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Wednesday, July 24, 2024
--- On commencing at 9:30 a.m.


MR. RICHLER:  Good morning, everyone.  Welcome to day 3 of the technical conference for Phase 2 of Enbridge Gas Inc.'s rebasing application.


Before we start with witness panel number 3, I just wanted to introduce a new face on the Staff dais.  To my left is Catherine Nguyen from our natural gas group.  Later on this afternoon, I will have to step away to go to another meeting, and Catherine is going to move into the moderator's chair.


Any preliminary matters, Mr. Stevens or anyone else?  In that case, let's have you introduce the next witness panel, please.
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MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  Good morning, everyone.  With us today is our third witness panel.  This witness panel will be speaking to gas supply related matters.  The specific topics that they will be addressing are gas supply transportation and storage costs, operational contingency, utility storage injection and withdrawal capability, market-based storage procurement, the Dawn to Corunna project, and storage space regulation.


We have six witnesses with us here in the room today and three witnesses joining us virtually.  So maybe I will start with the virtual witnesses and then introduce the witnesses in the room.


So we have with us Michael Sloan who is with ICF.  We also have two Enbridge gas witnesses joining us virtually, Ehi Uwagboe and Rob Marson.  Each of Ehi and Rob will be speaking primarily to questions about the Dawn to Corunna project.  And then, with us in the -- I am sorry.  I should introduce their titles.  Ehi is manager engineering construction, and Rob is a project management specialist.


With us as witnesses in the hearing room, starting in the front row, to the left is Matt Thomas, who is manager, storage and transportation business development; Jason Gillett, director storage and transportation business development and sales; Dave Janisse, manager gas supply acquisition; and Steve Dantzer, supervisor gas supply planning.


In the second row, the two Enbridge witnesses are Steve Pardy, manager underground storage and transmission planning; and Adam Stiers, manager capacity utilization and unaccounted-for gas.


With that, the witnesses are ready for questions.


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Stevens.  First up is FRPO.  Mr. Quinn.

Examination by Mr. Quinn


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Ian.  Good morning.  I am Dwayne Quinn.  I am here on behalf of FRPO.  I think I know most of you, but I think we will get to know each other better over the next couple of hours.


On Monday, I submitted a package of aids to our discussions for today, and part of that package was a section of IR responses from Phase 1 that had to do with storage.  So, Angela, if you don't mind, could you please bring up Phase 1, Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-97 as a starting point.  Thank you.


So, in FRPO-97, we sought an understanding of the determination of storage and withdrawal costs, but, very importantly, we wanted to understand how the amount of those load-balancing functions are determined.  We will get to the spreadsheet in my version of it in a moment, but I would like to clarify a couple of items first.


The response refers to evidence and states that the gas commodity costs associated with the net volumes injected in -- sorry, injected to and withdraw from storage.  You can see that a little bit further down, Angela, so in the first paragraph.  Yes, thank you.


Now, I want to get clarity on gas commodity costs.  Can we start there, and can somebody provide me what these gas commodity costs are and differentiate?  Are they fuel?  Are they additional commodity supply?  What is it that is referred to with gas commodity costs associated [audio dropout] the value of inventory, is that going into or out of storage?


MR. JANISSE:  Dave speaking.  So this particular line-item calculation of injection/withdrawal costs is related to the value of inventory that is wither going into or out of storage, and it is limited to the gas commodity cost.  Effectively, if you look at the schedule in attachment 1, you will see the detailed calculation of that.  But, to summarize it at a very high level, it is the difference between demand and supply in any given month, the balancing factor being inventory either coming in, being injected, or withdrawn from storage.  And you will see that, in every month, it is valued at the weighted average reference price or the commodity cost.


And that is simply all it is is it is a balancing factor, recognizing the fact that either excess supply needs to go into storage or there is a shortage of supply and demand is higher and there is gas coming out of storage.  This calculation is just reflecting the cost of that inventory to balance the demand supply equation.


MR. QUINN:  That is helpful, David.  I appreciate that.  But, if we can just go back up to the question again, what we were trying to do is understand -- sorry, just -- okay.  I will start there:  Please provide a comprehensive description and numeric example of how storage injection and withdrawal costs are determined?


Is that, the inventory process you just described well, is that the only factors that go into injection and storage withdrawal costs?


MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking.  Yes, that is the calculation in that line item that was requested.


MR. QUINN:  No, I want to be specific.  It is not what I requested.  I requested a description and numeric sample of how storage injection and storage withdrawal costs are determined.  So can you point to me, then, what I am missing?  I understand the inventory adjustment, but what about asset costs?  Are there no asset costs that go into storage injection/withdrawal?


MR. JANISSE:  Can you provide an example of asset costs?  I just want to make sure I understand what you are talking about.


MR. QUINN:  The cost of compressors, the rate base and return and associated with cost of compressors.

MR. JANISSE:  So, those costs would not be part of that line item in the schedule.

MR. QUINN:  And I respect they are not part of the line item in the schedule but what we asked for was a comprehensive description and numeric example of how storage injection and storage withdrawal costs are determined.  I think -- and, Dave, I want to respect this came up late yesterday.  I don't know if you had the opportunity to listen.  But I was talking to Mr. Stevens and I was concerned there was nobody on this panel who has rates background.  And so, I trust that you are doing your best.  And I appreciate that.  But I think we have a disconnect the question we're asking because we said for clarity, please provide an example using M1 in the Union rate zone.  I'm going to change that in a moment.  But, Mr. Stevens, this is what I was concerned about.  And I just maybe want to cut the chase and you can tell me what you think we might be able to do here.  We're looking for a more comprehensive, because that's the word we used comprehensive, description and numeric example.

So, could Enbridge take this by way of undertaking.  And I want to be specific case in this because it will be more helpful.  If you focus on Rate 1 from the Enbridge rate zone.  Frankly, I think I have figured out M1 from the Union rate zone, so I am more interested this time now in Rate 1 for the Enbridge rate zone.  So, can you take that away as an undertaking and provide the comprehensive description including the numeric example for Rate 1 in the Enbridge rate zone?

MR. STEVENS:  Just one moment, please.  Sorry.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  We are just speaking about your question, Dwayne, to make sure we understand it.  Are you asking that Enbridge provide a comprehensive description of the portion of Rate 1 that relates to storage injection and withdrawal costs.  I mean, of course, it is a bundled rate so there is no differentiation as between different functions being provided through the rate.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And I respect it is a bundled rate.  And that is what we are trying to understand, is how is that cost determined and, you know, right down to some of the asset cost allocators that would flow into that.  And maybe I can actually read what I prepared as an undertaking and you can tell me if you can do this.  Please provide the determination of the injection and withdraw amounts and costs used currently in rate making.  Please ensure that the undertaking shows the determination of the EGD rate zone, amount and the cost for Rate 1 and the data and processes that are -- sorry the data and processes are referenced to where they had been evidenced and approved from past proceedings.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  I tried to write down as you were speaking.  You talked, Dwayne, about amounts and costs.  And I understand costs.  When you are speaking about amounts are you speaking about volumes, throughput?  What does amounts refer to.


MR. QUINN:  Amounts refer to the amount in this case either injected or withdrawn on behalf of Rate 1.  The schedule in FRPO-97 that we just looked at may have some of those components.  But as Dave described quite well, I think, the changes in inventory aren't necessarily how the cost get allocated because those changes in cost of inventory don't take into account demand, and demand is often used as an allocator for the purposes of distributing costs.  So, I will leave it at that.

MR. STEVENS:  I am not -- my next statement isn't meant to be provocative.  It is really to explore.  I am just -- I am a little confused as to how these questions of cost allocation and determination of whether the right things are in the right rate or allocated to the right groups.  How does that fit into the Phase 2 issues in the case?

MR. QUINN:  We are in this proceeding and the issues list trying to determine -- the Board is trying to determine and understand the amount of deliverability costs being associated with deliverability and recovering rates, so that we can compare the costs with other alternatives.  Also, the Board is seeking to determinate the of capital assets and costs between the utility and non-utility.  And if we don't understand how the utility is allocating the cost of its integrated storage operations the Board is basically working with a cloaking device over Dawn and Corunna.

MR. STEVENS:  I will say, with that explanation, I am still confused as to how the OEB is assisted in knowing the breakdown or component parts of Rate 1.

MR. QUINN:  I am using Rate 1 as an example, Dave, because if we see the process of calculation we understand how these costs come together and the component parts.  Why was provided was a -- only the gas commodity parts when we asked for a comprehensive description I was only provided a subset of what goes into injection and withdrawal costs.  And so, I thought by way of using a rate then we would have something to rely upon, and also understand when Enbridge came to the Board with this information and how it may have evolved from the time it was done under through N-Gear and through the merger to where we are today.  And so, our request still stands as very pertinent to our ability to help the Board understand how the issues are going to be resolved in this case.

MR. STEVENS:  And I agree, within the case as whole the determination of where costs are allocated is something that is in issue.  But that is in Phase 3.  I mean, we are determining the amount of storage costs here.  I completely understand that.  The amount of storage that is required.  The load balancing approach.  All within -- all within scope of Phase 2.  The question of once those needs and costs are determined, how they are streamed to various rate classes that is a Phase 3 issue.

MR. QUINN:  I understand you're focusing on the rate  -- on the Phase 3 aspect, David, but the preamble to that is how those costs are developed.  And if you want to say, okay, well then show me how they are developed and before the final stage of allocation in the rate classes provide us all of the comprehensive costs that are associated with Enbridge in-franchise storage injection and withdrawal.  If we get that answer we can determine whether we need to pursue the next step either through discussions and settlement or with the Board ultimately.

MR. STEVENS:  So perhaps I will ask the witness panel.  And I don't know whether the right folks are here or not.  It is probably a question for Mr. Janisse and Mr. Dantzer.  Is it something that Enbridge can do to provide a summary of the -- I don't know whether Dwayne is asking for just injection and withdrawal costs or all the load balancing costs, but one or the other.  Is it possible for Enbridge to articulate what is the sort of sum and components of those costs that are used for rate making purposes?

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. JANISSE:  Mr. Janisse speaking.  I don't think we can provide comprehensively what Mr. Quinn is asking for out of the gas supply area.

MR. QUINN:  No.  I am asking out of Enbridge please, Dave, not just the gas supply area.  There are other -- Ms. Dreveny was there yesterday.  That's why I was trying to advance these questions yesterday, David, is to try to catch her while she was still in the building.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.  I understand that.  I mean, the reality is, Dwayne, these aren't the sorts of questions that anybody could -- unless it is on the record already, that anybody could answer from their seat.

MR. QUINN:  No, no, I am not asking for that, David.  I am saying by way of undertaking.  You can use the resources of the company, from there.

MR. STEVENS:  Can you just expand a little bit, Dwayne, on whether the costs you are interested in are costs that would be classified as injection withdrawal costs, or whether it is everything that might have the tag, "load balancing."

MR. QUINN:  I am interested, David specifically, in injection withdrawal, so we can compare that with load balancing.  And frankly, what Dave just gave us is load balancing, the changes in inventory.  And so we are going to follow along that line, later on.  So I am focused on storage injection and withdrawal costs.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't know if anybody on the panel can answer this but, to your knowledge, is that something that is sort of thought of separately or segregated within some sort of accounting or recordkeeping at Enbridge, that the storage injection/withdrawal costs at a high level, as a whole part, could be expressed separately from other costs?

MR. JANISSE:  It is Dave Janisse speaking.   So we could certainly isolate, you know, forecasted or actual injection withdrawal costs associated with the storage services that we purchased, the -- you know, I mean the 26 PJs that we have today.  To the extent there is, you know, commodity fuel charges related to those services.  We could certainly isolate those.  When it comes to the amount of storage that is cost based, it is largely a cost allocation exercise that is done within our cost allocation group.

MR. QUINN:  And that is what we are looking for, because Rate 1 -- well, Rate 1 is components of deliverability that may be provided through market-based services, but we are interested in the cost-based services primarily.  And if that narrows it, David, then maybe we have something we can work with.  I am more interested in the cost base and the past approvals.  The market base, I take it as a matter of contract.  And so those costs may be more easily delineated.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  I mean, if we are starting to get into past approvals, Dwayne, and where the costs are going, then I really think that is cost-allocation issue, and we are not prepared to engage in that in Phase 2.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I want you to show the processes, David.  If you are going to not provide us a reference, we will for it at the hearing and it will be, unfortunately, more time.  But I can't spend too much more time on this because we're --


MR. STEVENS:  Okay, let's move on.

MR. QUINN:  Pardon?

MR. STEVENS:  Why don't we move on then?

MR. QUINN:  You are saying that is a refusal?

MR. STEVENS:  To the extent, Dwayne, that -- the things you are asking for are wrapped up in and are not separated from the allocation of costs.  And the determination of an updated approach to the portion of rates relating to load balancing, if those things are inextricably tied together, then we take the position that is a Phase 3 issue and is certainly open to be discussed there, but is not relevant here.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, you said that they are inextricably linked together?  What is inextricably linked together?

MR. STEVENS:  You keep coming back to asking about, well, where is the approvals?  Where do the costs go?  Who is paying for them?  That is cost-allocation questions.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, let me try it this way:  I am sorry, Angela, in those storage IRs, I did include FRPO-93.  If you can scroll down, please?  Sorry, to the end.  So there should be a table underneath, table 1.  Yes, thank you.  Okay.  I think I have the wrong -- okay.  Sorry, yeah, it is page 3 of 3.  Okay, thank you.  So storage allocated to bundled rate classes:  In there, you have storage space and deliverability.  So each of the respective rate classes have specific deliverability allocated to them.  Some of them, as you may, we are looking for what costs are attracted by that storage deliverability for the Enbridge rate zone currently in rates.  That is something that should be a factual answer, because you have just gone through it and shown the Board that you had a draft rate order that is based upon past approvals that have given you the ability to cost out that service and establish a rate for each of those rates.  If you want to stop short of the allocation process, we will have to wait for Phase 3, or in front of the Board to understand the processes so that we make sure we have all the component parts.

So there are demand costs of compressors, there may be fuel.  There may be this blended -- sorry, the inventory adjustments that David Janisse spoke through earlier.  But that is what we are looking for.

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks for your indulgence, Dwayne.  To the extent that they are available, Enbridge Gas can provide the dollars associated with the deliverability column or, sorry, the deliverability and space columns shown in -- and can you help me out?  This is table 2?

MR. QUINN:  Table 3 -- sorry, table 2 of FRPO-93.

MR. STEVENS:  Table 2 of FRPO-93 from Phase 1.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  So that is a Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-93, providing the dollars associated with the allocation factors in columns A and B, again, assuming that those are available.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, David I want to be clear about something.  You keep coming back to dollars.  To get to the dollars, you have to determine some method of allocating your overall costs of storage into storage deliverability to allocate those dollars.  We need to see the units and the process that allocates those dollars to the bundled rate classes for the purposes of making rates.

MR. STEVENS:  And we will be happy to show that to you in Phase 3.  It is our position that that's not a Phase 2 issue.

MR. QUINN:  It is, for the -- I mean, what I am saying specifically, not for Rate 1, for the entire Enbridge rate zone, the entire Enbridge rate zone has all of the storage that was in place prior to end of year, and so those costs contribute to these storage deliverability costs that are bundled into rates.  Somebody had to have provided that information to the Board for the 2024 rates.  There are spreadsheets there and they should be available; it is not a burdensome task, so we are asking for that information to be provided so that we can compare other alternatives to storage.

MR. STEVENS:  I think, Dwayne, what would be most efficient is if you could please restate your additional request, and, rather than -- I appreciate this is using up lots of time, so, Rather than using up more time, we will take that away and take it under advisement.  We will consider whether we will answer it.  We will either answer the question, or we will provide reasons as to why we are not answering it.

MR. QUINN:  We are requesting that Enbridge calculate the cost of deliverability associated with the Enbridge rate zone bundled rates for 2024, showing the component parts that differentiate the cost of storage assets from other components that may be going into the rate:  Fuel, inventory, differences, as Dave talked through before.  Whatever the components are, we want to understand the component parts and how those costs have been allocated to the rate zone.  If that is to include market-based storage, as Dave was talking about, show that, also, but we are looking for a comprehensive description of the calculation of storage injection and withdrawal costs for the Enbridge Gas Distribution rate zone.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  We will take that under advisement.

MR. RICHLER:  So let's -- just for the sake of the record here, there was an undertaking that was provided.  We will note that as JT3.1, and I wouldn't pretend to repeat it, but that was to provide certain dollar information in relation to FRPO-93.  And then there was an agreement to take under advisement the section part of Mr. Quinn's question, which again I couldn't possibly summarize but relates to providing a comprehensive description of the calculations in relation to the EGD rate zone.  Is that fair, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  It is.  Thank you, Ian.
UNDERTAKING JT3.1: TO THE EXTENT AVAILABLE, TO PROVIDE CERTAIN DOLLAR INFORMATION ASSOCIATED WITH THE DELIVERABILITY AND SPACE COLUMNS SHOWN IN TABLE 2 OF FRPO-93.


MR. RICHLER:  Okay, thanks.  Mr. Quinn, please go ahead.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Ian.  If you would please turn up, Angela, Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-46, please.  So this may have been included somewhat in what you are considering providing now, David, but we had asked -- sorry, this is FRPO-46?  Thank you.

So we had asked in the first part of the question:  Please provide the calculation of in-franchise load-balancing requirements for each respective legacy utility that underpins the 2023 and, separately, the 2024 figures.

So we were referred to attachment 1 below.  If you would move down to attachment 1, please, Angela.  So, in here, we have -- and if you don't mind expanding that screen for those of that -- thank you.

So it shows the Enbridge consumption forecast, and we saw though numbers, and there is no reference to where those numbers come from, so we tried to look for other sources, and then we remembered that we had asked a similar question in Phase 1, so we went back to those numbers.  And you have already seen it, but it is in FRPO-97, but, for the purposes of creating understanding, I would like to ask Angela to bring up the Excel file that we submitted on Monday, called "EGD Total Sales and Ag Excess" from Exhibit I.4.2, 97.

MR. STEVENS:  Just as we are doing that, Dwayne, Ian, could we make this an exhibit?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, that is what I was going ask.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, so this will be Exhibit KT3.1.  It is a spreadsheet.  The top line says "2024 test year calculation of storage injection/withdrawal costs."
EXHIBIT KT3.1:  SPREADSHEET IN WHICH THE TOP LINE IS "2024 TEST YEAR CALCULATION OF STORAGE INJECTION/WITHDRAWAL COSTS."

MR. QUINN:  Yes, and specifically, it is from Exhibit I.4.2-FRPO-97, but we have added some calculations highlighted in blue, so they differentiate from what the core data that Enbridge provided us in Phase 1.  So, if the numbers look familiar, they are from Phase 1.  We talked about them earlier.

We had asked about injection/withdrawal costs, but we thought this would be a good source of forecast and consumption.  Has the panel or anyone on the panel reviewed this spreadsheet?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  Yes, we have.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you, Steve.  So we tried to come up with the amount of storage that would be determined by these numbers.  However, our calculation fell short of understanding the historic storage used by Enbridge in-franchise.  The number that comes up is 97.  We have looked at the Enbridge rate zone specifically in the top part of the spreadsheet, from lines 5 through 19, as I read it from here.  And, by totalling those, that forecast, we come up with different numbers than what we saw FRPO-93, which I just flashed before in helping us with the last interrogatory.

So can anybody explain what we are missing in the calculation of aggregated excess that basically comes with 97.5PJs.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer again.  So, based on my review, the most obvious submission from this work here, that is on the screen, is the exclusion of direct-purchase customer volumes, so this reflect sales service volumes only.

MR. QUINN:  Well, that is what I came up with, too, Steve, but I didn't have a source of what those volumes might be.  I couldn't find one.  So I am glad that we have came up with the same conclusion.

But my question would be:  If you are trying to establish your cost for injection/withdrawal, why would you eliminate direct-purchase volumes, which they, in and of themselves, need to be load balanced seasonally throughout the year?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking.  So, I think as you mentioned, Mr. Quinn, the information that you pulled here was from an interrogatory response in Phase 1 that demonstrated the calculation of the injection/withdrawal cost line item in our gas cost operations schedule.

As I explained earlier this morning, that line item refers to the value of inventory being injected or withdrawn from storage for the gas supply plan.  The gas supply plan purchases inventory only for sales service, so it would only incorporate sales service demanded supplies.

MR. QUINN:  But it was -- before asking for what the -- if you remember from the previous question, we were asking for comprehensive description of injection/withdrawal costs.  You still have to inject and withdraw direct-purchase volumes.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking again.  If you were to look back at FRPO-97 from the Phase 1 proceeding, the reference that was established was directly to attachment 1, page 2, line 25, which is titled "Injection/withdraw costs," so the response to this interrogatory broke out and explained in detail the calculation of that line item.

I think that what you are asking about now is not what that calculation was attempting to do, so, if you are talking about, you know, commodity fuel costs on injection and withdraw, it is not reflected in that calculation, nor does it directly compare to the aggregate excess calculation that Mr. Dantzer was just speaking about.

MR. QUINN:  Well, that is interesting.  So, we asked about the comprehensive storage and withdraw costs.  There isn't any differentiation the company is doing to help us to understand that we are only going to give you load balancing differences in inventory and they are only for a sales service.  I am not sure what in our question limited you to that scope, but I guess I am learning in this process this is why we need to understand the background information that has been given to the Board and, frankly, be able to rely on it to vet your numbers versus our numbers for the purposes of comparison.  So, if you can add that to your consideration, Mr. Stevens, I think I need to move on.

MR. STEVENS:  Noted.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, I guess I am going to ask the question anyway before we move on to -- by way of undertaking can Enbridge provide the total demands for both sales and direct purchase to show space and deliverability by rate class?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, Dwayne, can you please repeat that?

MR. QUINN:  Well, what I try to do is come up with using the right --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I just wanted to write it down.  I wasn't even looking for an explanation.  I just couldn't keep up with your words.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can Enbridge provide by way of undertaking the aggregate excess that is calculated using the total demands of both sales and direct purchase to demonstrate the space and deliverability by rate class in a spreadsheet form?

MR. STEVENS:  I am just looking to the witnesses to see if they have anything to either point to in the evidence or ask any clarifying questions.

MR. DANTZER:  So, Dwayne -- sorry, Steve Dantzer.  So, FRPO-46, where we do provide the monthly demand profile that is used to calculate aggregate excess.  So, is it just a matter of splitting that total demand number out into two?  Is that where you are going?

MR. QUINN:  Well, that would -- if you split -- when you say split I assume you meant split between sales and direct purchase.  That would be a good starting point.  But then add to that the calculation of deliverability by rate class.

MR. DANTZER:  I believe that is kind of what we just covered in terms of cost allocation that we saw in FRPO-93 that we had up on the screen earlier.

MR. QUINN:  This is -- I am just looking for the units.  So, I saw FRPO-93 but I don't know how it is calculated.  So, I am asking how you have done that calculation.  And I want to see -- I would like to see the data, because in this case here we relied upon data which we thought was total system.  But now we are hearing, no, we left out the direct purchase portion of this.  I would like the actual figures, the monthly figures, for both direct purchase and sales and then show us how you then calculate that aggregate excess and deliverability based upon that forecast.

MR. DANTZER:  Gas supply can break out the demands into those two buckets, but in terms of the deliverability specifically that is a rates cost allocation exercise that I can't necessarily speak to.

MR. QUINN:  And, Steve, again respectfully you weren't necessarily there yesterday, but that is why I was concerned there was no rates person on this panel.  So if it is just a case of there is nobody present in the panel, I am asking Enbridge to take it back by undertaking where it can rely on its rate making and regulatory resources to finish the analysis of putting the purchase spreadsheet.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  So, it sounds as if the witnesses here have agreed that they could provide the additional detail requested on the table at FRPO-46 to break out the monthly demands associated with sales customers and direct purchase customers.  You are also asking about how the demands are allocated and split as between what space and deliverability is allocated, as Mr. Dantzer indicated that would be a rates question.

We can take that away and provide whatever information is reasonably available in terms of what relates to our filing.  But I don't know what is reasonably available or what is not, so I don't over promise.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you, David.  And, as you consider it, I consider your words about what is reasonably available in your filing.  I would remind you that in FRPO-93 you actually broke out the storage deliverability, that was Phase 1.  And we should be able to rely on that as part of your filing.  So, the information should be readily available.  It's just a case of seeing the math to get there.  So, thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's note that as undertaking JT3.3.
UNDERTAKING JT3.3:  TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL DETAIL TO THE TABLE AT FRPO-46 TO BREAK OUT MONTHLY DEMAND ASSOCIATED WITH SALES CUSTOMERS AND DIRECT PURCHASE CUSTOMERS, SHOWING HOW DEMANDS ARE ALLOCATED AND SPLIT AS BETWEEN WHAT SPACE AND DELIVERABILITY IS ALLOCATED.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Angela, if we could display Exhibit 1.13-FRPO-19, please.  Thank you.  This has a number of component parts, but we were asking within this IR about load balancing requirements for the EGD rate zone.  And in the answer below in A, because we are looking for monthly data again, it says, "see response at FRPO-4.2, 46 attachment 1," which Steve brought us to a little while ago.  But it goes on to say that EGI operational experience and expert review are also considered to determine the requirement against the aggregate excess calculation.  Can you elaborate on what that means?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  So, really that what that is referring to, Dwayne, is the legacy approach that EGD has used, really you could say, from winter 13/14 coming out of the natural gas market review, where they used a combination of aggregate excess to determine their storage requirement.  But also, as you might recall, they engaged an expert consultant to review their load balancing portfolio at that time.  They adjusted storage targets to adjust their overall risk in their gas supply plan.  Really the combination of those factors underpinned their storage requirement, I would say, over the -- over the years, really since that winter 13/14 period.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, this additional experience and expert review pertains specifically to the adjustments to their storage targets.  Is that the limit of what we meant by that?

MR. DANTZER:  No.  In no way the limit.  Really what it means to convey is they did not use the aggregate excess, you know, mathematically like Union Gas did.  It was combination of these factors.  The storage target, the end of February storage target, that I think you are referring to specifically was definitely one of the more significant components of that.  But like I said it is a
combination of a multiple -- a multitude of factors:  operational experience, expert review of the portfolio, that all comprised their storage requirement.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I respect, Steve, that you weren't with the Enbridge organization for those adjustments.  I won't ask you any more specifics from there.  But I will go down to the 2.2 mentioned that are covered actually in B and C.  So it says:
"On injection, Enbridge planned to leave 4 PJs of empty space to manage the system."

