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MR. RICHLER:  Good morning.  This is the fourth and final day of the technical conference for Phase 2 of Enbridge Gas Inc.'s rebasing application.  Unless there are any preliminary matters, we will pick up where we left off with witness panel number 4.  Next up is BOMA.  Gillian Henderson, please go ahead.

MS. HENDERSON:  Thanks.  Can everybody hear me okay?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, we can.
Examination by Ms. Henderson


MS. HENDERSON:  Okay, great.  Thank you.  Good morning, panel.  Good morning, everybody.  My name is Gillian Henderson, representing BOMA, the Building Owners and Managers Association.  Could you please go to Exhibit I.1.7-BOMA 1.  Thanks very much.

So, in question 1 here, we were asking about the Enbridge scorecard, particularly in relation to the public policy responsiveness target, which measures the total cumulative natural gas saved.  We understand the EGI response just a little bit below here, that the targets were set according to the November 2022 decision and order for the application for the 2022 to 2027 DSM plan, and it can be found in schedule C.  That is a few years ago now.

We did file evidence in Phase 1 of this application, indicating a significant amount of DSM potential that still exists in the commercial sector, to be tapped.  So our question is -- and perhaps we can move to the OEB scorecard, which is in Phase 2, Exhibit 1, tab 7, schedule 1, attachment 1, page 1 of 1.  We will just look at the scorecard.  Yes, thank you very much.  Terrific.

Does Enbridge believe it will be appropriate to use the updated information from the 2026 to 2030 DSM plan that should be filed later on this year and the refreshed achievable potential study and adjust the scorecard accordingly in this application?

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for the question, Gillian.  It is David Stevens.  I am just looking at the witnesses.  I don't know whether there is anybody with specific knowledge of this item.  I think, just based on the question, though, that there may be a bit of a timing disconnect in the sense that I hope and expect that Phase 2 of the rebasing application will likely be complete before the next DSM filing has been adjudicated or completed.  So it may be that there would be changes to the scorecard later, but I don't think that they would likely be able to reflect the upcoming DSM process since it won't [audio dropout]


MS. HENDERSON:  Okay.  Thanks.  I appreciate that.  The other piece, we just wanted for undertaking, which was in the original decision order for when the scorecard is updated.  In the decision and order in the EB-2021-0002, in the application for the DSM management plan, there is a schedule C which outlines the scorecard.  Do you have that available to look at?

MS. MONFORTON:  I do not, sorry.

MS. HENDERSON:  You don't.  Okay, then maybe I can ask for this in written.  It is just a question about having numbers, not formula, because it is difficult to understand what the scorecard is ask -- what the scorecard actually is, what the targets are, so I will ask that in a written request.

MR. STEVENS:  Sure.  Are we able to capture it now, Gillian?

MS. HENDERSON:  Sure.

MR. STEVENS:  Exactly what the question is?  I mean even without the document in front of us, and then we --


MS. HENDERSON:  Sure.  Yes.  The question is, yes, the question is really just to clarify the way the schedule -- the scorecard is outlined.  It has got formulas, so you can't see the actual numbers.

We would just ask that the numbers be inserted rather than -- for example, there is sort of 75 percent of TAM, et cetera, so it would be just -- which is a target-adjustment mechanism, so it would just be easier for everyone looking at it if we could see the actual numbers in the scorecard.

MR. STEVENS:  And, when you are referring to a "scorecard," are you referring to a DSM scorecard or are you referring --


MS. HENDERSON:  Yes, that's correct.

MR. STEVENS:  -- to -- because I think, again, that would be something that would be dealt with in the DSM process.

MS. HENDERSON:  Okay.  That's fair.  Yes, it was just referenced here, so we were just asking because we were having trouble figuring out the original targets based on the fact that it was all calculations.  But I can move on to my next question, no problem.

Could you go to Exhibit I.1.7-BOMA-2, okay, and yes, maybe to the response to our part A.  Yes.  So we understand in our response to the question part A you indicated that AMI seems to be a preferred long-term solution for inaccessible meters.  In part B, you indicate that it is going well and that a detailed update on this pilot will be provided in Phase 3.

