respect to the EGD rate categories.

Can you just talk through what's causing that increase?  Is this an accounting change or just costs going up?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  The large volume customer care costs from the current approved EGD and Union cost allocation studies in attachment 1 are not directly comparable to the proposed costs included in the 2024 cost allocation study.

The $4.795 million shown in attachment 1 representing the 2018 EGD and 2013 Union costs only includes direct costs and excludes incremental indirect costs.

In the 2024 cost allocation study, the comparable direct costs are 5.3 million, which consists of 3.4 million of direct customer care costs, plus 1.9 million of direct administration costs associated with other departments supporting large volume direct purchase customers.

The remaining 2024 costs are associated with incremental indirect costs, including general plant, employee benefits and general operating and administration expense.

There are also indirect costs in the 2018 EGD and 2013, Union cost allocation studies, but they are not as easily identifiable due to the structure of cost studies.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay, I think I understand that.

And in the past a lot of these were being a big chunk of the costs were being allocated to rate -- the EGD Rate 6 and that's not included anymore.

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  Confirmed.  Rate 6 does not get an allocation of the 11.724 million of costs included in the large volume customer care functional classification in the 2024 cost allocation study.

The customer care costs for Rate 6 are included in the functional classification and that can be found at exhibit 7, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 8, line 31.

MR. KNECHT:  All right.  Thank you.  Going to my fifth question.

I have to say one of the -- one of the most useful exhibits I find in your presentation is Exhibit 8.2.8, attachment 2 which I think has been updated which is essentially your proof of revenues for each of the rate classes.

In that exhibit you have presented revenue requirements for each billing component of each rate.  And I was trying to just figure out how to take the cost allocation study results from Exhibit 7.2.1 and map that into the revenue requirements that are in this exhibit and I was able to, at least I think, figure out the customer component, but in terms of getting the rest of them figured out, I think it would be easier if you had a way to do that to show that mapping.  I at least tried to ask for that in I.8.2-IGUA-89, where I can match the totals if I can't match the individual components.  Do you understand what I'm looking to get?

MS. COLLIER:  Yes.  Jackie Collier.  Yes, we do and we appreciate that there is a number of numbers and a lot of tracing from the numbers from the cost allocation study to the rate design exhibits.  And this is where we feel that through an undertaking response it will be easier for us to map out for you by line item, the components from the cost allocation study to the rate design exhibits, so we are preparing those exhibits.

They're colour-coded, as well, to help aid and assist and those will be filed as an undertaking, so we feel that's the most efficient way, given the volume of information.

MR. KNECHT:  I thought so, as well, so thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, if I can just --


MR. KNECHT:  Sorry Mark.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just with respect to this undertaking because I actually had similar questions.  I was trying to map from the cost allocation to the rate design and where I really get -- where I can follow between the customer charge and then the commodity charge, but then I get lost because there's nowhere in the evidence that explains how the allocation -- I call them buckets, but commodity buckets and so presumably there is a model or some sort of formulaic way that you do this so -- would I be correct?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  It is really specific by rate class, but we are preparing a quite detailed continuity between the two.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask in that undertaking, that it's more than just an explanation, but I mean that if there are an Excel spreadsheet that you can provide, so they can be explicitly and easily replicated, so that parties can understand flow-through changes in the cost allocation how they would ultimately flow through the rates.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  We can file the continuity that we are preparing for this undertaking in Excel.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That would be helpful.

MR. MILLAR:  I see, Jaya has put her hand up.

MS. CHATTERJEE:  Just to confirm, this continuity, are you going to do it for all the rate class?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, it will be for every rate class.

MS. CHATTERJEE:  Okay, thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  I'd like to mark that as on a undertaking.  It will be JT8.4 and could somebody provide me with the summary of the undertaking.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.4:  TO MAP THE COST ALLOCATION BY FUNCTIONAL CLASSIFICATION AS FOUND IN EXHIBIT 7, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 1, ATTACHMENTS 8, 9 AND 10.  MAPPING TO REVENUE REQUIREMENT COLUMN (E) IN EXHIBIT 8, TAB 2, SCHEDULE 8, ATTACHMENT 2 FOR EACH RATE CLASS.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  We'll be mapping the cost allocation by functional classification, as found in Exhibit 7 tab 2, schedule 1, attachments 8, 9 and 10, and we will be mapping it to the revenue requirement E in Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 8, attachment 2 for each rate class.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I believe there is an agreement to provide that also by Excel, not just a written explanation.

MS. COLLIER:  Correct.

MR. KNECHT:  Thank you.  That's perfect.  That's just what I wanted.

My last question, I think, will possible get answered by that undertaking, but I was just looking at this same exhibit and it's in the Excel sheet.  It is in Union North rate 20.  And it just looked like there was a large increase in one of the transportation charges that I was wondering if you could explain for bundled northwest transportation.

MS. COLLIER:  Jackie Collier.  Yes I can provide an explanation.

And Angela if you want to scroll down to Union North rate 20.  And I'll give the Excel reference in my response, as well.

MR. KNECHT:  There you go.

MS. COLLIER:  So this would be -- oh my God, I can't see that far.  On the Excel exhibit it will be -- there we go.  Thank you.  Line 188.

MR. KNECHT:  188, there you go.

MS. COLLIER:  Okay, perfect, thank you.

So, as a result of the company's proposal to harmonize rates into one rate zone and service area, the proposed transportation rates are decreasing and that's what you are seeing with the Union northeast customers and Union customers on system gas.  The exception to that is the bundled northwest customers with deliveries at Empress.

The proposed transportation charge for the System Gas customers, as well as the Union North or bundled northeast customers recovers the cost of transportation demand, transportation commodity and load balancing costs.

So for those areas, the transportation charge has decreased.  So your question refers to the bundled northwest customers under rate 20.  So that is what you see in that line item there.  And that represents the transportation charge for rate 20 bundled northwest customers.

So, again, this proposed transportation charge recovers the cost of the transportation, demand and commodity components, as well as load balancing costs.

However, in addition, as a result of the company's one rate proposal, bundled customers who deliver gas at Empress will pay a western transportation price differential which is designed to create a consistent total supply and transportation cost for direct purchase customers independent of the point of receipt.

So this methodology is explained at exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 2, pages 13 to 17 where we discuss how we've derived the transportation charges and the derivation of the 3.0289 that you see there as the proposed transportation charge is provided at exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 2, attachment 1, line 14, column E.

And the addition of the price differential which represents the difference between the System Gas and/or the Union northeast and the Union northwest of 1.862 cents results in this increase relative to the current rates that the rate 20 customer pays, and the derivation of that 1.862 cents is also provided in the transportation evidence in the derivation of the charge.

MR. KNECHT:  Okay, that certainly gives me enough to figure it out I think.  Thank you for your responses, panel.

MS. COLLIER:  Thank you.

MR. KNECHT:  I appreciate the help.

MR. MILLAR:  Thank you, Mr. Knecht.  I think we have you up next, Dwayne.  And, Dwayne, you are down for about 45 minutes which will probably take us right about to about the lunch break.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:

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

I may or may not be that long, depending on the answers I get initially because I need -- I like to follow this around a little bit and I'd like to start off with -- sorry, good morning panel.  It is Dwayne Quinn on behalf of FRPO.

I guess you've heard me enough already this morning but, Amy, you started off with an understanding that the pipelines, not only the new pipeline that's proposed, but the existing pipelines are functionalized to distribution as opposed to storage; did I get that correct?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  You do have that correct.

MR. QUINN:  That ironically was one of my first questions, but I was going to go to a different line because I assumed it would be storage.

And certainly we are interested in the impacts and I want to separate the two so...

So this has been functionalized in the study to distribution pipe.  Was it functionalized to distribution pipe in the current rates?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  No, it was included in the Tecumseth cost allocation study for EGD.

MR. QUINN:  For EGD.  So EGD was the owners of the
TR-1, TR-2 pipes?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, they were.

Okay, that's good clarification.  Okay, so from there now we're talking about a third pipe that has proposed to be added and -- what I'd like to ask, I'm going to separate these, again, in the existing Tecumseth EGD allocation, is any of the Tecumseth, that pipe, TR-1 and TR-2, are they allocated -- any of those costs allocated to the non-utility storage?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  No they are 100 percent regulated.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

And then so for the new proposed pipe is it Enbridge's proposal at this time that it would follow the same approach or is there allocation to the non-utility?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  100 percent of the Dawn to Corunna project assets have been included in regulated rate base and that's consistent with the assets being replaced, which I believe are the compressors at the Corunna compressor station.

The Dawn to Corunna project did not create any incremental storage capacity, either space deliverability or injections.  The project just maintained the current storage capabilities.

It was strictly a replacement of the original assets proposed to be retired and abandoned and those assets were a hundred percent regulated.

And this treatment is aligned with the unregulated storage cost allocation methodology that's contained in the report at exhibit 1, tab 13, schedule 2, attachment 1.  And you can find that detail on page 10.

MR. QUINN:  Would you go over that reference again.  Sorry, I didn't catch it.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Exhibit 1, tab 13, schedule 2, attachment 1, page 10.

MR. QUINN:  I may not turn that up right now.

I may just look at that later.  Okay.  So Enbridge's view is it's a replacement of existing compressors, even though now it's pipe -- it's existing compressors and there's no charge to the non-utility as a result; do I have that summarized correctly?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  You do have it summarized correctly.

I would add that not only because it's a replacement of the assets, but also because no new incremental storage capacity space deliverability for injections was created as a result of the project.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you for the more fulsome answer.

I think what I would like to do is try to understand this aspect, because you touched on deliverabilities.

Does deliverability cost get allocated to the non-utility storage through capital allocations for the non-utility operations over the time of rebasing?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, would you mind repeating that?  I just had a little trouble hearing you.

MR. QUINN:  I had trouble reading it, Amy, so I understand your challenge.

Does the -- does deliverability get allocated to non-utility storage through capital allocations to the non-utility operations for work that was done since the time of rebasing, would probably be a better way of saying it?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Do you mean since the time of 2013 rebasing?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. MIKHAILA:  All right.  So yeah, so storage projects, when they're capitalized to rate base, are allocated at that time to either regulated rate base or unregulated rate base.

So, since -- for example, Union's 2013 rebasing proceeding, any new adds would have -- each project would have been allocated on the rate base component at the time the project goes into service.  So, the cost allocation study that's proposed in this application is only representing the regulated rate base.

MR. QUINN:  But we should be able to see where a cost, when it was split, how it was split over the capital continuity schedules?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I apologize.  I'm not familiar with what's been filed on the capital side of the application.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I respect that.

Does anybody else on the panel understand the capital continuity schedules?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  No, there isn't anyone on this panel.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, where this is where my questions are challenged because I can't find them in this application either, yet -- and I will turn back to Mr. Stevens, I guess, momentarily.  First off, the capital continuity schedules have been filed as part of the deferral proceedings, and we have asked for because the Board had ordered as part of the last rebasing, that the capital continuity schedules, not only for the utility, but also the non-utility storage were to be filed throughout the rebasing period.

Do you recall that, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  I certainly recall discussions in each of the rebasing -- in each of the deferrals proceedings about relative -- the allocation of projects between regulated and unrelated.

