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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Interrogatory from
Federation of Rental-housing Providers of Ontario (FRPQO)

Interrogatory

Reference:

Ex. 4, Tab 7, Schedule 1, pg. 14
AND EB-2017-0306/EB-2017-0307 Exhibit J2.5 Attachments 1 & 2

Preamble:

EGI evidence states: At the time of Union’s 2013 Cost of Service proceeding, 210 TJ/d
of excess Dawn Parkway capacity existed relative to the forecast demands of the Dawn
Parkway System. The full cost of the Dawn Parkway System was included in the
Company’s revenue requirement and allocated based on the forecast demands,
consistent with a cost of service treatment.

Question(s):

Using the presentation of J2.5 Attachments 1 & 2 from the merger proceeding, please
show the period from W18/19 through W22/23.

a) For any year in which there was a shortfall of capacity, please provide the costs of
resources to overcome the shortfall.

Response:

Please see Attachment 1 and Attachment 2.

a) Enbridge Gas has not acquired incremental resources or employed additional
measures to manage a forecast Dawn Parkway System shortfall in any year.
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Particulars (TJ/d) W2013/2014  W2014/2015 W2015/2016  W2016/2017 W2017/2018  W2018/2019 W2019/2020 W2020/2021 W2021/2022 W2022/2023
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (U] (9) (h) 0} @
Dawn Parkway System
Included in Rates
2013 Cost of Service (EB-2011-0210) Capacity 6,803 6,803 6,803 6,803 6,803 6,803 6,803 6,803 6,803 6,803
Incremental Dawn Parkway System Capacity (1) - - 433 876 1,332 1,332 1,332 1,332 1,332 1,332
Total 6,803 6,803 7,236 7,678 8,135 8,135 8,135 8,135 8,135 8,135
Other Changes (No Impact to Rates)
Other Dawn Parkway System Capacity Changes - 2) (222) (170) (246) (262) (256) (219) (169) (160)
Annual Forecast
Total Forecasted Dawn Parkway System Capacity (line 3 + line 4) 6,803 6,801 7,014 7,508 7,889 7,873 7,878 7,915 7,966 7,975
Total Forecasted Dawn Parkway System Demands 6,593 6,643 7,049 7,443 7,783 7,759 7,905 7,911 8,038 7,992
Forecast Dawn Parkway System Excess/(Shortfall) (line 5 - line 6) (2) 210 (3) 158 (35) (5) 65 106 114 27) 4 (72) 17)
PDO Shift
Customers without M12 service
Temporarily Available Capacity - 146 23 13 - - - - - -
Permanent Capacity (from Dawn-Kirkwall Turnback) (5) - 0 123 133 200 200 200 200 200 200
Temporary Capacity (from exchange service) - - - - - - - - - 27
Total - 146 (4) 146 146 200 200 200 200 200 226
Customers with M12 service - Permanent Capacity
All Customers excluding TCE Halton Hills - 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
TCE Halton Hills - 48 48 48 62 132 132 132 132 132
Total - 66 66 66 81 151 151 151 151 151
Total PDO Shift (line 11 + line 14) - 212 212 212 280 350 350 350 350 377
PDO Shift cost in Rates 2015 Rates 2016 Rates 2017 Rates 2018 Rates 2019 Rates 2020 Rates 2021 Rates 2022 Rates 2023 Rates
Dawn-Parkway Demand Costs ($000s) 5,143 5,694 6,720 9,726 10,956 11,117 11,273 11,391 11,630
Incremental Compressor Fuel Costs ($000s) 1,900 1,797 1,707 1,705 1,640 1,404 1,517 2,067 4,017
Firm Exchange Service ($000s) - - - - - - - - 1,067
Total 7,043 7,491 8,426 11,431 12,596 12,521 12,790 13,459 16,713
Foregone Demand Revenue of M12 Dawn-Kirkwall Turnback
Used for PDO Shift ($000s) (7) 580 4,669 5,937 9,993 11,217 11,379 11,535 11,654 11,896
Demand Revenue from Temporarily Available Capacity (line 8 x M12 D-P Rate x 12) 4563 796 531 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total 5,143 5,465 6,468 9,993 11,217 11,379 11,535 11,654 11,896
Demand Revenue Difference ($000s) (line 16 - line 22) - 229 252 (267) (261) (262) (261) (263) (266)

W2015/2016 - Incremental capacity resulting from the Brantford-Kirkwall / Parkway D Project of 433 TJ/d.
W2016/2017 - Incremental capacity resulting from the Dawn Parkway 2016 System Expansion Project of 443 TJ/d.
W2017/2018 - Incremental capacity resulting from the 2017 Dawn Parkway Project of 457 TJ/d.

The PDO shift was reflected in Dawn Parkway excess/(shortfall) beginning W2015/2016.

The W2013/2014 forecast filed in Union's 2013 Cost of Service proceeding (EB-2010-0210) included 210 TJ/d of excess Dawn Parkway capacity. In the EB-2011-0210 Decision, the OEB accepted Union's forecast and regulatory
treatment. Union's 2013 Cost Allocation Study allocates Dawn Parkway demand costs in proportion to distance weighted design day demands. The 2013 allocation resulted in approximately 84% of costs allocated to Union's ex-

franchise rate classes and 16% to Union's in-franchise rate classes.

In accordance with the Settlement Framework for Reduction of Parkway Delivery Obligation ("PDO Framework") (EB-2013-0365) effective April 1, 2014, Union had temporarily available Dawn Parkway capacity which was used to

facilitate 146 TJ/d of PDO shift. Parties agreed Union would include the demand and fuel costs associated with the 146 TJ/d of capacity in delivery rates. (PDO Framework, paragraph B1)

Consistent with the PDO Framework, effective November 1, 2015 the temporarily available capacity was forecast to be used for other purposes leaving Parkway in a delivery shortfall position. Parties agreed that the demand and
fuel costs associated with the temporarily available capacity would remain in delivery rates for Union to manage the Parkway delivery shortfall through the acquisition of incremental resources. M12 Dawn to Kirkwall turnback was to
be used to first reduce the Parkway delivery shortfall and then to further reduce the remaining PDO. All incremental costs associated with the incremental PDO reduction were recovered by Union in rates (or deferral account due to

timing differences). (PDO Framework, Paragraph B2)

As part of the 2017 Dawn-Parkway Expansion Project (EB-2015-0200), Union had forecast a surplus of 30,393 GJ/d on the Dawn Parkway System following the completion of the project. As part of the EB-2015-0200 Settlement

Agreement, Union agreed to market the surplus capacity in accordance with the Storage and Transportation Access Rule (“STAR”) and credit the revenues to the project deferral account.

Exhibit 1.4.7-FRPO-16 Attachment 2, line 7.
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Calculation of Foregone Demand Revenue from Turnback Used for PDO Shift
2015 Rates 2016 Rates 2017 Rates 2018 Rates 2019 Rates 2020 Rates 2021 Rates 2022 Rates 2023 Rates
Particulars W2014/2015 W2015/2016 W2016/2017 W2017/2018 W2018/2019 W2019/2020 W2020/2021 W2021/2022 W2022/2023
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) (f) (9) (h) 0}
Turnback Used For PDO Shift (TJ/d)
Dawn-Kirkwall turnback - customers without M12 service (1) - 139 151 242 242 242 242 242 242
Dawn-Parkway turnback - customers with M12 service (2) 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19 19
Rate M12 Demand Rates ($/GJ/mo) (3)
Dawn to Kirkwall 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Dawn to Parkway 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 4
Foregone Demand Revenue from M12 Turnback Used for PDO Shift ($000s)
Dawn-Kirkwall (line 1 x line 3 x 12) - 4,027 5,179 9,165 8,886 8,959 9,037 9,096 9,270
Dawn-Parkway (line 2 x line 4 x 12) 580 643 758 828 803 809 817 822 838
Dawn-Parkway Rate T2 BCD Revenue Credit Shortfall - 0 0 0 1,528 1,611 1,681 1,736 1,788
Total Foregone Revenue (line 5 + line 6 + line 7) 580 4,669 5,937 9,993 11,217 11,379 11,535 11,654 11,896

Dawn to Kirkwall contract turnback used to create permanent Dawn to Parkway capacity shown at Attachment 1, line 9 to facilitate PDO shift.