Is this pilot update in Phase 3 going to include a jurisdictional review of gas AMI meter deployment in Canada and the U.S.?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I am not sure that the witness panels are the folks who can speak to this.  I do know a little bit about the plans for Phase 3, and what I do know, Gillian, is that they are very much a work in progress.  I don't think Enbridge has made any determination, but I certainly would expect that, to the extent that Enbridge Gas is making an approval request to the OEB for what would amount to, no doubt, a large program to implement AMI, that part of Enbridge's homework would be to look at what is happening in other jurisdictions and indicate to the OEB how that is relevant and useful to any decision the OEB would be making.

MS. HENDERSON:  Okay.  Thank you very much.  Those are all my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Ms. Henderson.  Next, we have OEB Staff, Fiona O'Connell.
Examination by Ms. O'Connell


MS. O'CONNELL:  Hello.  I just have one really quick question.  If you could, call up Exhibit 9, tab 1, schedule 3, attachment 1.  Yes, okay.  So pages 1, 2, and 3 of this attachment contain accounting orders for the three new proposed deferral and variance accounts, the ETTF variance account, the OEB costs assessment variance account, and the OEB directive deferral account.

Can you please file an undertaking to revise these accounting orders to reflect the effective date of these accounts?  I know it is mentioned in the body of the application but not in the accounting orders, themselves.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for that, Fiona.  To be clear, you are looking for the date when the accounts first become effective?

MS. O'CONNELL:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that a problem to do, Ryan?


MR. SMALL:  Just to include wording in the proposed accounting order as to the effective date?

MS. O'CONNELL:  Yes.

MR. SMALL:  Yes, we can do that.

MS. O'CONNELL:  Okay, thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  That is undertaking JT4.1.
UNDERTAKING JT4.1: TO FILE REVISED VERSIONS OF THE ACCOUNTING ORDERS AT EXHIBIT 9, TAB 1, SCHEDULE 3, ATTACHMENT 1, PAGES 1, 2, AND 3, TO REFLECT THE EFFECTIVE DATES OF THE ACCOUNTS.


MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Fiona.  Next is SEC.  Mr. Rubenstein, are you on the line?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes, I am.  Can you hear me?

MR. RICHLER:  Yes, we can.  Go ahead.
Examination by Mr. Rubenstein


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.  I just have a few, couple, questions arising out of yesterday's discussion.  All of my questions are related to storage cost allocation.  I was wondering if we could pull up the transcript from yesterday.  There was an exchange that was had with Mr. Gluck, and I just want to make sure, to be frank, because I am a little bit hesitant -- because when you were providing the response and I just want to make sure I understand and we are all on the same page with respect to the proposal going forwards.  And so, maybe the best place to start is if we go to page 162 of the transcript and if we can go down to line 10.  I am just going to read a couple of the exchanges just to confirm that is my understanding.  Mr. Vinagre says:
"Jason Vinagre.  Confirming that I think the approach going forward would be based on the most current allocators that should be updated annually, which could be result in 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 that going to be applied to Enbridge Gas Distribution legacy assets?
Mr. Vinagre:  I think my answer still stands in the sense that if it's 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 to 2024.  Now that using the most recent allocators concept for both sides of the business you invest in enhancement in the legacy Enbridge Gas Distribution pool.  Are you updating the allocators for the Enbridge Gas Distribution zone going forward now that you have started using the most recent allocators?
Mr. Vinagre:  I think the answer to that is, yes.  It would be reflective of the updated allocators.
Mr. Gluck:  Okay.  So, starting in 2024 there will be updated allocators for both Enbridge Gas and Union 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."

Can you see that and do you recall that exchange yesterday?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre.  Yes, I do.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  So, I just want to walk through a hypothetical example.  Just so I can conceptually understand what we are talking about here.  And we are talking about with respect to a legacy Enbridge pool, for an example.  So, let's imagine in 2025 you enhance a legacy Enbridge pool.  So, now -- so that would be you are increasing either its deliverability or its storage capability, and so this would be what we would call a category 1 investment.  And so, going forward then when you update the allocators they will no longer -- am I correct they would no longer be 100 percent regulated and zero percent unregulated, they would be some, depending on the cost of that asset, they would be something less -- the allocator would be different.  It would be the regulated side would be less than 100 percent.  Do I have that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  That is correct.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And so, then if -- going forward after that, in the next year for example, you undertake a category 2 project in that pool instead of that being as you have historically done, instead of that being entirely allocated to the regulated business, you would now allocate it to whatever that new allocator would be.  And now, some portion of those costs would be allocated to the unregulated.  Do I have that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  One moment, please.  Yes, I agree with that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  But just to be clear, that is not how you have done it historically with Enbridge Gas?