And further, if you just keep that on the page, Angela, sorry.  I am just going down to see.  Thank you.  In C(i), the last line says that:
"The minimum storage at the end of February was maintained at 43.5 PJs."

So that is what you were speaking to initially, Steve?

MR. DANTZER:  Yeah, Dwayne.  I think in, like I said, the end of February inventory target was a major component of that.  But also, as part of C(i), we also refer to the holding max deliverability, the 1.9 PJs as well, as part of that.  So, like I said, it is a combination of factors.

MR. QUINN:  Yeah.  No, I understand it is part of that answer, Steve.  Okay.

I am going to then ask for us, while that is fresh in our minds:  Angela if we could be moved to FRPO-87, please?

Just stopping there for the moment, if you could just scroll up to the preamble there?  We would like to understand better EGI's storage plans to meet seasonal and peak day needs.  So that is what we were talking about, the 43.5 that Steve was alluding to was to maintain deliverability of 1.9 at the end of February.  I have that correct, Steve?

MR. DANTZER:  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Now if we move down, please, to page 2?  We have a table where -- sorry, this is -- that is page 2.  I will come back to page 2.  If you can move to page 4, please?  Okay.

So this is the Enbridge rate zone.  Usually, Enbridge comes first and Union second but, in this case, it is different.

So if I look at end of October, I see 125 to 126 PJs of storage at the end of October.  Can you tell me where the 4 PJs fits, if those are the planned storage balances?  It doesn't seem to reconcile, because those total numbers in my -- in other evidence in this proceeding over the years, that is the amount of storage Enbridge has maintained.  But I don't see an allocation of 4 PJs being left open.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer:  Yeah -- no, you are on the right track.  You might recall that EGD did not plan for their contingency; rather, they managed it on an operational basis.  So you don't -- while you don't see it in the gas supply plan per se, in that you are exactly right, while you see these sort of maximum storage balances on a plan basis, operationally is where EGD managed their contingency requirements outside of the plan.

MR. QUINN:  And could anybody help me with how they did that?  If the plan is to go to 125, I will just use that number, are different instructions given after the gas supply plan to operations to say, by the way, disregard that number and use a lower number?

MR. JANISSE:  I wouldn't say -- I wouldn't put it the way that you said, Mr. Quinn, where we are told to disregard the gas supply plan.  But certainly, operationally, there was a requirement to leave some storage space empty that wasn't reflected in the actual gas supply plan, but was done on an actual basis.

MR. QUINN:  Because of the time we have spent so far, I don't want to go into more detail on that.  So I will just thank you for your answer, Dave.

If we move back up to the page 2, which is the Union balances?  We were primarily interested in Enbridge Gas rate zone, as we have been discussing for most of the morning so far.  But it caught my eye that the Union rate zone, which has allocations from aggregate excess in the order of 95 PJs basically throughout those years -- it has gone up and down on an annual basis, to say what is needed for the in-franchise requirements.  But I saw an end of October balance that is -- doesn't even get to 80.

Can anybody explain why the plan is only to get to approximately 80 by the end of the October, when 95 is what is needed from an aggregate excess calculation?


MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer:  Yeah.  So we are really getting into the differences between the treatment of contingency between the two utilities.  So when you look at these monthly plan balances, this respects or this reflects the amount of gas in storage needed to meet in-franchise demand requirements.

You might recall there is additions to this when we are talking about the total storage requirement for legacy Union.  So in the case of -- let's look at the last column, October, 78.2.  To arrive at close to the 95, you would start by adding that 9.5 PJs that was reserved for contingency purposes.  And there is, you know, demand growth over time, maybe, to get us to 95.  But it has been in that ballpark, 90 to 95, over the years -- if that makes sense.

MR. QUINN:  Well, no, no -- okay.  But we can't spend storage twice.  Aggregate excess comes up with 95; that has been a matter of record over those proceedings.  In that 95, maybe the 9.5.  So if we just go your way, and say 78 plus 9.5 is 87.7.

How come we are not getting to 95 on a plan basis, when 100 PJs is supposed to be allocated for in-franchise needs?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer:  Maybe we can pull up FRPO-46 again?  And if we could go to attachment 1, page 1?  You can see the second half of this, the Union rate zone ag-excess calculation?

MR. QUINN:  Yes?

MR. DANTZER:  And this is for the 2023 year.  Line 4, aggregate excess is about 72 PJs.  And then we add on these other requirements, semi-unbundled, contingency, which I mentioned, and that total gets you to your 96/95 that you were referring to.

MR. QUINN:  That total does get there, Steve, but your targets, I get the 9.5 of operational contingency.  So again, taking that out of that equation, you end up with about 87.  But you are not planning on getting to 87.  You are not even planning to get to 80.  If you have an understanding that can help with what the difference is, great.  If not, I've just got to move on.

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer:  So that table in FRPO-87 reflects that aggregate excess line item only.  So it is only the gas in storage that is used to meet demand requirements.  It doesn't include contingency.  So it's ---

MR. QUINN:  But it also includes semi --


MR. DANTZER:  It does not.

MR. QUINN:  Your storage target would include semi-unbundled storage also.  Correct?

MR. DANTZER:  It does not.  No.  Those customers are responsible for managing their own requirements.  They are allocated a certain amount of cost-based storage, but that would not be included in FRPO-87.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  This is a little bizarre, so I am going move on, because that does -- I used to work with some people from Duke Energy, by the way, and they say, "That dog don't hunt", but I have got to move on because we have something we will have to resolve later.  Okay.

Steve brought us to FRPO-46, Angela, so let's, if we can, scroll down to one to FRPO-47 in the same FRPO-42 exhibit.  Okay.  Thank you.

We had asked for the full one-cycle unit cost of cost-based storage for 2024.  And if we could move down to attachment 1, please, line 2 provides the cost, and we appreciate that, but -- and, before I do that, I want to provide some context for the answer.  The reference to 2024 rates indicates the rate order coming out of Phase 1, so maybe you can see the note down at the bottom.  Can I take it that this cost that is provided is the 2023 cost with the 2024 decision adjustments included?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking.  I will do my best on this one, Mr. Quinn.  I wasn't the one who did this particular IR.  But it is the 2024 interim rates that were established as part of the proceeding that is noted in note 1.

MR. QUINN:  So 2023 costs plus whatever the Board or whatever in the Board's decision may have had you adjust that cost.  Is that what you are saying?

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, it is David Stevens speaking.  It may be that we are best to answer this through undertaking.  I think my very basic understanding is that the 2023 costs you would be speaking to would include at least some components that are really 2013 or 2014 costs, subject to annual escalation since that point.  They don't necessarily reflect a cost-of-service basis for 2023.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  David, I appreciate you jumping in for the opportunity to take the undertaking, but, before we close that off, I do have some other questions we may want to include, and you and I can decide at the end, hopefully, to agree that this is best by undertaking.

First off, when we asked for the full-cycle cost of storage, can you explain why 1.2 percent is what is chosen here?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking.  So the methodology in which this response was drafted is aligned to a similar response given in and undertaking under MAADS which had an assumed deliverability of 1.2 percent.  I think that number of assumed deliverability of 1.2 percent was just consistent with the prior undertaking methodology.

Getting any deeper than that, I would have to consult our rates team.

MR. QUINN:  Well, and I respect that, David, and so that is why I wanted to ask these questions and maybe, David, put this into the undertaking because, clearly -- and I guess:  Can I get your confirmation that you are aware that the cost-based storage has a higher capability than 1.2 percent withdrawal capability?  Would you be able to confirm that?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse.  I agree with it.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So we had asked, you know, for what the cost would be, and we see this figure, 1.58, in this case for Union rate zone and then 1.2.  Maybe we will just say:  Could we ask that by way undertaking Enbridge provides their derivation of 1.2; what are the inputs and assumptions that go into the derivation of the respective rates, 2024 rates, for both Union and for Enbridge Gas Distribution, and then a secondary calculation for each of the respective utilities' actual withdrawal capabilities?

MR. STEVENS:  So, to play that back, Dwayne, you are asking for Enbridge to provide the derivation of the 1.2 percent storage deliverability shown at line 2 of attachment 1 to FRPO-47, and then you are asking for Enbridge to also the actual cost-based storage deliverability available for each of the Union and EGD rate zones?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, but it is specifically with the legacy utility's actual withdrawal capabilities.  I don't have that number.  I'm not asking today, but Dave -- and I would agree that that is greater than 1.2, but we don't have the specific number.  So, whatever the specific number is, what the derivation would be if that changes the 1.5 or not.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  But, again to be clear, we are talking about the cost-based storage?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, specifically.

MR. STEVENS:  I am just looking over at the witnesses to see if any clarifications are needed.  No.  Seeing none, Enbridge can provide that undertaking.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  So that undertaking in relation to FRPO-47, attachment 1, will be JT3.4.
UNDERTAKING JT3.4:  TO PROVIDE THE DERIVATION OF THE 1.2 PERCENT STORAGE DELIVERABILITY SHOWN AT FRPO-47, ATTACHMENT 1, LINE 2; TO PROVIDE ALSO THE ACTUAL COST-BASED STORAGE DELIVERABILITY AVAILABLE FOR EACH OF THE UNION AND EGD RATE ZONES, SPECIFICALLY WITH THE LEGACY UTILITY'S ACTUAL WITHDRAWAL CAPABILITIES

MR. QUINN:  I think I will turn now to the ICF study.  Mr. Sloan, I saw you on camera before.  I am glad to hear you are well.  These question I think will mostly be to you but maybe supplemented by Enbridge.  Do we have Mr. Sloan online?

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps, Michael, if you speak, maybe your picture icon will come up.

MR. SLOAN:  I hope that my picture icon is up and you can hear me.  If you cannot see me, let me see what I can do.

MR. QUINN:  Oh, you are fine, Mr. Sloan.  It was on my end because you hadn't spoken, and it only had four frames up there.  Good to see you.  Glad you are well.

MR. SLOAN:  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  So, in your study that you did for Enbridge, you compared delivered gas at Dawn versus using storage.  Can you please confirm that the estimated price of that gas was not fixed but was forecasted to be established as a monthly forecasted price, subject to supply and demand from your model?

MR. SLOAN:  That is correct.  We did not fix the price of natural gas.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Maybe it would be helpful for all of us, Angela, if you wouldn't mind going to Exhibit 1.1-SEC-1, please.  Thank you.  Now, in terms of the -- it is attachment 1 that is below, and it is page 22 of attachment 1 that am looking for specifically.  If you can scroll down, I just want to make sure it is the same thing I was looking for.  There we are.  If you can just focus on 2.1.3, task 3.  Thank you.

So this is, task 3 is, the assessment of market-based alternatives to contracted storage.  ICF will provide -- I am reading from the task 3.  It says:
"ICF ill provide an assessment of viable, reliable, market-based alternatives to contracted storage capacity at Dawn.  This assessment will be developed with input from Enbridge concerning viability, reliability, and the cost of identified alternatives."

Specifically to my first question, Mr. Sloan, did Enbridge instruct that fixing the gas price months in advance could not be considered as a viable option?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, I didn't get direction from Enbridge to that effect, no.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, no direction.  Then, can you tell me why you did not consider that?

MR. SLOAN:  Generally, that is getting into the area of risk and uncertainty.  When you look at natural gas price forecasting, if your forecasts, or if you are fixing the price out into the future 6 months to 18 months, you are basing it on a forecast.  And implicitly you have to.  That is where those numbers come from.  The party that you're buying the gas from is making a forecast of what the price should be over that range of time.  We are doing a forecast which is very similar to what a counterparty would be doing based on different factors, and I don't think that you are going to get a more accurate answer trying to forecast what that fixed rate would be than you would just using the monthly gas price forecast.

MR. QUINN:  I want to let you finish so that I wasn't rude, Mr. Sloan, but you are focused on the study, how to study it.  I am asking about just the simple strategy.  Is there a reason why when you are talking about risk management, which you started with, on a risk management basis that you wouldn't consider fixing the gas for a portion of your load balancing needs?

MR. SLOAN:  Well, I don't think there is implicitly any reason why you couldn't do that.  You certainly could.  I know that in Ontario there are OEB policies that indicate that Enbridge would be at risk if the forecasts were higher or lower.  And I don't know that as well as the Enbridge folks to do to talk about that --


MR. QUINN:  No, I understand, and I want to respect --


MR. SLOAN:  [Audio distortion]

MR. QUINN:  If the OEB jurisdiction, stuff like that, sir, I am not asking you to speak to that.  I know that is not your realm.  So, I want to say it differently.  In fixing the gas price as an alternative, would it -- I think I heard you say that there is implicitly there is no reason why you couldn't do it.  Did I have that correct?

MR. SLOAN:  That is correct.  There is no reason why you couldn't do it.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so, let me ask you differently.  Irrespective of jurisdiction or what this utility or other utilities may or may not do, are you aware that utilities can, and do, fix wager prices ahead of time as a risk mitigation tool?

MR. SLOAN:  I understand that some utilities do, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And that is all I needed in that area.  But very importantly, sir, would you agree that fixing winter delivery specifically, respecting that they may be at a higher demand cost as forecasted by the market provider, but fixing those prices for the winter and delivering the gas at the storage field is an alternative to buying the gas in the summer, storing it in the winter and having it brought out of the ground in the winter.  Is that a substitute?

MR. SLOAN:  It is an alternative.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  An alternative.  Thank you.  And as an alternative, in any risk management portfolio, is it your experience that in mitigating risk that organizations will leave 100 percent of their cost to float with the market?

MR. SLOAN:  I think it depends on the organization and the ability of the organization to work within the market.  So, it is certainly not unheard of.  Different organizations address that in different ways.  It is a lot like buying insurance.  You can mitigate risk by buying insurance.  You are paying somebody else to take that risk off of your hands, so that the overall cost is likely to be higher because you have laid off that risk.  That is, you know, the insurance market that is the risk mitigation market.  You pay more in order to stabilize your forecasts.

MR. QUINN:  But it also -- if I may, it reduces your -- buying the insurance risks -- reduces your exposure to what you are insuring against.

MR. SLOAN:  Well, you are paying for a reduction in volatility.

MR. QUINN:  Yes.

MR. SLOAN:  In this particular market.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, we will leave it at that for now, sir.  And I respect that you are with us for a brief moment in time, so I wanted to touch on another area also, and that is the analysis you undertook.

Angela, and I don't know if you have access to this, but do you have the Excel spreadsheet that was provided as a request under FRPO-85?  If not, Angela, it was provided by Bonnie just yesterday.  We could use the paper copy.  I just thought we would benefit from the live copy.  Sorry, Angela, I spent time doing a monologue here.  But if you don't have it, if you could bring up exhibit -- it is actually from your evidence, Phase 2 evidence.  Exhibit 4, Tab 2, Schedule 1, attachment 2, page 40.  There we go.  Thank you.

I had the benefit of the live spreadsheet, Mr. Sloan, so I was able do this, where I see the graph and, you know, I do a little bit of this, not as much as your folks I am sure.  But I saw a lot of -- let's just say -- start off with a vertical line just left of two dollars, or sorry, delivery of capacity ratio percentage of two.  So, I see a vertical line there which causes me some concern in terms of the variability of the data to create that line.  Can you tell me if you did an R squared analysis on the plot fit of the Y -- of the correlation that came up with your formula that is displayed on the graph?

MR. SLOAN:  We did.  I don't have it available to me right at the moment, but we did look at that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Would you take it subject to check that I did it and the R squared I got was 0.4567?

MR. SLOAN:  I would want to confirm that.  It was --


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  By way of undertaking, can you confirm that the R squared value.  I won't speak it into record.  I will let you provide it.

MR. STEVENS:  I assume, Michael, that is something that ICF is able do?

MR. SLOAN:  That is something that ICF is able do.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  So, Dwayne, Enbridge Gas will provide the R squared value for the data and line shown at exhibit A-1 of the ICF report.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And the other way of handling this, David, for simplicity if, Angela, you can get the Excel spreadsheet at the break we could just put it on the screen and hit a button and it will show us that.

MR. STEVENS:  I recognize you have got lots of things you probably want to get through.  It's probably easiest for us to answer the undertaking as I suggested.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, let me just ask a question this way, Mr. Sloan.  If the number were 4.5.  I know you don't need four decimal or significant figures here to understand if it is 4.4 -- sorry, the R squared value is 0.45.  From your experience would you say that value denotes strong a correlation to be used as being predictive?

MR. SLOAN:  I would not call that a strong correlation.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That is simply what I need there.

MR. RICHLER:  Dwayne, sorry.  It is Ian just before you go any further I just wanted to note the undertaking.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Ian.

MR. RICHLER:  So, the undertaking to provide the R squared value is JT3.5.
UNDERTAKING JT3.5:  TO PROVIDE THE R SQUARED VALUE FOR THE DATA AND LINE SHOWN AT EXHIBIT A-1 OF THE ICF REPORT.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I am not keeping an eye on what the schedule has for the break time, Ian, while we've had this moment.  Is now a good time to take our break?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes.  Why don't we do that.  Let's break now for 15 minutes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you very much.
--- Recess taken at 10:50 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:06 a.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back, everyone.  Mr. Quinn, back over to you.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Richler.

MR. SLOAN:  I am sorry, if I can take 10 seconds of your time?  I will confirm your regression analysis.  The R squared for the regression that you requested is 0.4567.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Mr. Sloan.

MR. SLOAN:  And that should take care of the interrogatory.

MR. QUINN:  The undertaking, yes, thank you.  That is all we are looking for.

MR. SLOAN:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Angela, I should have prepped you with a quick e-mail, but if you could bring up the spreadsheet that I filed with the package on Monday called, "Cost of Winter over Summer Market Price"?  And I believe this will need an exhibit number, once we get it.

If you go to tab 2, it is a little more informative and easier to see.  If you could expand as much as possible, Angela, to keep it on the screen for everybody.  Even a little more would be great.  Yes.  Thank you.

So, Mr. Richler, I believe this will need an exhibit number.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  This will be Exhibit KT3.2.  And this is -- sorry, can you just help describe it for the record?

MR. QUINN:  I filed it under -- and it is on the website now, the Board website:  "Cost of Winter over Summer Market Price."
EXHIBIT KT3.2:  SPREADSHEET ENTITLED "COST OF WINTER OVER SUMMER MARKET PRICE"

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So thank you, Angela.

So the starting point in this sheet, I want to make sure people are aware, this process started in Phase 1.  And specifically, the -- I have highlighted the evidentiary reference is exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1, attachment 1, page 5.  And that is where this data comes from.

And it leads us through to describe the forecasted purchases of gas to load-balance demand requirements in conjunction with storage.

First off, Mr. Janisse, or Dave, you would confirm that from what you articulated at the outset?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking:  I don't know how this ties to the discussion that we had this morning, but I can confirm that the calculation for which this information was pulled off of is calculating the cost differential of shaping purchases at Dawn relative to purchasing in a flat manner throughout the year.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Is that not consistent with your discussion about balancing? I think you called it the inventory between demand and supply.

MR. JANISSE:  No.  So again, the inventory injection withdraw cost line item in the gas cost to operations is not related to this cost calculation.  It is merely recognizing that in periods where there is more demand than supplies coming in, or periods where there is more supplies than demand, that there has to be a balancing factor.  And the cost of that inventory being injected or withdrawn from storage, which is held at the weighted average reference price, is just balancing the equation.

That is all that that injection withdrawal cost item is.  It is not related to shaping purchases and the cost of doing so, as laid out in the schedule that is referenced here.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will accept that distinction.  And, while I've got -- well, I will ask:  Can you tell me, did you or somebody else review the spreadsheet itself?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking:  Yes, I reviewed it.  Mr. Dantzer did as well, so one or both of us may be answering follow-up questions on it.

MR. QUINN:  Right.  And then you don't have any concerns with the math?

MR. JANISSE:  Nothing material.  I would say that there are a number of -- probably I would attribute it to rounding differences between the schedules that we filed and that are referenced in cell A2 up there and what you have got in front of us.  But I would say not resulting in any material differences.  It would just be rounding.

MR. QUINN:  So 345.12, as an example?

MR. JANISSE:  Can you direct me to where you pull that number?

MR. QUINN:  It is from my recollection, when I just used 345.  So I don't have a direct reference.  But I think I heard you say it is not material.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  I agree.  And I guess the bottom line is the cost numbers that you are coming to in this are slightly off from what -- the cost numbers that were in our schedule that you referred to.  But I believe it is just a result of rounding.  There are decimal places in our schedule, and there are not in yours.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, okay.  That is fair enough.  I just wanted to make sure that we were on the same page, so to speak.  Okay.

So what this schedule reflects was what was provided in Phase 1.  And Dave has done the distinction of its needs.  But the total cost, if you can confirm that it reflects the forecasted load balancing cost of gas purchases from Phase 1.  And the total cost of this load balancing is $23.5 million.  You can confirm that?

MR. JANISSE:  I can confirm, but again, slightly different because of a rounding there.  But the $23.5 to $23.6 million, in the ballpark.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Sorry, I rounded.  You are right, it is 23.6.  Okay.  So now we know what "material" is.  Okay.

So I just want to go back to the first tab, if we may, Angela?  If I may ask you to go back?  I apologize.  I am instructing you badly, to go back to that.

So just looking at this schedule, it is gas being brought in and being supplied.  Most of the gas in Phase 1 in this load balancing schedule, most of the gas is brought in through the winter period of November to March, March being zero.  But overall, if you just scan the math, you can see that more gas is brought in in the winter than in the summer.

And we thought, okay, if that is the case, why don't we use the base of what Enbridge has already forecasted in terms of the amounts and costs, and look at -- what if we, instead of adding 10 TJs of storage, we added 10 TJs of gas purchased in the winter?

So if we go back to the first tab, please, Angela?  Thank you.  And this one, we are going to need to be expanded.  Yes, thank you.

So what we are doing here is saying we are going to add 8 PJs of delivered gas.  And so, to make the math easy, we said -- and we said that the load balancings versus space, we are going to add 10,010 TJs, which is -- can I get the panel to confirm, that is approximately 10 PJs?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer:  Yes, that is confirmed, Dwayne.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So Steve, some of us -- some people in the room don't do as much PJs and TJs as you and I do.  But I just wanted to make sure that people understood the distinction there.

And what specifically we are looking at and saying, what would be the effect of taking the 91 days between December and February and just delivering that gas at Dawn every day from December 1 to February, in this case the 29th, in 2024, and equate it to a nice round number of 110.0 TJs?

So any questions from Steve or Dave in terms of what we trying to do in terms of providing daily delivery at Dawn in the quantity of 110 TJs per day?

Okay.  If you have a question later on, let me know.  But I would like to move on.

MR. DANTZER:  No, sorry, it is Steve Dantzer:  I was just going to say that I think I am following.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Okay.  So if we go to that first tab again, what we did when we are looking at this -- and I just want to draw your attention to this before we move to the next tab is, in adding 10 TJs in the winter, to make the net of the supplies balance, instead of just adding 10 TJs in the winter, we thought, okay, well, why don't we, at the same time, sell off the entire amount of 10 TJs in the month of June?

And so I highlighted June, because it is the largest month, of 13,200, and that could easily absorb the one-time reduction and sell of gas throughout the month of June.

So if we move to tab 2?  And again, if you could expand that please, Angela?  Thank you.

So what we are trying to do is add the 10 PJs of storage over 91 days of December to February -- and not everybody has to and I don't think I need to step through the math, or Steve and Dave have looked at this -- but what we did is we added the daily quantities of 110 TJs over each of the days in the winter and then reduced the month of June by that 10 TJs.  Are there any issues with the math at this point?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  No issues with the math, and I would say, directionally transferring summer purchase to the winter, we would expect this result, a higher
cost --

MR. QUINN:  Right.

MR. DANTZER:  -- portfolio.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  And so as -- you are getting ahead of me, and that is great, Steve.  Is the additional cost of 10 TJs the difference between the 29.1 in this approach versus the 23.6 in the previous slide, to net out?

And, if you just want to focus on that cell, the additional cost cell, Angela, of 5.54 million, if you can, just click on that cell.

You can see the formula for those who are interested in the formula.  So all of that is the difference between the two approaches.  So, ultimately, we have added $5.5 million of gas cost while creating, in our view, a substitute for that storage of 10 TJs.  At this point, I trust there are no questions or concerns from the Enbridge folks?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  No questions or specific concerns as it relates to this spreadsheet.  But I will say that, you know, as you know, Dwayne, we use an optimization model to evaluate our gas supply plan in changes like this, so I would just add that this is quite a simplistic analysis compared to what we would do.

MR. QUINN:  I understand and, Steve, no disrespect.  I don't want to have any disrespect for Mr. Sloan, also.  But we have less opportunity to understand all of what you do and send out than we do Michael's ICF model.  We can't get inside there.  We can't test all of the assumptions.  We can't.

So, with due respect, you do have an optimization model, but you are optimizing different things that maybe we aren't as concerned about when we say, "If this is a value, we want to reduce the cost."  So, as opposed to us debating the merits of send-out, I would like to say that we did this analysis back in Phase 1, but we realized we probably would be out of scope for Phase 1 considerations given our settlement conference and the delineation of Phase 2 and Phase 3.  But we are bringing it forward.

But this year, when we went to the evidence, Enbridge had changed the gas supply for the purposes of this same gas-supply load balancing -- and, if you could, go to the next tab, Angela -- it has the same evidentiary reference, but it is now for Phase 2.  That is why we put the "P2" there.  So I went through the exact same process, but I was trying to see what the differences in purchases were versus Phase 1.  So I will come back to that in a moment.

But, if we are starting with the same starting point of looking at the proposed cost of this load balancing, the new number has now been reduced to 17.2, which looks like things are better, but, if we go to the fifth tab, you can see that, by adding the 10 TJs again, sorry, 10 PJs of delivered gas, we still come up with the same additional cost of $5.54 million.

So whether it is Phase 1 or Phase 2, this type of approach is giving us a fairly consistent result, and as simplistic as that may be, Steve, it is using your evidence and the prices that were in that spreadsheet to forecast the cost of this approach.  Would you agree with that?

MR. JANISSE:  It's Dave Janisse speaking.  So I agree that, regardless of which of the tabs you are calculating, you come to the same result.  I mean you are moving the same purchases that have the same volumes and the same Dawn forecasted price across the two analyses.  So it really doesn't matter what the underlying numbers are; the shifts that you are doing are resulting in the same $5.5 million.