I don't recall whether the -- what exactly -- you could point me to it, if you please what the Board's direction is.  It may be that.  It may be some sort of commitment in a settlement agreement.  I'm not sure what precisely you're pointing to.  I'm not doubting that it occurs.  I'm just saying that -- it occurred; I'm just saying I don't have it at hand.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I wasn't prepared to necessarily do that, but -- because we have received it upon request.  We've requested several times in the long deferred rebasing but I will pull that out.

I know there are other people behind me and I don't want to take the Board's time or everybody else's time trying to look up the reference.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm sorry, Dwayne, I interrupted you.

MR. QUINN:  No, David, it just -- my understanding is you don't have the non-utility continuity schedules.

Did Enbridge file the continuity schedules for the utility-regulated assets?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it would probably be most efficient for to us make our way through the prefiled evidence at the next break and confirm what's there and what's not there.

We expect anything that was filed would be part of the, I'll call it Exhibit 2 materials that relate to rate base.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, you are talking about at the lunch break, you're talking about?

MR. STEVENS:  If it's important, we can take a break now.  I'm in your hands.

MR. QUINN:  No, no, no, no, I -- honestly I won't be able to ask a lot of questions about it because I'll need to digest it, but I couldn't find what I was looking for and, frankly, this was not my area of focus amongst the division of responsibilities amongst our intervenors, but I want to make sure we've got all the information in front of ourselves and the Board, before we get into deliberations and discussions in the settlement conference.  So -- go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  The question that I had to -- for you, is -- I understand, broadly speaking, how all of this fits into the various determination of rates for 2024.

That being said, the OEB has specifically deferred the determination of I'll call it storage cost allocation, the allocation of costs as between regulated and unregulated operations to Phase 2.

So I didn't -- I was curious as to where you see the dividing line in terms of what is in scope now and what's in scope in the later phase of this proceeding.

MR. QUINN:  The proposed January 1st 2024 rates will have costs that have been allocated from storage to -- and been functionalized to deliverability and other aspects of what Enbridge does.  If we don't have, one, understanding, but, two, an inability to test how that's being done, our January 2024 may be off.

Now I respect the Board has left opportunity for things to be refined, Phase 2 but I thought that we had to, at least, attempt to ensure that things are in the right place.  And fortunately with Amy's diligence we are recognizing that not everything is in the right place going into January 1, 2024 because we have pipes that should be in storage in distribution.

So we are asking questions like that and we are trying to understand the continuity schedules that would demonstrate an appropriate division of costs during the rebasing periods to the respect of utility and non-utility storage and that's what we were trying to check.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand that, and thank you for that Dwayne.  From my perspective, one set of inquiry might be whether Enbridge has properly reflected the storage allocation approach which it says that it's using, and I can see that fitting within Phase 1.

It does strike me though that if questions then proceed into the reasonableness of that approach and whether changes should be made to that approach, we're really talking about something that's been reserved to Phase 2.

MR. QUINN:  I understand if I've gotten into that level of detail, Mr. Stevens, you're right, that should probably await Phase 2.

What I'm going to propose, if you don't mind, that I step back, Mr. Richler, because I don't want to be distracted or spend time trying to pursue questions that may not be able to be answered without the data in this proceeding, and I'm hoping to get an undertaking at the end of this, Mr. Stevens, one way or the other, but I need to do my homework a little bit more.

So if others could go and I will make sure I get my questions in, later this morning or this afternoon.  Likely after the break.

Maybe if I could start off after the break, that way Mr. Stevens can tell me what he found and I'll tell him what I found and, ultimately, we hopefully can figure out what is done appropriately in Phase 1.  Does that work for you, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  We're certainly, you know, in your hands as to if you want to split your time and ask some questions later.

We hope that you will be able to do your questions before 2:00 o'clock.

I think OPI has indicated they're not available until 2:00 o'clock and I know people are making travel plans to finish, based on the schedule, so we're not looking to proceed anywhere beyond the scheduled time for this panel.

MR. QUINN:  And I understand that we are not going home at nine o'clock tonight, so that's a good thing also.  I respect that.

So, Mr. Richler if you would allow me to step back and next on the panel -- if the parties could step up and I'll start again after lunch.

MR. RICHLER:  Let me just -- let me just check first of all.  Next on our list is TCPO.  Mr. Musial, I see you're there.  Is this okay with you?  Are you ready to use your time now and then Mr. Quinn can come back after lunch?

MR. MUSIAL:  Yeah.  Excuse me, that's okay with me.  I might give a heads-up to Energy Probe as well though.  I don't think I will be using my 20 minutes.  I really only have one question.

MR. RICHLER:  Thanks for accommodating us.  Why don't you go ahead and ask your question and we'll see where we are at and we'll either break for lunch or move on to next on our list.  Thanks.

MR. MUSIAL:  Sounds good.
Examination by Mr. Musial:

MR. MUSIAL:  So good morning panel.  This question is really a bit of a follow-on from what I asked yesterday that has to do with the cost allocation changes and the cost allocation benefit to Union South that they formerly received.

So I'm looking at the response to Exhibit I.4.7-TCPL-2 and I just wanted to ask -- might ask for some information but maybe just an explanation.

I'm looking at the response to part (a) and halfway through the last paragraph there, I will just read a section.
"The cost allocation benefit Union South in franchise customers receive at the expense of direct purchase customers with a Parkway delivery obligation was approximately equivalent to the PDCI payment cost at the time of the PDO settlement framework,"

Which I believe was around 2014.

And now, as of this proceeding, the PDCI payment cost is approximately, I believe, a little less than $18 million.  And the cost allocation benefit mentioned is a little over 3 million.

So I was just hoping to get a bit of an explanation of what happened to those numbers in the interim between the PDO settlement and now where they used to be equal and now the cost allocation benefit is so much smaller?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  If you wouldn't mind just giving us a moment to confer.

[Witness panel confers]


MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  As a result of some of the other cost allocation proposals that we've made in this application, including the proposal to change costs between Dawn Parkway and Dawn Station, as well as taking out the Parkway Station from the Dawn Parkway transmission system, removing those costs out of the Dawn Parkway transmission system, moving them into the other components is reducing the benefit of a credit on the distance weighting on the Dawn Parkway system alone.

MR. MUSIAL:  Okay, so would it be -- would that mean that essentially what you're saying is over time from 2014 to, say, 2022 did the cost allocation benefit and the PDCI amounts, they were relatively, I guess, the same over that time and it's -- it's the work that's gone into this rebasing proceeding, this cost allocation changed that has really changed the benefit?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  We don't do a cost allocation study on an annual basis, so the only comparable time I can run the benefit versus the PDCI cost was back in 2013.

And I don't have an annual continuity of how those compare against each other since then.

MR. MUSIAL:  Okay, so that was, I guess, going to be one of my questions was whether -- I know you said yesterday you can't do a forecast, kind of comparing with and without the cost allocation changes, but it sounds like you can't do a look back either of how that benefit has changed year-by-year; is that correct?

MR. MIKHAILA:  No, it cannot.  No, it cannot.

MR. MUSIAL:  Okay, I guess my final question on this then would be, you know what, I think -- no, I think that -- I think that probably answers my question, actually, so I think that's it for my time.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Musial.

Next on our list is Energy Probe.  Dr.  Higgin, are you ready to go now?  We're a little bit ahead of schedule.  Are you prepared to go now or do you need to wait until after lunch?

DR.  HIGGIN:  Mr. Richler, I'm ready to go.  I can go now.

MR. RICHLER:  Please go ahead.
Examination by Dr. Higgin:

DR.  HIGGIN:  So my question is follow-up to Energy Probe 94.  I'm just looking now at the response to part (b).  Let's turn now to the table.  Thank you.  So my follow-up questions is trying to -- I'm having trouble on the computer with my notes.  Give me a minute please.

It says -- and so the reply says that you basically updated the volumes that I had in the question, and this is the response.

So my follow-up questions are as follows:  With respect to the rate classes that I asked for, I did not ask for the rate 01, as you see here.

So the next question is: Can you provide the volumes -- not the volumes, sorry, the revenue requirement for volume 1 for rate 1.

MR. KAMINSKI:  Yes, we can you table 1 to include rate 01.

DR.  HIGGIN:  Thank you.  That's the main --


MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as an undertaking, Dr.  Higgin, JT8.5.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.5:  ADD TO TABLE 1 THE REVENUE REQUIREMENT ALLOCATED TO RATE 1 AND RATE 10.

DR.  HIGGIN:  Yes, so the idea is to add to the table, table 1, the revenue requirement allocated to rate 1.

MR. STEVENS:  Excuse me.  It's David Stevens for Enbridge.

Just wondering, Roger, while that's being done would it be helpful to also add rate 10?

DR.  HIGGIN:  No, not really -- well you could.  I'm -- I'm fine to do that, David.

It's not a exactly what we are involved with, but yes, you could add rate 10 as well.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

DR.  HIGGIN:  Then the other question I have is simply to the overall revenue requirement that's shown here.

I mean where we get the new percentages, but this number at the bottom doesn't seem to be the latest revenue requirement.  Is that the case or not?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Give us a moment to confer, please?

[Witness panel confers]

DR.  HIGGIN:  I could just help you.  I have a number that I've seen as being 6343.4.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Mr. Higgin, if I could point you to Exhibit 7, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 8, column (b), the total net revenue requirement is what's allocated to rate classes through the cost allocation study and, Angela, if you don't mind scrolling down to line 35.  The total revenue requirement cost allocation rate cost is 6,000,312,905,000.  And that is the same total that is included in the --


DR.  HIGGIN:  Okay, I see it.  It is the difference between the gross and net that I was having trouble with.

Thank you very much for clarifying that.  So it would be just good to update the table would be very helpful to me.  And thank you again.  That's my only question.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Dr.  Higgin.  Let's try to squeeze in one more intervenor before lunch, Mr. Rubenstein.  I understand that you're ready to go.  You've got 15 minutes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you hear me?

MR. RICHLER:  We can.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein:

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  A number of my questions related to the tax matter and then some issues were also taken by way of undertaking earlier this morning.

Can I first ask if we can pull up 8.1-SEC-212?

So in this interrogatory we ask you to provide information with respect to school accounts and you provided a response in the next page.

I was wondering if by way of undertaking, you can do two things first:  With respect to the gas -- the breakdown between those accounts that are System Gas versus direct purchase.

I wonder if you could break that down by rate class and rate zone as was initially requested.

Two, can we ask that you verify the breakdown that you provided here between those two, as our numbers are (inaudible) and we just wanted --


[Reporter appeals.]


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  There is some weird error.  Thank you very much.  I'm not sure where I left off, but can I ask -- just repeat it.

Can I ask Enbridge to undertake to provide two things.  First, as requested in the initial interrogatory can you provide the breakdown between System Gas and direct purchase customers by rate zone and rate class?

And, two, can we ask you to verity the total numbers that you have provided here, with respect to System Gas and direct purchase.

Can you just verify that these are correct.  I ask only because our numbers are materially different and, ultimately, you will have the best numbers here, so I just want to make sure that these are correct.

MR. STEVENS:  (inaudible) Do you have the breakdown information by rate zone in terms of System Gas and direct purchase?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  We weren't involved in the preparation of this interrogatory response, so I'm not sure what is and is not available.

MR. STEVENS:  So we can provide that undertaking, Mark, subject to the caveat that if for some strange reason the information is not available, we'll explain that.