MR. VINAGRE:  No, I believe that is the case about how Enbridge Gas has approached it.  I think referring back to the legacy EGD methodology that was approved to the Black & Veatch study as described in there, under that scenario that you are speaking to where there was an enhancement it is very similar in nature to the Union approach as well.  To the extent you are adding incremental storage capacity or deliverability, that asset would from that point on have a split that would be reflective of the portion of the project that was replacing, per se, the regulated portion of it and then the portion of the project that would go to unregulated operations.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  But I thought based on the discussion yesterday, and Mr. Gluck took you to this, he said essentially was the asset in service was the asset existing pre-NGEIR.  If it is Enbridge allocated 100 percent to the regulated asset, and if it wasn't then it would be different.

MR. VINAGRE:  In the case of a category 2 project.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, so back to my example at least going forwards, just if you are saying you are doing the same thing.  So, you have now enhanced a pool.  That was step 1.  Now it changes the allocator I think we have agreed to.  Now we are doing a category 2.  We're replacing an asset in that pool that it existed in -- originally installed in 1994, just making up a date here pre-NGEIR.  And I thought you said, no, you would allocate it based on the updated allocator which is now not 100 percent regulated and zero percent unregulated it is some number, some different number.  Do I have that right?

MR. VINAGRE:  Yes, correct.  That is the expectation of how the methodology would be applied.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That is going forward.  But my question, and just to confirm, that is not what legacy Enbridge has done, it currently does, or it has previously done?

[Witness panel confers.]

MR. VINAGRE:  One moment, please.  Apologies.  We were just conferring about that, making sure we understand the scenario and how it would play out.  Would it be useful if we were to have an undertaking if you would like to us go through a scenario that we can describe?  And I think what you are asking is that the scenario that would have happened pre-2024 and how it would have been applied operationally under the legacy methodology for EGD and then, similar to that, how it would be approached going forward as of 2024?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That would be great yes.  That would be helpful.  And I -- sorry, go ahead.

MR. STEVENS:  No, no.  Please go ahead, Mark.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, no, no.

MR. STEVENS:  I was just going to try to capture what we are answering.  But if you would like to add something first, that's fine.

So, as I understand it Enbridge will advise in relation to first an investment made to enhance a legacy Enbridge Gas Distribution pool or in other words, a category 1 investment, what will happen starting in 2024 in terms of the allocation of those costs?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, sorry.  Let me -- I think that --


MR. STEVENS:  I thought that was the building block.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That is the first part.  That's the building block.  But that is the easy part, I think I understand.

MR. STEVENS:  Sure.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And -- okay.  So, actually I will let you -- sorry, I apologize.

MR. STEVENS:  I just thought in order to give context I thought the two things together were kind of useful.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  Because the second part being:  If then subsequently Enbridge Gas makes a further investment within that pool and does it -- would the cost be allocated differently at that point such that some of the costs go to the regulated business and some go to the unregulated business?

MR. VINAGRE:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Do I have that right?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  And in both cases, Mark, would this investment notionally be thought of as a category 1 investment  the sense that it is notionally just an enhancement?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, the second investment is a category 2.  I think that is the question.  And then I think the second part was what have you -- what did you do -- in the same scenario, if we go back in time, what have you currently been doing, then, when this happens?  Because Enbridge has obviously enhanced its storage pools, and it has also done replacement projects.  And at least my understanding based on the report and the discussion yesterday is historically it just worked like this:  if the asset was in place before NGEIR, a hundred percent got out.  It doesn't really matter if there has been enhancement, previously, to the storage pools or not.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  So there is that scenario, and then asking what has Enbridge done prior to 2024, in the same scenario?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That is correct.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  We can answer that by undertaking.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I am not sure if this is a separate undertaking, but it is related because the question that I wanted to ask was about the Dawn to Corunna project.  Right?  Because that is servicing pools that have been enhanced, and yet it is being, as I understood the -- it was being allocated a hundred percent to the regulated business.  And that makes sense, at least as I understood what I thought was the sort of current or historic approach, but does not make -- it would appear to be, if that is not what you have historically done, then I don't actually understand why it would be a hundred percent allocated to regulated business.  So maybe that is a separate undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  So do I have this right, Mark:  Would the next undertaking be would Enbridge Gas treat the Dawn to Corunna project differently, had it happened after 2024?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It is a bit complicated because it depends what year and what has happened in between, right?  If it just happens in 2024?  No.  But if there are enhancements in between.  So I guess the question is more if your new, or what we understand is your new methodology is actually your old methodology, then the question is how could you be allocating Dawn to Corunna a hundred percent of the regulated asset? - is how I would frame it.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  I would suggest perhaps, Ian, we make those two separate undertakings.