What I will say is that, the P2 gas purchase tab, that refers to our evidence in the Phase 2 proceeding.  The reason why that is different than the same schedule in the Phase 1 proceeding is because, in Phase 2, we have the 10 PJs of storage in the gas supply plan, whereas Phase 1 did not have those 10 PJs of storage in the plan.  So, naturally, when you have the extra 10 PJs, it changes your load balancing and reduces that cost.

Something I would want to take you to, just to kind of complete the chain of thought here, is if we turn up our evidence, Phase 2, Exhibit 4, tab 2, schedule 1 and go to page 9 of that evidence.  So, specifically in paragraph 21, we talk about the addition of the 10 PJs and the implications that that has, and you will see towards the end of the paragraph we claim or lay out that the cost of the extra storage is partially offset by commodity cost savings of $5.8 million.

So what I would say is the calculations that you have done in your spreadsheet, to Mr. Dantzer's point, we used our cost-optimization model, so it would be a bit more precise.  But I would say, largely, you are coming to 5.5; we have got 5.8.  I would say that it is very consistent with our evidence and what we have calculated and put forward.

MR. QUINN:  Actually, I didn't want to get into this detail because I didn't think that I would have time, but, since you have brought us there -- before we go back to the spreadsheet, Angela, because I want to keep that tab available.  There is a footnote 22 on there.  Can you scroll down to the bottom, to show what footnote 22 says?  Now, it says it is based on the April QRAM commodity forecast, and we have another interrogatory that asked about this.  But my understanding is that that 5.8 million was calculated based upon using only the month of January as a -- where your winter gas purchases were reduced.  Is that not correct?

MR. JANISSE:  I will look to Mr. Dantzer to correct me if I am wrong, but the 5.8 million is the difference in the gas commodity cost between the two gas supply plans, the first one being one without the 10 PJs and the second one being with 10 PJs, as proposed in Phase 2.

MR. QUINN:  But you did the calculation --

MR. JANISSE:  It is not -- sorry, it is not as simplistic as looking at one single month and moves that are happening within that.

MR. QUINN:  Well, we will come back to that another time.  So, if we can go, back to the spreadsheet.  Okay, thank you.  So, if you can, go back to the fourth tab, P2, gas purchase.  Thank you.  Okay.

So I just expressed it that it was only the month of January where the reduction was made, and you can see the difference between the two plans is 9.9 in January and then the purchases, the reduction of purchases in the summer, were July, August, September.

My question for you is:  If you were allowing for 10 more PJs, is that the practical result of what you get in what you proposed in this spreadsheet?

So, in the first strategy, if -- and you can take this subject to check or Angela can pop something into the formula live in the room.  But, if you take the difference between the November to March purchases in P1 -- so just if you can go back to P1, please, Angela.  If you guys want to verify, you can do that or you can take it by way of undertaking to verify what I am saying.

The difference in purchases between November and March and those in April to October is about 30 TJs, so you are adding 30 TJs of incremental winter gas under that scenario.  Would you take that subject to check, or do you want to take an undertaking to verify?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  Sorry, we are comparing this schedule filed in Phase 2 compared to the same schedule that was filed in Phase 1.  Do I have that right?

MR. QUINN:  No I am just starting with Phase 1, Steve, that the difference in deliveries in the winter months of November to March if you sum those and you subtract the amount that you are adding in the summer, you are adding 30 TJs more in the winter than in the summer.

MR. DANTZER:  We might have to take this away but I don't see how that makes any logical sense.  The difference should simply be a shift in summer/winter purchases of 10 PJs.

MR. QUINN:  I think, Steve, what you are focused on here is the difference between P1, P2.  Respectfully, what I am saying is just on P1 if you sum it up and, Angela, just maybe do us a favour here and then just take, in the column beside 126 -- sorry.  So, it is reference 06 up to cell 06.  Yes.

And if you type in equals, SUM, S-U-M, bracket, and then you highlight April through October and -- sorry, on row 6, please, on the one above it.  Thank you.  Yes.  There you go.  And just close bracket and hit enter you get 48.16.

Now, if you subtract in the next -- in P6, the next cell, yes, say equals, click on N6, the total, yes, minus O6, the next one beside it and then hit equals.  You can it is pretty close to 30 TJs of additional winter gas versus summer gas.  So, you can take this, subject to check, to make sure my math works there, but you have added 30 TJs.

Now, Angela, if I could ask you to do this one more time, but copy those two cells you just created and -- yes, copy and then if you go to P2 gas purchase.  Now you are following me, yes, that is great.  If you could put those into P5 which is, yes, thank you.  Just -- sorry.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, would it be easier for us --


MR. QUINN:  David, I would just like to finish this if I may.

MR. STEVENS:  -- simply to provide an undertaking of the numbers?

MR. QUINN:  If we can just go up to P5, please, that's two cells above that.  And hit paste.  Now you can see the difference between winter and summer gas is about 11 PJs.  So, you had 30 as a differential of winter versus summer.  Now you have 11, not 10.  Now, the difference between the two as you were talking about should be 10 TJs, but in point of fact you have 19 TJs, plus or minus, of difference between Phase 1 and Phase 2.  And that's the question I want you to take away by undertaking.  You can check the math.  But why is the load balancing needs changing to the tune of 19 PJs between winter and summer with the addition of 10 TJs of storage?

MR. STEVENS:  I think it would be appropriate for us to take this away by undertaking rather than spending more time on the record.  We will review the lead up to this and answer as to why there is a difference in the load balancing need that you have identified on P1 and P2 slides of this Excel spreadsheet KT3.2.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be undertaking JT3.6.
UNDERTAKING JT3.6:  TO EXPLAIN THE DIFFERENCE IN THE LOAD BALANCING NEED IDENTIFIED IN EXHIBIT KT3.2, SLIDES P1 AND P2.


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Ian.  Thank you, Enbridge.  Okay.  Enough spreadsheet work for today.  Thank you, Angela.  I didn't expect you to do that but I thought it might be helpful for people to see that this is -- calling it -- you would say it is just math.  But if we can go to FRPO-66 -- sorry, 4.2-FRPO-66, please.  Thank you.  So, just before we go down the preamble talks about in part of ICF's study they came up with savings that could be generated by shifting gas purchases between the highest days in January versus the average.  Do I have a correct summary of that, Mr. Sloan?

MR. SLOAN:  You do.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  So, if you would scroll down, please, I want to focus in on the answer.  And there is a long answer.  I have it highlighted on my sheet, so sorry, Angela, I should have been doing that while you were ably getting me there quicker.

So, there is a fairly long response I don't think it would be helpful for us to try to walk through it.  It but if I take the summary of this response and I will point out a line in the middle of the second paragraph, it start off with:
"Therefore if ICF were to ignore the value the results would not be -- "

Sorry.
" -- the results would not be reflective of the cost reductions that could occur on an actual basis resulting from Enbridge being able to manage intraday demand, volatility using storage withdraws from incremental storage instead of gas purchases."

Do you see that line?

MR. SLOAN:  Yes, I see that line.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Now, and I have to turn this, respectfully, Mr. Sloan, back to Enbridge.  But does Enbridge actually do that?  Look at the weather forecast, the two week forecast, and say we have a cold week this week and a warm week the week after, so let's change or purchases to not deliver quantity of gas this week but deliver twice that quantity of gas the following week.  Is that how Enbridge operates?

MR. STIERS:  Adam Stiers.  Yes, Dwayne, that is the case.  So, capacity utilization in particular makes regulator recommendations to the gas supply team regarding the amount of supply that needs to be procured for the upcoming month relative to their plans.

So, to do that we actually monitor utility storage balances on a weekly basis minimum and would make recommendations that consider variables like weather and unaccounted for gas in presenting those recommendations to gas supply.  Who then --


MR. QUINN:  I get -- sorry, Mr. Stiers.  You are going a little bit broader.  You are talking about your capacity management and the storage balances.  I am just talking about the weather.  So, in terms of the weather, do you do that?

MR. STIERS:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, then you make recommendations based upon the weather that it'd be better to wait -- not deliver one week and deliver twice, as an example, twice a month the amount in two weeks?

MR. STIERS:  We create storage profiles that reflect those variables as I mentioned including weather, as you say.  And so, based on what we are seeing using the customer's, say, budgeted forecasted consumption we would make a recommendation to gas supply and they could decide what to do in terms of procurement activity adjustment.

MR. QUINN:  Are they monitoring the weather and use the gas price they expect?

MR. STIERS:  Capacity utilization would be monitoring weather.

MR. QUINN:  And the gas price they expect?

MR. JANISSE:  It is Dave Janisse speaking, Mr. Quinn.  Maybe I can step in on this.  The weather is monitored for the purposes of, you know, projecting inventory balances to where we need it to be.  So, if we were to see a weather forecast that showed, I might get this backwards to your exact example, but, you know, warm weather next week and cold weather the following week, I think the assessment that needs to be done is to look and make sure what is the best way to manage those load variables.  If storage can manage it and we have sufficient storage to be able to do it then we would, but if storage can't then, yes, we would be moving purchase deliveries within the month so that we can better match the demands that are being forecasted, largely driven by weather.

MR. QUINN:  But those are towards the storage targets you have.  It is not necessarily just the weather, it is the storage.  You are matching it the storage targets; you are not doing it on the basis of price.  Correct?

MR. JANISSE:  To my knowledge, we would not have that level of granularity of price.  Like, we --


MR. QUINN:  Right, okay.

MR. JANISSE:  You are not going to get a next-week price and then, a week-later price, unless you are crossing a month or something like that.  The --


MR. QUINN:  Well, at the risk of -- I really need to move on, Dave, but Mr. Stiers provided something I think that would be helpful.  These regular recommendations, can we -- we asked specifically and Angela has -- sorry, I have it on my screen.  So if you could just scroll up just a little bit, Angela, to question A above?  That's good, thank you.

So we asked for the, provide the monthly gas shifts, including dates and prices that were avoided and the dates and prices subsequent repurchasing of the avoided purchases.

For the dates when the sales were made, what was the system gas storage level and the resulting withdrawal capacity and then, for those times, indicate if 10 TJs of storage would be essential to accommodate that.

You don't have the 10 TJs, so that is -- I will leave that there.  But I asked about the actual purchases, and I heard Mr. Stiers say regular recommendations to the operating group, if I get that correct.

What we would like is those regular recommendations that are being made, and what was the subsequent action, including the price that was saved by the action undertaken by operations?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking again:  So, as explained in the last paragraph of that IR response, we are not able to provide the requested information.  And the reasons are laid out in that paragraph.

MR. QUINN:  That was fairly broad though, David; that response is fairly broad, with all due respect.  I asked specifically; Nr. Stiers said they have regular recommendations.  So they actually should have a memo at a point in time when those are made.

So we are asking for what was done as a result of recommendation, and what was the price impact?

Mr. Stevens, in lieu of a direct response at this time, could you consider the undertaking, and taking the undertaking?  Or at least under advisement?  And if you have reasons why you are not going to provide it, provide it, please?

MR. STEVENS:  It looks like perhaps the witnesses have something quick to say.  And then I will directly respond to that.

MR. QUINN:  Sure, okay.  Thank you.

MR. STIERS:  Sure, Dwayne.  I will try to be quick with this.  I think within the time period that you are looking for, I am not sure that I am aware of any memos, as you put it, that reflect the recommendations that are made.  We are meeting on a regular basis, discussing things.  So I am not sure that we have any such memos for the periods that you are interested in.

MR. QUINN:  Memos, e-mails, written communication?  There is zero that comes out of those meetings, or minutes from the meetings?

MR. STIERS:  I don't have a record of those.  We could potentially, subject to check, say that we don't have those for that period.

MR. QUINN:  For 2019 to 2023?

MR. STIERS:  Yeah -- nothing formal, as far as I am aware, subject to check.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Can we put a placeholder on that "subject to check"?  Or?

MR. STEVENS:  We can provide an undertaking to --


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  -- provide any written communications reflecting recommendations made from the capacity monitoring group to the gas supply team, based on monitoring and observations during -- I just don't know whether we can reach back to even say that we have searched all the way back to 2019.

I am looking at the witnesses to ask, what within the time frame is a reasonable length of time to go back.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be undertaking JT3.7.
UNDERTAKING JT3.7:  TO PROVIDE ANY WRITTEN COMMUNICATIONS REFLECTING RECOMMENDATIONS MADE FROM THE CAPACITY MONITORING GROUP TO THE GAS SUPPLY TEAM, BASED ON MONITORING AND OBSERVATIONS, WITH A TIME FRAME TO BE DETERMINED.


MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking --


MR. QUINN:  I think Mr. --


MR. JANISSE:  I am struggling, I mean, just knowing what we have, I am struggling to see how we would be able to produce this.  Like, the recommendations are specifically from monitoring inventory against the targets and how we adapt those purchase plans.

Mr. Quinn is also interested in the price differentials between what would have been purchased and what was actually purchased.  As we explained in the response to the IR, the timing of gas purchases is not planned in the gas supply plan, especially within a month.

So I think even if we able to go back and find written records of volume purchase recommendations that are different from plan, from our capacity group to the gas supply team, I just don't think it will provide the information that Mr. Quinn is looking for.

MR. STEVENS:  So if --


MR. QUINN:  I think I heard you say -- if I might, David, because he just said a lot:  You did say that you don't do it within the month.  But isn't this cost that was being avoided a result of doing different purchasing strategies within the month?

You know, I struggle with this and I understand some of the challenges with it, Dave.  And, you know, in respect to the Board and my time that is left here, maybe we will bring this back at the hearing, or in a time in between.  Unless, David, you would like to take it under advisement and see what can be provided?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, we seem to be circling around the same response, Dwayne, which is that there is not going to be anything helpful to provide.  I mean, you had asked whether we could turn that "subject to check" into an undertaking.  We are certainly prepared to do that, if that is helpful to you.  But I am in your hands.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will --


MR. STEVENS:  I believe -- Ian has given a number to it, I believe.

MR. QUINN:  Okay. I will take the undertaking, thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes.  So again, that was JT3.7.

And Dwayne, just a reminder:  You are down to about six minutes left of your allotted time.

MR. QUINN:  Actually, if we'd have started on time, Ian, that would be the case.  But I have 11 minutes by my clock.  And I want to respect that this has been cumbersome as a result.  And we have a little bit of capacity in tomorrow.  And I would like to make sure we at least exhaust some of our questions.

MR. RICHLER:  I am prepared to be a little bit flexible, but we really don't have that much of a cushion.  So I just ask you to be as quick as possible, please.

MR. QUINN:  I have been trying to do that.  Thank you.

FRPO-67, please?  Sorry, I am going to go FRPO-68, please, Angela.  Sorry, I don't want to be -- sound like I am barking out orders, here.

So we are asking about Enbridge leaving the 4 PJs open, and other things we have talked about through the difference between plan and operation.  If you can scroll to the next page, please?  And maybe I should capture the question, first.

In (b), it says:
"How were the costs of these allocations handled between the utility and non-utility operations?  Please provide the evidentiary references in support of these allocations."

And I am reading here is:
"There is no allocation to utility operations for contingency space for EGD rate zone based upon the current approved methodology."

So given that you are formalizing now that EGD, in conjunction with the former Dawn UGL, are going to use contingency space, is your proposal to allocate costs to the non-utility from the contingency space?

If there is no answer at this time, if we could take an undertaking and you can respond, please?

MR GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Sorry, Mr. Quinn, we are just pulling up an IR reference for you where I think we might explain that.

MR. QUINN:  If you can provide the IR reference by undertaking, Jason, I would just like to move on.

MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.  So the undertaking will be to advise whether Enbridge Gas has any proposal to allocate contingency space costs for the EGD rate zone to non-utility operations?

MR. QUINN:  Respectfully, David, EGI is now integrating its storage operations, and the contingency space is spread amongst the historic assets, so, as opposed to EGD, if you could use EGI as the overall utility, I would make sure -- I want to make sure we are comprehensive.

MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.8.
UNDERTAKING JT3.8:  TO ADVISE WHETHER ENBRIDGE GAS HAS ANY PROPOSAL TO ALLOCATE CONTINGENCY SPACE COSTS FOR THE EGI RATE ZONE TO NON-UTILITY OPERATIONS


MR. QUINN:  If we could, move to FRPO-69, please.  It is the same reference above that we had looked at before, and yet -- if we can scroll down further to -- thank you.  There is 10.8 PJs associated with the operational storage, and what we are trying to figure out and I couldn't find a recollect, sorry, a reference:  Is the 10.8 PJs of contingency space on top of the 43.5 PJs that Enbridge Gas Distribution has been leaving in storage for late-season deliverability as of February 28th?

MR. DANTZER:  Steve Dantzer.  So I just want to clarify the question, to start.  So, the 10.8, it reflects the harmonized approach to contingency for EGI overall.  Right?

MR. QUINN:  Yes, yes.

MR. DANTZER:  It is a component of the total of 15.6 for contingency.  The end-of-Feb storage target that you referred to, the 43 and a half, that was the legacy EGD storage target, so a bit of apples and oranges there.  I just wanted to clarify that.

So now let me just try to answer the question as I understand it.  The end-of-February storage target for EGI ensures maximum deliverability at that point in time, at the end of the February.  The treatment, the proposal for operational contingency, although it is related to storage and our utilization of storage in the gas supply plan, that is a separate and distinct parameter, if you will, and so that contingency sees us leaving 10.8 in the ground at the end of the winter season.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, well answered.  Thanks, Steve.  Okay.  If we can move to FRPO-70, please, maybe we will start with the question.  We had asked:  Please provide the deliverability allocated to each of the functions of, sorry, functions for each of the respective legacy utility space allocations.

If you could scroll up, please, Angela, I want to make sure we have given context.  This again is the contingency space we are talking about.  So I said:  A simple read says -- simple read of the above statements read as if EGD had contingency space built into its operating plan.

And you have confirmed that down below, in the response, but we are asking:  What deliverability is associated with that space?  If you could, just scroll down a bit so the witnesses can see the bottom of the answer.  It says:  There is no deliverability allocated to operational contingency space as deliverability is not required to accomplish the purpose of holding operational contingency space.

So, by way of example, if you have a system line pack issue and you need to replenish the line pack of your system and you have gas in your contingency space, how does it get there to meet your need for replenishing line pack?

MR. PARDY:  This is Steve Pardy speaking.  So I think what we are trying to say here is, from an operational contingency perception, there is no allocation of cost associated with deliverability towards operational contingency.

So there is recognition that, as we do our calculations on how much operational contingency we require, that is really -- we want to ensure that we have either the space or the molecules available to do that, and then I guess, from a deliverability standpoint, that would be managed within the operation on the day.  But we are not setting aside any deliverability specifically for operational contingency.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Mr. Pardy, thank you.  If I heard your answer, you are not -- let's play it back differently.  On a peak day -- sorry, a design day being February 28th is different.  Let's just say it is March 31st and, all of a sudden, your need for getting gas from storage is there and yet you are right on target for your needed deliverability.  Is there extra or, to use the word "contingency," is there supplemental deliverability that is available to you when you are red-lining the system on March 31st?

MR. PARDY:  So there is -- honestly, there is deliverability that is associated with having the 10.8 PJs in the ground, or we can move that out of our system, but there is not any reserved deliverability on March 31st for the purposes of operational contingency.  So it is whatever gas we have in the ground provides a certain amount of deliverability, and that is the limit of that system at that point; there is nothing additional to that.

MR. QUINN:  So you have done the calculation as of March 31st.  If you have your storage targets that have been met exactly, precisely, as of March 31st, if you have a cold day and you need the contingency space, you are saying you still have operation -- sorry, you still have supplemental deliverability somewhere else to get the gas out of storage?

MR. PARDY:  No, I am saying we don't.

MR. QUINN:  How does it help, then, if you can't get the gas out of storage?

MR. PARDY:  I am not suggesting you can't get the gas out of storage.  I am suggesting that there is no reserved deliverability.  So, by holding 10.8 PJs in the ground, I am getting deliverability.  So, if I didn't have that 10.8 PJs, obviously, I would have no deliverability left in my system to meet any demands or unforeseen upsets in the system or line pack for instance.  So, the fact that I have the 10.8 PJs in the ground, it provides a certain amount of deliverability associated with it.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  All right.  I think I understand the differentiation you are making.  But you are saying that deliverability comes at no cost?

MR. PARDY:  I am saying there is no allocation of deliverability within operational contingency with respect to deliverability, and there is no setting aside of deliverability for the purposes of operational contingency.

MR. QUINN:  Is there any other service that Enbridge Gas provides that has space but no allocation of costs for deliverability?

MR. PARDY:  I'm not able to answer that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, would you be able to take that, Mr. Stevens, by way of undertaking, respecting that might need a rate-making panelist?

MR. STEVENS:  Can you please repeat the question?

MR. QUINN:  Is there any other service that Enbridge Gas provides that has allocated cost space and has allocated zero cost of deliverability?

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, when you say "any other service", are you characterizing the operational contingency as a service?


MR. QUINN:  No, I am saying other services you provide to in‑franchise or ex‑franchise customers.  And on a cost basis, David.  I will say in‑franchise customers because I don't want to complicate the IR.  Any other service provided to in‑franchise customers that has zero cost of deliverability associated with the space that is allocated and the costs that are allocated for space.

MR. STEVENS:  We can take that away and provide whatever answer.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.9.
UNDERTAKING JT3.9:  TO CONFIRM WHETHER ENBRIDGE PROVIDES ANY OTHER SERVICE TO IN-FRANCHISE CUSTOMERS THAT HAS ZERO COST OF DELIVERABILITY ASSOCIATED WITH THE SPACE THAT IS ALLOCATED AND THE COSTS ALLOCATED FOR SPACE.


MR. QUINN:  Can we just go to FRPO-56, please.  Okay.  I think I may understand your answer now.  If we go to FRPO-60, please.  Okay.  Now, this is what the supply -- if you could stop there, Angela.  This is 230 TJs of supplies that did not arrive and we asked some specifics about that circumstance which in context, and maybe we need to scroll up to the -- it just has the evidentiary reference.  But this evidentiary reference, without turning it up, is the supply channels that you had in December of 2023.  Can the witnesses -- are you comfortable to respect that as context for these questions?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse, yes.

MR. QUINN:  Actually -- thank you.  I just saw down below there is winter storm.  And, sorry, I said 2023.  So, thanks for accepting the context I had the wrong dates.  So, it is 2022, that is correct.  So, the maximum failure we had was 67.  And we asked, specific to the date of the maximum failed supply, what was the utility storage level?  And given the level of storage what was the maximum withdrawal capability available from utility storage?  If you scroll down to B, please, okay.  So, the total utility storage level was 121.9 PJs.  And I see it says on a planned basis the maximum withdrawal capability for utility customers was 4.1, but that looks like your demand, design date demand, available from each of the respective legacy rate zone storage pools.  Do I have that correct?

MR. STIERS:  Adam Stiers.  Yes, that is correct.  You can also reference exhibit 4.25.  It is consistent with the table 1 in that exhibit of evidence as well.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, thank you.  But we asked for the actual, the actual if you just scroll back up, please, Angela.  So, we are asking for the -- thank you.  Specific to the day of maximum failed supply what was the utility storage level?  Which you've given us is 1.20, 1.9.  Given the level of storage what was the maximum withdrawal capability available from utility storage?

MR. STIERS:  Dwayne, I am struggling a little bit because it is the actual and what we are planning for.  Right?

MR. QUINN:  It's what you are planning for but you have excess capability because you have excess supply.  Your inventory levels are not down to their planned inventory target level.  Therefore you have additional withdraw capability.  Do you agree with that?  If you don't -- if you can ask Mr. Pardy, yes.  Ian, as much as I hate to give up on questions that I would like to have asked, I respect also other people have questions, so this will be my last question.

MR. STIERS:  So, Dwayne, I think it's a similar answer in terms of the deliverability that was set aside for that day.  It is the amount that was articulated as being on a planned basis.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I heard set aside.  No, I am not talking about set aside.  How much was available?  That was the question.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, when you say available, Dwayne --


MR. QUINN:  There is incremental inventory, David, and with incremental inventory with the capabilities of compression and limitations of the horsepower curves there is an incremental capability associated with the incremental -- sorry, incremental inventory.  Just as Mr. Pardy had said that the contingency molecules and inventory create capability for him to get gas out of the contingency space there is a similar capability the utility has because the inventory levels are not at the design target low.  Mr. Pardy, did I have any of that incorrect?

MR. STEVENS:  I see the witnesses are just conferring, Dwayne.

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. QUINN:  If -- okay.  I am going to, in respect of everybody else, this is not a hard question.  So, I mean, these are our questions.  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  Next up is Energy Probe, Tom Ladanyi.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi


MR. LADANYI:  Thank you, Ian.  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am a consultant representing Energy Probe.  I will try to go faster, perhaps, being I have 30 minutes, but I will try to finish it by 12:30.

So, can you please turn to EP-3, which is at exhibit I-1.3-EP-3.  That interrogatory is in relation to your evidence which is at tab 13, schedule 4, page 10, table 1, Comparison of Design Day Withdrawal Capability, and paragraph 18 on the same page.  Could you actually turn to that exhibit so we can look at the table, page 10.  Back to page 10.  Yes, there we are.  Thank you.

So, in question A, I just want confirmation that these calculations that are shown here are actually done prior to the retirement of the 7 compressors at Corunna and prior to the construction of the NPS36 pipeline.  Is that right?

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  That is correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Do you a similar calculation that would show the numbers after the retirement of compressors and after the construction of the pipeline?  Is it in evidence anywhere?  I couldn't find it, but if it is you can point me to it.

MR. PARDY:  Sorry, what was as the question again?

MR. LADANYI:  Well, these are prior to any work at Corunna, prior to the Dawn to Corunna project, these numbers.  And I am asking is there a -- this is a calculation that you did using your computer model.  Do you have a similar calculation that you did after?

MR. PARDY:  So, the calculation after -- so, if you look at the total amount of deliverability, the total amount of deliverability is the same before and after.  So, there wasn't any additional deliverability created as a part of the project.  So, the answer is the same both before and after.

MR. LADANYI:  But there is -- it appears -- I will leave that aside for a minute.  When I look at this table the combined operations are -- well it is counterintuitive anyway, it seems to reduce Union's withdraw design day withdrawal capability by a small amount and increases EGD.  And you point me to your response to CME 10, okay, which is at Exhibit I.1.13-CME-10.  And we can look at your response, there.  You say:
"The decrease in withdrawal capability is due to factors, including the number of significant digits", and so on.