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

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT8.6.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.6:  TO PROVIDE THE BREAKDOWN INFORMATION BY RATE ZONE IN TERMS OF SYSTEM GAS AND DIRECT PURCHASE.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask if we go to exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 8., attachment 10.

These are the bill impact tables.  Do you see that in this attachment?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we see it.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I was wondering if you could provide what was presumably Excel spreadsheet that is beneath this, that determines the bill impacts.

The reason I ask is because you have provided Excel spreadsheets of this table, but it's not the actual model that develops the bill impacts.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, we can pull that together.  Do you have any specific rate class or rate zone you are looking for that might help in the preparation of it?  It is quite a, you know, lot of calculations that go behind this.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I mean presumably it is a rate class, which my clients are in so M1, M2, 01, 026.  Sorry, Rate 6, rate 1.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  So you would be satisfied if we provided the details behind this for the general service rate classes in each rate zone?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, but I just want to be clear it's not just the details.  I mean I have an idea of obviously what we've done, but the actual modeling.

And the reason where it gets complicated at least from just looking at this is because you are providing annual volumes, right, for the delivery rates but obviously delivery rates in any given month are not, because of the sort of the bucketing, it's very hard to understand exactly -- presumably you have some sort of load -- I don't know if load profile is the right term but monthly profile of usage to develop that, and that's where we are, so if you could provide the underlying information and the models for at least the general services classes, that would be beneficial for my purposes.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I will just caveat that the models are just an Excel calculation but...

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's even better.

MR. MIKHAILA:  We can provide the monthly profiles in addition to the calculation of the --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.  But it would be helpful to have actually have the spreadsheet so they could be adjusted.

MR. MIKHAILA:  We can provide it in Excel.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as JT8.7 and just a rough synopsis of that discussion, I suppose, would be to provide the spreadsheets underlying the table on the screen which is headed, Calculation of sales, service and direct purchase bill impacts for typical small and large customers EGD rate zone.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I think how I would say it would be the underlying Excel models for the purposes of the bill impact tables for the general service classes.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.7:  PROVIDE THE UNDERLYING EXCEL MODELS FOR THE PURPOSES OF THE BILL IMPACT TABLES FOR THE GENERAL SERVICE CLASSES.

MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens speaking, Mark.  With that description in mind though, you are satisfied though you are satisfied with the way that Amy described what she has and what she's planning to provide?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Is there a difference?

MR. STEVENS:  I just want to make sure there's no disconnect between what Amy says exists and what you are expecting to receive?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I can summarize what I believe we are going to provide is the general service for each rate zone calculation of the bill impacts provided on this attachment, with a detail that includes the monthly profiles in the derivation of the total bill impact?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can I ask, in what you're going to provide, are you going to provide it ability -- so for example, large customer rate 1 Enbridge has the 5,048 m-cubed per year.

If that -- is it -- say I change that to 10,000, just making up a number here, you can see automatically what the bill impact change would be?

MR. MIKHAILA:  No, we don't have it in that way.  We just have the monthly profile for the 5,048.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And then you manually or -- all right, well if you provide it in the profiles I guess we can figure what you have and we'll -- I could probably put the rest together.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes.

MR. RICHLER:  So again that was JT8.7.  Some of these undertakings defy outline in one sentence or less so I don't think we can do it any better than we've done.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  As you note, if you can go to, for example, page 7 which has the Union South rate zone bill impacts.

I think you would agree with me that with respect to Union South rate zone customers there is significant bill impacts, and that's as a result of the harmonization, the 2024 harmonization proposal and in contrast, for example, there's material rate decreases for Union North?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, the Union South rate zone has the largest bill impacts of our proposal.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And did you, in -- when you were developing your cost allocation rate design proposals did you consider any mitigation approaches with respect to the effect in 2024 of rate harmonization?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  We did consider a proposed mitigation measures when we noticed that rate classes were exceeding a total bill impact of 10 percent.

And that's described at exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 6.  Beyond that, we did not design other rate mitigation proposals as a result of the rate 1 rate zone impacts in this application.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So what mitigation did you undertake for 2024 in those scenarios?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Beginning on page 4, we described the two rate design measures that we have done for rate mitigation.

The first is a review of the monthly customer charge and the level that we charge each rate class, and that's on page 4.  And the second measure is described beginning on page 7, the delivery of revenue adjustments and those are described further in table 3 where we've adjusted the proposed revenue requirement for recovery in 2024 on a revenue-neutral basis for the rate classes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  If I go back to the bill impacts table that you've provided that we were just looking at.  It was attachment 10, 828, attachment 10 for Union South there are rate classes that have, based on your own typical customers, depending on the size that are not listed there that have rate classes that have total bill impacts about 10 percent.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes, in our review of the total impacts, we did focus on a typical customer in the rate class and for rate F1 we did review it at the residential customer level, the 2200.

Although the -- there is a bill impact here shown on the screen of 12.2 percent for that 9.9 percent, including the federal carbon charge, it's also offset by the proposal for the disposition of the deferral balances that is described in Exhibit 9, tab 2, schedule 2.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I was wondering if you can provide a revised version of the bill impacts that include -- and I guess would have an additional set of columns or lines that include the DVA disposition?

MR. MIKHAILA:  We can do that, again.  Can we complete it for the general service, all the typical profiles described here in it attachment 10 for the general service rate classes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That's fine for my purpose.

Maybe some others who are here may want to prefer other ones but that's fine and that would be for all the rate zones, not just for Union South.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And can I also ask when you file that if you can include the Excel version of it, similar that you filed the Excel version of this in the prefiled evidence.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes.  We can file it in Excel, as well.

MR. RICHLER:  Before I give that an undertaking number I see Ms. Wainewright you have your hand up.  Did you want to add something now?

MS. WADE:  Yes, please.

Linda Wainewright on behalf of Six Nations Natural Gas.  Could we have the same information added for rate M9, please?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we can provide that.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, so --


MS. WADE:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  So that will be undertaking JT8.8.

And could I just ask Enbridge to summarize the undertaking please for the record.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.8:  TO ADD ADDITIONAL COLUMN TO SCHEDULE FOR THE GENERAL SERVICE RATE CLASSES AND M9 THAT INCLUDE THE PERCENTAGE TOTAL BILL IMPACT, INCLUDING DISPOSITION OF DEFERRAL AND VARIANCE ACCOUNTS, AS PROPOSED IN THIS APPLICATION.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  We are going to add I guess, an additional column to the schedule for the general service rate classes and M9, that includes the percentage total bill impact, including the disposition of the deferral and variance accounts, as proposed in this application.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, and assume to do that, you'd also include some rows that actually would show that number, as well.

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we'll provide the dollar amount, as well as the percentage impact.

MR. RICHLER:  So again that was JT8.8.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Not really an undertaking but, as I understood, as it related to your comment at the beginning of this panel about identifying an error with respect to the Dawn Corruna allocation.  And I understood the comments from Mr. Stevens that you were -- you have proposed that you will file an updated cost allocation study in advance of the settlement conference; did you understand that correctly?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, we will update the cost allocation study to reclassify the Dawn Corruna project as well as the existing pipelines between Tecumseth and Dawn, from where they are currently functionalized in the distribution, into the appropriate functionalization which will be storage.

We will file it at the same time we've filed the commitment that we've made to the file a cost allocation study for the existing rate classes, and that was done in 7.0-Staff-237.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  And I would ask at the same time, and now I apologize, I can't find my notes.  In response to, I believe, an E under interrogatory, the number is -- I've lost the number, but you had provided an Excel version of the cost allocation model.

I was wondering when you file the updated cost allocation model, you'll provide the Excel, as well?

MR. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Stevens for tracking purposes would it help you to give that a new undertaking number?

MR. STEVENS:  I'm in your hands, Ian.

It's not something that's going to be satisfied on the same timeline as the rest of the undertaking, so I'm not sure whether it would assist or not to have an undertaking number associated with it, but we're happy either way.

MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Rubenstein, do you have a view?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean, maybe we can mark it just so that everyone -- it's somewhere on the record for identification and there's is something to track when it does get filed with the Board, right?  But I understand that it's -- I am -- I recognize that it is a different type of undertaking and that I'm --


MR. STEVENS:  We are fine to have it noted as an undertaking.  Our response when the answers go in will be this is forthcoming before the settlement conference.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  So that will be JT8.9 and, again, just for the record could I ask someone to attempt to summarize that, please?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well I'd ask Enbridge to summarize what they're going to do and then --


MR. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I had described it, but I can describe it, again, that we are going to correct the functionalization of the Dawn to Corruna project and the existing pipeline between Tecumseth and Dawn from the functionalization of distribution, where it currently is into the storage functionalization.  And we have also committed to file the cost allocation study in Excel format.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.9:  TO CORRECT THE FUNCTIONALIZATION OF THE DAWN TO CORRUNA PROJECT AND THE EXISTING PIPELINE BETWEEN TECUMSETH AND DAWN FROM THE FUNCTIONALIZATION OF DISTRIBUTION, WHERE IT CURRENTLY IS INTO THE STORAGE FUNCTIONALIZATION.  ALSO COMMIT TO FILE THE COST ALLOCATION STUDY IN EXCEL FORMAT.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Did you give that a number?

MR. RICHLER:  Yeah, it was JT8.9.

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

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  Let's take our lunch break now.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Mr. Richler.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, Mr. Quinn.

MR. QUINN:  You've been busy, so you may not have noticed.  I copied you on the email also.

I sent an email to Angela, Cherida, David and Michael and yourself that has the decision out of the last rebasing proceeding relative to planned continuity.

In addition, there is the -- our request which was completed for planned continuity schedules out of the 2020 deferrals proceeding.

So I don't know, Mr. Stevens, if you want to look at that over lunch hour or have on the screen -- discuss it now.

MR. STEVENS:  I think if there's anything additional to what you've sent by email that we should consider please let us know, but we are certainly not in a position to make any responses at this moment.  We'll have to talk about it over lunch.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, I was trying to on-the-fly, to keep us moving but we can take it up after lunch.  If I may start after lunch, Mr. Richler, I am prepared to do that.

MR. RICHLER:  That's fine with me.  I had not seen your email, so I was going to propose -- and we had scheduled 45 minutes.  Mr. Stevens, do you need any more time than that to -- and to -- Mr. Quinn's request?

MR. STEVENS:  I think 45 minutes will be sufficient.  We are eager to finish early if we can today.

MR. RICHLER:  Great.  So we will see you back here at 12:45.  Thank you to everyone.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:01 p.m.
--- On resuming at 12:45 p.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back, everyone.  We're going to resume with Mr. Quinn.  Please go ahead.  And I have you down for 30 minutes left.
Examination by Mr. Quinn:

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you Mr. Richler, I may or may not need that time, depending on the answers from Mr. Stevens.

Before the break I had forwarded to Enbridge and to Board Staff, the decision out of the 2013 Union rebasing proceeding about capital continuity schedules and subsequently, sorry, for the 2020 deferral proceeding, EB-2021-0149.

We had requested these schedules as they had been provided in the first deferral account proceeding after the merger.  So we are asking for those continuity schedules and I want to provide Mr. Stevens with some time to consider what they can do and how we can handle it at this point.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  We did have an opportunity to talk.  We didn't have the opportunity to perhaps get all the information in terms of what's available and what's not available.  But maybe, as a starting point, it'll be helpful for me to understand what is it that you're asking Enbridge to provide?