MR. RICHLER:  All right.  So JT4.2 is the first one relating to the allocation scenario and how it was done before.
UNDERTAKING JT4.2:  TO RESPOND TO THE SCENARIOS DESCRIBED BY SEC

MR. RICHLER:  And JT4.3 is the second one, relating to Dawn-Corunna.
UNDERTAKING JT4.3:  TO ADVISE HOW THE DAWN TO CORUNNA PROJECT IS ALLOCATED 100% TO REGULATED IF THE UPDATED METHOD IS THE SAME AS THE LEGACY METHODOLOGY

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.  And just to be clear, the first scenario is both how the allocation was done before in the EGD rate zone, plus the scenario of how a category 2 investment would be treated under the new approach.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you, very much.

Yesterday, in your discussions with Mr. Gluck in JT -- I am going to ask for an undertaking, so you don't need to turn it up, here.  In JT3.29 and JT3.33, you agree to provide additional columns in SEC 10, attachment 1, tables 2 and 3.  This was the itemized project above $2 million for each of the EGD and Union rate zones.  And you agreed to provide for each project a table showing the asset class and the pool for the replacement project.


We would like to ask you -- and I think probably best if you can do it in the context of those undertakings, if you could add an additional column that indicates if the pool had previously been enhanced before the replacement project was undertaken.  Is that something you can do?

MR. STEVENS:  When you are saying "previously enhanced", I guess we are talking about the 2006 or 2007-forward time frame?  Like, post-NGEIR?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Is that information that we could at least provide on a reasonable-efforts basis, Mr. Pardy?

MR. PARDY:  Steve Pardy:  Yes, I believe we can do that.

MR. STEVENS:  So I think it makes sense, Mark, to make this a separate undertaking.  And then we will be reminded to add to JT3.29 and 3.33.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.4.
UNDERTAKING JT4.4: TO SUPPLEMNT THE RESPONSES TO JT3.29 AND JT 3.33 ADDING A COLUMN TO SEC 10, ATTACHMENT 1, INDICATING IF THE POOL HAD PREVIOUSLY BEEN ENHANCED BEFORE THE REPLACEMENT PROJECT WAS UNDERTAKEN

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  In JT3.31, you have agreed to provide -- to be clear, the description in the transcript is not exactly correct, but you agreed to provide a completed version of the SEC 10, table 1, without a materiality threshold, and then broken down for each of legacy EGD and Union.  This is the table that shows the additions for each year, broken down into the various categories.


In the original SEC 10, you had been asked to provide for each of -- what the E&Y report breaks down into categories A, B, C and D.  In your response to SEC 10, you refused to provide the information with respect to category A, which was the unregulated assets.  And you point us to 4.2-FRPO-77B, where I am paraphrasing, but essentially you said the OEB does not require you to provide info on costs, since those are not being borne by customers.

Now we are in a cost-allocation exercise.  This is not a, for the purposes -- you know, I think the decision you reference was a leave to construct area.  So this is a cost-allocation exercise, where we are trying to understand the big picture in determining what the appropriate way to divide the big picture here is.

So I am going to ask you either to, as a revision to undertaking JT3.31 or a separate undertaking, to provide the full response for information as requested that shows the in-service additions for each year, broken down into the category A, B, C, and D -- and A includes the unregulated assets without a materiality threshold, and broken down by rate zone.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Mark.  Before getting into the question of providing the unregulated project information, I think we heard from the witnesses yesterday that it was just going to be sort of an unattainable amount of work to provide project-level information for things below the materiality threshold.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.  Sorry, just to be clear, this would be -- I am referring to table 1.  It is not a project listing; it is just the annual additions for the categories.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  I am sorry --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  It is not asking you to -- yes, sorry.