And you say it is "not material."  I won't read it all; I want to save time.

So you are saying this is not material.  Basically, what we are seeing here, the numbers are not irrelevant.  If something was produced by your computer model, and it is really just what -- the differences are due to some kind of mathematical rounding that is going on?

MR. PARDY:  That is correct.  And when you look back at the table, really what we are comparing is if we modelled the EGD system separately, we modelled the Union system separately, and then we add those up.  And then we have one model that contains all the facilities of both systems, and we add them up, the answers are very close.

And I think from the -- I would say from the level of accuracy that we have within the entire system, the difference that we are showing there is very small. And we would say that is definitely within the range of accuracy that we have within the system.

So we would consider those -- from a modelling standpoint, they are equal, whether I do it separately, or I do it combined.  And that was just our evaluation process for determining is the combined model accurate, an accurate reflection of the separate models that we had previously.  And we can use that to say what are the integration benefits, or if there is any.

MR. LADANYI:  So you are just doing computer modelling; you actually have not done any measurements or anything, to see?

MR. PARDY:  Well, I think our deliverability that we have is based on our computer modelling.  So we have a model that is set up; it has all the pipes, compression valves of the entire system.  And when we state our design-day  deliverability, then it is based on the capabilities of all the facilities that we have -- and we have modelled that.  And that determines our total capability.

So that is how we calculate the capability now.  From time to time, we verify the components of the model to make sure it is accurate, an accurate reflection of the actual facilities.  So that is what we use to calculate our total deliverability.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  So if you will scroll down a little bit on the page, just to see that whole paragraph that is at the bottom.  There it is.  Okay.

I understand from this paragraph that you really did not consider building any new pipelines that would connect different storage fields for this analysis.  You essentially said "We will leave everything as it is."  Because we had expected, you know, when the two companies merged, that there would be some advantages in operating the storage.  And we can go to the storage map, if you like, but you do not consider anything there.

So just to let everybody understand, can we go to exhibit 1, tab 13, schedule 4, page 4, which shows your storage fields?  There we are.  And could you scroll up, so we can see it better?  Let's go down some more.

So we see here that -- and we won't go through each field, but some of the EGD fields are -- or pools, if you like, are closer to Dawn than they are to CCS.  There are some Union pools that are closer to CCS than they are to Dawn.

And we had expected that when the two companies merged, you would consider making some pipe connections.  And these could be operated in a more effective way.  But you did not do this.  Are you still considering that?

MR. PARDY:  I think we have done some of that.  Right?  So if you look at the 2021/2022 storage enhancement project, we connected the Payne pool pipeline to the Ladysmith pipeline.  We connected the Payne pool to the Ladysmith station.  And those projects enhanced the deliverability of the system, and that was one of the projects that we undertook.

So I think our point is just by the two companies coming together, and now we can operate our facilities as one, it doesn't create any benefit from an integration standpoint.  And the reason for that is the two systems existed previously.  They were connected previously, and they were kind of designed with -- knowing that the other system was there.  So all the EGD gas already flowed through Dawn.  So Dawn had facilities in place to handle that gas.

So now, by the fact that we own -- or one company owns all the facilities, that doesn't create anything.  And I think our point is, moving forward, if you wanted to create more deliverability, then you have to build facilities that do that.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, thank you.  Can we go to Energy Probe 4, which is Exhibit I.1.13-EP-4.  Can you scroll down for a minute?  Yeah.

If you look at the titles of the columns, I think there is a mistake.  The second column should really say "combined withdrawal capability," that that is actually a typo or a mistake?

MR. PARDY:  I think you are correct.  I think, when we updated the table -- yeah.  So I think it's -- you are right.  I think "A" is the separate and "B" is the combined.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.  Thank you.

And if you turn to the next page, look at Mid-Kimball.  Keep going down, some more.  There it is.  So I understand Mid-Kimball was the largest EGD pool?

MR. PARDY:  That is correct, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  And I see that it is has declined by 13, because of combined operations.

MR. PARDY:  It has actually increased by increased by 13.

MR. LADANYI:  Increased by 13?  Okay.  It is increased by --


MR. PARDY:  Yes.  The math in the last column is a little bit counterintuitive --


MR.LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. PARDY:  -- because of the way it -- it just subtracts A from B, which means the combined model is larger than the separate models.

MR. LADANYI:  So is this table prior to the retirement of the seven compressors, which are essentially just on top of Mid-Kimball.  The Corunna compressor station, it sits right on top of Mid-Kimball.

MR. PARDY:  It is prior, yeah.  And I need to point out again:  So really, this table is about validating the model.  We are not suggesting that the deliverability of the Mid-Kimball field has changed.  I think what we are saying is in our old models, it was 804; in our new model, combined model, it is 817, which is very close.

And what you find is because it is a hydraulic simulation, anything I change anywhere in the model has a ripple effect throughout the model.  So if I am modelling this little piece of pipe differently, then there is a ripple effect that will affect other storage pools, and how much gas comes out of them.

So we are not using this to say there is a change in capability.  We are saying our model used to say it was 804; now it says it is 817.  Those are very close, and we know there are some puts and takes throughout the model that account for that.

But it is nothing to do with the Dawn-to-Corunna project.  This was all prior to that.  And it doesn't add anything, based on that.

MR. LADANYI:  So you are saying the differences are not material?

MR. PARDY:  Correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Roughly, what would be a material change?  Give me a number.  Or maybe it is too hard to give me a number.

MR. PARDY:  Well, I mean, again, the purpose of this was to compare model to model.  So, I mean, when we think about measurement, we think 2 percent, right?  Obviously.  So I would say something in the range of 1 to 2 percent.  From a modelling standpoint of when I build one model and I compare it to the other model, that is kind of what we are looking for.

So, in this case, we are much less than that.  I think we are down in the 0.2 percent different overall.  So we would say that is an accurate reflection, from a modelling perspective, of the two methodologies that we were employing here.  And it validates that we can move to the new model.

And I think that was really the only purpose of this exercise, when we talk about building the model, is can we move to -- does this new model accurately model the systems that we have, separately.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Thank you.  I am trying to move quickly.  So can we go to Energy Probe 5, which is Exhibit I.1.13-EP-5?  This is I think a question for the gentleman I think who is responsible for construction.

I understand there were unforeseen site conditions at the Dawn site, and that the header was in fact not where it was -- people expected it to be?  So I  wanted to have a better understanding.

Was it an issue whereby, when the design of this project was done, that the engineers expect that the head, that the nodes or field nodes were correct regarding the location and depth of the header?  Or was it that it was always unknown?  Can I have that answered, please?

MR. UWAGBOE:  This is Ehi Uwagboe from Enbridge.  Please, could you repeat that question again --


MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. UWAGBOE:  -- so I am able answer it correctly?

MR. LADANYI:  So I assume before you built this, you actually had expectations about the location of the NPS42 pipeline header.  And during construction, you found out that this header was actually deeper, I presume.

And so, before you started work on this project, did you believe that your field nodes, your survey nodes showing the location of the header were correct, the ones from 1986?  Or did you always have doubts about it?  Because what I am getting at is if you had any doubts, you should have probably done some exploratory digs to see where this buried piping is.  Did you do that?

MR. UWAGBOE:  So it would be good to provide a bit of context here, so the first thing I would like to say is that we did have the data available.  We had the drawings, and the drawings showed that NPS42.  Where it gets really interesting is that there is a bit of a change in elevation, so you have the pipe going out at the 77 elevation, and all of a sudden there is a deep, right.  And so the area in question, this situation, is where we did experience that deeper change in elevation.  Right?  And so we from, you know, to the second point you mentioned about carrying out explorations, we did evaluate it at the time, and it was going to cost, you know, a significant amount of money and have expended the engineering design timeline.

However, just bringing it back to -- from a rural perspective is that, you know, that information would have still told us that the pipe would have been, you know, where it was and it wouldn't have changed anything from a design perspective as well as from a cost perspective, and so the costs would have still been the same, the same costs.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  I am going to have to move on.  I probably have other questions, but I will save those.

MR. UWAGBOE:  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  So can we go to Energy Probe 6, which is Exhibit I, tab 1, 13, EP-6.  Okay.  And, here, we are talking about the storage-enhancement project.  I was interested by how much the storage enhancement project increased the design day withdrawal capability of Ladysmith Field and Payne pools.

MR. PARDY:  So, when we look at the deliverability and how we calculate the deliverability of our system, it is really not based on the deliverability of the individual fields specifically, so we look at all of -- on design day, we look at how much gas we have in storage, where that gas is placed in the system, and then we use our model to calculate what is the total amount of deliverability we have available.  And then, using that, if we added facilities, we would say:  Okay, based on that, if I add these facilities, what is the incremental amount of deliverability I get?

So, when you look specifically at this project, it looks like, the Ladysmith Field, the deliverability didn't increase in the Ladysmith Field.  The deliverability of the Payne pool is actually on zero design day because it is empty.  But what the project enables us to do is -- actually, the main thing it enables us to do is empty the Payne pool before design day, so, now, all that inventory that was in the Payne pool is no longer there; we have it somewhere else in our system.  The Payne pool is empty and shut in, and that is what creates the additional deliverability on design day.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, you directed me to go to Staff-6, but I am not going to go there, to save time.  I had some questions on Staff-6, but I will save time.  So can we go to Exhibit I, 1.13-EP-7, and, there, we are dealing with Dawn to Corunna pipeline.

In part A, you stated that:  Prior to the abandonment of the seven compressors at the Corunna compressor station, the working capacity was 311,800 TJ and the withdrawal capability was 6,245 TJ per day.

Did you do any tests to measure the working capacity withdrawal capability after the construction of the NPS36 pipeline and the abandonment of the seven compressors?  Because I think the numbers you quoted are all from computer studies.  Did you do any of measurements of the actual flows since then or anything like that?

MR. PARDY:  So we don't have an -- so I think the issue is we had to get the system in a certain state that the gas was always in the exact same spot as we are modelling, so we are not able to do that, so we have had to replicate that design day condition.

What we do is we validate aspects of the model.  So we look at the flows from individual storage pools; based on the pressure that it is at, can we get that similar amount of flow?  We look at the performance of compressors, looking at the section discharge pressure; are we getting -- is the model accurately reflecting what has happened in the field?

So we look at all the individual components, but we rarely get the situation where we can say:  Okay, this is our design day scenario; we have that exact amount of inventory; it is in those exact amount of places.

So we can't necessarily fully validate it from that perspective.

MR. LADANYI:  Are you actually making some changes to the model now, now that you have this combined operation, or are you -- is the model static?  Because you mentioned like the --


MR. PARDY:  I think we do.  We do annual updates, so, if we do deliverability testing on one of our fields that we have new performance coefficients for our storage field, we would update that.  If we added any facilities -- so we talked about the '21, '22 storage-enhance project, so, if we built a project like that, we would add those new facilities.

When we are looking at our design model and we are looking at a number of years in the future, so we, any future facilities, we would contemplate those, or, if we are looking at adding a project, we would use that to determine what the amount of capacity it changes.

If we look at the Dawn to Corunna, so from a storage-pool capacity, it had no effect on that, so the individual storage pools, the amount of gas that it contained, it has zero effect on that by building a pipeline or a compressor.  Where the impact would be is, as you have pointed out, is on deliverability, and, based on before and after, we add that piece of pipe, we retire those compressors, we add the piece of pipe, we resolve the model to determine what the deliverability is; in this case, it turns out to be exactly the same, which I think there was another IR that said, "Was that a coincidence," and it is a coincidence that a 36-inch piece of pipe exactly modelled the retirement of the seven compressors.  So, in this case there wasn't any excess or shortfall based on adding that piece of pipe.

MR. LADANYI:  I was going to have some questions about the amazing coincidence.

MR. PARDY:  It is amazing, I agree.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Actually, I am happy to say I am going to my very last interrogatory, which Energy Probe-18, Exhibit I.4.2-EP-18.  I have a few questions on that.

Energy Probe was an intervener in EB-2022-0086, Dawn to Corunna proceeding, and one of our concerns was that, the $250 million, the project was uneconomic, that its PI was only 0.06 and had a net present value of negative 200 million and would require a large subsidy from ratepayers over its life.

And, in this interrogatory, in part A, I asked you to confirm that the PI of the project based on the $250 million was 0.062, which you did, but you provided more information that I don't understand.  So you said:
"Enbridge Gas would like to clarify that the profitability index (PI) of the project based on the original cost of $251 million is negative 0.062 because the cash inflows based on O&M expenses, property tax expenses, and income tax were slightly negative."

I want to make sure that I understand what you are saying.  As I understand, the concept of PI for a project, for example for a PI of 1.0, the present value of revenues over 40 years divided by present value of capital cost over 40 years would equal one.  That would be a PI of 1.  Is that your understanding?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  I am not an expert on PI calculations, but, subject to check, I think that is generally correct; that is the net present value of the cashflows divided by the total cost of the asset.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  So I am glad you said that because it is a ratio; it is a decimal, and, when you say "negative," there is nothing -- it can never be, PI can never be, a negative number.  Wouldn't you agree with me?  I mean it is basic, like, grade 4 mathematics.  It is a fraction.  It is essentially one number over another number.  It doesn't go into a negative.

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  I believe in this case it is negative because the cash flows are actually negative.  There are no positive revenues being generated.  All the net revenues are actually an O&M expense, so that's, that's negative.  Like, that value is negative.

MR. LADANYI:  I must say that I have trouble with this.  I hate to ask you for an undertaking, but I would like somebody to actually look at the calculation of the profitability index and how it is calculated and the formula for it and answer me because I find it unbelievable that it would be actually a negative number.  It could be a very small fraction, but I don't think it can ever become a negative.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Tom.  It is David Stevens.  We can provide an undertaking to look at the calculation of the PI for the project based on the original costs as set out in EP-18A and explain how and why this is a negative value.

MR. LADANYI:  So, I also ask --


MR. RICHLER:  Hold on, Mr. Ladanyi.  Let's just mark that as JT3.10.
UNDERTAKING JT3.10:  TO REVIEW THE CALCULATION FOR THE PI FOR THE PROJECT BASED ON THE ORIGINAL COSTS AS SET OUT IN EP-18A AND EXPLAIN HOW AND WHY THIS IS A NEGATIVE VALUE.


MR. LADANYI:  So, when the OEB approved this project they approved this project based on roughly 251 million dollar cost.  And they said there was -- they essentially they agreed with you that it was the best, most economical solution.  But is it still the most economical solution, $377 million, which is the actual cost now?  Like 50 percent higher than what the OEB approved in the decision?  I mean, the alternatives that you looked at in that case.  And I -- is this still the optimum the best solution at a much higher cost?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  Yes, it is still the lowest cost alternative and I would like to bring you to the pre-filed evidence Phase 2, point 1.13.  I believe it is section 6 of that document near the end.

MR. LADANYI:  So, I won't go in through all of your answers.  But you said that the PI of the project at 377 million is 0.02.  Sorry, 0.002.  That's right.  So, it is a very low PI.  And can you tell me what the net present value is now?  So, previously the net present value was negative 200 million.  So, what is it now?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  If we could just down on this page a little bit lower, I believe we do have the net present value in the table, table 3, I believe it is.  The net present value is now negative 245 million.

MR. LADANYI:  So, it is negative 245 million.  So, from the point of your rate payers, rate papers will be have to subsidize this project by 245 million over 40 years.  That would be essentially my interpretation of net present value.  Would that be yours?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  Yes, that is my interpretation but it is still the lowest cost alternative.

MR. LADANYI:  And these are all my questions.  Thank you, panel.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  We are going to take our lunch break and resume at 1:15.
--- Luncheon recess taken at 12:29 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:15 p.m.


MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back.  Just a couple of very quick administrative matters at the outset.  First, I understand that Enbridge Gas canvassed the intervenors who are left on the list for this panel, and none of them had any questions for Mr. Sloan.  So Mr. Sloan has been excused, and we thank him for his time today.


Second, we are going to take two afternoon breaks, even though only one is shown on the schedule.


And, with that, I will hand it over to the next intervenor, SEC.  Mr. Rubenstein?

Examination by Mr. Rubenstein


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Mark Rubenstein, and I am counsel for the School Energy Coalition.


I would first like to start off by talking about the Dawn-to-Corunna project.  And maybe we can go to 1.13-SEC-13A?  The question asked:

"To provide copes of all updates and reports to Enbridge management regarding the project from the LTC..."


I think it probably should have said, "from the date of the LTC application was filed."  And you provided a number of presentations, and the presentations include, or at least appear to be directed to the capital allocation committee, the investment review committee and the board of directors.


Who exactly or what is the capital allocation committee and the investment review committee?


MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas:  These are committees that are accountable for approving capital appropriations for Enbridge Inc. -- particularly above $50 million is the threshold.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  So they are both Enbridge Inc.?


MR. THOMAS:  It includes the management of Enbridge Gas, as well as members of Enbridge Inc. who are accountable for components of the capital allocation process.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But is it a committee of Enbridge Inc.?  Or is it an Enbridge Gas committee?


MR. THOMAS:  It is an Enbridge Inc. committee that also includes members of Enbridge Gas.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  And the presentations to the board of directors, is that the Enbridge Gas or the Enbridge Inc. board of directors' presentations?


MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas:  When a presentation is brought forward to the board of directors, it includes both the Enbridge Inc. as well as the Enbridge Gas Inc. board of directors.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  All right. So the question had asked for copies of updates and reports provided to Enbridge.  And by that, I mean in the context of this application, Enbridge Gas Inc. management.  And what you are telling me is you are provided certain presentations to committees of Enbridge Inc., although they may include individuals of Enbridge Gas.  Is that fair?


MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas:  Yes, that is correct.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you provide the information that was requested in the interrogatory?


MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett:  Sorry, so you are asking for incremental information from what was provided in the response?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah.  Well, the original interrogatory asked for "all updates and reports to Enbridge management."


And what you have provided me is a few presentations that are with respect to Enbridge Inc. committees.  And the question asked with respect to information to Enbridge's management, regarding updates to the project.


MR. GILLETT:  Yeah.  So this information, we would consider to be that information that you are looking for.  Because of the size of the project, the size of the capital spend, there is extra scrutiny put on that level of spend, which is why Enbridge Inc. employees are also reviewing these documents.


But if you are looking for what is the information that Enbridge Gas management used to assess and approve the project, this is the information.


They were involved in the creation of this information, the approval of it, in order to be sent to these successive levels of approvals.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But presumably there were other updates, probably more detailed updates that were provided up to the Enbridge Gas management level with respect to the project from the date of the filing of the LTC application through to the completion of the project -- a project of this size, a project with the costing increases and the scope issues.  Am I right?


MR. GILLETT:  I would say that the analysis that Enbridge Gas management used to approve the capital and then the incremental capital spend is the information that is ultimately included in these documents.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Were there documents that were provided to Enbridge's management between the dates that I have -- the period of time that I have talked to you -- talked about?


And a separate question is was that information then summarized in a further document?  But were there updates or reports with respect to the project provided to Enbridge management?


MR. GILLETT:  In between the presentations that we have provided in this interrogatory response?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Let's put away the presentations:  Reports or updates with respect to the Dawn-Corunna project from the date of the LTC application to its completion provided to Enbridge's management?  Yes?  Presumably the answer is yes?


MR. GILLETT:  I would assume so.  I don't have that information.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That is what the question had asked for.  So could that please be provided?


I understand what you are saying is -- and then they took that information and, at least from the dates that we are talking about here, and then created new -- to brief upwards.  That is what I understood what you were saying.


Is that fair?


MR. THOMAS:  Yeah, I am not specifically aware that there was other presentations given that were in front of these.  Like, normally, these are prescheduled meetings.  And these, our internal approval processes, are to flow into the capital allocation committee.


The team that is ultimately accountable for the capital approval associated with this project is these committees.


MR. GILLETT:  Maybe it would help if -- could you define what you mean by "Enbridge management".


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  The senior management.  The executive -- I don't know exactly the -- the senior leadership team of the gas distribution utility.


MR. GILLETT:  You are talking about Enbridge Gas management?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Enbridge Gas management.  The regulated company that is before us.  So I would ask that you, by way of undertaking, respond to the question as posed and hopefully, as clarified, through these discussions.


MR. STEVENS:  We can take that away, Mark, and provide additional reports that may have been provided to Enbridge senior management or senior leadership related to the project after the LTC application was filed.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask -- do we need a number for that?


MR. RICHLER:  Yes, JT3.11.

UNDERTAKING JT3.11:  TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL REPORTS THAT MAY HAVE BEEN PROVIDED TO ENBRIDGE SENIOR MANAGEMENT OR SENIOR LEADERSHIP RELATED TO THE DAWN-TO-CORUNNA PROJECT FOLLOWING FILING OF THE LTC APPLICATION


MR. QUINN:  Mark, it is Dwayne here.  You didn't ask for Enbridge Inc. also, which Mr. Gillett was distinguishing.  Did you want the Enbridge Inc. updates also?


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.  I am fine with the question I asked for.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can we go to appendix 4 of that interrogatory?  On page 5, there is a Monte Carlo analysis that was undertaken.  I believe this is a Monte Carlo analysis based on the updated costs that were being presented.  Do I have that right?


MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas:  Yes, that is correct.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Was there a Monte Carlo analysis done on the original project budget?  And, if so, can you provide it?


MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas:  I am not sure if a Monte Carlo was provided at the class 4 cost estimate level.  But to the extent that it is available on a best-efforts basis, we could look at that.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much.


MR. RICHLER:  JT3.12.

UNDERTAKING JT3.12:  TO CONFIRM THAT A MONTE CARLO ANALYSIS WAS PROVIDED TO ENBRIDGE GAS SENIOR MANAGEMENT AT THE CLASS 4 COST ESTIMATE LEVEL


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can I ask that we go to 10.1-SEC-44?


And in this interrogatory, in the attachment, you were asked to update an ROE analysis that was provided in Phase 1.  And I will just use this as a placeholder with respect to ROE.


I was wondering if you could provide by undertaking the impact in 2023 with respect to the earnings, both as a percentage of ROE and the dollar amount, with respect to the Dawn-Corunna project?  So, for Scenario 1, imagine the Dawn-Corunna project didn't happen.


What would be the impact on the 2023 ROE, both in terms of dollars and the percentage?  That is request 1.


And then request 2 is to provide the impact of the Dawn to Corunna project on 2023 earnings if the project had come in at the original budget, both again in terms of dollars and percentages.

MR. STEVENS:  Just one second.  We understand the question, Mark, and we will do our best to answer it.  I assume it will need some -- it may need some assumptions or explanations.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure, and, if you could to that and explain the calculations and, just at a high level, essentially looking for two things.  One is what is the impact of the project in its entirety as approved and then, really looking, the second is looking at the delta between the impact of earnings of the delta between the actual costs and what was in the --

MR. STEVENS:  Right, so Scenario 1 is removing the Dawn to Corunna entirely; Scenario 2 is including Dawn to Corunna at the LTC cost?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.13.
UNDERTAKING JT3.13:  TO PROVIDE THE IMPACT ON EARNINGS IN 2023 AS A PERCENTAGE OF ROE AND THE DOLLAR AMOUNT OF THE DAWN-CORUNNA PROJECT USING TWO SCENARIOS:  SCENARIO 1, REMOVING DOAWN TO CORUNNA ENTIRELY, AND SCENARIO 2, INCLUDING DAWN TO CORUNNA AT THE LTC COST; AND TO EXPLAIN THE calculations.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And if -- in doing so, if you could, provide an explanation of the components, of how that, if you have come to those calculations.  Thank you very much.

Can I ask -- switching gears, can I ask if we can go to 4.2-SEC-39.  So, in Table 1, this is an expansion of a table that was in the evidence, and it shows for each year the market-based storage that you have purchased from Union, EGI non-utility, and compared to other market participants, and then you added in the average price in columns E and F.  Do you see that?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking.  Yes, I see that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, as I read this table, if we look at the last few years, really let's say from 2018 to 2019, the price of Union EGI non-utility storage is significantly more expensive than the other market participants.  Do you see that?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking.  Yes, I see that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And yet, when I look at the amounts purchased, you see you are buying about two-thirds from Union EGI non-utility and roughly a third from other market participants.  Can you explain?  It seems odd.  One would assume, with the price differential, you would be purchasing or seeking to purchase more from other market participants.  Can you help explain that?

MR. JANISSE:  Yes, and I think, if you scroll up a little bit, in the preamble to the table, we attempt to kind of explain that.  It is difficult to compare storage price per unit across different contracts because these contracts have different parameters.  Right?  Different deliverability, different nomination flexibility and the like will result in a difference in price, so it is tough to do direct comparisons across.  So what I would say is, in general, the storage that is contracted showing up in column E will have higher deliverability or higher flexibility than the storage that is contracted in F.

And I am speaking purely in general.  I don't want that to be like a sweeping statement.  There are probably contracts in there that have varying deliverability but just in general, and that is why you are seeing that price difference.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I note that it has been filed confidentially in some previous DVA proceedings, essentially what is being bid and the scoring matrix.  I was wondering if you could file, let's say, from 2016/2017 so right before the merger, if you could file those on the record in this proceeding?

MR. JANISSE:  Sorry, can you repeat what you are asking to file?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Essentially, the annual scoring matrix of what was bid and what was selected.

MR. JANISSE:  Just give me one second.  I think there is an IR response that is on the record.  I just need to check really quickly.  Yes, FRPO-49, I won't ask to turn it up because it is all redacted, but the contents of FRPO-49 include RFP results back to the merger between Enbridge Gas Distribution and Union Gas.  I think that has the information you are looking for.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much for that.  Going back to SEC-39, in table 2 we had asked you to essentially provide a slightly different categorization of market-based storage from affiliates and non-affiliates as compared to a similar table in the evidence.  I was wondering for that if you can provide for column A and for column B similar to what you had done with respect to Table 1 and provide the average price per GJ?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT3.14.
UNDERTAKING JT3.14:  FOR SEC-39, TABLE 2, FOR COLUMN A AND B, TO PROVIDE THE AVERAGE PRICE PER GJ.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  Now, I am not sure this is on the record.  I thought actually someone had asked it, but it turns out they had not asked it.  Can you provide from each year 2008 and 2018 the annual ROE for both of EGD and Union's non-utility storage business and then EGI's non-utility storage business from 2019 to 2023?