Attachment 1, line 12.

Demand rates from the Company's annual rates filings: 2015 Rates (EB-2014-0271), 2016 Rates (EB-2015-0116), 2017 Rates (EB-2016-0245), 2018 Rates (EB-2017-0087), 2019 Rates (EB-2018-0305), 2020 Rates (EB-2019-0194),

2021 Rates (EB-2020-0181), 2022 Rates (EB-2021-0147), and 2023 Rates (EB-2022-0133).
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And so at 2015/2016, I didn't want to pause the
discussions with Ms. Mikhaila, but something that has
escaped our understanding and it is reflected in this
report for each year starting in 2015, is a significant
amount in the line 4 called, "Other Dawn-Parkway system
capacity changes."

And in respect of 2015, line 2 says that Enbridge --
sorry, Union at the time -- added 433 TJs of capacity in
2015, and then netted out other Dawn-Parkway capacity
changes to arrive at the amount of capacity that was
forecasted.

So I am not sure if this is you, Mr. Dillon, or
somebody else, but can you describe for me what is included
in the other Dawn-Parkway system capacity changes?

MR. DILLON: Can we confer for one moment?

MS. MIKHAILA: Mr. Quinn, I have a base understanding
of this, and I can answer your question based on my
knowledge. Line 5, the total forecasted Dawn-Parkway
system capacity, is the sum of all the demands on the
system, including the ex-franchise demands. And what I
mean by that is to the extent there are demands that are
something shorter than the Dawn-Parkway total path, for
example, Dawn-Kirkwall or Kirkwall-Parkway, then those -- a
Dawn-Parkway, one TJ of Dawn-Parkway is equal to one TJ of
system capacity, as is one TJ of Dawn-Kirkwall or Kirkwall-
Parkway.

So as far as the capacity goes, my understanding is it

is the sum of the demands. So when, for example, 200 Dawn-

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
(613) 564-2727 4 (416) 861-8720



10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
277

28

146

Kirkwall TJ is replaced with 150 Dawn-Parkway -- 150 TJs of
Dawn-Parkway, then there would be a system change of 50,
even though there is no real equivalent changes on the
Dawn-Parkway system. It is just the way the Dawn-Parkway
system capacity is calculated.

MR. QUINN: With all due respect, Ms. Mikhaila, I am
concerned that that is not accurate. Mr. Dillon, do you
agree with what Ms. Mikhaila stated there? Because I want
to be fair, Ms. Mikhaila, I respect your knowledge and you
have been helpful in the past to us and the Board.

The concept of Dawn-Kirkwall is important as you said,
in the latter part of what you stated. But when we read at
68, starting at "The cost of service", 6,803, that is for
Dawn-Parkway capacity. Correct?

MS. MIKHAILA: Again my understanding, which I believe
is correct, is that the capacity is calculated as the
demand plus or minus the excess in shortfall. So capacity
itself is not something that is necessarily calculated in
and of itself. It is a formula based on the demands and
the excess shortfall through the modelling.

MR. QUINN: Sorry, but I can't draw on it right now,
but you have produced schematics of your Dawn-Parkway
system which don't concur with your answer. I am going to
try this a different way and potentially, if that is an
undertaking or potentially it is a subsequent panel:
Starting in 2015, you will have capacity of the Dawn-
Parkway system, not the demands on the system. The demands

on the system are in line 6. The capacity that is

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
(613) 564-2727 5 (416) 861-8720
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represented in the 6,803, in base rates, is Dawn-Parkway
capacity. Can anybody on the panel confirm that?

MR. DILLON: Confirmed.

MR. QUINN: Thank you. Okay. And so when you do a
build, in this case here, your first build was 433 TJs,
that represents the amount of capacity, Dawn-Parkway
capacity that would be created as a result of the build is
433 TJs of capacity, Dawn-Parkway. Correct?

MR. DILLON: Gord Dillon: Correct.

MR. QUINN: Okay. Thank you. So Ms. Mikhaila, I know
you took us to the idea of adding up demands, and that
demands for Dawn-Kirkwall are different from Dawn-Parkway.
I understand that. And the capacity that you need to serve
those demands from Dawn-Kirkwall is different than from
Dawn-Parkway. But in my understanding, that isn't the
nature of the 222.

So if there is nobody on this panel who can answer the
question, I would like that Enbridge would undertake to
answer the question prior in this case, to panel -- I am
concerned, Mr. Stevens, that possibly some of the other --
Mr. Clark and Ms. Debevc, who are on future panels, they
may be able to help us with that. And I don't want to take
up the Board's time, so if you could take it by undertaking
and prior the answer prior to their appearance, I won't
take much of the capital panel time, but they can help and
confirm any clarity that I might need.

MR. STEVENS: To be clear, Mr. Quinn, you are asking

us to confirm what is represented by the numbers on line 4

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
(613) 564-2727 6 (416) 861-8720
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MR. QUINN: Correct, in sufficient detail to help us
understand how does that occur, in a way that 7,236 becomes
7,014. I will stop there.

MR. STEVENS: Well, without making any comment as to
whether there is anything we can add to what Ms. Mikhaila
said, we can certainly take this away and provide an answer
in writing. We will do our best to get it in before next
Monday, which is when I believe that the capital panel is
starting. I can't promise the timing on that, Mr. Quinn.

I can tell you that the capital panel is going to be up for
a while, so perhaps, if we don't get it by Monday, we can
get it before they're finished.

MR. QUINN: And I will work with other intervenors to
move later in the gqueue so I can have a chance to review
it, and just hopefully ask clarifying questions. Would it
be helpful, Mr. Stevens, if I sent you the interrogatory
response that I am speaking to, where Enbridge has
separated the Dawn-to-Parkway capacity from its demands in
a way that would be helpful to trigger what I am talking
about?

MR. STEVENS: Certainly. Thank you.

MR. QUINN: Okay I will do that offline, but I will
file it. Thank you.

MR. MILLAR: Thank you. The undertaking is J7.7.

UNDERTAKING J7.7: TO PROVIDE A FULL DESCRIPTION OF

LINE 4, WHICH IS OTHER DAWN-TO-PARKWAY SYSTEM CAPACITY

CHANGES, WHICH RESULTS IN THE TOTAL IN LINE 3 BEING

148

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
(613) 564-2727 7 (416) 861-8720
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REDUCED BY THAT AMOUNT FOR THE TOTAL FORECASTED DAWN-
TO-PARKWAY SYSTEM CAPACITY IN LINE 5; TO INCLUDE
INFORMATION AS TO THE LENGTH OF THE CONTRACT THAT
ENBRIDGE GAS GAS SUPPLY BID INTO THE OPEN SEASON.

MR. MILLAR: Mr. Quinn, could you quickly summarize
the undertaking.

MR. QUINN: To provide a full description of line 4,
which is other Dawn-to-Parkway system capacity changes,
which results in the total in line 3 being reduced by that
amount for the total forecasted Dawn-to-Parkway system
capacity in line 5.

MR. MILLAR: Thank you.

MR. QUINN: Are you comfortable with that, Mr.
Stevens?

MR. STEVENS: I am, thank you. We will do our best to
answer it.

MR. QUINN: Thank you. Ms. Monforton, if we could
move to later in our compendium, to page 19, please.
Actually, I probably should start with the previous page,
page 18. It's just the cover page, but this is the
assessment of future utilization of the Enbridge Gas Dawn-
to-Parkway system, authored by CF for you, Mr. Hagerman.
That's correct?

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

MR. QUINN: Okay. So, first, can you tell me why you
limited the horizon of this study to five years ending in
20287

MR. HAGERMAN: Max Hagerman. We limited the study, as

ASAP Reporting Services Inc.
(613) 564-2727 8 (416) 861-8720
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Undertaking from
School Energy Coalition (SEC)

Undertaking
Tr: 23

To provide the year end versions of the annual asset health report, as far back as they
go, for the years that it has been in place.

Response:

Annual asset health reports for Enbridge Gas were first produced for 2019. The year-
end Asset Management Program (MP-01) Health Checks dating back to 2019 can be
found in Attachment 1. The dates on the attached pages reflect the dates on which
information was being reported for the prior year.