We have confirmed there's nothing within the two series of exhibits that includes a continuity schedule for unregulated storage.

So if you could describe what it is that you're asking Enbridge to add to the record, please?

MR. QUINN:  Well, I guess of course if it's not on the record, by way of undertaking, to provide the continuity schedules.  They're piecemealed through the respected deferral account for some time, if Enbridge could provide because I trust you have them, the continuity schedules for Union Gas rate zone from that rebasing and then in addition after the merger, the Enbridge, Enbridge Gas distribution rate zone continuity schedules as was provided in the 2020 deferral account proceeding.

MR. STEVENS:  So you're asking for the Union Gas rate zone continuity schedules or unregulated storage assets?

MR. QUINN:  I prefer non-utility, David, because in point of fact and we try to make this clear for everybody who may not be understanding, the Board still regulates the storage, correct?

MR. STEVENS:  Fair enough.  Non-utility is fine.  We don't need to get into a discussion of what --


MR. QUINN:  The reality is they don't regulate the rate but they still regulate the plant assets and it's part of what we're here doing today.  So I just want confusion as to why we're spending so much time on things the Board doesn't regulate.

MR. STEVENS:  Non-utility is fine.

Again, by confirming your ask here, I'm not actually agreeing just yet.  I'm just trying to understand the ask.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  So it's the Union Gas rate zone continuity schedules for non-utility storage assets from 2013, I suppose, to 2022 is what you're asking for?

MR. QUINN:  2022, but you would still, I would suggest, be able to do your test year.  I'm trying to think.  The bridge year and test year.  Any reason you couldn't do bridge year and test year?

MR. STEVENS:  We don't know the answer to that, Dwayne, that is one of the things we didn't have time to confirm as to how such things might exist or not exist for non-utility assets on a prospective basis.

MR. QUINN:  But David, to be clear, though, if you're separating any costs between the capital of the utility and the non-utility you have to do that.  So you would have to have the utilities assets as you're going to be asking the Board to put in a rate base.  So if you've already have done that exercise, I trust then you would have the outcome of that exercise which would be the non-utility storage assets.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand the assumption you're making.  I can't promise you what exists and what doesn't exist.

But, again, I'm just trying to understand the request right now.

And then you also indicated you had the same request, I believe, for the non-utility storage assets from the EGD rate zone from 2019, I suppose, you're requesting through 2024?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  And David, if I may, just to help those who are trying to understand this, including Mr. Richler who, with respect, hasn't been involved in as many of these proceedings.

If I can ask Angela to put up on the screen the plan continuity from the deferral proceeding.  That is the name of it.  It was one of the two attachments.  Thank you.

If you scroll this down to page two, that is what was provided in the deferral account proceedings for the gas distribution rate zone and as Enbridge referred to it Enbridge unregulated gas plant which we discussed already.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for bringing that up, Dwayne.

For clarity, if we were to look at this table representing 2020, does this table include or is this table what you're asking for, for that particular year?

MR. QUINN:  This, I believe David, from what I've seen from Union Gas schedules over the year this is kind of a summary table.  We would like the fulsome tables.

The reality is some of this, you're right, may lead into Phase II.  But what is being proposed to go into the utilities, utility rate base for storage should be an outcome of this process, and we should be able to see that.

Maybe by point of illustration, maybe I can ask Ms. Mikhaila, since she uncovered and I'm glad she has, that

the pipes between Dawn and Corunna that were allocated to distribution rate zone, sorry, distribution assets.

Where would she see that?  Where would she see that level of detail that we may see that level of detail and understand how assets have been allocated over the deferred rebasing period.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I became aware of that only through inquiry of my colleagues when I was specifically looking into the Dawn to Corunna project you had asked about yesterday.

MR. QUINN:  What schedule would they have gone to, Ms. Mikhaila, to try to discern the allocation methodology?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I'm sorry, I can't answer that.  I'm not sure what they looked at.  I think it was the system of record for the plant accounting system, I believe.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, did you have more questions for Amy?

MR. QUINN:  Just trying to get her to explain.  I thought it might provide more clarity.  But I think it might be the next level of detail down from what we need, David.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  I think that may be a further point of discussion between you and me as to what is the further point of detail that is needed or not needed at this stage of the proceeding.

But is there anything more, before I confer with my colleagues?  Is there anything more that is comprised within your request?

MR. QUINN:  Using that as an example, how do ratepayers know how these assets have been allocated over time and be able to at least, at some level of detail, understand these allocations are ongoing and the non-utilities getting what it should; utilities getting what it should.  But when we start getting into deliverability and the changes that have happened to the storage fields since, well, since in Union's territory from 2013, now in Enbridge territory Enbridge Gas territory since the merged, how does the Board have comfort that these allocations have happened appropriately unless we have this information in a way that says the 2024 rate base for the storage assets has been handled appropriately?

We don't have much to go on, including an example of a major pipeline that still isn't in place has been misallocated in the detail, but we don't get a chance to see the detail and it only has arisen because we asked the questions yesterday.

MR. STEVENS:  It appears that Amy has a comment to offer.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila. I just like to clarify that the misallocation between -- of the Dawn Corruna project between distribution and storage is only impacting the cost allocation study.

This is how EGD had previously -- EGD had previously included the TR1 and TR2 pipelines in distribution.  It was for cost allocation purposes that it was reclassified.

I just want to make that clear, that it's not an accounting issue.  It was a cost allocation miss.

MR. QUINN:  I understand and respect, there's a lot of things here, Amy, you've had to go through and in terms of a lot of changes happened at the same time.  I'm talking about a lot of moving parts.

But Enbridge has insight.  You have information asymmetry.  You know what you've done.  We on the outside are trying to say, okay what was done?  And is it fair and appropriate and aligned with what the Board has said?

And, Mr. Stevens, you're well aware that we've asked in a number of settlement conferences for additional detail about the addition of storage assets; what their purpose was and how those costs were allocated.  And we're trying to trace this through now to say, okay, at the end of the day, is the storage number for the utility correct? And has it borne the costs it should and have other costs been separated appropriately?

MR. STEVENS:  Understood, Dwayne.  And again, I think there's a real debate as to what's in Phase I and what's in Phase II.

All that being said, I just want to understand, make sure that we have the full scope of your request.  We want to talk about it and respond to you immediately.  But before we talk about it I want to make sure I have the full scope of your request.

MR. QUINN:  I didn't understand that, David I thought you might be taking it away.  And we hear some time next week by form of letter or something what we're going to get.  So if you want to take away now then I will just stand down.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  It's David Stevens again.  I see Dwayne's camera is off so I will wait until he's ready.

MR. QUINN:  I just took my camera off, David.

MR. STEVENS:  So, we've discussed this.  Enbridge Gas is prepared to provide for the Union Gas rate zone from 2013 through 2022 and perhaps for 2023 and 2024, assuming that is exists the same form of continuity schedule as we see was produced in the deferrals proceedings for 2020.

Enbridge Gas is similarly prepared to provide that continuity information for non-utility storage assets for the EGD rate zone from 2019 through 2022 or 2024 depending what material exists.

Enbridge Gas is not prepared to provide the next level of detail in terms of all of the underlying information and details behind these summary tables, as we believe that is an item that will be explored within Phase II of this proceeding when storage costs to allocation is directly in issue.

MR. QUINN:  In respect of time, Mr. Stevens, but my question to you is to the extent Phase II proceeding, an issue arises that cost shift one way or another, it's your understanding the Board can and would make the appropriate adjustment to overall rates if a storage change impacted those rates in Phase II?  Is that --


MR. STEVENS:  It's my understanding, Dwayne, that the rates that are approved through Phase I continue to be interim and parties can make submissions in Phase II as to what changes might result later.

MR. QUINN:  Okay so.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm not presupposing what would happen, but that is open for discussion later, I believe. We've had that discussion previously when the phasing of the case was discussed.

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough, David.  The only other clarification to make -- so the '23 and '24 numbers are on a best efforts basis; is what you're saying?

MR. STEVENS:  If the information -- if the information exists to create these tables for 2023 and 2024, then they will be provided.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And lastly, I saw my friend Mr. Rubenstein come on there and he asked my question before lunch.  Can we make sure we get this in an Excel format, please?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I'm not sure, just looking at the sheet, perhaps you can explain to me what's the benefit of this in Excel format?  Like, what sort of manipulation anybody might need to do?

MR. QUINN:  Be able to track annual costs and possibly this is maybe where we bring a point of clarification.  These were done on an annual basis.  Obviously the capital continuity we asked for them and we get what happened in this case here for 2020 actuals.

So when we get this output, I assume we're getting a series of sheets and we use Union Gas as the example, one for 2014, one for 2015, one for 2016.  That is the way they have been used and are useful in the past because it shows us what happens on an annual basis.

I'm not expecting we get one number for 10 years worth of capital adjustments because that tells us very little to nothing.

MR. STEVENS:  The expectation is that we would be -- what we have on the screen in front of us for the 2020 case is a continuity schedule based on 2020 actuals.  The undertaking that we are providing is to produce a series of these schedules.  So starting back whether it's in 2013, assuming that is available, and go through 2022 or 2024.

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  That is, again, why I'm querying what the usefulness of an Excel view of this is.  It may well be I'm just missing something, but I want to understand that.

MR. QUINN:  It's data, Mr. Stevens.  And we use it for trends.  We use it for analysis.  In some cases we use it for convenience to build our own tables to see it in a different perspective.

Frankly, I have, beyond the tables which we appreciate Enbridge providing these Excel tables.  I have had a dozen tables taken out where with I take a PDF and create my own Excel spreadsheet out of it.  That just takes time.  If Enbridge has this and likely will produce it in some form of Excel or Access database an output to an Excel spreadsheet is just the push of a button.

MR. STEVENS:  Just one moment, please.

Dwayne, if the tables exist in Excel format, we will produce them in Excel.  If they don't exist in that, we're not going to back engineer it.

MR. QUINN:  Fine, we'll invest the time and make our own sheets.  I don't want to take any more time, Mr. Richler, on this.  I appreciate everybody's indulgence for getting this at this juncture, but I think it's important to the Board so I will leave it at that, thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  So, Mr. Quinn, let's note that undertaking as JT8.10 that is to provide the continuity information just discussed.  And just so I'm clear, do you have more questions or are you done?
UNDERTAKING NO. 8.10:  TO PROVIDE THE CONTINUITY INFORMATION JUST DISCUSSED.

MR. QUINN:  I had a line of questions and I'm hearing from Amy that it's what she called, I believe, the system of records.  We're not seeking that level of detail.

We're just trying to understand ourselves and I am not a cost allocation specialist but I would like to understand these schedules a bit better and I was going to

take this panel to one schedule, ask a few questions to understand and that should be another 10 minutes or so. Which would be the half hour that you offered me.

Is that okay to proceed?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, please do.  I have you, yeah, you have about eight minutes left.

MR. QUINN:  I will do my best.

If we could turn up from the evidence, Exhibit 7, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 5, please.

Thank you.  So these are relatively generic questions.  There's nothing specific in the numbers.  But as I move across the spreadsheet and I'm trying to understand the allocation process.  We have classifications that yield different, whether deliverability, space, those factors in column E.  But then in some cases and I've seen in columns, F and G, I will focus on those and leave the others aside for now.