MR. STEVENS:  I am struggling, Mr. Rubenstein.  Can you help me with the relevance of that?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, sure.  As you know, in issues 9 and 10, the Board explicitly set out in the issues list in Phase 1, when these were -- I believe they were different numbered issues at the time -- that at issue in this proceeding would be the determination if, post-amalgamation, things had changed that would require looking at determining if the level of market-based storage, the level of cost-based storage was appropriate and, if it was appropriate, if storage services and market-based rates should be purchased at all.

And one of the ways to look at the differing situation pre and post, looking at the effects of the merger in terms of has there been a change in the market power, is taking a look at the ROE for the non-utility and the profitability pre and post.  And that is what the issue gets at.

MR. STEVENS:  So your particular interest is whether there has been a change in the average or experienced ROE before and after the amalgamation?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  I think we will take that under advisement and consider.  I will have to think about it more.  I am not convinced as to the relevance.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT3.15.
UNDERTAKING JT3.15:  TO ADVISE OF ANY CHANGE IN THE AVERAGE OR EXPERIENCED ROE BEFORE AND AFTER THE AMALGAMATION (UNDER ADVISEMENT).


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In my last set of questions here, can we go to 4.2-SEC-27.  We had asked in part A that:  ICF notes that total supply portfolio consists of storage, supply, and transportation.  And we were -- actually, I will just give you the context of the question.  As the ICF notes with respect to the proposal for the 10 PJs of excess storage, that there was obviously an additional cost but that there were other savings.  And what the question was trying to get as was to understand if those who are gate -- the costs of the incremental storage are going to be the same types of customers who received the benefits of the reduced gas supply transportation costs.

And so we had asked if you could -- we had asked in the interrogatory to explain how different customers, you know, system bundled, direct bundled, semi-bundled, direct purchase customers how that would -- what that would at.  And the response essentially says, well, this really a cost allocation issue and a rate design issue, we will look at it -- that is a Phase 3 issue.  And I'm not -- the question was not getting at necessarily the appropriate -- or shouldn't there be a change, but just trying to understand, with respect to the costs and benefits, to understand if it is a symmetry as proposed with respect to who is bearing the cost and who is gaining the savings that are set out in the report.  So, I was wondering if you could, with that added context, you are willing to undertake to provide an undertaking to provide the answer?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  Angela, could you please just scroll back up to the question.  Enbridge Gas can undertake to look again at this and provide, at very least, a high level answer to how the allocation works in terms of where -- how these various costs are allocated to each of the customer types and how that relates to benefits.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  Just to be clear, I wasn't -- I am not looking for a specific this would be this rate class is getting this exact dollars, the idea is at a high level to understand as different customer classes pay for different -- different customer types are paying for different costs.  And it is sometimes hard.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.  We --

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Probably not complicated enough to get to the details in Phase 3.

MR. STEVENS:  We can take that way and answer in writing.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you very much.  And those are my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Let's just note that last one as undertaking JT3.16.
UNDERTAKING JT3.16:  TO PROVIDE A MORE FULSOME RESPONSE TO 4.2-SEC-27, BASED ON DISCUSSION.


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  Next up
is --


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Ian.  I was waiting to finish that.  I want to be helpful to Mark, and Mark can tell me again if I'm being helpful.  The last set of questions, David, for your consideration, is I would like for Enbridge to consider the flexibility that Enbridge enjoys with storage versus the flexibility they enjoy with delivered services like delivery at Dawn.  So, when you look at those drivers in ICF's assessment you can consider that.

MR. STEVENS:  I think this is really more an informational response, Dwayne, to say what Enbridge does.

MR. QUINN:  But informational -- this is the drivers main drivers in cost and such, so I will leave it at that.  And I am just trying to be helpful to Mr. Rubenstein, but in the category of being factually helpful to him, I open up the IRs which I won't describe any of the contents of, but there were four attachments to FRPO-49.  And the period, Mr. Rubenstein, you were looking for was what period?  Wasn't it prior to the merger?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I am satisfied with that time period that was provided in the IR.  So, I am okay.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Because the time period that is only in the attachments I got was post-merger.

MR. STEVENS:  And to be clear, Dwayne, the witnesses indicated that was the case.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  Sorry for the interruption.

MR. RICHLER:  Thanks, Dwayne.  Thanks again, Mark.  Next up is CCC, Mr. Gluck.
Examination by Mr. Gluck


MR. GLUCK:  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Lawrie Gluck, and I am a consultant for the Consumers' Council of Canada.  My first question is related to the Dawn-to-Corunna project, and I was hoping we could open 113-CCC-25, part H.  Thank you.

In sub parts 2 to 5 of this question we were trying to isolate the impact on cost of the contract structure change from a lump sum to reimbursable contract.  And I just want to make sure that I understand the response that was provided.  So, if we go to part 4 of the response to H, I just want to confirm that this average reduction of 0.4 million dollars is the entirety of the reduction from the contract structure change.

MR. UWAGBOE:  Hi, this is Ehi Uwagboe, Enbridge Gas.  I want to confirm that the 0.4 million outreach reduction does not represent the direct correlation of a reduction from -- as a result of the change in commercial structure.  One thing to note here is that, you know, there is quite a lot going on at different times as you are going through the entire process of selecting the proponent and the prime contractor.  The averages continue to change as you reduce the number of proponents.  And so, the averages are different and some of those are not -- you will not see some of the actual change when you look at it on apple-to-apple basis.

MR. GLUCK:  So, is there a way to isolate it?  Do you have an estimate?  If you were just trying to -- and I understand the complexity of this, but if you were just trying to look at the contract structure change as a single change that happened in the project, is there a way that you could isolate that impact?  Like, would it be 63.6 million to the 56.9 million that you provided in part 5?  Would that be more in line or...

MR. UWAGBOE:  So, right now we don't have that particular number but recall that it is, you know, the numbers you see 63.6 and 63.2 represent averages, right?  So, you would have to look at the number of proponents that you took that average for and compare that to the number of proponents you took the other average for, right?  To be able to get a like-for-like comparison would have to go back and reengage the different proponents that are no longer -- were not successful to come up with that, you know, what the estimate would be.  And I feel like those proponents would be unwilling to carry out the exercise knowing that they weren't successful on the project.

MR. GLUCK:  So, there is no way that you can, just using the proponents that were successful, and I think there were two.  Is that right?  Or was it just one?

MR. UWAGBOE:  No, that is right.

MR. GLUCK:  It was two?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Sorry?

MR. GLUCK:  Sorry, I talked over.

MR. UWAGBOE:  Can you repeat that?  Can you repeat your question, please?  I didn't catch the last one.

MR. GLUCK:  So, my question is:  Is there a way to, with just the proponents that were successful, to create an estimate of the cost difference from the lump sum to fix the contract change?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Yes.  So, that would be interesting exercise that would have to, you know, look at the hypothetical situation with the proponents to start to look at that.  It is a conversation that we will probably have to think about having with some of the proponents to get that difference.

MR. GLUCK:  Is that something you could do?

MR. STEVENS:  So, it is David Stevens speaking.  Taking what we know about the successful proponents, is it possible to provide more detail than what we have in sub part 4 here about the impact -- the isolated impact of changing from a lump sum contract to a cos-plus fixed fee?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Yes, so we can look at it.  So, what we will have may not be an average reduction.  We might decide to take one proponent and take a look at what that difference is to be able to provide us the sort of magnitude for that reduction due to commercial structure.

MR. STEVENS:  So, would it be acceptable, Lawrie, for Enbridge to provide an undertaking to expand, if possible, on the information in CCC-25H, sub 4 to include more information if available about the impact on the contracts from the successful proponents, from changing the commercial structure from lump sum to cost plus fixed fee?

MR. GLUCK:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.17.
UNDERTAKING JT3.17: TO PROVIDE AN UNDERTAKING TO EXPAND, IF POSSIBLE, ON THE INFORMATION IN CCC-25H, SUB 4 TO INCLUDE MORE INFORMATION IF AVAILABLE ABOUT THE IMPACT ON THE CONTRACTS FROM THE SUCCESSFUL PROPONENTS, FROM CHANGING THE COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE FROM LUMP SUM TO COST PLUS FIXED FEE.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you very much.  I am not 100 percent sure if this question is for this panel or the next panel, but I am going to try it here.

If we could go to 113-SEC-8, table 3.  When looking at this table, you could see that there is a growth in the utility withdraw capability over time, from 2007 and on.  And I am just looking to understand what is driving that increase in withdrawal capability.

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy here:  Sorry, I was having trouble hearing the question.  If you could repeat the question?

MR. GLUCK:  Sure.  Sorry about that.  So this table is showing an increase from 2007 onwards in withdrawal capability for the Union rate zone.  And I am just trying to understand why that is, what is driving that increase.

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So there is a number of different things that can be related to increasing withdrawal capability.  Primarily, it would be relating to the projects that were built to increase those.  I believe it is in Staff-6, there is a listing that provides all the projects that have been completed.  Some of them were with respect to space and some of them were with respect to deliverability.  And that will help kind of show those increases in deliverability.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett:  Sorry, Lawrie, were you asking specifically about the column A, why the utility deliverability has crept up?

MR. GLUCK:  Yes, and specifically asking about utility, not the non-utility side.

MR. GILLETT:  Yes.

MR. GLUCK:  I was given the story -- like the evidence around, you know, your investments have been --


MR. GILLETT:  Absolutely.  Yeah, absolutely.  So I will turn it over to my colleagues here in a moment to maybe fill in some gaps.

But what our evidence tried to outline is that over the years, as the demands of the Union rate zone have increased, storage almost acted like a plug.  Like, they got what they wanted in terms of deliverability.  So as the gas supply plans needs for deliverability crept up over the years, they got that deliverability.

And our proposal, as you are aware, is to place a cap of 1.9 PJs on that.  But what you are seeing here is that deliverability requirement of the plan has just crept up over the years due to the requirements of the plan.  They essentially got what they wanted, despite the fact that the unregulated side of the business was making the investment in the increased deliverability.  The utility side essentially got whatever deliverability they requested from the gas supply plan.  And that is driving those numbers creeping up.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  That is very helpful.  Thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  You're welcome.

MR. GLUCK:  Those are my questions for this panel.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Lawrie.  Next up is OEB Staff.  Khalil?

Just before I hand it over to Khalil, Staff circulated some written questions to Enbridge Gas and all the parties.  And I understand that the company is willing to answer those in writing by way of undertaking.  Is that correct?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Ian.  Yes.  Staff provided five written questions, or five sets of follow-up questions dated July 23, 2024.  Enbridge Gas agrees to take those questions away and answer them in writing, subject to the proviso that where a particular answer or question or part of a question can't be answered, rather than answering it, we will explain why the requested information can't be provided.

I would suggest perhaps for clarity we could leave five undertakings open in the record, so that the answers can be separated from one another.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, I think that makes sense.  So, for the record, Staff's first question will be JT3.18; the second question will be JT3.19; the third question will be JT3.20; the fourth question will be JT3.21; the fifth question will be JT3.22.
UNDERTAKING JT3.18:  TO RESPOND TO OEB STAFF QUESTION 1

UNDERTAKING JT3.19:  TO RESPOND TO OEB STAFF QUESTION 2

UNDERTAKING JT3.20:  TO RESPOND TO OEB STAFF QUESTION 3
UNDERTAKING JT3.21:  TO RESPOND TO OEB STAFF QUESTION 4
UNDERTAKING JT3.22:  TO RESPOND TO OEB STAFF QUESTION 5


MR. RICHLER:  And I believe Khalil has a few follow-up questions, as well.

MR. QUINN:  Sorry, again, Ian, but David used the word "circulated."  I am struggling to find that circulation.  Can we find out who actually circulated these questions?

MR. RICHLER:  It was sent by Khalil.

MR. STEVENS:  I am sorry to interrupt, Ian.  I have an e-mail at 9:44 this morning from Khalil.  It looks like it is to all the parties in this proceeding.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I will have to check --


MR. RICHLER:  If for any reason you can't locate it, just flip me and Khalil an e-mail.  We will make sure you get it.

MR. QUINN:  Thanks, Ian.

MR. RICHLER:  Thanks.
Examination by Mr. Viraney


MR. VIRANEY:  Good afternoon, panel.  I have a couple of questions on storage, and the first question is on operational contingency.  And I am just trying, if you could on a high level just explain what is the operational contingency with respect to storage?  How do you use this contingency, and is it different from system integrity, which I think was used previously?

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy:  So I will start off with -- so system integrity and operational contingency are the sane thing; we decided to rename it.  As you know, within the utility, there is a lot of projects that deal with integrity.  So we decided to separate the names from that.

So operational contingency is really about the operation of the system.  So as the operator, there is certain buffer insurance, I will say, that we need -- and when we are filling an empty in the system, to manage kind of some unforeseen things that are happening in the background.

And we have identified a number of components:  weather, OBAs, line pack and storage pool factors.  So those factors are happening.

So as the operator fills the system, we need a bit of a buffer at the top.  And we have identified 4.8 PJs for that, to help manage those components.  And some of those components are known to us, as we are doing them.  But, for the most part, there are things that are unknown and we don't know till after the fact.  So that is why we need some buffer to be able to manage those.

And then, on the withdrawal side, we need to leave some additional molecules or 10.8 PJs of gas in the ground, to kind of help manage if -- as we come up close to being empty in storage, to help manage the things that are going on in the system.

So really, it is a bit of buffer for the operator.  As those things happen on the day, it provides a little bit of contingency, as it is called, to kind of help manage the system and keep the system in balance and ensure that any of the services that we are providing, whether it is to any of our customers, utility or non-utility, that are -- we can preserve the reliability of those services.

MR. VIRANEY:  So it goes beyond the maintaining the pool pressure?

MR. PARDY:  It does.  So storage pool factors is one of the components that are in there.  And there is a number of factors; I think we talk about hysteresis, we talk about deliverability and variances.  So variances is really what comes to the pressure as we are -- in our storage pools.

So as we fill the storage pools, we have kind of the measured inventory that is going into the pools.  And then we have a calculated inventory.  And when we shut storage pools in, we shut them in based on pressure.  So once they have reached their maximum pressure, we have to shut them in.

So sometimes, looking at our measured book inventory, it may -- we may be short of what we expect, or we may be above -- in some cases, I guess, even above what we expect.  So that is a variance.

Basically, we are saying there is a difference between what we think we can put in and what we can actually put in.  So that is one of the things that helps manage as we approach the end of the injection season, in that case, or the withdrawal season at the other end.

MR. VIRANEY:  And I believe you have an operational contingency of 15.6 PJs?

MR. PARDY:  That is correct.

MR. VIRANEY:  Have you done any sensitivity analysis in terms of reducing that contingency, increasing it, decreasing it, to see what is the impact on your operational requirements or even the integrity of the system?

MR. PARDY:  Yes.  So as we laid out in our evidence, so on the Union Gas side, Union had 9.5 PJs of operational contingency.  And then EGD, while they didn't have, directly have operational contingency, they had -- they kind of managed the system that mimicked operational contingency.

So, on the top end, they left that 4 PJs empty and, on the bottom end, I think we were looking at the 2023-2024 year; I believe there was about 9.5 PJs left in the ground.  So if you add all that together, you get about 23 PJs.

And then what we are saying is based on the analysis that we have done, we have put all the data into our model.  And when we calculated it, we calculate that rather than the 23 PJs that the companies had before, we only require 15.6 going forward.  So we have looked at that.  We have incorporated data from both EGD and Union rate zones into our model and kind of that analysis looks at it.  It also looks at, within the individual components, it looks at the likelihood of -- those components are not all going to happen at the same time, so we take that into account, which reduces the amount of contingencies that we need, and the 15.6 is the total number that we have landed on that we require.

MR. VIRANEY:  Thank you.  ICF has recommended 10 PJs of additional storage that you are looking to look get from -- to purchase market-based storage.  What would happen if the OEB were to not approve this additional purchase?  Like what is the impact, and how will you deal with it?

MR. JANISSE:  Dave Janisse speaking.  So I do want to make sure we all understand or are on the same page about the reference.  So the 10 additional PJs was 10 above the amount determined by aggregate access.  It is actually only -- I'll round and say 2 PJs more storage than what we hold today.

So I think your question, were the OEB to ask us to reduce our storage, our proposed storage, amount by 10 PJs from our Phase 2 level, what I think would happen -- and it is kind of underpinned by the ICF study -- is that there would be a greater level of risk within the gas supply plan.  We would be more exposed to purchasing gas requirements in the winter when needed.  We would also have a lot less flexibility that storage offers us to manage that purchase plan through the winter, as well.

So I would say, on a forecast basis, we outline in our evidence the incremental cost associated with that 10 PJs, so you would see it is a very modest cost reduction on a forecast basis, but, on actual basis, there would be more risk associated with that 10 PJs of gas that is needed.

MR. VIRANEY:  But you wouldn't need to purchase 10 PJs.  It would only be need -- it would only be required if it is required in winter?

MR. JANISSE:  Correct, the gas supply plan is done on a normal winter basis, so that, that 10 PJs of storage, would be built into the gas supply plan such that we would have it there.

On an actual basis, if we didn't have the storage, we may make a decision on whether to contract in advance for some of that supply, but, largely, we would adjust our actual purchasing in response to known and forecasted demand changes as we go through the winter.

MR. VIRANEY:  Perfect.  Thank you.  The other question I have is on Dawn to Corunna, and I did see Mr. Rubenstein was talking about the presentations made to the investment review committee and the board of directors.  I assume in that presentation you presented the cost increases.

Has there been an occasion where the review committee or the board of directors have refused to approve the cost increases for a particular project?

MR. THOMAS:  Matt Thomas.  So yes to that question.  There, it is -- they don't always approve it.  I think that is reflective of the process we went through here, where we presented to the CAC in January -- the IRC in January, the February board, but we did not actually seek approval of the project until the April board.  So we did not seek approval during the February -- I say February, but, the January 31st presentation, we did not seek approval.

MR. VIRANEY:  So, when they have refused to approve a project, what were the reasons?

MR. THOMAS:  Normally, it is related to the inputs, and there are, like, questions or outcomes of like:  Please reevaluate; can you look into this, you know, aspect of this or come back with more information?

So it is usually reflective of they are not comfortable with the project as presented and provide feedback to the project team to revisit that and join at the next scheduled meeting.  So these board meetings are scheduled quarterly.

MR. VIRANEY:  So, for the Dawn to Corunna, they were comfortable with the cost increases?

MR. THOMAS:  As of the April 25th presentation, yes, they were.

MR. VIRANEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  These are all of my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Khalil.  Next is CME, Mr. Pollock.

MR. POLLOCK:  Hello, everyone.  Can you hear me okay?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, we can.
Examination by Mr. Pollock


MR. POLLOCK:  Thank you very much, and thank you to the witness panel for your time.  You will be happy to know I just have two interrogatories that I want to ask questions on.  The first is Exhibit I.1.13-CME-11.  While we are pulling that up, this interrogatory, I was asking about EGI's contractual rights and potential remedies vis-à-vis the contractors.

If we go to the answers for D and E, okay, so, as I understand your answer D, in general Enbridge does have the ability to recover damages or avoid costs for performance issues, but, if we go to E, you haven't considered any action that you may take in respect of this project.  Am I right so far?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  That is correct, or I would say that the answer to part E is still correct at this point in time.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay, so my question is hypothetical, and I am not entirely sure how it works or would work.  But let's say the Board accepts the proposal on Dawn to Corunna, which as I understand it, is the entire cost is added to rate base.  If you decide to seek a remedy from contractors and you get a remedy, would that be a double recovery for EGI, assuming that nothing else changed?

MR. STEVENS:  Thanks, Scott.  So the premise is:  The request for the rate base amount for Dawn to Corunna includes all the costs, some of those costs are later recovered back from a contractor, Enbridge receives and retains that recovery, and it still has the full amount in rate base; is there a double recovery?

Do I have the question right?

MR. POLLOCK:  You have the question right, yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Our concern with answering it is it would result in Enbridge's lawyer and regulatory folks giving evidence, so I think perhaps it is better to take that away as an undertaking, Scott, and answer it as an undertaking.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.  I am okay with that.

MR. QUINN:  Can I just --


MR. RICHLER:  Just hold on, Dwayne.  Let's just record that undertaking as JT3.23.
UNDERTAKING JT3.23:  TO PROVIDE COMMENT ON THE QUESTION OF DOUBLE RECOVERY RELATED TO THE RATE BASE AMOUNT FOR THE DAWN-TO-CORUNNA PROJECT COSTS.


MR. QUINN:  Sorry, Ian.  I didn't want to cut you off.  I was just hoping that -- I had asked Scott through the chat if I could ask another question related to that.  It is the corollary of it, which I didn't ask in my time, and that is if -- I had heard Mr. Gillett, first off, say:  At this time, it is correct.

And so my question is:  If the Board were to in some way disallow a portion of the costs of the Dawn to Corunna project, would Enbridge be seeking recovery -- is there anything in this contract that would allow it to seek recovery from the contractor?

MR. POLLOCK:  [Audio dropout]


MR. QUINN:  Oh, that's okay, Scott.  That was one of my questions.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  Maybe Ehi can correct me if I am wrong, but I believe the answer is no.  Our contracts with the contractors would not include a provision to recover unrecovered costs because of the regulator, if that is what you are asking.

MR. QUINN:  In this case, yes, thank you.  Is that confirmed by your construction manager?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Yes, that is confirmed.

MR. Quinn:  Okay.  Okay, thank you.  I just wanted to make sure we looked at the other side of the coin.  Thanks.  Sorry for the interruption.

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, no problem, Dwayne.  I have two similar questions, Mr. Stevens, if you want to either add them to the undertaking or get new undertaking.  I am in your hands, but I will ask them.

Let's have a different hypothetical situation where the Board allows you to recover the cost of the project or put the cost of the project in rate base, save for a disallowance, let's say, of $10,000,000, and you were to collect through your remedies with contractors $10,000,000.  Is it Enbridge's position that that entire amount would go to the benefit of the shareholder; would there be a pro rata share such that the amount of project paid by the ratepayers and the amount of the recovery from contractors was somehow aligned or any other position.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Scott.  I think, again, it would make sense to answer this by undertaking, but just to be clear for the record:  Enbridge will advise whether in the scenario that the OEB includes cost disallowance as part of the Dawn-to-Corunna determination and where Enbridge recovers some costs found to have been caused by a contractor from the contractor, would Enbridge allocate those recoveries towards the disallowance or would it apportion the recoveries between the amount approved for rate base and the amount included as disallowance?

MR. POLLOCK:  Yes, I think that is accurate, Mr. Stevens.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  I think we should consider that a new undertaking JT3.24.
UNDERTAKING JT3.24:  TO ADVISE WHETHER IN THE SCENARIO THAT THE OEB INCLUDES COST DISALLOWANCE AS PART OF THE DAWN-TO-CORUNNA DETERMINATION AND WHERE ENBRIDGE RECOVERS SOME COSTS FOUND TO HAVE BEEN CAUSED BY A CONTRACTOR FROM THE CONTRACTOR, WOULD ENBRIDGE ALLOCATE THOSE RECOVERIES TOWARDS THE DISALLOWANCE OR WOULD IT APPORTION THE RECOVERIES BETWEEN THE AMOUNT APPROVED FOR RATE BASE AND THE AMOUNT INCLUDED AS DISALLOWANCE.


MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Could we flip now to I.1.13-CME-15.  And so, this I was asking about the change from the lump sum contract to the actual cost plus fixed fee incentive, which I think has been discussed a little bit by previous questioners.

So, I wanted to make sure that I understood the sequence of events.  So, as I understand it, the initial contract for both the pipeline construction and the facilities construction was lump sum.  Correct?

MR. UWAGBOE:  This is Ehi Uwagboe, Enbridge Gas.  For the pipeline the pipeline was a base lay contract, while the station's contract was initially a lump sum contract.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And did the pipeline contract ever change or just the facility contract changed?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Only the facility contract changed.  The pipeline contract did not change.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And, as I understand it, what happens is during the RFP the company becomes aware of delays to its own material supplies and, as a result of that, decides to change the contract structure.  Is that fair?

MR. UWAGBOE:  That's fair.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And so, it would be -- was Enbridge aware that if it's having delay issues with its own material that its contractor would likely also run into supply chain issues?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Again, the contractors -- in this case Enbridge provided the material, and so the contractor provided limited material on this project.

MR. POLLOCK:  Right.  So, whether it is your material delays, or you getting the material that has a delay, or whether it is the limited materials that they are providing, you are aware that there were going to be delay to both of those components.  Is that fair?

MR. UWAGBOE:  I would say that majority of the material were company supplied and weren't any significant material provided by the contractors.  All they needed to provide was material they needed for the work being done.  Right.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  But you are still aware that your materials which made up the bulk of the project was going to be delayed?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Correct, yes.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  And so, if we can go down in the response.  Okay.  So, at B, the middle paragraph there that starts, "a lump sum."  Do you see that?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Yes, I can.

MR. POLLOCK:  So, it says:
"A lump sum contract is more suitable for contracting scenarios with a high degree of certainty based on available information."

And it goes through the types of information.  And then it says:
"In comparison reimbursable contracts are more suitable with the existence of known risks that are challenging to quantify due to lack of information."

And my question is -- I may be missing something very basic, in which case I hope that you will help me.  But it would seem to me intuitively that the opposite should be true.  Wouldn't you want a lump sum contract when Enbridge can't get its head around the risk or can't quantify the risks?  Isn't the point of a lump sum contract to de-risk?  And isn't that useful when you don't know the risks?

MR. UWAGBOE:  So, when you go through the process with the contractors, the contractors ask for said information to gauge the sort of certainty around the project so that they can price appropriately.  And one of the questions it is usually around material delivery, which is extremely important in coming to a decision.  The moment we let the contractors know that there are delays to, you know, example IFCs and material delivery, they tend to price in that risk of material delivery into the lump sum contract and automatically you see a higher cost on your lump sum contract.

MR. POLLOCK:  Sure.  Sorry, go ahead if there is more.  Sorry, okay.

MR. MARSON:  It is Rob Marson, with Enbridge Gas.  I was just going to add that with a lump sum contract it doesn't mean that your contractor cannot bring change request to you for additional costs.  So, when they give you a lump sum contract they have an execution plan.  And any variation from that execution plan that the company might cause, such as company material delays, would entitle them to additional cost recovery.  And so, a lump sum doesn't mean that it's just one price.  The price can change when there is a change in their execution plan.

MR. UWAGBOE:  Good point.