Management Program Activiti

Filed: 2023-04-06, EB-2022-0200, Exhibit JT5.7, Attachment 1, Page 1 of 3

S

Objectives and Metric Tracking

1. Copperleaf (Q55) implementation complete with work ongoing to get investments and value Target End Actual % Objectives On
frameworks in the system_, as well as use for Forecgstlng . _ Date Complete ) Track
2. Integrated Asset Plan — high level plan complete with details under development. Some sections
drafted and in review . .
] ; . . ' . Jan 12020 Complete Copperleaf/C55 implementation Ves
3. MP - 01 integration being re-planned based on constrained resources. Alignment in terms of P pp P
rocess execution but documentation required. . .
P : ; qul . Oct 2020 15% Combine legacy AM programs into MP-01 No*
4. Records integration plan developed and in implementation
op R
Oct 2020 40% Combined asset plan for EGI No**
Top Risk Name Planned or Current Mitigation Risk Owner Mitigation
Due Date March 31
2020 ’ 50% Asset Data Quality (Existing Records) No***
Indirect fired heaters at All In-Direct fired heaters in the Legacy Union Dean Dalpe 2021
stations in SW and SE Gas franchise have been site visited and risk Tavaet Actual
Districts (High) assessed. A multi-year replacement plan has argel GiE) Metrics tonk
been developed, which would see all risk Il Year-end YTD rac
stations mitigated by 2021.
Excl. ICM 389.8 Excl. ICM 390.6 Forecast vs Budget UGL
Incl ICM 520.3 Incl ICM 492.1 (meets +/- $5M)
Leaks on Barton Street Low Phase 1 (2018) and Phase 2 (2019) of the Murray Costello 2021
Pressure System in replacement work are complete. Excl ICM 510.2 Excl, ICM 502.8 Forecast vs Budget EGD
Hamilton (High) Phase 3 will be completed in 2020 and Phase 4 Incl. ICM 539.8 Incl. ICM 537.4 (meets +/- $5M)
should be completed 2021 (pending budget
approval). This will eliminate all old leaky Low
Pressure (wall to wall) main on Barton St E TBD TBD Delivery to plan capital portfolio UGL Yes
leaving one distribution regulator station to feed
the LP main within the residential subdivision
igﬁ::r;%fsBarton St with minimal leakage/corrosion TBD TBD Delivery to plan capital portfolio EGD Ves
Windsor line — age and Replacement of approximately 61.5 km of the Steven Jelich ISD Nov 2020 * Re-planning for MP-01 integration is in place, **High level combined Asset Plan is complete — detailed
condition (High) Windsor line with plans are underway, ***Reprioritized to 2020, ****See details in Capital Management section
abandonment
in 2021 R A
NPS 30 Don River Bridge Install 325m of NPS 30 river crossing to replace Tracey Teed Q2 2020 Support development of 2021-30 investments by February 7 Support diligent monthly forecast reviews,

failure (Very High)

existing Don River bridge crossing.

Martin

Support teams as they start to use C55, Advise on any functional needs, and resources to support the 1
heavy lift for the Asset Plan

10



_T_ Health Check:
MP-01 Asset Management Program

MP Quarterly Accomplishments &
Key Deliverables

Value Framework improvements identified based on
learnings from optimization activities in 2020

2023-2032 Asset Management Plan approved as a
cross-functional initiative

Asset Data Gap project Charter completed and
endorsed by Shawn Khoshaien

Completed Asset Data Gap Survey of key
stakeholders

GDS’s Operational Risk Management and A ment

2020 Goals, Objectives and Metrics Tracking

Target
End
Date

Actual %
Complete

Annual Objective

Date: January 25%, 2021
Accountable Person: Shawn Khoshaien
Lead: Catherine McCowan

Compliance Confirmation &
Requirements Update

Requirement/

Impact/Actions
Issue

June
2021

15%

Combine legacy AM programs into MP-

01

Requirement | < Enterprise Asset

Oct 2020

100%

Combined asset plan for GDS

Management maturity
assessment complete —

June
2021

75%

Integrated Asset Management
Processes (AIPM)

Q3 2020 - Planning
underway to incorporate
into AM Roadmap

Standards / Processes developed for internal review

Life Cycle Strategy project charters developed for key
asset classes and deliverables

Server upgrade for iViewer completed

CER-Regulated Asset Activity

CER Risk » CER annual risk workshop on Dec.
Review 14t

TMR Ask

Budget

Forecast

Metrics

Resources Evaluation

542.3

4741

Forecast vs Budget UGL
(meets +/- $5M) (Core + ICM)

+ Dates have been extended for program and

470.0

461.2

Forecast vs Budget EGD
(meets +/- $5M) (Core + ICM)

process integration — with these extensions
we are on track.

Target —
80%

YTD 37%

New Records — Failure Codes

» 3 Risk Engineers being hired in Risk Services
* 1 AM Governance Senior Advisor being hired

Target —
95%

YTD 97%

New Records — Mains & Services

» Awareness and support for Life Cycle Strategy completion for 2023-2032 Asset Management Plan by Q2 2021.

to support Asset Plan and IMS

11



Summary of Comments on EGI_Undertakings_Exhibit
JT_2024 Rebasing_20230504 DRQ.pdf

Page: 1847

Number: 1 Author: Presenter Notes  Subject: Presentation Notes Date: 3/29/2023 6:52:32 AM

MP Quarterly Accomplishments & Key Deliverables: Highlight top accomplishments, deliverables and activities from the past quarter
Evaluation of Resources: Summary of Evaluation of Resources Slide — positive confirmation that resources have been assessed.
Requirements Update & Compliance Issues: Add upcoming regulations, emerging compliance issues, or gaps to compliance.
CER-Regulated Asset Activity: Positive confirmation of activity related to CER-regulated assets. If no activity, state it. Merge or
unmerge cells as needed to include multiple assets.

12



| Health Check: Date: February 1st, 2022

MP-01 Asset Management Program Accountable Person: Shawn Khoshaien
Lead: Catherine McCowan

Compliance Confirmation &
Requirements Update

MP Quarterly Accomplishments &

Key Deliverables 2021 Goals, Objectives and Metrics Tracking

T t E s
arngte nd % Complete Annual Objective Requirement/

SAMP (Section 2-4) reviewed and approved Issue
AMP Section 5 drafted Sep-21 100% 2022 AMP Addendum

Impact/Actions

Requirement | + Target Operating
Model initiatives

Jan-22 90% Approval of 2023-2032 AMP Strategies continue to address
gaps/program

Investments complete in Copperleaf for Sep-21 100% MP-01 Integrated Documentation
optimization consideration in 2023-2032
AMP

Record Quality Index under development Dec-21 90% Completion of 2023-2032 Investments for AMP maturity based on
and to be completed in 2022 Dec-21

Enterprise Asset
Management
Records Quality Index under development and training/role out of new processes in 2022 maturity assessment
completed in 2020
Target Actual Metrics Enterprise AM
Maturity Assessment
678.5M 628.2M Core Capital Forecast (UGL RZ) completed in

November 2021.
632.1M 570.2M Core Capital Forecast (EGD RZ) Gaps used to

CER-Regulated Asset Activity *The base capital spend in both rate zones was very close to target — although there were significant deye_lgp 2022
variances in some asset classes and work was deferred from 2021 to 2022. There were significant priorities)
deferrals of work on the ICM projects and the London Lines is expected to come in below budget.
« Business - - Resources Evaluation
. - - Failure Code Reporting -
Panhandle Development is in ;
Replacement (aka discussion with 70% 36% LEGD Distribution No* | ° l’c\)";gcrj:zﬁrflz rr;n;’;':;s i'r;de:'tehnizd
gf\'/‘;‘”r’ag’r gsrs?ne;;mt Eneray T Li”;f;[] 70% 38% LUG Distribution No** impacted the delivery of some risk
forward. TBD 77% LUG Stations N/A standards_ in Q4. Normal activity to be
resumed in Q1.
TBD 83% LUG STO N/A Resource Plan Process work to be
kicked off in 2022.