Using land rights, which is line two.  We have 38.3, and in deliverability, and 35.2 in space.

Can you help me with how that function or classification, sorry, is being functionalized into numbers that are an output and allocation across both space and deliverability.

MR. SO:  If you look, for example, if we look at land rights.  It's actually functionalized by the deliverability, space and operational continuity functional factors.  We split the deliverability and space 50 and 50.  And the space is actually further split between operational contingency and space.  So the reason why we are using the 50/50 split between deliverability and space, it's because land rights is actually serve both purposes for deliverability and space and so that is why we are doing that.  And in addition, this methodology has been approved in the Union cost study in 2013.

MR. QUINN:  If I'm hearing that properly -- thank you for your answer.

If I'm hearing that properly, then the 29, 2,994 in the contingency space of H is an allocation.  And I'm going to ask the question, you can correct me if I'm wrong; an allocation that is done from the operational contingency allocations that I discussed with Mr. Pardy the other day, that number is a number that comes out of another process and then netted out of a space number. Would that be correct?

MR. SO:  It's actually based on the operational contingency from the storage operations, and then it's the percentage between the total storage space and the operational contingency space required and that is how the percentage comes out.

MR. QUINN:  That is different than I would have thought.  Would that number not be consistent -- oh, you're saying the percentage of the space that is considered operational contingency?  Is that what you're saying?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, Mr. Quinn, it's the 15.6, PJ's as a percent of the 199.4 PK.

MR. QUINN:  That is helpful, Ms. Mikhaila.  I was just trying to make sure I had the math right.  I use land rights as an example.  If we go down to wells and lines, I see similar process.  Can you confirm that is done in the same type of methodology using the same percentage allocations for operation contingency?

MR. SO:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. QUINN:  That is very helpful.  And I don't think
-- so, yeah, the next in terms of the net plant, all of the schedules then would follow that approach, but accumulated depreciation, the depreciation rates would vary for the respective items on the left hand side I trust?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, the allocation of depreciation expense between deliverability, space, operational contingency follows the growth plant in each category and the depreciation percentages of each asset type.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

So I just want to go down to the last question then on page three of four.  Thank you.

Line 68, 68, we have market storage demand.  So this is your, sorry, market base.  Sorry.  Market storage fuel. But then it's classified to market storage demand.  Can you help me with how that allocation is done?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I might just walk you through this line, Mr. Quinn.  I think it might help.

So the total revenue requirement is the 13.947 for market base storage.

We direct assigned the amount of 701 in column B, using a factor called market storage field but that factor, direct assigns the 701,000 into storage commodity. And then the remaining amount of 13-million-246 is allocated use the factor market storage demand, which is allocating the demand costs for market based storage between deliverability and space.  And that factor is derived using the net plant of Union's -- not Union -- Enbridge, the net plant of Enbridge assets split between deliverability and space.

MR. QUINN:  A couple of questions.  That was helpful Ms. Mikhaila.

A couple of questions.  It's not 50/50 like it was for the previous allocations.  What is the basis of the split between deliverability and space?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Can you just give me a moment?  I just would like to check something.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, okay, thank you.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The market base storage contracts are entered into for one price is my understanding.  There's not allocation between deliverability space in those contracts.  We pay one price and get both space and deliverability out of those contracts.

So what we proposed to do is allocate the demand cost for the market base storage contracts in proportion to the net plant of deliverability space excluding line pack and base pressure gas.  So we're using the calculations within the line 406 of this schedule and the total net plant excluding -- and we've excluded the line pack and the base pressure gas to get what our own utility asset split is between deliverability and space and we've applied that same percentage to the market base contracts.

MR. QUINN:  So just, it's just a simplifying assumption based on your own plant that is the way the costs would be notionally allocated but in this case it's from a market base contract that doesn't break them out.

MS. MIKHAILA:  That's correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Okay.  I said last question, but as I scroll down, under storage, you have also looks like supervision at a comparable but not the same percentage.  They're not 50/50 like the other ones.

Is there a difference in the basis of that allocation?

MR. KAMINSKI:  Greg Kaminski.  The supervision costs are allocated in proportion to the direct costs like in the line items below for O&M on the storage classification.

So if we go down, Angela, we go to page, yeah, look at line 71.  You'll see the storage supervision or sorry, line 72.  Storage supervision 9843, 4272 and 363.  That is in proportion to the direct costs of the items below, the storage O&M.

MR. QUINN:  I didn't quite follow that, Mr. Kaminski.  But with the benefit of the transcript and what

I have in front of me, I think I should be able to get that.

Thank you, panel, for the answers and thank you Mr. Stevens for the undertakings.

Mr. Richler, those are my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.

Next up is VECC.  And after VECC will be APPrO.  OEB Staff was scheduled to go between VECC and APPrO, but I can advise that Staff no longer has any questions for these witnesses.

Mr. Garner, over to you.
Examination by Mr. Garner:

MR. GARNER:  Thank you, Mr. Richler.  I guess that puts the pressure on me to get the day over with for you.

So I'm going to ask the panel to go now from all this detail to raise yourself up to the 30,000 level here because I'm struggling with a conceptual problem and partly it's the way the proceeding has been organized. And I will let Mr. Stevens chime in if he'd like to help me understand.

As I understand it, perhaps, the way we've organized this proceeding, as I understand it, the issue of the zones, singular zone or one zone, and the issues of the rate structure, the SFDD structure and all that, that comes later in it.  But the cost allocation study that you're proposing right now as I understand it, and I think heard this morning is premised on the concept of a singular zone; isn't that correct?

MR. STEVENS:  Maybe I could start and I'm sure Amy will correct me and expand on this.  But at 30,000 feet, which is probably where I fly best, the Phase I does look at moving to one rate zone.

In Phase I the cost allocation study looks at the costs of the entire utility and assigns them to rate classes.  And so, essentially, that is the initial harmonization.  And then the second step of harmonization is to create actual rates that apply to everybody within the Enbridge Gas franchise.

MR. GARNER:  I can understand and, again, I'm not here to argue it.  I can understand how you interpret that way.

I guess when I looked at the issues list and under cost allocation it seemed to me that the actual issue of a singular rate zone wasn't being determined now.

But leave that as it may, because I think that gets to the question I want to put to the panel.  Which is simply:  If one does accept this cost allocation methodology at its highest level without a lot of detail in it, one is accepting the concept of a singular rate zone, right?  They go together; they go hand in glove.

It wouldn't make sense to try and create other rate zones under this cost allocation method.  Is that a fair statement?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I think that is fair comment that you've made, Mr. Garner.  As I did previously mention and commit to in 7.00 SEC 237 we will be filing a

cost allocation study at the current rate zones.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Now, that cost allocation study will be underpinned by the methodologies we've proposed here; just the cost will be broken out, but we will still be applying the same allocations to the costs per zone to create that study.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  That is what I understood too.

Again, let's go with Mr. Stevens interpretation of it, we're determining singular rate zone right now in any event.  Let's say that is what we're arguing.  The question I have then is the reason fundamentally, again, at the highest level that you are creating a single rate zone is that the data that you're collecting now as two is totally amalgamated, the data has become in many places singular; there is no Union data, no Enbridge data, simply certain financial records, let's say, of operations, et cetera, that are singular in form and can't be bifurcated in any fashion that you could logically bifurcate it.

Is that fundamentally the reason for a singular rate zone?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I don't know if that is the only reason.  There are definitely, as you mentioned, the operating costs that are now one company. We don't have operating costs by rate zone.

We do have the rate base because we were previously two utilities.  We do have the rate base split but we do

not have the operating cost split.  But I'd say beyond just the financial information available, it's really -- we're proposing one rate zone for a lot of other reasons, including how customers are served and how -- we now have currently, we have rate zones that are adjacent to each other and I think you even mentioned this in the last hearing is:  How do we explain to customers on those boundaries where they're in different rate zones and paying different rates.

And Union was a little more unique in that.  We had Union South, and Union North and they were geographically separated now with EGD rate zone and Union, you have a lot of adjacent boundaries and customers on those adjacent boundaries are served similarly.  And it's challenging in that way, in explaining that to customers.

As well, there's the way the current rate zones work, the EDA delivery area, you have the Enbridge EDA and you have the Union EDA.  And in those customers, again, there's more adjacent boundaries but again those customers are served very similarly because they're in the same delivery area and then you have even within the same delivery area customers who are in different rate zones.

So not just availability of information, but just the logical approach to the view of our customers.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  Thank you.  And I think I've read some of that and understood some of that.  Let me just follow that up then.

Why when -- and Ms. Collier, you go back to these days:  Why when you had Centre Gas and you did keep two separate rate zones for the 20 years you've been amalgamated and under very similar circumstances, right, the two utilities got together, a transition period and as I understand it, the legacy rates and the legacy structures stayed with what they called the old centre zone, what became the northern zone of Union.  That was okay for that amalgamation.

But now the northern area, for instance, let's just take the north now, just focus on that one.  Now it's necessary to amalgamate again.  What's the trigger for making that sort of change when it worked so long for Union section of it now with the Enbridge section of it it's no longer a viable concept?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  As I mentioned, like, Union had the north and south, but they're physically separate.

MR. GARNER:  Still remain physically separate though.  Nothing physically is changing in any of this, right?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Agreed.  There's areas of Union North, particularly the north west that are more separate now from kind of the southern and central areas of the utility.  But there's a large majority of customers that are now in this south central eastern area that have all these adjacent boundaries.  And so the addition of EGD and Union together is why we've proposed this now where Union had not because the areas were physically separate.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  I'm not quite sure I understand.  Are you saying it's because some of the EGD, let's say, eastern Ottawa areas are now co-mingled up against the old southern areas that that would make a problem because now you'd have different sort of problems you never had as a Union North and South structure?  You gain when you have Enbridge structure along with it?

I'm having a little struggle still about why Union North isn't still Union North or Enbridge North under this proposal.

MS. MIKHAILA:  If we refer to Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 1, figure 1 on page five.

The Union North rate zone is both in green in the Union Northeast and blue, the Union northwest.  So it's not just north of the central area that is Union north, Union north rate zone.  It's also the eastern area that is there also co-mingled with the Ottawa area or the Enbridge EDA.  So it's not Union North is still physically separate.  Union North in itself is also still co-mingled.

I was going to say, in addition, we did receive a directive in the last hearing to review rate harmonization.  And it's also a filing requirement for utilities that have amalgamated.  So we did review it in response to that directive and this is the proposal that we are putting forward in order to do that.

Because now is the time, if we're going to bring the utility together, to do at this period of time.  Like, Union didn't initially and we had -- there was then never a time.  Now, following the amalgamation and our first rebasing application, this is the time to consider alternatives to the current rate zones.

MR. GARNER:  Don't take anything from my questions, I'm not arguing against the singular zone or not.  I just want to understand why these things happen this way.

Now, remember you were talking before talking about the financial part of it.  And one of the questions we asked:  I don't think it needs to be brought up but if you'd like to see it, it's I.4.4 VECC 48 I believe.

But all the question went to, it asked does Enbridge have regional cost areas where they basically keep records for regional areas?  And they said yes, we have, I think seven, could have been, I can't remember.