MR. POLLOCK:  But presumably the amount would be lower than if you had a full costs reimbursable.  Otherwise you are not paying for anything when you move to a lump sum contract.  Right?

MR. MARSON:  Actually the costs are higher.  So, when we would not be able to give them certainty in the beginning with some of the material delays, so they would have to price all of that risk in up front resulting in a higher cost and then you would be subject to the cost allowances throughout the execution of the project.  One of the things that does occur with the cost structure that we have here is that we had transparency to their profit margin and with the lump sum we don't.  So, you're actually exposure in the lump sum to a higher profit margin without any line of sight to that.  And we had much more line of sight to it with the contract structure that we had.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  But at a conceptual level, I just want to make sure I understand.  I understand that you have a lump sum contract and they put in a premium, much like an insurance policy has a premium, but is it Enbridge's position that the cost of the lump sum was less than -- or the premium, sorry, for the lump sum would have been greater, including change orders, than the additional cost that it did pay under the cost reimbursable contract?

MR. UWAGBOE:  That is correct.  That is our understanding.  Because both contract commercial structures are exposed to change orders as well.  The lump sum contract is fixed to the project scope provided to the contractors at the time that the contract was issued.

MR. POLLOCK:  Okay.  Well, you already have an undertaking regarding the total cost savings from Mr. Gluck earlier, so I don't think I have any more questions.  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, if I could just ask one follow-up question?

MR. RICHLER:  Go ahead, Mark.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  You were just asked with -- I took the question that you were just asked by Mr. Pollock was, let's call it, the premium in a lump sum contract.  Would that have been more and moving to the contract structure you did and you said, yes.  What's the basis of that statement?  How do you know that?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Can you repeat your question again?  Just so I can answer it clearly.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry, I understand the last exchange, essentially, you had with Mr. Pollock, and you can correct me if I misinterpreted your discussion.  But he essentially asked you, let's call it, the premium in a lump sum contract.  Would that have been higher than the contract structure you ended up changing to?  And you said, yes.  And I just wanted to understand what the basis of that statement was.

MR. UWAGBOE:  I think one of the things we already saw from the previous evidence, like you said, it was an average of 0.4 million dollars and that is right there.  It is a direct comparison.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But you didn't -- there is no analysis that you undertook that said, well, this is what we think we -- what a lump sum contract would have looked like.  When you were making the determination to switch, to change the contract structure.  Was there some analysis that you undertook that showed this is what it would be, this is our expectations with the delays and any change orders, versus the switching the contract structure?

Was there any analysis that you undertook?

MR. UWAGBOE:  Yes.  So it was the request from the different proponents comparing the two contract structures and the feedback that we received from them.  And the contractors clearly told us that they will include a premium on the lump-sum contract due to the uncertainties.

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

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mark, and thank you, Scott.

That brings us to the end of witness panel 3.  I thank the witnesses.  I see that panel 4 has been mustered, but I think it makes sense to take a quick break to allow them to get set up.

So why don't we break until 2:30, and we will come back with panel 4.  Thank you.
--- Recess taken at 2:16 p.m.
--- On resuming at 2:29 p.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back, everyone.  David, I am going to ask you to introduce the next witness panel.  But just first, just again a reminder:  I unfortunately need to step out shortly, and so my colleague Ms. Nguyen is going to move over to the moderator's chair soon.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you very much.  We now have witness panel 4 here and ready.  They will be speaking to three seemingly unrelated items:  The establishment of new deferral and variance accounts, meter reading performance, and unregulated storage cost allocations and eliminations.
ENBRIDGE GAS INC. - PANEL 4, ESTABLISHMENT OF NEW DEFERRAL AND VARIANCE ACCOUNTS, METER READING PERFORMANCE, UNREGULATED STORAGE COST ALLOCATIONS AND ELIMINATIONS

Melinda Yan

Michelle Tian
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All of the witnesses for those topics are here with us in the room, and I will introduce them now.  Starting with the front row, on the left is Melinda Yan, manager O&M; beside Melinda is Michelle Tian, manager capital FP and A; then we have Jason Vinagre, manager regulatory accounting; and, finally in the first row, we have Ryan Small, technical manager regulatory accounting.

In the second row, behind Melinda, first, we have Steve Pardy, manager underground storage and transmission planning; then, we have Jason Gillett, director storage and transportation business development and sales; next, we have Ian Garnett, manager process and compliance; and, finally, we have Michael McGivery, director work management and operations support.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, David.  First up is Energy Probe.  Mr. Ladanyi.
Examination by Mr. Ladanyi


MR. LADANYI:  My name is Tom Ladanyi.  I am a consultant representing Energy Probe.  I am going to start with a few questions about metering performance.  Can you turn to Exhibit I.1.7-EP-1.  Thank you.

In the preamble, I quote from your evidence:
"Enbridge therefore defines inaccessible meters as those meters to which the company has not been able to obtain access to read the meter for four or more consecutive months because of customer-driven conditions that are beyond Enbridge Gas' control."

Now, if you can, look at question D.  In question D, I asked:  If a customer's meter is not read for four consecutive months but the customer's meter is and always has been accessible, does Enbridge have a procedure for identifying and correcting such cases?  If so, what is the procedure?

And, your answer, it says to look at 1.7-Staff-3, part C.  So why don't we go there and have a look at Staff-3, part C, and could you show me where you are answering my question in that part C?  I looked at it, and I actually don't see my question answered.

MR. GARNETT:  Hi, Tom.  Ian Garnett.  So, in part C, it speaks to when the customer calls Enbridge Gas' contact centre.  So we leave information for the customer and try to contact them, notifying them that we haven't been able to read the meter.  When they contact us and identify that their meter is accessible from their perspective, our call centre can document that, follow-up with the meter-reading group, and provide that information to the meter readers so they can go out and try to access the meter based on that information.

MR. LADANYI:  So how would a customer know that their meter has not been read?

MR. GARNETT:  In Staff-3C, in that same response, it walks through the process of how the meter reader tries to read the meter.  So there are a couple of ways.  The meter reader will obviously try to attempt to read the meter.  They will provide a door hanger if they are unable to do so, notifying the customer.  Well, first, they will attempt to knock on the door.  They will leave a door hanger, notifying that we were unable to read the meter and how they can provide us with a read or contact us.

We also send marketing campaigns and reminders to folks if we haven't been able to access their meters so that they are aware.

MR. LADANYI:  So they always leave a door hanger or some way of informing the customer they have tried to read the meter and they could not?  They do this all the time?

MR. GARNETT:  That is correct.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  How would a customer know the reason that the meter has not been read?

MR. GARNETT:  The only way the customer would know the specific reason is if they were to have a conversation with our contact centre.  So, if they contact our contact centre, the specific skip code -- so a meter reader, when they are unable to access a meter or read a meter, they provide a skip code, which is a numerical representation of why they couldn't read the meter.  That information is available to the contact centre, so, when a customer contacts the contact centre, they can have a conversation with the customer and relay that information to say:  This is the specific reason as to why.

MR. LADANYI:  And what happens if the customer does not contact the contact centre, the customer just does nothing?  What happens then?

MR. GARNETT:  A couple of things.  So Enbridge continues to read meters on a bimonthly basis, regardless of access or their ability to read the meter.  So every other month, they attempt to read the meter.  They will follow the same process.  If we are unable to read the meter, again we will send out communications to customers, advising them that we haven't been able to read the meter and to provide the reader the read.

And there is also the ability for meter readers to pull consecutive estimate lists so that, if they are finished their route, they can follow up and read the meter.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Can you turn to Energy Probe-2, which would be 1.7-EP-2.  And this interrogatory deals with increasing problems that Energy Probe found out by talking to gas customers.  As you are aware, are no doubt aware, customers with older homes that have central air conditioning are replacing the air conditioning unit with a heat pump.  So, when the air conditioning unit reaches the end of its life, they have a choice:  Do we buy a heat pump, or do we buy another air conditioner?

These customers use the heat pump for space heating for most of the time and the gas furnace -- they still are a gas customer.  They use the gas furnace only for the coldest months or days.  They probably also have a gas water heater or possibly a stove.  They are gas customers.  They continue to be gas customers, but they now use far less gas than before they installed the heat pump.

Customers are therefore expecting to receive lower gas bills based on their lower gas consumption.  You understand that.  But, instead, they receive a low bill one month based on the actual reading and a high bill the following month based on an estimated consumption.  Then, the customer calls Enbridge and is asked to read the meter and report back.

Customers have told Energy Probe this keeping happening month after month after month.  It appears that the method that Enbridge uses for estimating bills does not take into account the much lower consumption due to the installation of the heat pump.

So, in the preamble, I quoted from your evidence:
"Enbridge is working on a plan to educate customers about use of actual rates.  There is a misconception that Enbridge does not use a customer-provided read.  Because, if the read is provided outside of a three-day meter reading window, the bills display estimate read, wherein the actual meter is read or was obtained within the billing month.  These reads are in fact used to adjust the account as required and are used to estimate the read that is within the reading window to generate a bill.  Enbridge Gas is considering a process improvement to address how reads are utilized based on when they are received and how they represent in the bill."

So, in Energy Probe 2, I asked:  The passage says that a customer's self-reported reading is used to adjust the accounts for that month, so how is self-reported reading in one month used by Enbridge to influence and estimate for that customer's next month of gas consumption or the same month next year?  If it is used -- or not used for future estimates by Enbridge, why not?

And your answer is a strange answer:
"Customers' self-reported rates are used in the same manner as read obtained by the meter reader.  All actual reads obtained are factors used in estimation calculations going forward on the customer's account."

So can you explain to me -- and then, you know, I can go on in question B and so on.  And what I understand is:  Are you saying that you do not change the estimating process, even if the process consistently produces bills that are too high?  That is what seems to be the case.

MR. GARNETT:  Ian Garnett.  So the way the estimation model works does not discriminate between a customer read or a meter reading or what we call a periodic read.  So the answer here is trying to indicate that all reads, including customer provided reads, are used as a part of the estimation model to predict future consumption and are therefore utilized in the future months.  The challenge for customers is that if we don't receive their customer read within that billing window their bill says that the -- that their consumption has been estimated and when they've provided a read that is confusing for them.  So, all reads are leveraged in the estimation model regardless of customer actual read, but also trying to provide some context as to why customers are confused by that.

MR. LADANYI:  So, from what I understand what you are saying you have a process whereby you have got now these customer reads that are much lower.  You got a reading every second month.  They got a meter read that does showing your really low consumption and then your estimating model uses some history, some file that same premise which was based on consumption prior to the installation of the electric heat pump.  So, how long does it take for your whole estimating system to be adjusted based on what is actually going on at that premise.  How long would that take, a year?

MR. GARNETT:  I don't know the answer to that.  The estimation model is complex.  I don't know exactly how long it takes for the estimation model and how much actual consumption is takes to pinpoint accuracy, as an example.  But it does take a period of time with actual consumption in order to adjust.

MR. LADANYI:  So, some customers have told us that they have actually they have been overcharged for so much gas that they have built up, that's cause they pay their bill, they don't want to be disconnected but they have overpaid probably for, like, a whole year's consumption.  And now they have a huge credit balance.  So, how does that effect the credit balance builds up and I presume over time this will be corrected.  Corrected by you.  But first, the credit balance, are you paying some kind of a credit rate to the customer?  You are holding their money for many months before adjustment.  Are customers credited for the time value of money?

MR. GARNETT:  I'd have to check the conditions of service to understand -- my understanding is that we don't pay interest on that.  A customer can contact us at any time with respect to credits, it is reported on their bills at any time.  And we will work with them on refunding them their money.

MR. LADANYI:  What if the customer -- suppose the customer doesn't contact you, for whatever.  Maybe they have language issues, who knows.  And so, they do nothing.  So, they have one big bill, one month they pay it and they have a little bill next month.  They pay it and they have another big bill, and so on, goes on.  And how does it all get sorted out if the customer does nothing?

MR. GARNETT:  Sorry.  Can you just clarify what you mean by all sorted out?

MR. LADANYI:  Well, sorted out at the -- finally at some point in time I expect that the customer's account will not show a large credit balance.  That at some point in time it will be essentially sorted out.  Like, you can't -- you are not expecting to have it -- your customers to carry -- have a large credit balance on your books.  And you are not even paying them any interest charge.

MR. GARNETT:  So, Ian Garnett.  So, I couldn't comment on the length of time it would take to sort out or correct, again, the consumption based on the estimation model and the actual consumption.  It would depend on the circumstance of, again, how much consumption is being used, what the value of the credit is, so it is really hard to comment on that in general.  And how length of time and how long it would take to sort out.

MR. LADANYI:  By the way, do you know how many Enbridge Gas customers are in a credit position at any time?

MR. GARNETT:  I don't.

MR. LADANYI:  No, not personally.  I didn't mean right here.  But does your billing system know?  Can your billing system actually answer that question for you?

MR. GARNETT:  I would have to look into that.

MR. LADANYI:  I am actually going to ask for an undertaking Mr. Stevens, but let me just ask a couple more questions and we can include it in the in undertaking.  Do you know -- obviously, you probably don't know, how many customers have requested their refund because their account was in the credit position?

MR. GARNETT:  Ian Garnett.  I don't know that.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So, that will be also -- you can keep a track of these things, Mr. Stevens, and this can all be answered in writing.

Now, when there is a refund, when would you send the customer?  Would you send them a cheque to their home address?  How does a customer get this refund?  You mentioned the refund, so there must be refund.  If they ask for refund how does a customer get this refund?

MR. GARNETT:  I would have to double check the process for that, the refund, personally.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  So, that can be also on the list for the undertaking.  And I would specifically like -- so, the undertaking will start off like this, Mr. Stevens.  Are you keeping track of these things?  I would like to know what the process is for correcting this problem.  I want to know whether Enbridge is paying an interest on the specifically large balances that many customers have accumulated because -- for whatever reason.  If heat pumps or who knows what.  Is that okay?  You have got all these things, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  We are about to find out.  Would it be
-- are you finished, Tom?

MR. LADANYI:  With the undertaking.  I have some other questions.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  So, I will just read back what I understand to be the undertaking that Enbridge is prepared to provide.  Enbridge will indicate how many of its customers have been in a credit position over -- shall we say the last 12 months, Tom?

MR. LADANYI:  That would be fine.  It could be a point in time or it can be the last 12 months, that would be great.  I would like to -- whatever -- I am not trying to make this too difficult.  I just want to see how big an issue this is.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, I think it will be easier over the last 12 months.

MR. LADANYI:  That will be --


MR. STEVENS:  All out that way.  And secondly, Enbridge will advise how many customers have received a refund of their credit balance over the last 12 months?

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge will advise whether it is paying interest on credit balances?

MR. LADANYI:  Right.

MR. STEVENS:  And Enbridge will advise as to how a refund is effected for customers who make such a request?

MR. LADANYI:  I think also I would ask the question about, and perhaps maybe I wasn't clear enough, had to do with how long does it take for in the billing system to adjust to the new information that is there that there is a lower consumption at that premise.

MR. STEVENS:  So, perhaps we can finish off the first one and that sounds a little bit different than the series of questions I just asked.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes -- well, no.  But you were fine so far.  And, you know, and I don't have it written down here the way Mr. Quinn has his undertakings.

MR. STEVENS:  So, the only caveat I might offer is perhaps when we are talking about a credit balance we can set a threshold.  Does $50 sound fair?

MR. LADANYI:  That sounds fine.  Perfect.

MR. RICHLER:  JT --


MR. STEVENS:  Is that acceptable, Ian?

MR. GARNETT:  I would say most of them are.  Just some clarification, again, on the catch up question.  In terms of how long it takes to catch up?

MR. STEVENS:  We haven't gotten to that one yet.

MR. GARNETT:  Okay.  I thought the last part was that.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes, that's what I thought.

MR. GARNETT:  Okay.  Fair enough.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes.  How long it take -- how long would it take for your billing system to catch up to the fact that that premise now uses less gas, so stops sending out these high bills?

MR. RICHLER:  So, just for the clarity of the record, David could you just --


MR. STEVENS:  I will repeat the first of the undertakings --


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.

MR. STEVENS:  -- Enbridge is prepared to offer.  Enbridge will advise as to how many of its customers have been in a credit position at any time over the last 12 months.  And a credit position is meant to be credit balance of $50 or more.  Enbridge will further advise as to how many customers have received -- have requested a refund of their credit balance.  Whether Enbridge pays interest on credit balances.  And how a refund request is processed and responded to.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you that is JT3.25.
UNDERTAKING JT3.25:  TO ADVISE AS TO HOW MANY OF ITS CUSTOMERS HAVE BEEN IN A CREDIT POSITION AT ANY TIME OVER THE LAST 12 MONTHS, CREDIT POSITION IS MEANT TO BE CREDIT BALANCE OF $50 OR MORE; TO FURTHER ADVISE AS TO HOW MANY CUSTOMERS HAVE REQUESTED A REFUND OF THEIR CREDIT BALANCE; TO ADVISE WHETHER ENBRIDGE PAYS INTEREST ON CREDIT BALANCES; TO ADVISE HOW A REFUND REQUEST IS PROCESSED AND RESPONDED TO.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  And now I have another question and that is, I think, for Mr. Small.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, but there is still the second undertaking to speak about.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  All right.

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge will advise as to how it identifies accounts with credit balances.  And what steps, if any, are taken and at what point to see whether credit balance accounts need to be resolved.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.26.
UNDERTAKING JT3.26:  ENBRIDGE TO ADVISE AS TO HOW IT IDNETIFIES ACCOUNTS WITH CREDIT BALANCES; AND WHAT STEPS IF ANY ARE TAKEN AND AT WHAT POINT TO SEE WHETHER CREDIT BALANCE ACCOUNTS NEED TO BE RESOLVED.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay.  Are you done, Mr. Stevens?

MR. STEVENS:  I was just trying to capture your questions, Tom.  You can tell me if we are all done.

MR. LADANYI:  No, you did a great job, better than I could have done.

So this one is for Mr. Small, because he looks kind of like I have abandoned him.

My question really is about unaccounted-for gas.  And I would think that there is -- because of this billing issue, that this could be an impact on uncounted-for gas balances at different times of the year.  And if there was such an impact, what would it be?  Can you discuss that for a minute, and see if we can get anywhere?  Because I would think if there are a lot of customers in a credit position, it would have an impact on that.

MR. SMALL:  I guess I can't speak in great depth about that.  But based on your premise of customers having a credit balance, which would imply they have been overbilled, it would therefore imply that we have an understatement in unaccounted-for gas, because that would typically be a difference between, I will say send-out, whether that is an appropriate term, versus consumption.

And to the extent that consumption is overstated, it would imply that, at least for a short period of time, UFG or unaccounted-for gas is understated.

But again, to the extent that those billings get trued up, it would get corrected over time.

MR. LADANYI:  Very good.  That is what I expected as well.  So...

MR. STEVENS:  If I may, Tom.

MR. LADANYI:  Yes?

MR. STEVENS:  Enbridge has filed a lengthy report on UFG and causes of UFG within the 2023 deferrals case.  And one of the items that is looked at as a possible driver of UFG is estimated bills.  And I believe the determination is that it is not a substantial driver, and an explanation is set out there.

Unfortunately Mr. Stiers, who has just left us, is the manager of UFG and knows all things about UFG.  But I would think that there will be answers to some of your questions within the report that I have just described.  And I am sure there is opportunity to ask interrogatories, should you choose, within that case, specifically on the findings within the reporting.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  Thank you, that is very helpful.  I will look that up, David.

Now I am going to move to unregulated storage, if I may.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Tom, I was wondering if I could just ask one follow-up question on the metering issue?

MR. LADANYI:  Please.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  The interrogatories, and I think you commented that essentially you have an estimation model that essentially estimates a bill in a month where you are not doing -- where you are either not trying to or unable to do a meter read.  Do I have that correct?

MR. GARNETT:  Ian Garnett:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Can you explain how the estimation model works, because I took Mr. Ladanyi's question about, you know, changes in customer behaviour, then how does that impact that estimation process?

So can you just speak to how the estimation process works?

MR. GARNETT:  Ian Garnett:  At a high level, the estimation model leverages historical consumption and, in particular, tries to leverage actual consumption, actual reads.  And then layers in different estimation factors based on winter-summer degree day.  And again, this is high level.  And then predicts the consumption, based on those readings.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so imagine a customer does a 50 percent reduction in actual consumption in a month, or something.  And it is read.  But then there is a number of estimations after that.  How long is this going to  -- like how many actuals do you have to get before the model recognizes that there has been sort of a material change in the demand profile of that customer?

MR. GARNETT:  Yeah.  That, I can't speak to that.  That was similar to how long it takes to sort of -- I couldn't speak to how long that takes.  Each time there is an actual reading and an actual consumption, of course it would true up every other month in that circumstance.

But until the estimated month, which is what I think you are asking about, when that narrows down to be more precise, I am not sure exactly how long that process takes.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thanks.

MR. LADANYI:  So can I continue now?  So can we turn to Energy Probe 14, Exhibit I.4.2-EP-14?  I asked in "B" -- are we there, on the screen?  Energy Probe 14.  Okay.

I asked, "Have the two existing NPS30 pipelines..."

These are the pipeline between Corunna and Dawn.  By the way, those who are wondering, where does the name Corunna come from.  Corunna is named after the famous British army battle in the Napoleonic Wars.  And Ladysmith is also another famous British army battle from the South African war.  So they are named after British army great battles.  Okay?  So anyway.
"So please confirm that the new NPS..."

So, at the question B was:
"Had the two existing NPS30 pipelines ever provided market-based services?"

And then I asked question "C", and I am not going to read you all the questions.  And I was directed to look at Exhibit I.1.13-Staff-5.  And that really is just a simple yes or no question.  And I read Staff 5.  And after reading Staff 5, I think the answer is yes; the existing NPS30 pipelines have provided market-based services.

Is that right?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett, and thank you for the facts.  My kids love Dad jokes and Dad facts, and those would be considered useless Dad facts.  My wife was probably rolling her eyes as she was listening to those, Tom.  Thank you.

MR. LADANYI:  By the way, T was accused -- in fact, I got a prize from some people at Enbridge at one time for being a fountain of useless information.

MR. GILLETT:  I enjoyed it, so thank you.

So I think what Staff 5 was trying to explain is that the answer is yes for all the infrastructure and all the services, whether it is regulated or unregulated.  And I won't walk you through Staff 5, but essentially the integrated nature of the storage operations prevent us from being able to separate the assets and the services, which is what Staff 5 is attempting to address.

MR. LADANYI:  So the new NPS30 will operate in a same fashion.  It is not segregated; it will provide some market-based services and it will provide some cost base, if you like, or in-franchise services?  Isn't that right?

MR. GILLETT:  The pipeline was built to directly, one for One, replace regulated utility capability.  But on an operational day-to-day basis, it will provide both regulated and unregulated operations.

MR. LADANYI:  Because you have no physical way of separating these three lines, the two existing NPS30s and the new NPS36.  They are just going to operate together, and the gas is going to flow down them.  It could be all kinds of gas.  Am I right?

MR. GILLETT:  That is correct, yes.

MR. LADANYI:  So in question B, I asked:
"If Enbridge Gas develops new or expanded market-based storage in the future, that is, in a storage pool connected to the Corunna Compressor Station, how would that gas get to Dawn Hub?"

So this is hypothetical, if you are going to develop some new market-based storage.  I mean, they would all have to use the same pipelines, when the gas is going to be commingled, and you can account it differently.  But physically, it will in fact use all the same pipeline, won't it?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett:  Yes, that is correct.  It would use all.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  So can we now turn to Energy Probe 16, which is Exhibit I.4.2-EP-16.  And in this interrogatory, I asked, it says:
"Please list the storage operators that competed in the geographic market in 2006 referred to by the OEB, and indicate if they are still active in the market.  And please provide storage capacity for each storage operator in 2006."

And you provided two lists, one for 2006 and one for 2007.  And can we have table 1 on the screen that I am referring to?  Yes, and here it is.  Very good.  Thank you.

So in the storage operators, the first one is Duke.  So, at that time, I believe Union Gas was -- the parent company was Duke?  Is that right?  So Union Gas is listed as Duke?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  That is correct.

MR. LADANYI:  All right.  And EGD is listed as "Enbridge", and there are others listed there, and I am not going to go through all of them.  Some are surprising, but we will have to accept it for what they are.

And then, we can go to the next one, Okay, next table.  By the way, before we leave, so these are listed in MMCF.  What would be the conversion factor to a TJ or PJ from MMCF so we can kind of have a better idea what we are talking about?

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy.  So a BCF and a PJ are approximately equal, within 10 percent, so I think a PJ is about 10 percent bigger than a BCF.  So, when you convert to this, so 152 -- in the first sign, there are 152 to MMCF would be 152 BCF, which is probably about 155, 156 PJs, doing math on the fly, which is probably not a good idea.

MR. LADANYI:  No, that is fine.  I just wanted to have a rough idea.  I am not going to argue about details or have you fill out this Excel spreadsheet or anything like that, or have Angela fill out the spreadsheet.

Okay, so let's go to the next table.  Very good.  That is table 2.  And this is a situation in 2017, and now Union is on this Spectra Energy after multiple mergers and reorganizations.  Isn't that right?

MR. GILLETT:  That is correct.

MR. LADANYI:  And EGD is listed as EGD as we can see there.  Why would EGD's working gas increase by so much between 2006-2017?  Would you know that?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  So, Tom, you are asking about the difference between, in 2006, Enbridge had 92, call it about 92 BCF and, in 2017, they had 114, and you are wondering about the difference between those two?

MR. LADANYI:  That is right.

MR. GILLETT:  So the difference between those two would be the market-based storage that was developed since NGEIR.

MR. LADANYI:  Okay, so this is like delta pressuring or something?

MR. GILLETT:  This would have been all of the projects that were listed in a different IR.  This would be all the difference expansion projects that the unregulated business would have undertaken.

MR. LADANYI:  So this table that we see here includes unregulated and regulated?

So let's say -- you know, I just vaguely remember that regulated was 99 for EGD, and, here, it is 114, so that would be the difference would be the difference between 99 and 114?  But you can correct me.

MR. GILLETT:  No, that is correct.  So lines 1 and 2 I can say include both regulated and unregulated.  I can't speak necessarily to the other operators.  That is what is difficult about these types of reports.  But, as it pertains to lines 1 and 2 for Spectra and EGD, you are correct.

MR. LADANYI:  So, if you look at Spectra Energy -- and I presume everything under Spectra Energy is actually Union Gas; there is no some other Spectra Energy storage.