53% Development of Records Quality Index

Substantial completion of value
assessments in support of 2023 Asset Plan
including incorporation of DIMP Risk Model
outputs

TMR Ask

**Failure Code Mitigation: Improvement plan for both are in progress

13



Page: 1848

Number: 1 Author: Presenter Notes  Subject: Presentation Notes Date: 3/29/2023 6:52:32 AM

SAMP - Strategic Asset Management Plan (section 2-4 is the SAMP)

AMP — Asset Management Plan (section 5 — asset class strategies)

MP Quarterly Accomplishments & Key Deliverables: Highlight top accomplishments, deliverables and activities from the past quarter
Evaluation of Resources: Summary of Evaluation of Resources Slide — positive confirmation that resources have been assessed.
Requirements Update & Compliance Issues: Add upcoming regulations, emerging compliance issues, or gaps to compliance.
CER-Regulated Asset Activity: Positive confirmation of activity related to CER-regulated assets. If no activity, state it. Merge or
unmerge cells as needed to include multiple assets.

Metrics Comments:

Core Capital Forecast (EGD RZ) — Not on track - Project deferrals and shifting ISDs are impacting in-service capital. Actively looking
for work that can be pulled forward from 2022 to accommodate work that will slide from 2021.

LEGD Distribution - Not on track — Improvement plan for both external and internal workforce are in progress.

LUG Distribution - Not on track — Improvement plan for both external and internal workforce are in progress.

14
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the technical conference, that it is one of the desired
outcomes. It will depend very much on the condition of the
asset upon the time of the inspection and the required
response to mitigate any risk.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: But you haven®t included any
deferrals or delays as a results of EDIMP iIn the asset
management plan or the 2024 budget. Correct?

MR. WELLINGTON: No, not at the moment, no.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: But there could be some?

MR. WELLINGTON: I am hard pressed to provide an
answer right now. 1 would say, subject to check, there
could be.

MR. SANDERS: Maybe 1 will add to that, Mr.
Rubenstein: | think as we discovered in the St-Laurent
project, the caution iIn this is that, by i1ts very nature,
we don*t know the condition of these assets. And this is
what the enhanced DIMP program will provide, is that
additional integrity information. So to be absolute about
it at this point wouldn®"t be accurate. We don"t know.

The goal of this is to be more specific, and in many
of these circumstances and much like you see in our TIMP
program today, where we have run the free swimming tools
across our transmission pipelines, we can find specific
anomalies or damages to the pipeline, go in and prepare
those specifically, and not have to do a major replacement.

The challenge, of course in a distribution pipeline,
we can"t use a free swimming tool. These crawler tools are

very -- are limited in their ability to cover the entire
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pipeline. And that is one of the challenges that we have
is that it"s a great tool, it is providing better
technology and provides some information, but it won"t
cover the entire asset.

So I think it"s prudent at this point to say the goal
is to minimize the replacement requirement, and we hope
that that"s the outcome that we will see. But we can"t
guarantee that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: There is a variance to cover EDIMP
costs. Should there be a variance to cover, on the capital
side, reductions In spending that may be a result of work
that you undertake through EDIMP?

MR. SANDERS: That"s an interesting idea. | hadn"t
contemplated that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Let me ask you about integrity digs.
With respect to distribution pipes, as | understand you
have two programs primarily that deal with integrity digs.
Do I have that correct?

MR. WELLINGTON: That"s correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: |If we can go to page 216 of the
compendium? This is the TIMP retrofit and digs, and then
the i1nspection program, integrity retrofit and digs?
Sorry, program. Do 1 have that right?

MR. WELLINGTON: Yes, correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Now my understanding of an integrity
dig is this is where you dig up or excavate a pipeline or a
round-up pipeline to inspect it and do some work on it?

MR. WELLINGTON: So the intent of a dig iIs once we
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2024, no further efficiencies, further productivity?

MS. BURNHAM: So if we do see efficiencies in the
execution of our capital program, those are usually
captured at the project level. Sorry, it is Jennifer
Burnham: So, like 1 was saying, typically, productivity
savings at the execution level for capital projects would
be captured within that capital project. So when we
estimate those projects, we are taking into account any
efficiencies. And that would be the budget amount that
goes into the asset plan as we move through the years. So
ifT there are some iIn there, they are captured already
within the asset management plan and within the capital.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: And that would be known efficiencies
at the time you do the capital budgeting?

MS. BURNHAM: Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: And so there are no further
efficiencies that you didn"t know about at the time but you
are going to try to achieve In 2023 or 2024, like was done
on the 0&M side?

MS. BURNHAM: No, not for 2023, which we are currently
executing, or in 2024 which we would have costed and had
probably no dramatic changes to our execution plans for
2024.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: And would you expect to come up with
some new measures and new efficiencies since the
application was filed, as relates to the capital?

MS. BURNHAM: For 20247?

MR. RUBENSTEIN: 2023 and 2024.
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MS. BURNHAM: So I would say one area of potential
productivity savings is through our renewed alliance
partner contracts. So we"ve just completed the RFP and
awarded that contract, and it will kick off in 2024, the
new contract. Within that contract, there is an
expectation of productivity savings within that contract,
of about 1 percent of the contract value, so we would
expect to achieve those in 2024. But, other than that, we
have not baked in any other potential productivity savings
that we may get out of the execution of our capital plan.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: No, my question wasn®"t having you
bake the cost In. My question is: Are you seeking to
achieve more productivity and more efficiency in 20247
will you?

MS. BURNHAM: We are definitely seeking to achieve
that 1 percent within the alliance partner contract, but
there are no others to my knowledge at this point In time
that we"re -- go ahead.

MR. SANDERS: Maybe 1 can help out with that. What
I"m hearing you ask is are we seeking them. We"re always
seeking them, so we look at all of our projects and the
total capital spend. We are looking for opportunities.
One that comes to mind in particular, 1 look at the Dawn-
Corunna project, if you think of that as a combination of
pre-integration, the compressor replacements would have
gone ahead for the Corunna compressor plan independent of
the opportunity that we had to lay the pipeline instead and

find efficiencies that way. So we"re looking for those all
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the time. Another example that I might use would be the --
if you look at our technology systems, all our programs
that are systems that are operating across the country, we
are looking to reduce duplications, find efficiencies that
way. So your question of: Are we looking for them?
Absolutely, we are looking for them.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Why would you build in a better
productivity on the 0&M side but not the capital side?

MR. SANDERS: That"s a good question. | don"t know
why .

MR. RUBENSTEIN: 1°d like to talk about the St-Laurent
project. Now, as 1 understand, you brought forward a leave
to construct for that project in 2022 for phases 3 and 4.
Correct? Sorry, | think the decision was iIn 2022. The
application was before that, but it was for phase 3 and 4.
Correct?

MR. WELLINGTON: That"s correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: My understanding is that the OEB
denied the company leave to construct phase 3 and 4 in its
decision that was released in May of 2022. Correct?

MR. WELLINGTON: Correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN: Maybe we can go to that decision, and
it 1s page 116 of the compendium or at least part of the
decision. My understanding at a high level is that the OEB
denied it leave on the basis that the company had not
demonstrated the risk associated with the pipeline
warranted at the time replacement. Correct?

MR. WELLINGTON: That"s correct.
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ENBRIDGE GAS INC.

Answer to Undertaking from
Pollution Probe (PP)

Undertaking
Tr: 136

To file the document that describes the technical evaluation, outlined in STAFF-81, with
the steps that are being taken as part of that technical evaluation. To include the
completed IRP screening form for a project that passed and a project that failed.

Response:

Please see Attachments 1 and 2 which outline the steps being taken as part of the
Technical Evaluation.

There was a specific request for additional information on Investment # 10293 and
Investment # 30087 (please see TC Tr. Vol 5 137, lines 21-25).

i.  ForInvestment # 10293 [St. Laurent Phase 3 - North/South (NPS12/16 Steel)],
this investment passed the Binary screening and Enbridge is currently working
with the City of Ottawa to review the energy needs in the St. Laurent area. See
JT5.37 for information regarding preliminary IRP scenario analyses for the St.
Laurent project.

i. ForlInvestment # 30087 [Main St - Area 50 — 1223], this project failed Binary
Screening due to Dollar Threshold (which is discussed in Attachment 2, page 3
of 12, under “Investments failing based on $ Threshold”) as the project was
under the $2 M threshold and thus did not progress to the Technical Evaluation.