And so that begged the question to me about is there data available at the operating level that is available on a regional basis that could have been done to look at zoning and did you actually explore that when you were looking at your plan for a singular zone?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yeah, I'm not specifically familiar with this interrogatory myself unfortunately.

MR. GARNER:  Fair enough.

MS. MIKHAILA:  But I am aware, and we did explore this idea.  And when -- I'm not sure what detail is in here, but I do know for example the eastern area may be than area that we have O&M detail at a specific for.  But again it's not at that rate zone level.  It would be both the Enbridge EDA and Union EDA O&M detail which are still two separate rate zones currently.

MR. GARNER:  So you didn't go through an exercise or maybe you did, but -- so I'm asking you didn't go through an exercise once the companies were amalgamating and getting an understanding what was getting collected where to ask yourself could we create rate zones based on the information the way the amalgamated utilities collecting information?  Because I don't know what it could be, right?  You may be learning too because it's just another utility right and figuring out what do they collect where?  Did you go through anything where you studied that and rejected it and said that is not going to work, right?  That sort of thing?

MS. MIKHAILA:  The challenge with maybe creating rate zones based on how we operate as a combined utility is that we don't have the historical asset detail --


MR. GARNER:  Right.

MS. MIKHAILA:  -- to go along with it.  We may have the O&M detail by new structure and how the utility operates.  We don't have the rate base detail.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MS. MIKHAILA:  So that was something we considered, but recognized we didn't have the information.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  Okay.  Okay.  Thank you. Thank you, panel.  Those are my questions.  Thanks for that help.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.  Next up is APPrO.

Mr. Brady Yauch, over to you, please.
Examination by Mr. Yauch:

MR. YAUCH:  Good afternoon everyone.  I will make it simple.  We only have one question.  It relates to Exhibit I.7-APPrO-.

This is I.7.1, sorry, APPrO-1.

We asked you to fill this out to sort of understand some high-level bill impacts from the application.  And in your response, you did fill it out, but not for the impact beginning April 1st, 2026 which is when harmonization kicks in and your response was harmonization will be dealt with Phase II.

We recognize that, but our members are curious to see, given the harmonization that you've proposed, what this would look like.  So we're curious, are you able to fill this out with the caveat that it may change based on Phase II?

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Brady, it's David Stevens for Enbridge.  Recognizing that your members are curious, how does that impact Phase I of this proceeding for them to have that information?

MR. YAUCH:  Yeah, they may take different positions on some of the costs being proposed in Phase I based on the long-term impact of some other things like harmonization, right.

So if harmonization has a big or little impact on them, that may change the way they view some of the costs that are going to go into the test year.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, okay.  And I will say, before I consult with my colleagues, that I'm just concerned about this becoming a slippery slope very quickly; that the same could be said for everybody and all of a sudden we are providing all the Phase II information for illustration purposes and finding it even more difficult to get through Phase I.

But perhaps we can take a moment to consult.  Would it be okay if I speak with the witnesses on this particular question?

MR. YAUCH:  Yes.  And let me explain.  So if you have to caveat this significantly, i.e., you know, this can't be used in Phase I or anything like that, we will accept that; some caveat of that form.

MR. STEVENS:  And again, I haven't been participating in any of the conferences with the witnesses, but I think that might be useful now.

Is it okay with you if I speak with the witnesses while we're in conference?


MR. YAUCH:  Yeah.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Thanks Brady we had a chance to discuss it and I believe Amy has a response.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The information to throw this out is already on the record.

However, it hasn't been updated for the update we made March 8, 2023.  And quite truthfully we haven't updated the harmonized information for that update.  So what we can do is fill out the harmonized E24 with the information that does exist on the record.  That was from the original evidence filed November 30th, 2002.

MR. YAUCH:  Okay.  Appreciate that.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Let's note JT8.11.
UNDERTAKING NO. 8.11:  FILL OUT THE HARMONIZED E24 WITH THE INFORMATION THAT DOES EXIST ON THE RECORD THAT WAS FROM THE ORIGINAL EVIDENCE FILED NOVEMBER 30TH, 2002.

MR. YAUCH:  That is my only question for today. So thank you very much.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Yauch.

Before I turn it over to the City of Kitchener, I understand my colleague Mr. Viraney has one follow-up question to something that has just been discussed since lunch.  So Mr. Viraney, over to you.
Examination by Mr. Viraney:

MR. VIRANEY:  Good afternoon, Panel.  It's Khalil Viraney from OEB.  I have question for Ms. Mikhaila.

I guess you responded to Mr. Garner and stated that Enbridge is going to prepare a cost allocation study based on the existing rate zones in response to OEB Staff 7.0 Staff to 237.  Is that correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, that is what we have indicated we would provide.

MR. VIRANEY:  I believe that Staff's question was to prepare the cost allocation study assuming just two rate zones; that would be the legacy Union and Union South

which would include the EGD rate zone.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, we -- what we will also provide is the impacts of gas supply and transmission costs by service area.

But the challenge we have with the request here and there were other interrogatories they asked for multiple views of the cost allocation study.  And as I'm sure you can appreciate, it's a large undertaking to prepare these cost studies in different views.  But the approach put forward here with the north separate from the south still creates some of those challenges where you have the Enbridge EDA and Union EDA now in still two separate rate zones.

MR. VIRANEY:  I understand that.  And that you're looking at possibly how would you slice the pie and that some of these neighbourhoods may be too close to each other.  But that is prevalent in existing electric utilities as well where people pay different rates and they may be even neighbours.

So, I'm not sure whether, what is the exact concern here in terms of do you expect that you will get a lot of push back from customers that they are paying different rates?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  What I might highlight here and, sorry, I didn't think of it earlier but in the information that we're going to provide at the current rate classes or current rate zones, if you were to add the Union South and the EGD rate zone together, it will satisfy the request here in part (d).  So we're going to provide three rate zone information.  But if you needed to create a south zone, as its described in part (b), you could add the cost of two together.

MR. VIRANEY:  So could I get an undertaking, for Enbridge not to do any cost allocation study, but if it was asked to work with only two rate zones, how would Enbridge kind of devise those two rate zones because you're saying you could have challenges in terms of neighbourhoods and so on.

But if Enbridge was asked to have two rate zones, how would Enbridge propose to do rate zones?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Khalil.  David Stevens. Just to be clear, you're asking on a conceptual basis?

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, on a conceptual basis.  No cost allocation study required.  Just on a conceptual basis. How would you divide the EGI into just two rate zones?  I believe you have some difficulties, but if you had to do it, how would you propose to do it.

MR. STEVENS:  And am I right, Khalil, to understand the premise of this question is that there's different costs and different attributes associated with the north so there would be some sort of splitting of north and south?

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, exactly.  Because there is a clear difference between the cost to serve the Union North customers and Union South.  And your current, your proposed cost allocation study, in that, there is a kind of clear subsidy flowing from Union South to Union North.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  Can I just have a moment? And maybe, again, on this question, it might be most efficient, if it's okay with you, for everybody in our room, the witnesses and the regulatory team to speak before we respond.  Is that okay?

MR. VIRANEY:  Yeah, sure.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Khalil.  So Enbridge proposes that as part of its updated response to Staff 237 where the additional cost allocation study information is provided, Enbridge will also provide a narrative description of how it would propose to create only two rate zones, if that were the path forward.

Enbridge believes it would be useful to have the information from the updated cost study review to be able to have a fully informed response to this question you're asking.

So that is why we're proposing that the timing of that part of the response would be later than when the other undertakings are being done.

MR. VIRANEY:  Yes, perfect.  That would be perfect, thank you very much.  That is all.

MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Rubenstein?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, give the undertaking.

MR. RICHLER:  JT8.12.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.12:  ENBRIDGE PROPOSES THAT AS PART OF ITS UPDATED RESPONSE TO STAFF 237 WHERE THE ADDITIONAL COST ALLOCATION STUDY INFORMATION IS PROVIDED, ENBRIDGE WILL ALSO PROVIDE A NARRATIVE DESCRIPTION OF HOW IT WOULD PROPOSE TO CREATE ONLY TWO RATE ZONES, IF THAT WERE THE PATH FORWARD.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I just want to clarify because Mr. Viraney seemed to ask for that undertaking in substitute of what was asked in the or what Enbridge proposed to provide in the interrogatory and I'm just a bit unclear now.

Will you be providing what you said you would be providing in Staff 237?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.  This is in addition, Mark.

What was offered or what's going to be provided in response to Khalil is a narrative answer to what proposal for two rate zones could look like, in addition to the actual cost allocation study materials that Enbridge has indicated it will provide when it answers Staff 237.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I'm just re-reading the interrogatory based on your discussion.  And so in part (b) you were asked to do what's called a north and south cost allocation run.

And your response here actually pointed to part (a) where you were asked for calculations on the cost subsidy. And so, you're not providing -- you are not providing part (b)?

MR. STEVENS:  I think maybe if you'll read through the second paragraph of part (a), it might be responsive to what you're asking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That is what I'm reading, but it's a little bit unclear.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I'll try to provide some clarity.  We will still be providing the cost allocation study at the current rate classes using the methodologies proposed in this application.  And then in addition, we've agreed to provide a narrative response on how we would split into two rate zones.  But not the cost allocation study that supports that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  Next up is the City of Kitchener, I see two people from the city online.  I'm not sure which of you will be asking the questions.
Examination by Mr. Abu-Eseifan:


MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  This is Khaled Abu-Eseifan, City of Kitchener.  Good afternoon panel.

I think my question will be quick and simple and probably asked with the previous as part of the previous discussion.

In Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 8, attachment 1 you provide the rate impact, yeah, the impact of the total impacts.

Is there a way to provide us with for rate T3, for example, going to be 26 rate impact.  Are you able to split this amount by how many of it because of increase driven requirement and how much of it because of proposed cost allocation methodology?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The cost allocation

study that we'll prepare at the current rate zones using the methodologies proposed in this application will be able to provide that split between the impacts of other aspects of the application and the impacts of moving to one rate zone.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  And that will also be applicable for page two and three of the same attachment the which is the gas supply portion as well, correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, I believe that will also to be able to be observed from the information that we will provide.

MR. ABU-ESEIFAN:  Okay, perfect.  Thank you very much.  That is all my questions.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Abu-Eseifan.  We're going to take our afternoon break now and come back at 2:00 o'clock.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, Mr. Richler, can you actually provide -- I know you were saying it could be "observed".  Can you actually provide for the rate classes the impacts that are caused by cost allocation versus everything else?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we can summarize that as part of the information we'll provide.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Well, that would be for all classes?

MS. MIKHAILA:  All classes, yes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  And, Mr. Stevens, just to be clear for

the record we're not talking about a new undertaking here?

MR. STEVENS:  I'm in your hands, Ian.  If you would like to record that as an undertaking, that is fine with me, it's just an addition to what is going to be provided in relation to the response to Staff 237.

MR. RICHLER:  I think we should do this as an undertaking because it is somewhat different than what is in the Staff interrogatory.

MR. QUINN:  And I would agree with that.  I think that was a good question, good addition and it's separate from that.  So I would agree, take it as a separate undertaking please.

MR. RICHLER:  So let's note JT8.13. And we will see you back here at 2:00 o'clock.  Thanks.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.13:  PROVIDE FOR THE RATE CLASSES THE IMPACTS THAT ARE CAUSED BY COST ALLOCATION VERSUS EVERYTHING ELSE FOR ALL CLASSES

And we will see you back here at 2:00 o'clock.  Thanks.
--- Recess taken at 1:51 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:00 p.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's go back on the record now please.  Welcome back from the break everyone.