MR. STEVENS:  It just categorizing by --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yeah, maybe we can just pull up --


MR. STEVENS: ...or summing by category.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, maybe we should pull up SEC 10, just so we are all on the same page here.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And I think this is in the PDF, so the first attachment is in the PDF, so -- and to dig up the Excel spreadsheet.  It is on page 3.  Sorry, page 3 of the IR shows the actual table that is in the Excel spreadsheet.

So this is the table, and there is a category A that you didn't provide which is as described in the question:
"New storage assets resulting in an additional capacity and deliverability, and broken down by regulated and unregulated."

Obviously, in this context, it would entirely be unregulated.  So we would like you to provide that response without the materiality threshold and broken down by the different legacy rate zones.

And so I think the most efficient way to do that would just be to add that to JT3.31, where you are doing -- removing the materiality threshold, providing the rate zone breakdown.  But you would just be adding to that part A.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you for explaining that, Mark.  And I know that there are confidentiality concerns and relevance concerns from Enbridge, and, given that I can't speak to the witnesses to become educated on that, I am going to ask or suggest that we note your question as having been taken under advisement.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Okay.  Just because of the confidentiality concerns, if you do agree, which I hope you do, to provide the information, maybe it is best as a separate undertaking so we don't have redacted versions where the total has to be redacted as well and it just gets more complicated.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.  Thank you.  To be clear, I am citing both relevance and confidentiality, but I need to sort of get instructions on that, which is what --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No, I understand.  But just, if you do provide it, which I argue you should, but, just for the purposes of ease afterwards, instead of -- I originally said maybe just do this under JT3.31.  Maybe it is best to have it as a separate undertaking, as a separate version because of the potential confidentiality issue.

MR. STEVENS:  Agreed.

MR. RICHLER:  All right, so we will note that as JT4.5, as being taken under advisement.
UNDERTAKING JT4.5: TO PROVIDE INFORMATION ABOUT UNREGULATED PROJECTS IN RESPONSE TO SEC-10 (UNDER ADVISEMENT)

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  My last question is SEC-11.  We had asked you another undertaking.  We had asked you, sorry, another question in SEC-11, which is:  Provide a table that shows for each of the 2024 rate base and depreciation expense associated with the following categories.

And you provide on the next page, and what you do provide is, first, you provide the estimated additions over $2 million, so there was a materiality threshold.  But what you are showing is the estimated in-service additions in those categories, in that year, and the depreciation expense in 2024 related to those additions.

But the question was not about 2024 additions.  It was to understand what is the 2024 rate base amount for projects that fall into the categories and then the depreciation expense that you are seeking there for each of those categories expenses.  So it is not specific to the projects in that year.

MR. STEVENS:  Angela, can you please just scroll back up to the question.  So, with that context, Mark, when you refer to "new storage assets," what does "new" mean within the context of rate base?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  This is the utilization -- sorry.  And this may be where the complication is.  These are just simply the terms that EY uses when it categorizes the project, right, and so I -- I understand there may be confusion because it says "new," so you are thinking of the projects that year.  It is just the categorization that it discusses.  So, certainly, there are, you know -- the first one is category 1, essentially; the second one is category 2, and then there is actually -- C and D are -- not sure if you call them category 2, but they are sort of a type of category 2 projects that EY broke into two different categories, two further categories.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, is this effectively asking, then, when we say "new," when you say "new," is this the universe of assets for each category between, let's say, the NGEIR decision and 2024?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  It is not the whole rate base, I assume, not the whole storage rate base?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  No.  It is the post-NGEIR and following.

MR. STEVENS:  So, with that context, I am curious to hear from the witnesses as to what is achievable.

MR. VINAGRE:  Mr. Rubenstein, could you just clarify if I understand correctly?  Are you asking us to categorize, as we note here, the cumulative balances through 2024?

And you are suggesting --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I've --


MR. VINAGRE:  -- at a rate base level.  I understand that.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Yes.

MR. VINAGRE:  Would it be appropriate, as well or potentially in replacement of that, at a net book value level, like on a "PPE continuity as of" forecast through December 31, 2024?

Just discussing with my colleague here the notion that, at a rate base level, it could be very difficult to get to that level of detail as rate bases accumulated at an asset class level, not like a detailed level, I guess.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sorry.  In a net PPE, is there a difference?  Essentially, it is rate base.