In addition, Enbridge Gas has provided two documents in Attachments 3 and 4, which
demonstrate an example of a project that passed and a project that failed the IRP
Technical Evaluation.

iii. Investment # 30536 [Guelph Ave Cambridge Reinforcement] passed the
Technical Evaluation (please see Attachment 3).
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iv. Investment # 30278 [Briscoe St W - Southwest - London —1735] failed the
Technical Evaluation (please see Attachment 4).
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IRP Binary Screening & Evaluation Process - DRAFT

Full Asset

Management Plan

See accompanying Word Document for
details on each step

Technical Evaluation Project Review

. . . . Initial Technical . .
Initial Screening Binary Screening mg\?aluicti::a Technical Evaluation
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Introduction

The IRP Binary Screening and Technical Evaluation described in this paper are conducted using the
direction and guiding principles provided by the Ontario Energy Board in the IRP Decision and Order (EB-
2020-0091). The investments considered as part of this Binary Screening and Technical Evaluation
process include investments within Enbridge’s Asset Management Plan and are limited to regulated
Enbridge Gas investments.

As Enbridge has worked through its first IRP Binary Screening and Technical Evaluation of the
investments in the Asset Management Plan, certain learnings have been identified. These learnings
have led to some investments being removed either ahead of the Binary Screening (this was identified
as “Initial Screening”) or in the process of completing the Technical Evaluation (this was identified as
“Initial Technical Evaluation”). The rationale for the removal of these investments from further
evaluation is outlined in this document. In future Asset Management Plan (AMP) investment
evaluations, Enbridge Gas will systematically apply these learnings so that time can be focused on the
geographical areas and investment types that are most likely to yield an IRP Plan that is both Technically
and Economically Feasible.
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Initial Screening

Ahead of the Binary Screening, investments in non-Gas Carrying assets were removed. These
investments are in Real Estate & Workplace Services, Fleet & Equipment, and Technology &
Information Services.

Binary Screening based on the OEB Decision

Based on Binary Screening criteria provided by the OEB, investments were removed from further evaluation.
Investments deemed Emergent Safety Issue
These investment dollars are not yet tied to specific investment projects. Most of the dollars budgeted within this
category are what Enbridge Gas refers to as “programmatic spend”, which means that they are dollars budgeted to be
spent on emergent safety issues when they arise. The programmatic dollars budgeted for Emergent Safety Issues are
allocated by region and based on historical spend. Emergent safety issues that this budget would be spent on include
replacing mains and services after a leak has occurred. Once an asset is leaking the issue must be addressed quickly for
safety reasons and to avoid further GHG emissions. There is no time for an IRP Plan to be developed and implemented.

o Investments failing based on Timing
These investment dollars are not yet tied to specific investment projects. Most of the dollars budgeted within this
category are what Enbridge Gas refers to as “programmatic spend” and are to be spent on various Integrity Management
Programs and Station Replacement projects as they arise. The programmatic dollars budgeted are based on historical
spend and known drivers such as changes to codes and standards. Specific projects in this category include (1) Integrity
Digs, (2) Integrity Retrofits, and (3) the replacement of bypassing valves at Storage Facilities. Although most projects that
arise from the Integrity Management Program will not be suitable for IRPA’s (see below for a description of these
investments and why the investment type and timing would not allow for an IRPA — see Table 1 below, specifically Rows
13, 14, and 27), any pipeline replacements identified will be subject to the IRP Binary Screening and Technical
Evaluation process.

o Investments failing based on $ Threshold
As noted in the OEB Decision, “A minimum cost of the facility project that would be built to meet a system need (in the
absence of IRP) is required to justify the time and effort to conduct an IRP evaluation and potentially develop an IRP Plan.
Projects under $2 million should be screened out unless the government makes regulatory changes establishing a $10
million threshold for OEB Leave to Construct approvals, in which case, the criteria should use $10 million to determine if
an IRP evaluation is appropriate.”! Enbridge used a $ value of $2M to screen projects out at this stage. In addition, as part
of this binary screen step, programmatic budgets that have an estimated annual spend of less than $2M were screened
out. Programmatic budgeted spend that was removed at this stage includes main replacement and main relocation
programmatic spend. The annual main replacement programmatic spend budget is based on historical spend and allows
Regions to respond to leaking mains and services. Note: moving forward, Enbridge Gas will remove all spend for leaking
mains and services through the Emergent Safety Issue category as noted above. The Main Relocation programmatic spend
budget is based on the capital expenditures required to replace or relocate segments of pipeline to accommodate
municipal infrastructure work. Any specific Main Relocation investments that are identified will be subject to the IRP
Binary Screening and Technical Evaluation Process. In addition to the main replacement and relocation programmatic
spend removed at this stage, there are several other small programmatic budgets that were screened out. These other
small programmatic budgets are designed to address specific issues that arise annually on Enbridge Gas’ facilities.

e Customer-Specific Build
If an identified system constraint/need has been underpinned by a specific customer’s (or group of customers’) clear
determination for a facility option and either the choice to pay a Contribution in Aid of Construction or to contract for

1 EB-2020-0091 Decision and Order, Integrated Resource Planning Proposal, July 22, 2021, p. 49
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long-term firm services delivered by such facilities (including new subdivision or small main extensions) then it is not
appropriate to conduct IRP analysis for those projects.”? In this first IRP Binary Screen and Technical Evaluation, Enbridge
Gas chose not to Binary Screen out (1) customer-specific build investment projects which includes the Customer
Connections budget. The Customer Connections budget is informed by the anticipated number of customer additions and
the historical cost to add customers to the system.

e Community Expansion & Economic Development:
“If a facility project has been driven by government legislation or policy with related funding explicitly aimed at delivering
natural gas into communities, then an IRP evaluation is not required.”? As noted in the Asset Management Plan?,
Community Expansion and Economic Development projects are not included in the Asset Management Plan and there will
be no IRP evaluation.

Technical Evaluation

Enbridge has been completing detailed Technical Evaluation project reviews of its investments to verify
that the forecasted needs haven’t changed, the project costs are sufficient, and that the project drivers
haven’t changed. While completing this detailed project review, Enbridge has identified certain trends
and groupings of projects for which IRPA’s will not be effective. The rationale for this is described below
and in Table 1. In the future, Enbridge will remove these investments systematically from IRP Technical
Evaluation.

As the Technical Evaluation Project Reviews proceeded, the Enhanced Distribution Integrity
Management Program (EDIMP) was being established and matured. As this program has clarified its
scope, some of the planned replacement projects will be within that scope and there is a potential for
their scope and timing to change (increase or decrease, sooner or later), as a result of the EDIMP
findings. This could, in turn, affect their treatment in the IRP Binary Screen and Technical Evaluation
Process.

Technical Evaluation Project Reviews will continue to be completed on the remaining investments.
These continued detailed Technical Evaluation Project Reviews could identify additional categories of
work for which there are no technically feasible IRPA’s. Any additional categories would be described in
a future draft of Enbridge’s “Binary and Technical Evaluation Screening Process”.

Initial Technical Evaluation

As noted above, as projects moved through the Technical Evaluation Project Review, Enbridge Gas
identified categories of investments that do not have a technically feasible IRP alternative (IRPA). The
first five categories were identified, and their associated projects were removed from further Technical
Evaluation, in what Enbridge Gas has labelled its “Initial Technical Evaluation”. Provided below are the
categories of projects that, through this Initial Technical Evaluation, have been deemed not to have a
technically feasible IRPA.

2 EB-2020-0091 Integrated Resource Planning Proposal, Decision and Order July 21, 2021, p. 44.
3 EB-2020-0091 Integrated Resource Planning Proposal, Decision and Order July 21, 2021, p. 48.
4 EB-2022-0200 Exhibit 2, Tab 6, Schedule 2, p. 282
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Customer Connections

Enbridge reviewed the investments in this category to see if IRPA’s could be identified and, upon review,
has confirmed that they should be screened out through the Binary Screening. In its Technical
Evaluation, Enbridge Gas determined that implementing an IRPA could not reduce the size of the
distribution mains, services or regulating equipment, as these cannot be downsized any further. In
addition, there are no non-gas IRPAs available within the current IRP Framework that can be offered to
avoid the customer connection service being requested. Note that any associated main reinforcement
investments will go through the Binary Screening and Technical Evaluation process.