Next up is OPI, Ontario Petroleum Institute, Mr. Lewis, please go ahead.  I have you down for 30 minutes.
Examination by Mr. Lewis:


MR. LEWIS:  Good afternoon.  Scott Lewis here. OPI would like to understand Enbridge's proposed rates and the rate making process Enbridge has undertaken.


At the outset can you confirm the rates for Ontario producers do not have to recover the capital cost of station facilities since the producer builds and pays for its own station and also pays for Enbridge or Enbridge for the cost of its receiving station?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, that is my understanding for rate M13.  The capital costs are paid by the local producer and my understanding is in the EGD rate zone, there is monthly unit rate that recovers all costs of the service which includes the capital.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay.  Can you confirm that is also the case for the GPA producers?  That they build their own station and pay for Enbridge's costs for the receiving station as well.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Subject to check, I will confirm that.

MR. LEWIS:  Thanks.

My next question refers to page eight of the compendium.

MR. RICHLER:  Just before you go any further, are you referring to -- is this a new compendium for today is or is this something else?

MR. LEWIS:  No, sorry, apologize, this is the same compendium KT 6.3.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, thank you.

MR. LEWIS:  By way of undertaking, could Enbridge please provide all data with reference sources and the methodology used to determine the O&M costs for each of

the typical and large customer stations?  Please ensure that all relevant assumptions are clearly articulated.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, you're asking this question, Scott, in relation to particular lines on the table that you've brought up?

MR. LEWIS:  Yes, with respect to the typical producer station and large producer station seen as lines one and four.

MR. STEVENS:  The reason I ask simply because this relates to rate E80.  I don't know if it's equally relevant to the current rates.  Amy?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, they are the same rates for M13.  And yes, we can provide further detail on the cost associated with these stations.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as undertaking JT8.14.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.14:  ENBRIDGE TO PROVIDE ALL DATA WITH REFERENCE SOURCES AND THE METHODOLOGY USED TO DETERMINE THE O&M COSTS FOR EACH OF THE TYPICAL AND LARGE CUSTOMER STATIONS?  PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL RELEVANT ASSUMPTIONS ARE CLEARLY ARTICULATED; IN ADDITION:  TO OUTLINE FURTHER WHAT DATA AND EVIDENCE ENBRIDGE HAS TO SUPPORT O&M COSTS OR WHAT THEY USED TO CALCULATE THEM IN THEIR STUDY.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you.  My next question is if Enbridge has a specific cost category to measure the actual amount of time invested by technicians at a producer station?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I'm not familiar with the systems the technicians use to record their time.  I believe that exists.  However, in the derivation of the monthly fixed customer charge, we have assumed a certain number of hours for compliance, inspection and maintenance activities.  And I believe that is underpinned by actual time spent.  We've used averages to derive these costs here.  But I believe it's underpinned by data in some system that I'm not familiar with on how they record their time.

MR. LEWIS:  Would Enbridge be able to provide the data or evidence --


MR. QUINN:  Scott appears to be frozen on there. So I'm going to fill the gap for a moment.

MR. RICHLER:  Hold on, Mr. Quinn, let's just give him a moment.

Oh, I think he might be trying to dial back in. Let's just pause for a second.

Mr. Lewis, are you back?  That was a little technical hiccup.

MR. LEWIS:  Can everyone hear me?

MR. RICHLER:  Please, go ahead.

MR. LEWIS:  Sorry about that.  If I have further technical issues, Peter Budd is also I believe on the meeting and he can continue for me in my absence, if I lose connectivity.

Maybe I will move to my next question:

MR. QUINN:  Just before you do, Scott, you didn't

get your question out and you were asking about the data that supports the hours that technicians spend.

Amy, would that be part of the study that you would provide the reference source of the data that was used to estimate going forward so you would have the actuals historically.  Would you be providing that as part of your study?

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Dwayne, it's David Stevens speaking.  I don't think we provided an undertaking to produce the study.  I think the undertaking as I've written it down is to provide further detail about the operating and maintenance costs that are used for the derivation of the rates charged to local producers.

MR. QUINN:  And to be fair, Mr. Stevens, Mr. Lewis also asked for the reference sources.  So if you're hung up on "study", I can set that aside.  But he asked about reference sources which would indicate some historical evidence that those costs are aligned with historic --


MR. STEVENS:  Be that as it may, I wrote down what Amy offered to produce and it was further detail.

I didn't ever hear any agreement to provide line by line study or every record to support $372,000 or $111,000.

MR. QUINN:  It may not seem like much to you Mr. Stevens, but it's important to the producers.

So can that be provided as part of the undertaking? If it wasn't written down by you Mr. Stevens, it was asked by Mr. Lewis.

Can that be provided as part of the same undertaking?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't know what exists so I will allow, perhaps, Amy has something to add?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila. We did have our stations engineer assist us with an average cost of, like, in the derivation of these costs.

I don't know the data sources the engineer has available and how they were derived.  I will say that we've just taken an average of costs.  We have not priced out specific stations.

We've tried to take a simple approach to these costs and I don't know the information that is available.

MR. QUINN:  I think Mr. Lewis would accept and subject to your confirmation Mr. Lewis, that on a best efforts basis you provide some historical data that supports the assumptions made for the typical and large stations.  That is what he was asking for, Ms. Mikhaila, and clearly it sounds like there was a process and that is great.

What informed the engineers' estimate of those costs?  So if that could be part of the undertaking?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I understand more detailed information is available and what we can to support these members, we will provide those references and detail.

MR. QUINN:  Is that acceptable, Mr. Lewis?

MR. LEWIS:  Yes, thank you, Dwayne.  And thank you, Ms. Mikhaila.

MR. RICHLER:  And sorry, Mr. Lewis, just for the sake of the record, I know we're talking about elaborating or adding to something that is already been undertaken to be provided, but do we want to give this a new undertaking number, Mr. Stevens, would that be helpful?

MR. STEVENS:  I believe it's just further description of what will be provided in response to JT8.14.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Well, then let's leave it at that.  So it'll just be part of JT8.14 which was the most recently given undertaking.

Please go ahead, Mr. Lewis.

MR. LEWIS:  Yes, that was to outline further what data and evidence Enbridge has to support O&M costs or what they used to calculate them in their study.

My next question is:  Were the operating and maintenance costs for the typical producer station and for the large producer station seen in lines one and four respectively, were they included in the cost allocation study?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The costs are included in the cost allocation study total revenue requirement. They were not allocated in the cost allocation study to rate M13.  So we've described the process at Exhibit 8 tab 2 schedule 5.

Paragraph five on page two.

So the rate design for certain ex-franchise service charges and these station charges are one of them, are not based on an allocation of costs from the cost allocation study, but rather on a rate design that provides a contribution towards the recovery of fixed costs.

So how we've approached it, and this was largely for simplification of the cost allocation study, because it would otherwise get extremely complicated if we were to direct assign all of these various costs directly to individual ex-franchise services.  But what happens is we derive a cost based rate which we've done here for the producer stations.  It's a cost based rate.  There isn't the allocation of costs from the cost allocation study but what happens is it creates what we call S&T margin and then that S&T margin flows back as a benefit to in franchise rate classes, and offsets costs that were ultimately allocated to those rate classes but that relate to the expense franchise services.  The ex-franchise rates is a cost based rate but they are not allocated those costs in the cost allocation study.

MR. LEWIS:  My next question is connected and relates to the KT6.3, page nine, so the next page.  And the question is:  Does the cost or the revenue requirement seen in column B line 16 of $125,000, does that form part of the operation and maintenance costs on the previous page lines one and four?  And seven and/or seven.

So for the small -- the typical producer station and the large producer station or the RG sampling charge operating maintenance cost this $125,000, is that part of these costs you see on the other?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I won't be able to tie back to the 125,000 in column B because this is specific to the harmonized rate classes which are part of Phase II. However, I recognize your question and I will answer it in relation to M13 in the current rate classes.

So the allocation of the revenue requirement is I think it might be best if we turn up this schedule.  It's Exhibit 7 tab 2 schedule 1 attachment 8.  If you go to page four.  Column AQ is M13.

And this is conveniently, the same $125,000 because it's the same costs that flow to the harmonized rate class but you can see here the total $125,000 is only related to $2000 for operational contingency allocation and 123,000 for transmission commodity and there is no other allocation of cost to M13 in the cost allocation study. So there is no allocation of costs for the producer stations.  That is not the O&M cost for the producer stations are not allocated to M13 in the cost allocation study.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay.  Thank you.  My next question refers to KT 6.3 page 10.  And my first question here is: What is the criteria for stations to acquire remote terminal units?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I don't have the operational specifications that require a station to have a remote terminal unit.  I understand that an RTU provides live system operations to Enbridge Gas' gas control department on gas entering the distribution system including continuous gas quality information and so without the RTU, monthly lab samples would be required which aren't timely enough to prevent out-of-spec gas from entering the system and exposing our system to a safety risk.

And so I don't have the specification, like, exact requirements of when it is, but that is what the RTU does.

MR. QUINN:  We can wait a moment again, Mr. Richler, but I could ask the panel if they'd be able to provide that by way of undertaking until Mr. Lewis can get back on with us?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay so JT8.15.
UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.15:  ADVISE WHAT IS THE DELINEATION OR CLASSIFICATION THAT REQUIRES A STATION TO HAVE A REMOTE TERMINAL UNIT.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear JT8.15 is to advise what is the delineation or classification that requires a station to have a remote terminal unit?

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.

Mr. Lewis, I see you're back.  But I'm not sure how much of that you missed but an undertaking was given to answer the question.

MR. LEWIS:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  I apologize for my connection.

MR. RICHLER:  Please, go ahead.

MR. LEWIS:  I think I'm almost done with my questions.

My last question is:  Did Enbridge consult with GPA customer or GPA producers, other producers under the GPA contract to discuss the impacts of increasing station costs from the $90 per month to the $469 for the $1062 per month.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  My understanding is there's a lot of history behind this.  And I have some familiarity which I will describe here.

Prior to Union's 2019 cost allocation or rebasing that didn't happen because of the amalgamation.  I am aware that Union had negotiations with GPA customers to change the price paid for the natural gas.

It went from some location which escapes me at the moment -- to be paid a Dawn price for gas.  And as part of that, there was a reaction that we would be charging GPA's the M13 monthly customer charge when we rebased in 2019. That didn't happen.

The 2019 rebasing didn't happen and the $90 a month continues to be charged to them and this is the first rebasing opportunity that we have to recognize that the costs incurred for a GPA station is much greater than the $90 that they're paying today so they're not paying an appropriate cost base rate for the service that is being provided.  And my understanding on the background is there was a discussion and I don't know if it was negotiation or what happened at the time but we did change the price we paid for natural-gas and also we're going to align the O&M costs for the stations at the same time.  The price paid for natural-gas did change at that time and the price, the GPA was going to pay for the monthly customer charge did not change because we did not rebase at the time.

MR. LEWIS:  Was there agreement from the Ontario producers to increase the station costs at these meetings?

MS. MIKHAILA:  I wasn't part of the meetings and I'm not exactly sure if there was agreement, but that was the discussion with them.