MR. VINAGRE:  Well, there is since rate base is a cumulative running continuity of average of averages --


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. VINAGRE:  -- Versus an actual PPE continuity that is as of December 31st forecast, for example, gross assets minus accumulated depreciation net book value as at December 31st.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  December 31st, 2023?

MR. VINAGRE:  '23 if you would like, or did you want it run through 2024, as well, inclusive of '24 forecast?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  I mean, if you would provide both, then the midpoint essentially gives you a proxy for what is in 2024 rate base.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, Jason Vinagre, the request is to provide, using these categories, the rate base and depreciation expense broken out between regulated and unregulated for all additions since NGEIR.

MS. TIAN:  Just give us a moment to confer.

[Witness panel confers.]


MR. STEVENS:  Apologies for the delay, Mark.  Just given the length of discussion, I am in the witnesses' hands as to whether it makes sense to take this away and, after a break, speak to it further or to speak to it now.  I mean I am guessing that the records aren't easily accessible in the way that you are asking for things to be expressed.

MS. TIAN:  That is correct.  It is Michelle Tian.  So we are having a hard time to come up with if the information is available and how we would go about providing such an analysis, so I think we need more time to gather a plan.  I think we need to further discuss and take this away.

MR. STEVENS:  Is it something that we could speak to later on this morning or -- I mean I expect that Mark is going to want to talk about this while we are still on the record for the technical conference.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, actually I am unavailable.  So I would prefer actually -- I mean, it is fine for me if you want to take this away as an undertaking on a, you know, reasonable efforts basis and you can explain if you can't do it.  I just note that I would -- if that is acceptable.

MR. STEVENS:  We can certainly take this away and on a reasonable efforts basis explain what we can and can't provide.  I would ask, you know, before we embark on doing the work, is this only useful to you if it covers the entire timeframe?  Because it would be a lot of work to do a subset of the timeframe, and if that is not particularly useful then we probably wouldn't.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Well, I mean, obviously that is what we would like.  I guess, the other time period where if, you know, sort of the SEC can't do that we would be up until the last rebasing cases.  Right?  If it is some period between --

MR. STEVENS:  Subsequent to the last rebasing cases?

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Would be, I guess, second best.  But, I mean, let me put it this way:  If ultimately the Board determines that the whole thing -- we need to change everything, this whole -- and I'm not -- to be clear, SEC is not proposing that is our position.  We are just trying to understand.  If you need to adjust how you've allocated, you are going to have to do this.  Right?  You are going to need to have to determine what the sort of rate base is for these categories of assets if the Board says, no, you need to split them in some other way.  Right?

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  But that would be likely under sort of different time and resource constraints.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  That is fair.  That is fair.

MR. STEVENS:  But I think that is a reasonable approach if you are okay with it, Mark, that we will take this as an undertaking to provide an updated response, if available, to SEC number 11, addressing additions since NGEIR for the categories as set out.  On the proviso that the information may not be available and/or the effort may be so great that it can't be accomplished within a reasonable time.  But, in any event, if we are unable to provide some or all of the request we will explain the reasons why that is.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  Sure.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.  JT4.6.
UNDERTAKING JT4.6:  TO PROVIDE AN UPDATED RESPONSE, IF AVAILABLE, TO SEC-11 ADDRESSING ADDITIONS SINCE NGEIR FOR THE CATEGORIES AS SET OUT, ON THE PROVISO THAT THE INFORMATION MAY NOT BE AVAILABLE AND/OR THE EFFORT MAY BE SO GREAT THAT IT CAN'T BE ACCOMPLISHED WITHIN A REASONABLE TIME; IF UNABLE TO PROVIDE SOME OR ALL OF THE REQUEST, TO EXPLAIN THE REASONS WHY THAT IS.


MR. RUBENSTEIN:  And, I guess, the last comment -- I mean, I am not sure how I want to write this.  But if, ultimately, the issue is you -- it's a decision we have to get the perfect number versus a good eye level estimate -- I don't want to say an eye level, but sort of a detailed estimate, it is an estimate.  Feel free to do the estimate versus not answering the question.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. RUBENSTEIN:  With that, thank you very much.  Those are all my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Rubenstein.  Mr. Garner for VECC.
Examination by Mr. Garner


MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  That was quite a detail.  My name is Mark Garner.  I am a consultant with the Vulnerable Energy Consumers Coalition.  You will we happy to know that I do not have any questions about storage, so you guys can stand down and smoke them if you got them sort of thing.