Compressor Stations

The investments in the Compression Stations Asset Class are related to the maintenance of the existing
fleet of compressors and include the periodic OEM prescribed overhauls and replacement of
components that are not performing as intended or are obsolete. Enbridge Gas expects that technically
feasible IRPA’s will only be identified for Compressor Station investments where growth is a driver.

Hydrogen Blending

There are investments in the AMP related to the use of hydrogen in the distribution system. Since these
investments are focused on reducing the carbon footprint of the existing transmission and distribution
system, they cannot be offset by IRPA’s. Enbridge Gas will remove investments in the GTH — Hydrogen
Blending Asset Class/Program from Technical Evaluation going forward.

e Expansion of the existing Low Carbon Energy Project (LCEP),

e A Hydrogen Grid Study to establish what would be required to prepare the natural gas distribution system for the
introduction of more hydrogen,

e A study to establish how the company could use hydrogen to fuel compressors, and

e A study to establish how the company could use hydrogen to station heating.

Storage Pools & Wells

The investments in the Asset Management Plan for Wells and Pools relate to maintenance and
compliance driven upgrades to allow for ongoing deliverability from the storage pools. Enbridge Gas will
remove these investments from the IRP Technical Evaluation moving forward as the projects relate to
drilling of an observation well for compliance reasons and work that arises annually from the Integrity
Management Program.

Project Status

Through the Technical Evaluation Project Review, Enbridge Gas identified several investments that
would not have an IRP Technical Evaluation completed due to their project status. Projects that fall
within this category are those that are already under construction, already granted Leave to Construct
by the Ontario Energy Board or are projects that have been cancelled.

Technical Evaluation

As Enbridge continued to complete its Technical Evaluation Project Review of each investment for the
purpose of completing an IRP Technical Evaluation, further categories of spend were identified for which
no technically feasible IRPA could be established. These categories are described below and in the
analysis of future Asset Management Plans, these will be systematically removed (with noted
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exceptions) so that better progress can be made on the areas for which a technically feasible IRP may
exist.

Distribution Station condition related, IRPA’s not applicable

Through the Technical Evaluation Project Review, the Distribution Station investments were assessed to
confirm that the projects were driven by the condition and not by growth. These Distribution Station
Condition related projects are prioritized based on inspections that evaluate the condition of various
components (regulators, valves, piping, etc) and systems (heating, odourant, communications, etc) at
the stations. Sometimes, the specific projects are time constrained and low in dollar value meaning that
they fail at the binary screening stage. For larger projects, an understanding of the impact on upstream
and downstream facilities is required and replacement size for size is usually preferable — particularly if a
full station replacement is not being planned. As such, all condition related station rebuilds, and
replacements will be excluded from IRP Technical Evaluation. However, any station rebuilds that
involve an element of growth will be included in IRP Evaluation.

See investment description — IRPA's not applicable for CNG

Through the Technical Evaluation Project Review, these investments were assessed to confirm that they
are related to the ongoing replacement and upgrade of CNG facilities to fuel Enbridge’s natural gas
vehicles. These needs cannot be replaced through IRPA’s and these investments will not proceed
through IRP Technical Evaluation going forward.

See investment description, IRPAs not applicable

Through the Technical Evaluation Project Review, it was established that there would not be a
technically feasible IRPA for a set of investments. This set of investments are classified as “See
investment description, IRPAs not applicable”. Investments in this category are described below along
with the reasons that they will not yield a technically feasible IRPA. Where applicable, there are notes
as to how these will be systematically removed prior to IRP Technical Evaluation in future.
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Sub-category

AMI Pilot

AMP Fitting

Class
Location

Compression
Stations
Corrosion

Depth of
Cover
Program

District
Station

Asset Class

Utilization

Distribution Pipe

Distribution Pipe
& Transmission

Pipe &
Underground
Storage

Compression
Stations

Distribution Pipe

Transmission
Pipe &
Underground
Storage

Distribution
Stations

Asset
Program
UTIL-
Monitoring
Systems
DP-Service
Relay

DP-Class
Location
TPUS-Class
Location

All

DP-Corrosion

TPUS-
Integrity

DS-Station
Rebuilds & B
& C Stations

Table 1 — Description of Investments Screened out of the Technical Evaluation Project Review

Description

The AMI Pilot will establish the technical and economic benefits related to the installation of
AMI meters and associated infrastructure. No technically feasible IRPA’s can replace this
spend and the investment will be removed from further Technical Evaluation.

An AMP fitting is a mechanical fitting installed between 1969 and 1984, on below ground
residential gas service lines, to transition from a plastic service line to a copper riser.
Locations with an AMP Fitting are identified annually and prioritized based on risk. As such
the investments should be excluded based on timing and the fact that individual service
replacements cannot be offset by IRPA’s.

This is one of the Integrity Management Programs in which the spend is held in a
Programmatic spend budget to cover specific projects that are identified each year. Class
locations projects arise when a facility needs to be relocated because of increased
development and associated population density around the facility. Going forward this
programmatic spend budget will be removed from IRP Technical Evaluation, but any specific
pipeline replacements will be included for IRP Evaluation

See section above on Compression Stations

This programmatic spend covers the replacement of depleted anodes, work arising from
bridge crossing inspections, and repairs to rectifier beds. Once found, these problems must
be addressed quickly to avoid degradation of the pipe and, as such, will be removed from
IRP Evaluation based on timing.

This programmatic spend budget is for facilities that are identified each year as exposed or
shallow leading to an increased risk of 3™ party damage. Once identified the pipeline must
be lowered, replaced, or otherwise protected to control risk. Going forward this
programmatic budget spend will be excluded from IRP Technical Evaluation, but any
resultant pipeline replacements be included for IRP Evaluation.

These investments hold $ for specific station rebuild investments that have been identified
through annual inspections and that have been prioritized for rebuild based on condition.
Currently there are 53 such investments, each of which failed the binary screen based on the
S threshold and because the asset condition once identified, are planned for the following
year. As such they will be excluded based on Timing going forward.
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10

11

12

13

14

Farm Taps

Facilities
Integrity
Management
Program
(FIMP)

Fire
Suppression

Geohazard

Independent
Asset
Integrity
Review (lAIR)

Integrity Digs

Integrity
Retrofit

Utilization

Distribution
Stations

Distribution
Stations

Distribution Pipe

Distribution Pipe
& Transmission
Pipe &
Underground
Storage
Distribution Pipe
& Transmission
Pipe &
Underground
Storage
Distribution Pipe,
Distribution
Stations &
Transmission
Pipe &
Underground
Storage

UTIL-
Regulator
Refit
DS-Integrity

DS-Gate,
Feeder & A
Stations

DP-Integrity

DP-Integrity,
TPUS-
Integrity

DP-Integrity,
TPUS-
Integrity

DP-Integrity,
DS-Integrity,
TPUS-
Integrity

This is programmatic spend that is budgeted to cover the costs of remediating situations in
which there are problems with the first or second cut of the regulation at a customer’s
premise. These are repaired as they are found and should be eliminated based on timing.
This is programmatic spend that is budgeted to cover the costs of large station inspections
that must be completed annually to scope the extent of work that is required at each large
station investment identified in the AMP. Going forward, all such Station programmatic
spend that is driven by condition, end-of-life, and compliance will be removed from IRP
Technical Evaluation.

These investments relate to the installation of Fire Suppression at Distribution Stations with
Odourant. 3 similar investments were eliminated at Binary Screening because of Timing, and
another was eliminated at Binary Screening because of the S threshold. Going forward all
such Station programs that are driven by condition, end-of-life, and compliance will be
removed from IRP Technical Evaluation.

This integrity management programmatic spend is budgeted to cover the costs related to
identifying pipelines that must be replaced because of risks related to geohazards. This
spend will be excluded from IRP Technical Evaluation going forward but any resultant
replacement projects will be included in IRP Technical Evaluation.

This is programmatic spend that is budgeted for work that results from the Independent
Asset Integrity Review. Although the programmatic spend budgeted here cannot be
assessed for IRP Alternatives, any resultant pipeline replacements will be included in the
IRP Technical Evaluation.