So, if we add up Spectra and EGD, so we add up 12 and 8.3, we get a number that is 20.3, if my math is right.  So that would make Enbridge the largest operator of storage in this market area.  Would I be right?

MR. GILLETT:  Well, I am going to say no, not necessarily.  So the problem with this table is that it includes both regulated and unregulated storage space for Union and EGD.  So, in terms of just raw total working gas, I think your math makes sense, but, if you subtract the cost-based regulated utility storage which is not part of the merchant storage business, that number is much smaller.  It ends up being, I think, around about just 12 percent on a combined basis.

MR. LADANYI:  Now, this is probably going to be a difficult question.  Perhaps I should have asked somebody else this question.  But is there a table like this that shows market storage that is available on the market?

Because you are saying -- when we see this table and from what you just told me, this includes both market-based storage and also cost-based storage that some of these companies might have for their own customers.  We don't know [audio drop] of Semco Energy or National Fuel Gas -- actually, it is not spelled right.  It is "National Fuel Gas," not "National Flu Gas."  That is a typo there, by the way.  Anyway, you might want to correct that, too.

Be that as it may, is there a possibly -- is it possible to produce a table that shows only available space or storage capacity that is in the market, available to be traded in the market, or is that is kind of too hard to find?

MR. GILLETT:  So I would say no.  I would say this is the best information we have.  To get that type of information, you would typically have to commission an engagement with an consultant to do that, which is what was done here, in 2017.  I think that this was recognized at the time with ICF that this is very, very conservative.  By looking at just raw total working gas capability, it is a conservative view of the market because, to your point, you know, for Spectra and EGD as an example, a large portion of that gets pulled out of that calculation if you are looking at merchant storage.  But this is the best information we had at the time, which is why it was provided as part of the interrogatory responses.

MR. LADANYI:  Thank you.  So my last question goes like this, and possibly it is not maybe even fair.  So, when I look at this, and with my addition making it 20.3, does Enbridge now exercise greater market power in storage than it did before; i.e. the market has changed as a result of the merger of EGD and Union Gas?

MR. GILLETT:  So the table that is on the screen, here, is the same table that was provided in some attachments that we provided for SEC-38.  There were three reports that were provided that were commissioned at the time of the MADS proceeding.  And what the ICF report indicated was that the combined Enbridge Gas utility does not exercise market control, even on a combined basis.

And so I would say my answer to your question is, no, it does not indicate that we exercise market control.

MR. LADANYI:  Not control but more market power than it did before?

MR. GILLETT:  No, I would disagree with that.

MR. LADANYI:  I will leave it.  I don't want to argue with you.  This is not a hearing, anyway.  Thank you.  These are all my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Ladanyi.  Next is CCC, Mr. Gluck.
Examination by Mr. Gluck


MR. GLUCK:  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Lawrie Gluck, and I am consultant representing the Consumers' Council of Canada.  All of my questions for this panel are related to the allocation of storage costs.  I circulated a package of materials on July 19th, that I intend to rely on for some of my questions.  Thank you.  So I was thinking maybe we could mark this as an exhibit.

MR. RICHLER:  Yes.  This will be Exhibit KT3.3, and it is entitled "CCC technical conference Materials."
EXHIBIT KT3.3:  PACKAGE OF MATERIALS ENTITLED "CCC TECHNICAL CONFERENCE MATERIALS FOR PANEL 4."

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.

MR. GILLETT:  I am sorry, Lawrie.  My apologies for interrupting.  We are having trouble hearing in the back row.  I don't know if the speakers aren't as good back here.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  I will try to speak up.  Is that better?

MR. GILLETT:  Yes, it is.  Thank you.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  All right, thanks.  So, if we go to the next page in this package of materials, this is the Black & Veatch report related to storage allocation, that was filed in Union Gas's 2014 rate case.  Can you please confirm that this is the most recent review of the storage-cost allocation methodology for legacy Union prior to the current proceeding?

MR. VINAGRE:  This is Jason Vinagre.  To the best of our knowledge, it is.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  For some context, I am looking to understand some of the details of legacy Union's approach to allocating new storage assets, to better understand the current approach that you are proposing in this proceeding.

So, just as a starting point, after the NGEIR decision, would you agree that Union looked at its storage assets in place at that time and allocated them between utility and non-utility businesses on the basis of an average space and deliverability allocator?

MR. VINAGRE:  One moment, please.  Sorry.  Jason Vinagre again.  To the best of our knowledge, the one time split that occurred post-NGEIR was purely based on space and not deliverability.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.

MR. VINAGRE:  And space at that time.

MR. GLUCK:  Can we go to page 19.  It is a PDF page 19, please.  So, the third paragraph down speaks to this section is speaking to really existing storage assets that provided storage services.  You have a number of categories that are described in this report, you know, storage assets that provide transmission service, storage assets that provide a combination of services.  But looking at pure storage assets that provide storage services.  My read of this paragraph is that, at the time of the one-time split after NGEIR, you looked at both storage space and deliverability as provided between what was the in-franchise and ex-franchise portions of the business and created a combined allocator between those two things and it ended up being 37.7 percent.  And that is my understanding how that one time separation happened and just looking to confirm that.

MR. VINAGRE:  Apologies, Jason Vinagre here.  Just discussing with my colleagues.  As the report notes that this was how they approached it based on a weighted average and I think coincidentally that the proportion based on pure space results in the same, roughly the same, allocation factor, I think, if you did the math.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you for that.  If we go to PDF page 22, and if we can look at the paragraph at the very bottom of the page here.  This paragraph is discussing the treatment of new storage assets after the one-time separation.  And my understanding of what this is saying is that, after the initial split of assets, Union would determine which category a project would be assigned.  If a project increases capacity or deliverability it would be directly assigned tod the non-utility business.  Is that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  That is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  And in the current proceeding we could call that a category 1, product.  Is that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  That is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  And alternatively if a project does not enhanced capacity or deliverability, the replacement asset would be allocated based on the most recent cost allocators.  That is what it is says in the second sentence of that paragraph.  Is that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  And projects that would be assigned in that manner in the current proceeding would be considered category 2 projects.  Is that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  That is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  So, what we are most interested in understanding is this concept of most recent allocators.  Which we understand is set out in the -- in an analysis or an annual report called the Asset Allocation Between Regulated and Unregulated By Storage Pool.  And this is described in a few places in this report.  But it might be best to look at the next page and there is a table in the next page, and a Note 1 to that table which is just a bit below.  And my read of Note 1 and when I look at -- sorry, let me step back.  When I look at -- if we could just scroll up a little bit, please.  So, when I look at those two categories that Note 1 is largely related to, those are what are now category 2 projects.  And then, Note 1, what it does is it says that each year Union Gas at the time would look at the storage pool level, and would look at the one time separation of plant, and then update those allocators that happened at the one-time separation based on the relative investment in the unregulated business, relative to the regulated business.  And let me stop there.  Is that your understanding?

MR. VINAGRE:  One moment, please.

MR. PARDY:  So, Steve Pardy here.  So, my understanding is what happens is, as you mentioned, on the Union side at NGEIR there was split between reg and non-reg of all the storage facilities.  And then if there was a project done, let's say, at one of the storage pools, and that was an unregulated project, then the allocation would be updated based on the cost that we were spent on that new project.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.

MR. PARDY:  So, that would be -- it would -- and it would -- all the costs in that case are born 100 percent by the unregulated, but the allocator moving forward is affected by that investment.

MR. GLUCK:  Right.  Thank you.  And that new allocator that we just discussed, that has been updated based on the relative investment on the unregulated side of the business, that would be used in the next year to allocate category -- what we are calling now category 2 projects, between the regulated and unregulated business?

MR. PARDY:  Right.  So, if in the following year a replacement project, let's say, was done that was allocated based on the allocation -- the new allocation -- sorry, it would go based on the allocation at the time of the project.  So, to the extent that the previous year it was some investments that changed the allocator, now the new allocator would be in place and the new project would be allocated based on that.

MR. GLUCK:  Right.  Thank you.  So, can we go to PDF page 73, please.  And I just want to make sure that we are saying the same thing by looking at a couple examples.  So, if we look at the Sombra pool.  Essentially -- and if we could scroll up a bit, sorry, I should step back just to give context.  This is my understanding of an example version of the asset allocation between regulated and unregulated by storage pool analysis that is done every year.  And this was done based on assets as of December 31, 2011.  So, if we look at the Sombra pool, if you go down the whole way in that table.  All of those allocators are still, you know, 63/37 which means the Sombra pool, as of December 31, 2011, was not enhanced in any way.  There was no unregulated investment in that pool up to 2011.

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy here.  I would agree with that.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  And then if we look at the Dawn-156 pool, which is the column on the far right.  Looking at storage wells as an example.  It is clear that, between NGEIR and the one time separation in December 31, 2011, there was unregulated investment in the in-storage wells, in that pool  And that is why we have seen the allocator increase?

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy:  I agree.

MR. GLUCK:  Yes, okay.  Thank you.

Just a few last questions on this schedule.  So in terms of how those allocation percentages are calculated, is it taking the unregulated asset value and dividing it by the total asset value at -- it is at a pool and asset level?

You could see it sort of at the bottom of the table, where it looks to me that you are dividing regulated -- sorry, you are dividing -- well, you are doing both:  you are dividing regulated asset value by pool asset value and you are also taking the unregulated asset value and dividing it by pool asset value to create the allocator.

So it is an asset-based -- asset-value based allocator that you are creating?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here:  I think you are correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  And I don't know if you know the answer to this now, but it would be helpful to know when we talk about asset value in this context:  Are we talking about a gross asset number, a net asset number, or some sort of, you know, rate-based figure that is monthly averages?  It would be helpful to know what we mean by asset value in this context.

MR. VINAGRE:  Apologies.  Jason Vinagre:  I don't know if anyone on the panel here knows the definitive answer to that, but it is possibly something that we could take away to verify.

MR. GLUCK:  That would be helpful.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Lawrie, you are asking about what is meant by the phrase "asset value" at page 73 of the PDF of Exhibit KT3.3.  For instance, is it a gross value, a net value or a rate-base net value?

MR. GLUCK:  That is right.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can take that away and answer in writing.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.27.
UNDERTAKING JT3.27:  TO EXPLAIN WHAT IS MEANT BY "ASSET VALUE" AT PAGE 73 OF THE PDF AT EXHIBIT KT3.3

MR. GLUCK:  So if we could go to I.13-SEC-10, attachment 1, which is an Excel document?  And if we could go to the third tab, which is table 3, "Union details"?

And my understanding of what this table is showing is all category 2 Union Gas projects in excess of $2 million that happened -- I think it starts the time series at 2014.

MS. TIAN:  Michelle Tian:  This table includes all category 2 and 3 projects since 2014 above $2 million.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  So when I look at the relative allocation between the regulated and unregulated businesses, for these, there are six projects listed there.  You can see that the allocations are very different.  The first two projects are fully allocated to the regulated -- sorry, the first three projects are fully allocated to the regulated business.  And then you have a bit of a mix for the next three projects.

And my question is were these allocations underpinned by that most recent allocator concept that we just went through as described in the Black & Veatch report?

MS. TIAN:  Please give me a moment.  It is Michelle Tian:  So, to clarify, the list of projects presented here may not all be 100 percent storage projects.  So they were selected if they were storage or transmission projects, because a lot of the time they are commingled and done as part of a single project from an execution standpoint.

So we would like to take this back and understand better, of the projects that were fully allocated to regulated, if they were indeed a hundred percent storage projects, in which case we do agree that they should have followed the allocation method, the legacy method since the NGEIR decision, or if these are other types of projects, in which case, that approach may not be applicable.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Before we talk about that undertaking, can we go to page 86 of the PDF, please?  Thank you.

So if we look here, this concept -- my understanding of this table here, this concept of most recent allocators is applied to everything.  So every type of, you know, pure storage assets providing storage service, storage assets providing transmission service and storage assets providing a mix of storage and transmission service, those are the three categories of storage assets as I understand the historic approach.

So this concept would be underpinning everything.  And, for example, you do have pools, that Dawn Plant Trans (*9.40) mainline as an example, where everything would be a hundred percent allocated to regulated business, because that was -- that is what was done at one-time separation, and there was no investment.

I guess the undertaking that I would like is to see these schedules, the regulated versus unregulated storage asset allocation reports, annually from as far back as we can go, I guess, from NGEIR to now.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, Lawrie, when you say you would like to see the regulated versus unregulated storage assets allocation reports, that is -- is that all contained within appendix C to the Black & Veatch report?

MR. GLUCK:  My understanding, yes.  If you flip through these pages, like if you go up I think around the last page of appendix C, it has every storage pool, every Union Gas storage pool, and it has -- and my understanding from Black & Veatch is that every year this would be done and then used to allocate category 2 replacements in the next year.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, and your request is to have copies of this back as far as they exist?

MR. GLUCK:  As far as they exist.

MS. TIAN:  It is Michelle Tian.  We will check if such reports are available and provide them if they are.

MR. GLUCK:  That is good.  As part of that undertaking, if they don't exist, can you explain how you allocated the projects in Table 3 of SEC-10, provide, you know, support for those allocations and describe whatever methodology was applied to do it?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.28.
UNDERTAKING JT3.28:  TO FILE COPIES OF REGULATED VERSUS UNREGULATED STORAGE ASSET ALLOCATION REPORTS AS FAR BACK AS THEY EXIST; IF THEY DON'T TO EXPLAIN ALLOCATIONS FOR PROJECTS SHOWN IN SEC-10, ATTACHMENT 1, TABLE 3, AND THE METHODOLOGY APPLIED TO DO IT.


MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  So I am looking for one more undertaking on this sheet here, on the, sorry, Table 3 of SEC-10.  To allow us to be able to compare if those regulated versus unregulated reports exist, what we would like to see is a column added to this table, that provides the asset class and the pool for which that project is related.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I was still writing, Lawrie, but are we speaking again about Table 3 of SEC-10?

MR. GLUCK:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Of SEC-10, attachment 1?

MR. GLUCK:  That is right.  Yes, we are back to that table, and, for those reports to be usable for us to figure out what the allocation would have been using that, we would need to know the pool and the asset class for the replacement projects that are described.

MR. STEVENS:  And again linked to the categorizations that are set out in appendix C to the Black & Veatch report?

MR. GLUCK:  That is right.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, we will provide the information that is available to us.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT3.29.
UNDERTAKING JT3.29: TO UPDATE THE TABLE AT SEC-10, ATTACHMENT 1, TABLE 3, TO ADD A COLUMN SHOWING ASSET CLASS AND THE POOL FOR THE REPLACEMENT PROJECTS DESCRIBED (legacy union).


MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  That is it for legacy Union, and I would like to discuss legacy Enbridge Gas Distribution now.  If we go to PDF page 88 of the CCC materials, this is the Black & Veatch report on storage allocation that was filed in Enbridge Gas Distribution's 2013 rate case.  As far as you know, is this the last review of the legacy allocation methodology prior to the current proceeding?

MR. VINAGRE:  To our understanding, yes, it is.  I am Jason Vinagre.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  If we could go to page 100 of the PDF, and, at the top of the page here, Black & Veatch is describing that Enbridge Gas Distribution's situation after NGEIR was much simpler than Union's; as there were no storage assets in excess of the in-franchise requirement at the time, there was no need to do a one-time separation.

Is that your understanding, as well?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  That is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  If we go to PDF page 106 and now at the bottom of this page, now, when we are talking about new storage assets that increased capacity or deliverability, the report is describing that the cost was entirely allocated to the non-utility business.  Is that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  With regard to incremental storage capacity since that point, that is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay, and those again are category 1 projects in the current proceeding?

MR. VINAGRE:  That is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  If we just look up a little bit on the same page, under the heading above this, it is describing replacement assets; and, for replacement assets that do not increase capacity or deliverability, Enbridge Gas Distribution would directly allocate the entire cost of the project to the regulated business.  Is that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  That is correct to our understanding.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  To understand this methodology a little bit more specifically, can you advise whether Enbridge Gas Distribution's approach is really to look at whether the new asset replaced an asset that was in service prior to NGEIR?

Is that sort of, at a high level, the methodology?  Just sort of say this compressor existed before NGEIR; we are replacing it; therefore, this is this new asset, this replacement project, it gets allocated to the regulated business?

MR. VINAGRE:  Assuming it still fits category 1 and with no enhancement, then, yes, that is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Sorry, category 2.

MR. VINAGRE:  Sorry, category 2.  Apologies.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thanks.  So, if we could go back to SEC-10, attachment 1, the Excel spreadsheet, if we go to table 2 this time, my understanding of this table is that it is the same as Enbridge; it goes back to 2014 -- sorry, the same as Union Gas; it goes back to 2014; it is all replacement projects, so all category 2 and 3 projects that were over $2 million from 2014 on.  Is that right?

MS. TIAN:  Michelle Tian.  That is correct.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Similarly, to make sure that I understand the methodology you are using for Enbridge, just as an example, if we look at line 5, line 5 is an engine block replacement project, and the entire cost of it is allocated to the regulated business.  And, essentially, would you agree that this was done because the K705 compressor was in service prior to NGEIR?

MS. TIAN:  That is confirmed.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  If we look at line 25, this is a land acquisition project, so my understanding here is the entire cost was allocated to the non-utility business.  I am presuming the reason that happened is, because it was new land, it was not in place prior to NGEIR, so you allocated the whole thing to the non-utility business.  Is that right?

MS. TIAN:  It is Michelle Tian.  With respect to line 25, the land acquisition, that is a strategic land purchase which is the reason why it was fully allocated to unregulated business because of the proximity of the neighbouring customers or residential area the land was acquired so there is a buffer between Enbridge's assets and to prevent encroachment.

MR. GLUCK:  So, maybe what I want for this, for table 2, here is for every asset addition, storage addition, an explanation similar to what you just provided as to why it was allocated in the way it was.  Presumably the answer for a lot of them will be it existed before NGEIR and we replaced that asset.  But for the ones that are fully allocated to the non-utility business particularly an explanation as you just put that would be helpful.

MR. STEVENS:  We can do that.  I am just -- I am looking at the number here.  And we will obviously do the best we can to get it on the deadline, but we will get it to you when it is done.

MR. GLUCK:  That is great.  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  That is JT3.30.
UNDERTAKING JT3.30:  FOR EACH ASSET ADDITION DESCRIBED IN TABLE 2, TO DESCRIBE ALLOCATION RATIONALE, PARTICULARLY FOR THOSE FULLY ALLOCATED TO THE NON-UTILITY BUSINESS (LEGACY ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION).


MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  So, we just had a bit of a discussion about the legacy Union approach and the legacy Enbridge Gas approach.  And if we go to -- this is the evidence, Phase 2 evidence, Exhibit 1, Tab 13, Schedule 2, page 5.  When we are talking about the proposal for new storage assets in the current proceeding, it says that the Enbridge Gas Distribution and Union methodologies are aligned and there is no change required.  So, what we are trying to understand is what is the approach going forward in 2024 and beyond that?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  Yes, in reference to the evidence that we have provided, the harmonization has effectively realized that the categorization of assets between the legacy entities is -- was very similar in nature with regard to the independent methodologies.  And the harmonization of such did not result in any change, per se, to how we would categorize on a go forward basis, regardless of the one time split for Union compared to EGD's approach at that time, at the implementations post-NGEIR.

MR. GLUCK:  So, let me ask it this way:  If you were going to replace a Union Gas asset, a category 2 project, for a legacy Union Gas project in 2024, let's say, are you using this most recent allocators concept or are you using Enbridge's approach and just looking at whether it existed before a certain time period?  I recognize -- I take your point that the categories are aligned, they have been aligned the whole time.  But in the implementation of those, particularly with the replacement projects, it appears that there is a slight difference.  And we are trying to understand, going forward, which of those approaches are being used or is there a new approach?

MR. VINAGRE:  It is Jason Vinagre.  Confirming that, I think the approach going forward would be based on the most current allocator that should be updated annually which could result in it being 100 percent or some type of allocation between the assets based on, like, whatever the most recent allocator is.

MR. GLUCK:  And would that be the case only for legacy Union assets, or is this going to be applied for Enbridge Gas Distribution legacy assets?

MR. VINAGRE:  I think my answer still stands in the sense that if it is replacing a legacy EGD asset it would be based on whatever the most recent allocator would be, which would have been, per se, 100 percent for example.  Subject to my colleagues agreeing.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  And then, now let's move forward from 2024.  Now that you using a most recent allocators concept on both sides of the business, you invest in enhancements in a legacy Enbridge Gas distribution pool.  Are you updating allocators for the Enbridge Gas Distribution zone going forward?  Now that you have started using most recent allocators.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  I think the answer to that is, yes, it would be reflective of updated allocators.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  So, starting in 2024 there will be updated allocators for both Enbridge Gas and Union Gas legacy assets as one company?

MR. VINAGRE:  Depending on the nature of the new additions and how they would be fitting within the three categories.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay, thank you.  Okay.  So, I have a few requests for undertakings that I hope you will agree to.  If we could go to table 1 in 1.13-SEC-10, please.  Okay.  So, I am hoping you would be willing to undertake to provide a table similar to this that provides the ISAs by category and by regulated versus unregulated, but split out between legacy EGD and legacy Union.  And as part of this request we would like it to not have materiality threshold applied.  We would like to see all in-service additions.

MR. STEVENS:  I was writing as quick as I could, Lawrie.  I missed some of the details at the beginning there.

MR. GLUCK:  Sure.  It is very similar to this table.  It is by category, so B, C, D, the categories that are already there.  Split out between legacy EGD and legacy Union which this does not have.  And also this has a -- this table 1 has a $2 million materiality threshold on it.  And we would like to see no materiality threshold applied, so all ISAs.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something that is achievable with the records that exist?

MS. TIAN:  It is Michelle Tian:  We have the records.  However, it would not be achievable within the time allotted for undertaking responses.  There are hundreds of projects that we are speaking of, and they would all need to be categorized.  And I am assuming that you would want to know the rationale or, like, a description as just requested as --


MR. GLUCK:  No.  So, sorry, for these projects under $2 million.  I am not asking for the full description of what the project is and all the details that are in tables 2 and 3 -- just really looking for the number, the dollars, by category, split out between the two legacy utilities, and no materiality threshold.

MS. TIAN:  However, in order to come up with the table, the projects would all need to be categorized.  And we would need to undergo the same exercise in determining which categories they fall under, as they are not tracked that way in a system that is readily available.

MR. GLUCK:  So are they tracked between regulated and -- utility and nonutility?  Is that how they are tracked?

MS. TIAN:  There is a split.  Yes.

MR. GLUCK:  So we do want to see it, by category.  And if the issue is time, I am happy to wait for it.  Might it be provided later in the proceeding?

MR. STEVENS:  We can certainly take that away and, on a reasonable-efforts basis, do what we can.  I mean, should it turn out to be a Herculean effort, then we may reach out for further discussions.

MR. GLUCK:  That sounds great.  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  We are going to mark that?

MR. GLUCK:  Yes, please.

MS. NGUYEN:  JT3.31.
UNDERTAKING JT3.31:  TO PROVIDE A TABLE SHOWING IN-SERVICE ADDITIONS UNDER $2 MILLION BY CATEGORY AND BY REGULATED VERSUS UNREGULATED, SPLIT BETWEEN EGD AND LEGACY UNION.

MR. GLUCK:  One other request for an undertaking:  For the years 2013 to 2023, can you provide two tables, one for each of legacy Enbridge Gas and legacy Union that shows year-end gross and net unregulated storage balances and gross and net total storage balances?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, this is something that can be created, given the records that exist?

MR. VINAGRE:  I believe we can undertake to do that.  Yes.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  JT3.32.
UNDERTAKING JT3.32:  TO PROVIDE TWO TABLES, FOR LEGACY ENBRIDGE GAS DISTRIBUTION AND LEGACY UNION, TO SHOW YEAR-END GROSS AND NET UNREGULATED STORAGE BALANCES AND GROSS AND NET TOTAL STORAGE BALANCES, 2013 TO 2023

MR. GLUCK:  Great.  And one more request, and it is similar to one I asked for previously with respect to table 3.  So if we could go to table 2 of this spreadsheet.

For all these projects, if we could add two columns to it, one, what pool is that project related to and -- sorry.  What pool was that related to and what asset type, in a similar format as what was used for Union Gas.

MS. TIAN:  Yes, we will undertake to provide that.

MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.  I have one -- just one last question.  And this is moving into the allocation --


MS. NGUYEN:  I am just going to mark that, before you --


MR. GLUCK:  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  JT3.33.
UNDERTAKING JT3.33:  FOR TABLE 2 OF THE SPREADSHEET, TO ADD TWO COLUMNS SHOWING THE POOL AND ASSET TYPE

MR. GLUCK:  Thanks.  My last question is actually related to the allocation of OM&A.  And if we could go to exhibit 1, tab 13, schedule 2, attachment 2, page 6?  Thank you.

And my question is are all of these -- are the 2024 budgets listed there, are they only storage related?  Or, more specifically, I am asking about the supervision budget.  Is the supervision budget storage only?  Or does it include other aspects of the business in it?

MS. YAN:  For this specific schedule, these are storage-related budgets.

MR. GLUCK:  Okay.  Thank you.  And if we could we go to 1.13-CCC-18, attachment 2, please?  Yes, if we could go to the next page?

This attachment is showing the manner in which the allocator for supervisor is calculated.  And we just saw on the other schedule that it was a 10 percent allocator; this is showing 10.09 percent.  But the way that the allocator is actually designed is it includes, as part of the denominator, transmission gross assets in terms of creating the allocator.

And I guess my question is why would it include transmission assets of the storage, if the budget being allocated is storage only?

MS. YAN:  I would like to confer.  Melinda Yan:  I don't have the details toward putting together this calculation.  So I would request if we could take it away and respond by undertaking.

MR. GLUCK:  That is fine.  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  JT3.34.
UNDERTAKING JT3.34:  TO EXPLAIN THE INCLUSION OF TRANSMISSION ASSETS OF STORAGE IN 1.13-CCC-18, ATTACHMENT 2 IF THE BUDGET BEING ALLOCATED IS STORAGE ONLY.

MR. GLUCK:  And those are my questions.  Thank you, panel.  I very much appreciate it.

MS. NGUYEN:  Thanks, Lawrie.  I think we are due for a second afternoon break.  So let's take that, and resume at 4:10 with FRPO.
--- Recess taken at 3:58 p.m.
--- On resuming at 4:09 p.m.