MR. QUINN:  This is Dwayne Quinn.  Would you be able to undertake information that supports whether there was agreement to that rate change or not, Ms. Mikhaila?

MR. STEVENS:  David Stevens speaking.  The agreement implies two sides.  And we've got one of the sides here. And I assume what underpins your question is there was no agreement.

MR. QUINN:  There doesn't.  But what's on the record and Ms. Mikhaila is doing her best in spite of her lack of being at the meetings.  But the inference is if you got a better price at Dawn in Enbridge's terms or Union Gas' terms in the day, you have to pay a different price.

But I'm not putting evidence on the record.  That is what we're asking Enbridge to do is put evidence on the record whether it was in agreement from the GPA producers that this was an acceptable and reasonable trade off.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  I'm not sure if it's relevant quite truthfully because it's quite obvious that the cost they're paying is not representative of the cost, like, we incur on their behalf to maintain that station.

So right now there's currently a cross subsidization for other customers cross subsidizing the GPA's because the monthly customer station charge is so low.  So I don't know if agreement is relevant in the fact that they're not paying for their appropriate allocation of costs that they burden the utility with.

MR. LEWIS:  If I may one more --


MR. QUINN:  I'm going to address that, Mr. Lewis, and then stand down.

Ms. Mikhaila there's a lot of judgment in what you said.  And we are asking for the facts that support Enbridge's assertions.  But in point of fact, what you've said, frankly, I am challenged by how you concluded that and we will learn from the study what information was available and taken.  But in respect of the fact that you may not have the level of awareness or Mr. Lewis or I have of those past discussions.

I'm not going to say anything further.  That is why we're asking for the undertakings and so we're asking for an undertaking here to demonstrate a level of agreement that was made because of what Ms. Mikhaila said.  I think it's even more important that that be put on the record.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Dwayne, are you representing OPI in this proceeding?

MR. QUINN:  I'm assisting OPI and I assisted them in the discussions.  That is a matter of understanding and

in fact Mr. Millar isn't here because he would be aware of that.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm aware of your previous roles also. I'm just asking within this proceeding who you're representing.  We have three heads on the screen now for OPI at the moment.

MR. QUINN:  Mr. Stevens, I know you might find this challenging but in reality we as intervenors help one another as happens through the course of these technical conferences.  I have knowledge which assist Mr. Lewis. And I'm applying that knowledge so there's a reasonable level of fairness in these proceedings to the producers including pushing back against assertions being made without evidence by the utility.

So I'm asking for the undertaking and if it's not provided, then we have to take it to another discussion.

MR. STEVENS:  Well, Mr. Quinn, it's David Stevens speaking.

In the interests of getting to the end of this long technical conference, we will provide an undertaking to advise, as to what agreement, if any, there has been between producers and Enbridge to the proposed new rates.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  We will note that undertaking as JT8.16.

UNDERTAKING NO. JT8.16:  TO ADVISE, AS TO WHAT AGREEMENT, IF ANY, THERE HAS BEEN BETWEEN PRODUCERS AND ENBRIDGE TO THE PROPOSED NEW RATES. ADDITION:  CHECK THE NOTES OF THOSE BEFORE YOU TO SEE IF THEY ACTUALLY HEARD THE REAL CONCERNS OF THE PRODUCERS.


MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Lewis you have one minute left.

MR. LEWIS:  I have one question and Mr. Budd might have a question.

My last question:  If there was no -- if in your -- if there was no cross subsidization from in-franchise customers to local producers, would there be a need to increase the station costs from $90 to either 469 or 1062?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  The proposed monthly station charges for local producers are representative of the costs we incur to serve and maintain those stations. So my response to be, yes, there would be a need to increase the monthly fixed station charge to be representative of the costs that are borne by the utility to operate and maintain the station.

MR. LEWIS:  Peter, do you have anything?
Examination by Mr. Budd:


MR. BUDD:  Peter Budd.  Thanks, Scott.

I think the only thing I'd like to ask you then, Ms. Mikhaila, is when you're checking for the undertaking response, if you could just check the notes of those before you to see if they actually heard the real concerns of the producers that many, many of them may have to shut in their wells because they just won't be able to afford the increases in these charges, if you could look at that as well, thanks.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Peter.  David Stevens speaking.  We will add that to JT8.16.

MR. BUDD:  Thanks, David.  That is it for me. Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, panel.

MR. LEWIS:  Thank you, panel.  Those are all my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, OPI.

MR. BUDD:  Have a good weekend.

MR. RICHLER:  Last on our list is Mr. Buonaguro. And I understand you will be asking questions on behalf of both.  OGVG and Canadian Biogas Association, is that right?

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  It'll just be questions specific to the Canadian Biogas Association.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  So you can go ahead.  Just so you know, I'm going to hand the moderator baton back to Michael Millar.  Go ahead, thanks.
Examination by Mr. Buonaguro:

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.  Good afternoon, panel. Just a few questions in the same area that is specific to renewable natural-gas or RNG producers.  My understanding is that under the status quo, if RNG producer is in the EGD legacy area, they take service or would have to take service under the existing rate 41.  Is that correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And the proposal for 2024 and 2025 is to continue that status quo, is that right?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, that's correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And then in 2026, all 401 contracts, because I understand you need to enter a new contract all the 401 contracts that exist at that time will be grandfathered and continue under proposed rate E82 and any new customers in 2026 would then be required to take service under the proposed E80.  Is that generally what's supposed to happen under your proposal?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. BUONAGURO:  And then for RNG producer right now in the Union legacy area, I think they're required to take service under M13, correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Yes, the rate M13 is for the transportation of that RNG to Dawn.  If they were to choose to sell it, I guess I don't know if there's an opportunity for another service, but the service is for transportation of the RNG to Dawn.

MR. BUONAGURO:  So but, in order to inject into the Union area of the EGE franchise area the rate is M13 we've just been talking about, correct?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, the Union just to be clear, the Union south rate zone also does have GPA's that I was just talking about.  But I don't know if those are relevant for RNG.

MR. BUONAGURO:  I was going to ask you to confirm that.  I don't think they are relative to RNG producers specifically no RNG producers under those sets of contracts and not open to happen any time soon.

What I wanted to confirm about the M13, my understanding is that under the status quo, the capital costs of the Enbridge assets necessary for injection are paid for either 100 percent capital contribution from the producer or through sure charge negotiated surcharge on long-term contract to amortize those costs.  Is that generally what happens now?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Amy Mikhaila.  Sorry, were you referencing the rate 401?

MR. BUONAGURO:  No, the M13.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes.  I think.

MR. BUONAGURO:  That is what I got from the evidence.

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, the producer either pays the capital costs through an aid to construct or a premium to the posted rate to recover the capital cost over a period of time.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Thank you.

And the part that I'm not sure about in this application is whether that second part, the ability to pay a premium, negotiated premium over contract term to pay those capital costs rather than the hundred percent capital contribution up front, I wasn't sure if that was being continued under the 2024 proposal for M13 or under the replacement proposal the E80 proposal.

Can you confirm whether that is true?  My understanding is true that you continue to negotiate the surcharge and amortize those capital costs over a longer

term contract like you can now?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, we have proposed that under 2024, M13 as well as the harmonized rate class.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Just so I understand that, my reference, you don't have to turn it up Exhibit 8, tab 2, schedule 7 attachment 1, page 90 and I'm reading the rate handbook for M13 and the words I'm looking at are:

These rates may change periodically.  Multi-year prices may also be negotiated which may be higher than the identified rates.

Is that the reference to this ability to negotiate a surcharge related to the capital costs?

MS. MIKHAILA:  Yes, it is.

MR. BUONAGURO:  Okay.  Thank you very much.

Thank you.  Actually, I already have an outstanding undertaking with respect to the RNG sampling charge.  So I think those are my questions, thank you very much.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  Thank you, Mr. Buonaguro.

Dare I believe that is the end of the questions?

I think that leaves me two hours for some closing remarks which I've prepared over the last few days.  Go for the highs and lows.

No, more seriously, thank you so much, panel, that is the end of our questions.

There are a few things we should go over.  Mr. O'Leary, just wondering if there are anything we should know about the undertakings and the extent to which you'll be able to or pardon me, David, the extent to which you'll be able to file them on time?

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge has been working on each undertaking as soon as it came in and is aiming to file, ideally file all of them by next Thursday, but certainly as many as possible.  It may be that the majority are done by the deadline next Thursday and a few more straggle in but we will do our very best.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay great.  Mr. Rubenstein, I see you've come up?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Just with respect to the filing of the undertakings.  Enbridge through the interrogatories and the evidence has posted the information on their responses on their website in lieu of emailing them.  That is been the practice, Mr. Stevens, correct?

MR. STEVENS:  That's correct, I believe just due to impossibilities of --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I don't have a problem with that.

I just ask in addition to that you do the same with respect to any undertaking responses that involve Excel spreadsheets, especially because of the long weekend until the information is posted on RESS and I don't know if the Board has a three or four day weekend.  It takes a bit of time and especially with the tight deadlines.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, can you repeat the last part of that question?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I would ask that you -- to date you've done that with PDF.  The Excel spreadsheets you haven't.  You've waited until they were posted on RESS?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't know whether that is possible or not.  If you give me a moment, I will confer with my colleagues.  I just don't know what the limitations on the website posting are.

[Mr. Stevens confers with Enbridge colleagues.]


MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Mark.  To date, as you've noted, we've only put the Excel spreadsheets, they've only been posted to OEB website.  We have to check what's possible in terms of posting them to the Enbridge website. If it's possible, we will.

Alternately, if upon -- perhaps I will let you know either way and if it's not possible, then maybe you can let me know what in particular your expert is looking for so we can make sure that your expert doesn't need to wait for the long weekend.  And the same would go for others who require immediate --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I am my expert.

MR. STEVENS:  -- immediate access to the spreadsheets.

MR. QUINN:  As an alternative, David, if it cannot be produced online, could they be emailed out?  Because it would be a much smaller package on the spreadsheet side so that would get beyond any limitations of the website.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand the request, Dwayne, we will do what we can.  We have six days to answer a huge amount of undertakings, get them packaged up and get them out.  I don't want to risk my own life by making promises that can't be met.

MR. QUINN:  Fair enough.  Thank you.

MR. MILLAR:  Okay.  I'm happy to stick around on the call after if there are administrative type matters we can still usefully discuss.  But other than that, David, did you have any final remarks from Enbridge or can we call it a conference.

MR. STEVENS:  Simply on behalf of Enbridge to give our thank yous to Cherida, to Lisa and Angela, the reporters, to Angela Monforton to you and Ian and all the parties for keeping us in line and moving us along.  It's a great accomplishment to get through this and with time to spare.

MR. MILLAR:  You took the words right out of my mouth.

I wanted to thank Enbridge witnesses.  These were extremely long days for you as well, David.  I'm exhausted and I've just been sitting here.

And again, Angela, Cherida, Lisa, thank you so much for making this happen.  Obviously we would have gotten nowhere without you.

So with that, we will call it a day and give you a slightly earlier start to your weekend.  We will look forward to seeing the undertaking responses next week. And the settlement conference date, I forget the date, it'll be coming up in six weeks or so.  We will see you all then, if not before.

Thanks so much and have a great weekend.
--- Whereupon the conference concluded at 2:40 p.m.
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