This programmatic spend is budgeted to cover the costs related to repairs and replacements
that are identified through in-line inspections. This programmatic budgeted spend will be
excluded from future IRP Technical Evaluation but pipeline replacement projects found as a
result of the integrity dig work will be included in the IRP Evaluation.

This is programmatic spend that is budgeted for installing pig launchers and receivers,
allowing annual in-line inspection to be accomplished more easily and the life of
transmission pipelines to be potentially extended. This work takes place at stations and does
not affect the distribution system itself. No technically feasible IRPA’s exist for this type of
work, and it will be removed from the Technical Evaluation going forward.
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15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

Inside Room
Regulators
(IRR)

Large
stations

Liquified
Natural Gas
(LNG)

Low Pressure
Delivery
Meter Sets
(LPDMS)
Main &
Service Repl -
Leaking
Meter
exchanges

Maximum
Operating
Pressure
(MOP)
Verification

Odourant
Program

Distribution
Stations

Distribution
Stations

LNG

Utilization

Distribution Pipe

Utilization

Distribution Pipe
& Transmission
Pipe &
Underground
Storage

Distribution
Stations

DS-Inside
Regulator &
ERR Program
DS-Gate,
Feeder & A
Stations

All

UTIL-
Remediation

DP-Service
Relay

UTIL-
Regulator
Refit

DP-
Replacement
s, TPUS-
Replacement
s

DS-Gate,
Feeder & A
Stations

This is programmatic spend that is budgeted for remediation of inside regulation sets based
on risk. There is no technically feasible IRPA that could address this need and they will be
removed from the Technical Evaluation going forward.

These stations are identified through inspections and prioritized for rebuild based on
condition. Each year, this programmatic spend is converted into specific projects. Any
identified investments for which growth plays a role will be included in the IRP Evaluation.
It should be noted that there is also the possibility that reduced load will drive some
investment in stations.

These investments relate to the maintenance of the Hagar LNG facility that is used to peak
shave the load in the Sudbury area. Unless driven by Growth, all investments at the Hagar
facility will be excluded from the Technical Evaluation moving forward.

This is programmatic spend budgeted to cover the inspection and remediation of Low-
Pressure Delivery Meter sets, which are usually at commercial customer locations. Similar
investments were excluded at binary screening based on the dollar threshold. Going
forward, these investments will be removed from the Technical Evaluation.

Similar investments in the EGD Rate Zone were excluded at Binary Screening and going
forward these too will be excluded at Binary Screening as Emergent Safety Issue. Aside from
the safety concern, leaks must be addressed quickly to avoid GHG's.

This programmatic spend is budgeted to cover the costs of replacing meters through the
Measurement Canada approved processes.

This programmatic spend is budgeted to cover the replacement of pipelines where this may
be required because of a review of records for pipeline systems operating above 30 per cent
SMYS. Once the MOP has been identified and based on the associated risk, the pressure in
these pipelines may need to be reduced until the pipeline can be replaced. The
programmatic budgeted spend will be removed from Technical Evaluation going forward but
specific pipeline replacement projects will be included in IRP Evaluation when they are
identified.

These investments are for the upgrade of odourant systems at stations. Similar investments
failed at binary screening because of timing and because of the dollar threshold. Going
forward all such Station programs that are driven by condition, end-of-life, and compliance
will be removed from IRP Technical Evaluation.
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This programmatic spend is budgeted to cover the costs of PFM stations that require a
bypass. There is no technically feasible IRPA to address this need and this programmatic
budgeted spend will be removed from Technical Evaluation moving forward.

One investment relates to CNG and should have been allocated to the “See investment
description — IRPA not applicable for CNG investments”.

This programmatic spend has been budgeted to cover the costs of projects that are
identified annually in response to the requirements of municipalities and other agencies.
This programmatic budgeted spend will be removed from Technical Evaluation moving
forward but specific pipeline replacement projects will be included in IRP Evaluation.
These investments are for the replacement of Remote Terminal Units that are no longer
supported by the manufacturer. Similar investments were eliminated at Binary Screening
because of Timing. Going forward all such Station programs that are driven by condition,
end-of-life, and compliance will be removed from IRP Technical Evaluation.

As noted above, investments related to Storage Pools and Wells will be excluded from
Technical Evaluation going forward unless they are driven by growth.

These investments are for telemetry at distribution stations. Similar investments failed at
binary screening because of the dollar threshold. Going forward all such Station programs
that are driven by condition, end-of-life, and compliance will be eliminated from IRP
Technical Evaluation.

There is a programmatic spend budgeted for Vintage Steel Main projects that have not yet
been identified. Although this programmatic spend will not- be put through Technical
Evaluation projects, once identified, will go through IRP Evaluation.

As noted above, investments in Storage Pools & Wells, and their associated Integrity
Management Programs will be similarly excluded from Technical Evaluation.
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Scope is NPS 2, cannot downsize further or retire

The existing scope is already NPS and thus cannot be further downsized. These investments were then
reviewed to determine whether they could be retired. These scopes had services coming off the pipe
that needed to be maintained to serve those customers and thus cannot be retired. Since the pipe size
can’t be reduced beyond NPS 2 and the pipe couldn’t be eliminated, IRP wouldn’t impact the project
scope, so these were failed.

Potential to be downsized to NPS 2. Further assessment closer to ISD

When completing Technical Evaluation, it was determined that the project scope could potentially be
replaced with NPS 2 prior to any IRP assessment. If the pipe size can be reduced, then IRP will not be
applicable to the project scope; the scope will be confirmed when the project enters the detailed design
phase.

Potential to be downsized to NPS 2, but need to avoid bottlenecks and maintain system

resiliency

A portion of the project scope could potentially be replaced with NPS 2 prior to any IRP assessment. It is
recommended that pipe size is maintained for segments of trunk main and for system resiliency. Thus,
IRP is not applicable to the project scope; the scope will be confirmed when the project enters the
detailed design phase. These projects may benefit from having a broader assessment of the needs in the
area and the potential for reductions via a geographically focused IRP Plan. This type of analysis was
beyond the capacity of the team for this first pass through the IRP Technical Evaluation process but is an
area that will be explored in the future.

ETEE could reduce pipe size, but it is a trunk main
There are investments for which ETEE could potentially reduce the pipe diameter, but this would

introduce a bottleneck in a trunk main which is not desirable from a network operations perspective.

Timing — Market Based Supply Side not available
Some investments failed because they are required in the near term (1-3 years) and there is no
technically feasible supply-side alternative that can meet the need.
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Summary

Enbridge is reviewing 2023-2032 investments through a combination of both detailed project reviews
and systematic methods through which groups of investments are prioritized for evaluation or
eliminated. Through these evaluations, lessons have been learned, which are incorporated in this
document to develop guidance for evaluations going forward. At this time (for the reasons discussed
above), the following Asset Class/Asset Programs will be screened out systematically when future AMPs
are reviewed:

Compression Stations
Customer Connections
Distribution Pipe (Programmatic Spend)
o Class Location
o Corrosion
o Integrity
o Service Relay
Distribution Stations (note that any Stations with an element of Growth will be moved to the
Growth Asset Class)
Growth
o Hydrogen Blending
LNG
Transmission Pipe & Underground Storage (Programmatic Spend)
o Class Location
o Improvements

o Integrity
o Land/Structures — Improvements
Utilization

As the remainder of the Technical Evaluations are completed as well as economic evaluation and pilots,
it is expected that this document will be updated for use on subsequent cycles of investment evaluation.
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Investment Code Report Start Year Number of Years
100703 2023 10
@NBR’DGE
Investment Summary Report SRP_LUG East_Kingston_Creekford Rd_Reinforcement_NPS8_6200m_6895kPa

Issue/Concern/Opportunity: Kingston lateral replacement to be completed from Westbrook CMS to Woodbine TBS to account for forecasted growth, and to address Class Location and depth of cover issues which exist on the current
Kingston lateral.

Assets: Kingston Lateral Replacement

Related Program: N/A

Scope of Work: The project will replace the existing NPS 6 ST 6895 kPa distribution pipeline from the Westbrook TCPL takeoff to the Woodbine Town Border Station with an NPS 8 ST 6895 kPa pipeline. This project supports all
pressures downstream to Kingston. The project is required to support growth and address additional other depth of cover, station and class location issues.