MS. NGUYEN:  Continue with FRPO.
Examination by Mr. Quinn


MR. QUINN:  Thank you, Catherine.  Good afternoon, panel.  Dwayne Quinn here on behalf of FRPO, and I would like to start, if I may, Angela, with FRPO-seventy -- sorry 4.2-FRPO-73.  Thank you.  In the preamble, if you would -- thank you.

What we are referring to is the withdrawal injection capabilities serving franchise customers within the Union Gas rate zone with the allocation of costs.  Enbridge Gas took the design day capability of February 29, 2024 and subtracted the capability associated with direct investment of non-utility-firm injection and withdrawal capability since the NGEIR decision.

So we asked questions about:  Provide the amount of deliverability to in-franchise customers in A.  We received the answer of how that worked.  And I think, witnesses, you can read that as well as I can.  It provides a 1.4 PJs per day, and it says the approved cost allocation methodology for Union at the time allocated storage deliverability costs based upon design day demands and did not allocate costs based upon maximum withdrawal capability associated with those assets.

So I trust the panel is following that logic.  Tell me if you are not.

MR. STEVENS:  Angela, would you please be able just to scroll down a little bit?  I think Dwayne has been reading from the response.

MR. QUINN:  Oh, I am sorry.  I was looking, yes, at my own screen, David, and not the rolling.

MR. STEVENS:  So it is the answer to part A you were referring to, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  Yes.  Yes, and the approved methodology based upon design day demands from 2006 actually, as referred to in the answer to A.

MR. STEVENS:  The panel has it in front of them.  Hopefully, we will have the right people to be able to answer the questions, but I guess we will have to hear the questions.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, let's start, then, with attachment 1.  I am just going to walk through this, and you can tell me if I have got this right.  Angela, if you may, just increase the size of that so the witnesses can see it a little better.  I think that is -- actually, as long as you move to the left so they can see C1 -- a little further.  There we go.  Okay.  Oh, sorry.  I just wanted them to be able to read across, but I don't know if they have their own copies.  It has to go smaller, Angela, for them to be able to read across.  Yes, and, if you can capture C1 and the line that -- the line numbers on the page, that will be sufficient.

But I am going to walk through the in-franchise, and then we will touch on ex-franchise.  So, on the far left, the total design day demand is 225,000 -- I'm just going to leave it at that -- less design day deliveries, which are about 162,000, leaving a net from store Union of 62.6.

Can the witnesses that would speak to this read that sufficiently?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  I apologize, but I do not believe that on this panel that we have people that can speak to cost allocation for rate-setting purposes, which is what you are speaking to, versus unregulated storage cost allocation.

MR. QUINN:  Well --


MR. STEVENS:  Happy to hear your questions, Dwayne.  We can let you know whether we can -- I mean it is difficult when you are asking if the right people are following this, not knowing what the question is.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, the question is simply -- David, I am just trying to make sure I have an understanding of the underpinning of the allocation of costs between [audio dropout]  So I was given that reference.  If Enbridge attached page 1, sorry, attachment 1 to the interrogatory, so I thought that they would provide people who could speak to that attachment.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  Again, I think it was a question that was related to a different part of the evidence to begin with.  We are not trying to be unhelpful.  As you can see, we have put up a lot of witnesses.

What is it that we can help you establish, Dwayne?

MR. QUINN:  I am just trying to establish that the basis for utility and non-utility allocation of deliverability was, in this case, design day demands minus design day deliveries and to relate to the allocator net from store, which is in line 4.  Is that correct?

MR. STEVENS:  It may be that we, over at the regulatory table, are misinterpreting this table.  It looks to us as if this is the allocation as between different classes of regulated services as compared to an allocation between regulated and unregulated.

MR. QUINN:  Well, what is C1 in your categorization of regulated versus non -- sorry, utility versus non-utility?

MR. STEVENS:  But it is not clear to me, Dwayne, though, that whether -- does this capture -- and perhaps somebody who knows more about this can speak to it, but does this capture the universe of all unregulated services?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  I do believe we are mixing -- I don't know if it is necessarily the right word to use -- "concepts," but from an unregulated storage cost allocation process that we are talking to ultimately how we identify and strip out unregulated storage costs that are part of the total in different operational functional areas, removing that from utility, allowing then to have utility forecast cost available that underpins revenue requirement that is then used for cost allocation purposes for rate setting, which is not this panel.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Let's just go back up to the top.  I guess I thought the panel would be more learned on this than I.  But let's walk through what I am thinking, and you can tell me if I am right or wrong.  If you can, go back up to the question, Angela.  So -- yes.  We say:  Please provide the amount of deliverability allocated to in-franchise customers -- so this is the amount of deliverability allocated to in-franchise customers from the rebasing proceeding in 2007, EB-2005-0520.  And then:  Please provide the evidence in support of the total and in-franchise allocation.

So I get the answer.  It says here the amount of deliverability was 1.4 PJs, which is down at the bottom, which represents the in-franchise design day demands from storage, which is what I was showing in column 1 and that footnote that we have already read.

So I read that, and I move down to that allocation attachment because that is what I understood to be responsive to my question, because -- okay, and maybe I will read number 1 there.  It says:
"Please see attachment 1, lines 1 to 7, for the detailed calculation of the deliverability allocation factor as part of the 2007 cost allocation study for the Union rate zones."

So that is why I took you to attachment 1, and I am still trying to fill in the blanks for myself to say, if net from storage is the allocator, it seems to be derived from design day demand minus design day deliveries.  And I was looking for confirmation of that.

MR. STEVENS:  I am sorry, Dwayne.  We don't have a cost allocation expert on this witness panel or, frankly, on any witness panels for the technical conference.  If there is something that is important for us to take away and answer, we will do that.  I mean, Enbridge has explained how these numbers roll up I believe within the narrative answer.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Let me try it this way then:  In line 4 is the difference in net from storage between line 4 in the total, which I am reading, and if you do the math, is the total in-franchise versus the blended storage space and deliverability under C1.  Is the ratio between those two factors -- is it the basis for how the deliverability of 1.4 PJs was established in 2007 rebasing and used as the starting point for NGEIR?

MR. STEVENS:  I think the best we can do, Dwayne, is take that away and answer it in an undertaking.  I have looked over at the witness panel and none of them appear to be comfortable to answer this question.

MR. QUINN:  Who would answer this question then of the witnesses you provided?  If this is what --


MR. STEVENS:  I don't know.

MR. QUINN:  Anyway.

MR. STEVENS:  I know it relates to 4.2 which is not something that this panel is speaking to.  I mean, if that is important to you, please give me a minute and we will figure it out.

MR. QUINN:  It is important to the ratepayers.

MR. STEVENS:  I do take exception to your repeated criticism, Dwayne, of the availability of witnesses.  We indicated who the witnesses are over the course of what was supposed be two days and has turned into four days.  We have put up the largest witness panels we have ever put up to try to have as much coverage as possible.  We have been very willing to provide undertakings and your criticisms are just out of bounds.

MR. QUINN:  You may think so, David, but I am just looking to get questions answered.  And I am surprised that you couldn't accommodate, but I will let you discuss how to do this.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, as I offered, we can provide an answer to your question in writing.  I can read back what I have your question to be.  But I think that is probably the most efficient way to proceed at this point.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  So, what I have written down is:  In line 4 of the attachment to FRPO-73, which is a cost allocation spreadsheet from 2007, is the difference in line 4 between net from storage total and the amount indicated for C1, the basis for the deliverability amount of 1.4 PJs that was established in the 2007 Union rebasing case as the starting point for the determination of allocations between regulated and unregulated storage going forward?

MR. QUINN:  That is correct.  I accept that, David, but I would add if that is not basis, then a more detailed response.  Because I relied on this attachment because that was what was attached to my question.

MR. STEVENS:  That is fine.  If that is not the basis we will provide more details.

MR. QUINN:  Okay, thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  That is JT3.35.
UNDERTAKING JT3.35:  TO EXPLAIN THE STARTING POINT OR BASIS FOR THE DETERMINATION OF ALLOCATIONS BETWEEN REGULATED AND UNREGULATED STORAGE, AS ILLUSTRATED IN THE ATTACHMENT TO FRPO-73 AT LINE 4


MR. QUINN:  So, I am reluctant to read the rest of this undertaking response -- sorry, interrogatory response because I might be just wasting time.  Because it is under number 2 below, when I said please provide the evidence in support.  Number 1 referred me to the attachment that I just went through and it says:
"Please see attachment 2 for the unregulated allocation factors to separate storage assets and the increase in in-franchise deliverability from 1.4 to 1.5."

So, if we can just scroll down to attachment 2, I will ask my question.  It is on page 2.  What I am reading here and again, subject to correction, is that Enbridge has looked at the increase that the Board ordered of 100 PJs of storage to in-franchise customers, and then, as a result of that, allocated that 100 PJs and the 91.8 is net of the 70.9 PJs -- sorry, I am reading more into it.  So, I will ask the question.  The 91.8 we understood to be net of the system integrity space at the time it was called, so that is why it is not 100 but it is 91.8.  Can anybody confirm that for me?  Okay.  The footnote reads:
"The storage space allocators exclude space used for system integrity and includes space deemed unavailable."

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  It looks like Jason Gillett has something to add here.

MR. GILLETT:  I have a question.  Sorry, Dwayne, are you asking about the 7.9 PJ difference?

MR. QUINN:  The --


MR. STEVENS:  Can you repeat your question maybe, sorry.  Could you repeat your question just so we understand it?

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Let's just start.  Starting in line 2, what was allocated in space, I am starting with space, is 84 PJs.  NGEIR as noted in the next section says:
"2007 Board-approved cost of service adjusted for the proceeding number for NGEIR."

And it says, down at the bottom:
"In-franchise space requirements reflect the reserve amount of 100 PJs and the adjustment 7.9 -- "

Okay.  I am got to stop.  7.9 of space.  So, the 7.9 of space, I assume, is the combination between system integrity and space deemed unavailable to arrive at 91.8 that is now within in-franchise space in line 5.  Are you following me so far?

MR. GILLETT:  Unfortunately I don't -- I don't know that we have the right witnesses to explain the continuity of this table.  We might be in a situation where if you had specific questions we could take that away again, but we unfortunately, I just don't think we have the right expertise to speak to the numbers specifically.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. GILLETT:  We are following the math as you walk through it.  And we have the footnotes, but I don't know that we can delve deeper and answer successive questions.  So, if we know what the questions are we can maybe take them away.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well, first off, do I have that right, the first question to undertake: is the 91.8 the result of the NGEIR decision and the reduction of -- well, what is contained in footnote 1?  I guess that is the first question.  Can somebody -- can that be taken away?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  So --

MS. NGUYEN:  JT -- sorry, let's mark that.

MR. QUINN:  Go ahead, Catherine, that is what I was going to ask, if you could give it an undertaking?

MS. NGUYEN:  That is JT3.36.
UNDERTAKING JT3.36:  TO CONFIRM THE 91.8 PJ FIGURE IN LINE 5 OF THE DOCUMENT THAT IS INCLUDED AS AN ATTACHMENT TO THE ANSWER TO FRPO-73 IS A RESULT OF THE NGEIR DECISION AND WHAT IS CONTAINED IN FOOTNOTE 1.


MR. STEVENS:  And sorry, just to be clear, Dwayne:  For the record, we talking about the 91.8 PJ figure in line 5 of the document that is included as an attachment to the answer to FRPO-73?

MR. QUINN:  That is correct.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.  I just want to be clear for the undertaking.

MR. QUINN:  So the second question then is if you go back up to line 2, you have 84 PJs of storage space, and you have 1.4 PJs of deliverability.  We will set aside how the 1.4 was created for the other undertaking.  But if I do the math, and you can take this, subject to check if you want, 1.4 divided by 84 is 1.66 per cent deliverability on net storage space.

Will you accept that number subject to check?  Okay.  Do you want to take an undertaking, then?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  I know it is hard because it is such a big witness panel, to see them.  But they were trying to reach for their -- they were conferring and trying to reach for their microphone.

MR. SMALL:  It is Ryan Small:  And yes, we do take the 1.66 per cent, subject to check.  Yes.

MR. QUINN:  Yes, thank you.  Okay.  So what was decided under the allocation methodologies yet to be confirmed, you had 1.66 per cent deliverability associated with 84 PJs of space.

Implementing the Board's decision, you came up with 91.8, but you came up with 1.5 PJs.  And I was trying to do the same math on 91.8 and I didn't get 1.5 PJs because, if you look at note 3, it says:
"The adjustment of 7.9 of space assumes 1.2 per cent deliverability."

Can anybody tell me why you chose 1.2 as opposed to the pro rata deliverability associated with the original space from the cost allocation study?

MR. STEVENS:  I am quite confident that nobody on this panel can speak to what was in, in the 2007.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  I mean, recall, this dates to 2007, the document that we are looking at.

MR. QUINN:  I understand, David, but it was added as an attachment in answer to our question.  So I have gone through it and I think I understand it, now.  Somebody understood it for the purposes of giving me that answer, but it leaves me the questions that I am hoping somebody can answer for me.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  To be fair, the question asked for the evidence from the time.  And so we provided the evidence at the time.  I am simply pointing out that we will have to find somebody who can speak to either the evidence at the time or can try to go through and understand what is here.  And it is none of the people who are on the witness panel today.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So you can take that by undertaking, then, I am trusting?

MR. STEVENS:  So that we are clear, you are asking about the 1.5 PJs of deliverability set out in line 5 of attachment 2, and how that number was derived and why it is not -- and I am sorry, I didn't write down what you thought it was --

MR. QUINN:  Pro rata --

MR. STEVENS:  I think you thought it should be 1.66 per cent based on a pro rata calculation?

MR. QUINN:  It would be pro rata to using 1.4 divided by 84, which is deliverability of 1.66, why that same proportionality was not applied to the increase in space when you apply it to 91.8 PJs.

MR. STEVENS:  We can make reasonable efforts to try to determine the answer to your question.  Again, given when things date back to, I can't say with certainty who is -- how we will be able to determine the way that this schedule was created.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  But there must have been a principle behind it which may be embedded in evidence in that proceeding.  But that is what we are trying to understand for the purposes of saying that then is the demarcation of what Enbridge has captured as storage deliverability allocated to in-franchise space.  And we are just trying to understand the principles behind it.

So if that undertaking can look at what principles were behind the decision to use 1.2, that would be helpful, also.

MR. STEVENS:  We will determine what we can as to why this number is indicated as it is.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MS. NGUYEN:  Sorry, that is JT3.37.
UNDERTAKING JT3.37:  TO PROVIDE THE PRINCIPLES BEHIND THE DECISION TO USE 1.2 FOR THE DELIVERABILITY FIGURE


MR. QUINN:  Thanks.  Okay.  If we can move to FRPO-12, please, sorry 1.13-FRPO-12?  Okay.

So in this case here, we are just trying to understand the assessment that was done to adjust allocation numbers for the purposes of allocating 2022 actuals.  And I won't go through the detail; we are limited now in time.  If we can go to the next page, please?  And again, thank you, Angela; you are thinking what I am thinking.

Under line 3, in the original file, Enbridge had a net gas plant with its harmonized methodology of 50.2.  But when I read over and say -- and look at table 2, Phase 2, updated, net general plant has gone from 15.2 down to 10.4, which is a more than 30 per cent decrease.  And the reason is given as updated allocators to reflect 2022 actuals.

Can Enbridge provide some supporting data or rationale to such a significant reduction in that allocator.

MR. VINAGRE:  This is Jason Vinagre:  Unfortunately, I think the column and the rows really should have been combined because the general plant impact is also -- is related to, yes, correct, 22 actual allocator updates, as well as the settlement in Phase 1 decisions.  And that would have included the decision for us to write off certain TIS assets that would have been included in general plant.

MR. QUINN:  And that is captured somewhere else.  If it is captured somewhere else in evidence by way of simple undertaking, could you reference where it is somewhere else in the evidence that helps us to understand that?  Or is it in the draft rate order for Phase 1?

MR. VINAGRE:  Sorry, I am not exactly sure what you are asking what is referenced, I guess.  What I am speaking to --

MR. QUINN:  The write-off --

MR. VINAGRE:  The write-offs?

MR. QUINN:  -- of the TIS assets.

MR. STEVENS:  Is there somewhere Jason, within the rate order package, that shows a difference in net general plant resulting from the implementation of the settlement agreement and the write-off of the integration capital amounts?

MR. VINAGRE:  Yes.  As far as I recall, there would have been updated rate-base schedules that would have reflected all of those updates, as well as Phase 1 decision items.  And in there, we should be able to see clearly that general plant has decreased overall.

MR. QUINN:  So can we get, by undertaking, the reference to where we can find that?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can do that.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  JT3.38.
UNDERTAKING JT3.38:  TO PROVIDE AN EVIDENCE CITATION SHOWING SUPPORTING DATA OR THE RATIONALE FOR THE REDUCTION IN THE ALLOCATOR REFERRED TO IN 1.13-FRPO-12.


MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, what we will be providing is a reference to the Enbridge Gas rate order package for the interim rate order from Phase 1, showing the impact of the write-off of TIS assets and integration capital, resulting in a reduction to overall net general plant numbers.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  If we can, move to FRPO-13, please, Angela.  I thought there would be an earnest, young rep on the panel, so I am going to make a statement and somebody from Enbridge hopefully can confirm it.

Ernst & Young was not asked to recommend or prepare any other allocation methodology to -- in its work in reviewing the Enbridge harmonization methodology.  Is that correct?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  That is correct.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Thank you.  That simplifies things.  Okay.  However, we would like to propose an allocator.  And we struggled through the first part of this, and I thought this would be easier, but the Board used a blended allocator in the allocation of assets rate from the Union 2005-0520 and then used that as a basis to move forward in NGEIR.

We would like that Enbridge provide, using a blended allocator of space and deliverability, updated to the year-end 2023, what is the resulting allocation of capital gross and net for both the utility and the non-utility.

MR. STEVENS:  Without agreeing to do all that work, Dwayne, I think we need to first understand what it is that you are requesting.  You are asking for things to be rerun, using a blended allocator.  Can you explain that a little bit more, please?

MR. QUINN:  Take your year-end capital continuity tables -- those were provided to us, and we appreciate that.  We have the continuity tables starting in 2013 in one and to 2014 in the other.  But year-end, that is what I am trying do here, David, is to actually simplify this for you.  That is:  Starting with the end point in 2023, there is capital that both Enbridge legacy as to the non-utility and utility, Union Gas legacy as utility and non-utility, and what -- in those capital continuity tables, it has both the gross amount and the accumulated depreciation.

Starting from that point, the year-end 2023, use a blended allocator which reflects the current space and deliverability of the respective legacy utilities and allocate the capital according to those, to that blended allocator, consistent with what the Board did and approved back in 2005-0520.

MR. STEVENS:  Just to be clear, which capital is it that is being allocated?

MR. QUINN:  The storage capital.  All of this is related to storage.

MR. STEVENS:  No, I understand, but are you talking about rerunning the one-time split, like starting from scratch?  I don't know which capital you are speaking of.

MR. QUINN:  Well, that is what I am saying, David.  I'm ask -- I could ask for starting from scratch, and you can do that if you would prefer.

But I am saying start at the end of 2023.  Start at the end of the book, and you see how it turns out, but, at that point, you do have both capital and you have accumulated depreciation based upon what you have done in those tables over time.  But, instead of doing that, you will know what your gross total capital is and you can apply a blended allocator to the respective legacy utilities based upon their respective capabilities for space and deliverability as a blended allocator.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  So you are asking Enbridge to run a new allocation approach, using end-of-2023 results and using a different allocator, to reallocate all of the various -- every single storage asset on just some sort of blended rate basis?

MR. QUINN:  On the blended allocator based upon space and deliverability.  It is but an hour exercise, David.  I did it myself.

MR. STEVENS:  If you would like to send that to us, then we can undertake to provide our comments on what you send to us.  I don't think -- I mean there is no basis, in my respectful view, there is no basis on which the OEB could approve this approach based on an undertaking response, and I think we are just opening the door for discussions that aren't going to go anywhere by providing this work.

MR. QUINN:  Well, David, respectfully, Enbridge proposed this is the way they would allocate the capital after 10 years of deferred rebasing.  I am saying that there is an alternative method, which has been used by the Board in the past, and I am asking you to calculate that.  It is fairly simple.  If you want me to send a spreadsheet, I can submit it formally, and you can then vet it, change it, whatever you want with it.

But we would like a response as to:  Are the numbers correct, or what would the numbers be based upon your basis and approach to a blended allocator based upon space and deliverability?

MR. STEVENS:  I am not comfortable engaging in the notion that there are going to be alternatives before the Board based on an undertaking response, Dwayne.  You haven't proposed to put forth any evidence in this case.  It is just -- it is a path that is not going to be, in my respectful submission, useful for the OEB in determining an outcome.  To come up with an entirely different allocation approach that rewrites history requires a full proposal, not an undertaking response.

MR. QUINN:  It is not a full proposal.  It is a recalculation, David, as I said.  If you want me to send it, I will send it, but it doesn't change any history.  Your rates have not been based upon the capital and those continuity tables over time.  We want them to have continuity so we understand the evolution, and we are just saying at this point:  What is the appropriate methodology for the allocation of assets between the utility and non-utility.  And space and deliverability has been used before, and we are asking to see what it looks like if it is used again.

MR. STEVENS:  One moment, please.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Dwayne.  If you choose to do so, if you would choose to file your analysis and ask Enbridge Gas to provide comments, then we are certainly prepared to do that, and we will do it as quickly as we can.  I can't promise, depending on when it is received and how complicated it is, whether we will hit the August 1st deadline.

But we can provide comments and impressions.  Whether that extends to confirming or not confirming the math and numbers I think depends on us first having an understanding of the approach that is put forward.

But, in terms of Enbridge Gas running the calculations that you are asking for, that is not something that we are prepared to agree to do.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Catherine, can we have an undertaking number to capture what David has said as their commitment?  And FRPO will file this to the Board.  I will have to tidy up how the Excel spreadsheets looks, but I will stick with the same spreadsheet I have got now.

MS. NGUYEN:  JT3.39.
UNDERTAKING JT3.39:  TO PROVIDE A RESPONSE WITH COMMENTS TO MR. QUINN'S ANALYSIS


MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  Dwayne, can we just get a sense of where you are on time?

MR. QUINN:  Late, but besides that, Catherine -- I think you already know that -- I have one more area of questions that might be able to be done in 10 minutes.

MS. NGUYEN:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  Stepping away from the accounting, which I am very happy to do, and talking about facilities instead, Mr. Pardy, I assume this is for you because this has come up a number of times in the last year-and-a-half, including in this evidence.  Prior to Dawn to Corunna being done, there was a metering upgrade which was a matter especially in the Dawn to Corunna proceeding.  And I would like just to understand.  Can you briefly, for the purposes of having some evidence on the record, describe the 45 million dollar metering upgrade that was done prior to Dawn to Corunna?

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy here.  I can attempt to do that for you, Dwayne.  So, back I believe in the 2012 timeframe Enbridge Gas did a project to move all their storage measurement from the Corunna compressor station out to the individual storage pools.  And so, measurement was moved from a central location to individual storage pools to improve the accounting of gas in and out of those storage pools.

And that left in the Corunna compressor station yard a series of -- well, the meters were taken out, pipes, I guess, that was used to route gas in and out of the storage pools through the Corunna compressor station.  And so, the project that was done in -- that was done in the kind of meter area upgrade project removed all that piping and replaced it with a series of valves and headers.

The kind of the primary driver for that was process safety so that the old meter runs, they didn't have overpressure protection and they weren't there to help route the gas through the Corunna compressor station.  So it was replaced with more modern control, automatic control, that the control room could use to help route gas safely through the Corunna compressor station yard.

MR. QUINN:  That is helpful.  I just want to add one more word to it and you can tell me if you agree or not.  That the gas would move through more efficiently through the yard.  Would you agree with that?

MR. PARDY:  What do you mean by efficiently?

MR. QUINN:  Without the restrictions of the old meter run headers that may have limited flow and your ability to have -- ability of flow gas to your storage pools more efficiently.

MR. PARDY:  I don't think there was any efficiency change, so there was no increase in deliverability as a result of this project.

MR. QUINN:  I didn't --


MR. PARDY:  Basically it enabled us to better easier to route the gas, but it didn't necessarily change -- like it didn't change the size of the pipes coming from the storage pools into the Corunna compressor station.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  You used a better phrase, "easier to route".  That is what I was talking about, efficiently; I wasn't talking about deliverability.

MR. PARDY:  Correct.

MR. QUINN:  So it was easier to route?  Okay.  So, maybe you now this off the top of your head.  If not I would want it by undertaking.  What was the maximum allowable pressure of the previous equipment and what was the maximum allowable pressure or the new equipment?  Specifically for that meter upgrade project.



MR. PARDY:  I don't have that exactly.  I would have to take that away.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  We have an understanding, Mr. Pardy.  It wasn't -- there was no leave to construct because it was inside of your station, so there is no records that are on the public record for us to find that information.  So, if you could provide the original piping's maximum operating pressure and the design, and the maximum operating pressure of the new piping we would appreciate that by way of undertaking.



MR. PARDY:  The other thing I would add is I suspect all the old piping, there was multiple different maximum operating pressures.  The new piping I would say was likely more common operating pressure.  So that might be -- it might be difficult for us to go back now at this point and recreate all that.



MR. QUINN:  Well, I want to be clear.  This is 2021-2022 project.  Correct?

MR. PARDY:  Correct.  But the --

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And so, there must have been some project document for a 45-million-dollar project.  If you have multiple operating pressures you can state that.  But we want to know what the lowest -- you can say what the range of operating pressures that you can find were in terms of the old operating pressures.

MR. PARDY:  Okay.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.

MS. NGUYEN:  JT3.40.
UNDERTAKING JT3.40:  TO FILE INFORMATION ON OPERATING PRESSURES RELATED TO THE 2021-2022 PROJECT.


MR. QUINN:  Okay.  I think with that, and given some of the limitations we've had, Catherine, I said that I would try to end with this one here.  I think there is diminishing returns with some other questions, which is unfortunate.  But I respect I am already over time, so those are my questions.

MS. NGUYEN:  Thanks, Dwayne.  I think we can just break for today and resume with panel 4 tomorrow at 9:30 a.m.
--- Whereupon the proceeding adjourned at 4:56 p.m.
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