Resources: Company crews, 3rd party contractor crews and 3rd party vendors.
Solution Impact: Organic growth on the Kingston system wide. This reinforcement supports the entire system and downstream networks.

Project Timing & Execution Risks: System reinforcement is required in 2024 as per current plan and significant growth on systems. Risks include weather, resource availability, procurement of materials, etc.

Investment Type Project (EGI) Planning Portfolio UG - Core - Growth - System Reinforcement

Investment Stage Executing

1. Project Information State/Province Ontario
Operating Area (EGI) Div_22 - Kingston
Asset Program (EGI) GTH - System Reinforcement
Asset Class (EGI) Growth

2. Compliance Compliance Investment

Compliance Justification &

Code

3. Must Do Must Do Investment Yes
Intolerable Risk (EGI) No
Third Party Relocation (EGI) No

Program work with sufficient
history and risk to warrant No
continuation (EGI)

_ Net Base Capex O (CA)
Account Type ““““““““““

Report Generation Date: 5/30/2022
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Line

Investment Code

Appendix A Investment Name

AMP Planning Group

2023-2032 Forecast

2023-2032 Overhead

In Service Date

No. Including Overheads Allocation
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) ()
Asset Class (EGI) - Compression Stations
48715 Dawn C Compression Lifecycle Significant Invetsments (>$10M) | ¢6q 335 152 $41,178,152 2027
1 Fixed Timing
2 48732 Waubuno Compression Lifecycle Value Driven - Fixed Timing $29,218,620 $6,141,720 2025
3 100901 Dawn to Corunna Value Driven - Fixed Timing $200,337,430 $45,845,900 2023
4 734634 Dawn to Corunna (Dawn Tie-in) Value Driven - Fixed Timing $105,753,129 $23,718,491 2023
Asset Class (EGI) - Distribution Pipe
NPS 20 Lake Shore Replacement . . -
5 10088 (Cherry to Bathurst) Value Driven - Fixed Timing $20,896,371 $4,797,127 2022
St. Laurent Phase 3 -
10290 Coventry/Cummings/St. Laurent Value Driven - Fixed Timing $25,033,190 $5,478,112 2024
6 (Plastic)
St. Laurent Phase 3 - North/South , : -
7 10293 (NPS12/16 Steel) Value Driven - Fixed Timing $121,804,143 $26,503,360 2025
St. Laurent Phase 4 - East/West . . -
8 10294 (NPS12 Steel) Value Driven - Fixed Timing $53,906,876 $11,800,108 2024
NPS 12 Martin Grove Rd Main .
11443 Replacement: Lavington to St. Value Driven - Value Framework |  $30,613,585 $7,603,920 2026, subject to EDIMP
assessment
9 Albans Rd.
100295 Div_04: NPS 8 Port Stanley, London, |\ o briven - Fixed Timing $18,916,863 $4,025,457 2025, subject to EDIMP
10 Replacement assessment
A10: Wilson Avenue, Toronto, VSM . - 2026/2031, refer to Exhibit
11 100339 Replacement Executing - Re-Optimize $106,992,932 $25,192,932 1.2 6- ED-100
12 503350 Moulton Replacement BU Executing - Re-Optimize $18,165,905 $3,813,905 2025
13 740604 NPS20 KOL - Parliament St. Mandatory - Fixed Timing $13,131,787 $3,014,631 2023
Asset Class (EGI) - Distribution Stations
14 13034 SCRW:Station-Renewal In-Place Mandatory - Fixed Timing $28,244,162 $6,171,173 2025
15 503369 Lisgar Station Executing - Re-Optimize $20,124,611 $4,242,407 2025
16 734676 SARN: 13F-220R Vidal St Value Driven - Value Framework $17,192,992 $4,712,992 2031
| 735022 EZL”L:TI‘ d'”d“St”a' Station 2029 Value Driven - Fixed Timing $14,849,863 $3,849,863 2029
Asset Class (EGI) - Growth
NW 6581 Ottawa Reinforcement . .
18 1024 Phase 2 SRP Mandatory - Fixed Timing $70,698,549 $17,209,549 2029
SRP_Southeast_Owen
Sound_County Rd . .
30542 40_Reinforcement_ NPS12_11800m_ Mandatory - Fixed Timing $33,636,531 $7,236,531 2025
19 4670kPa
SRP_Southwest Wonderland_New . -
20 30579 STN & MOP Upgrade Mandatory - Fixed Timing $20,506,933 $4,306,933 2025
SRP_LUG East_Kingston_Creekford
100703 Rd_Reinforcement. NPS8 6200m_6 |Mandatory - Fixed Timing $45,292,234 $11,283,270 2027
895kPa
21
22 736259 Hamilton Reinforcement Project Mandatory - Fixed Timing $125,821,854 $26,713,062 2025
Enbridge Gas Distribution System . : -
23 736975 Hydrogen Feasibility Study Value Driven - Fixed Timing $15,315,942 $3,398,275 2022

37




Line

Investment Code

Appendix A Investment Name

AMP Planning Group

2023-2032 Forecast

2023-2032 Overhead

In Service Date

No. Including Overheads Allocation
Asset Class (EGI) - LNG
o4 48709 Hagar KVGR and Cycle Mix Cooler |Value Driven - Value Framework $24,740,190 $5,648,190 2032
o5 48714 Hagar Cold Box Value Driven - Value Framework $14,401,282 $3,401,282 2032
26 49955 Hagar JVG Compressor Upgrade Value Driven - Value Framework $20,873,854 $4,781,854 2032
Asset Class (EGI) - Real Estate & Workplace Services
27 3640 Station B New Building Value Driven - Fixed Timing $38,590,879 $8,590,879 2025
8 8782 VPC Core and Shell Value Driven - Value Framework $35,420,035 $9,420,035 2031
29 100621 Dawn Administrative Centre Value Driven - Value Framework $16,349,278 $4,349,278 2028
30 101136 New London Site Executing - Re-Optimize $49,500,658 $11,959,058 2026
31 737272 Kennedy Road New Build Value Driven - Value Framework $49,647,957 $11,803,457 2026
30 737374 Ottawa - New Building Value Driven - Value Framework $46,337,933 $10,498,150 2026
a3 | 737754 ;:ﬁ;‘l’r']‘; Operations Centre - New |\, & Driven - Value Framework | $21,533.430 $5,033,430 2026
739714 GTA East - New Build - Value Driven - Value Framework |  $14,722,478 $3,722,478 2024
34 Peterborough
35 739715 GTA West - New Build - Halton Hills |Value Driven - Value Framework $42,675,572 $9,790,356 2026
Asset Class (EGI) - TIS
36 102291 Contract Market Harmonization Value Driven - Value Framework $19,195,783 $4,335,783 2026
Records Management Technology .
37 102364 Obsolescence (2024-2026) Value Driven - Value Framework $23,566,261 $5,516,261 2026
38 736081 General Service Rebasing Changes [Value Driven - Value Framework $17,914,329 $3,914,329 2025
Contract Market Systems - . -
39 736942 Technology Obsolescence Mandatory - Fixed Timing $69,786,961 $15,776,961 2026
Asset Class (EGI) Transmission Pipe & Underground Storage
Dawn Parkway Expansion Project . .
40 48654 (Kirkwall-Hamilton NPS 48) Mandatory - Fixed Timing $251,357,572 $63,082,988 2027
4 | 49758 E?;}Zipdle Regional Expansion Mandatory - Fixed Timing $224,328,497 $47,088,489 2024
42 100086 Panhandle Line Replacement Value Driven - Fixed Timing $37,899,145 $8,128,866 2025
Dawn Parkway Expansion Project . .
43 100699 (Dawn-Enniskillen NPS 48) Mandatory - Fixed Timing $332,803,728 $86,169,476 2029
735972 PREP: NPS 36 looping to Comber |y, 1-tory - Fixed Timing $95,496,455 $25,496,455 2030
44 Transmission
Panhandle Regional Expansion . .
45 736923 Project - Leamington Interconnect Mandatory - Fixed Timing $118,751,452 $28,443,901 2026
Panhandle Regional Expansion . .
46 740055 Project - Dawn Facilities Mandatory - Fixed Timing $92,044,573 $19,910,796 2025
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