So, I am actually going to -- my questions, I think, are going to be largely for you, Mr. Garnett.  And we have an interest in the meter reading performance issue.  And just so you all know before you start, last night I got an e-mail from Enbridge at 4:08, and I got it from Tanya Bruckmueller.  Anybody know a Tanya Bruckmueller?  Well, Tanya is inviting me do a survey on Enbridge.  And I haven't done the survey yet but the first question in my e-mail is:  How would you rate your overall impression of the Enbridge Gas as a company.  1 poor, 10 excellent.  So, Mr. Garnett, it is your hands.  Let's see how it goes.  Okay?

Okay.  So, the first thing I want to talk about is just to get the context correctly.  The proposal Enbridge has, as I understand it, is in the metric that is called I think the MRPM to take out inaccessible meters.  Right?  And because of your inability to manage that problem so to speak.  But just before we get into about these inaccessible meters, I mean, these are your meters.  You have installed them.  Right?  You've installed them in certain places, including some places that apparently become inaccessible, but in some case I am not quite understanding if they are inaccessible in the first instance.  But you have installed them.

My first question though is to go to I.1.7-Staff-2, it is PDF 124.  It doesn't really have to bring it up, but it does kind of illustrate the problem I think.  One of the issues I am having.  And, yes, this table.  One of the questions I have is the difference inside your system between the concept of an inaccessible meter and an estimated read meter, because it seems to me in some sense they would be the same thing.  The only reason that you don't read a meter is because it is inaccessible.  Is there some distinction between inaccessible meters and estimated read meters?

MR. McGIVERY:  Michael McGivery.  So, the consecutive estimates applies to both inaccessible meters and other meters that I will characterize as not being read.  And some of those conditions are within Enbridge's control, resourcing, weather managing our contractors, but what our proposal is focusing on is separating out inaccessible meters which are outside of Enbridge's control.  So, to answer your question, they both result in consecutive estimates but there is two distinct rationale why we haven't been able to read that meter.



MR. GARNER:  Well, maybe you can help me with that though.  My question is:  What other reason do you have estimates on meters other than that they are inaccessible for you to read?

MR. McGIVERY:  Inaccessible as we defined in the proposal, in the evidence, is outside of Enbridge's control.  But there is also other reasons such as, as I stated, weather conditions that result us that we can't read the meter within the cycle of the days on time which results in an estimate.  And then we try to true that up in the future reads.

MR. GARNER:  I see.  So the difference between them is really things like weather, where the meter reader isn't able to do it but the meter is perfectly able to be read.  It just other conditions are there?

MR. McGIVERY:  That is correct.

MR. GARNER:  And do you have any understanding of the distinction in the number between those two things?  How many of your meters are inaccessible and how many are simply missed?

MR. McGIVERY:  So, if you refer to the table on the screen.



MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. McGIVERY:  The total number of consecutive estimate meters, 2023 I will use as my example, 614,000.  And then total number of inaccessible reads of 302,000, so the combination of those would result in consecutive estimates.  However we split out the inaccessible meters which is 302,000.

MR. GARNER:  I guess what I am struggling with, and I know you are trying to help me but I am struggling with, is I am trying to figure out in my own mind what am I looking at really, when I am looking at estimated meters versus inaccessible meters and what comes out of your -- the measure.  And it looks to me -- just very simple -- it looks to me like half of your estimated reads come off of inaccessible and half of them come for a different reason.  That probably isn't the right way to read that table, is it?

MR. GARNETT:  Hello, Mark.  Ian Garnett here.  Couple things to think about is we are talking about consecutive estimates with respect to the meter reading performance metric.  So in the table referenced here as Mike was saying, we have 614,305 for the entire year, meters that were unable to read for four plus months.  So, it is just important to consider the metric in terms of four consecutive months of estimated reads, not each month.

MR. GARNER:  Can I just stop you there just for a second.  Because that is what I don't understand about the other answer.  If you're consecutively not reading or not getting a meter read it strikes me as that then has to be inaccessible because the weather isn't bad four months in a row or six months in a row.  You know what I mean?  Like, that seems wrong to me in some sense.

MR. GARNETT:  Yeah, I am actually glad you brought up weather, because I would actually disagree with you.  If you think about weather, weather is a good example of the natural [audio dropout] the meter.  Oftentimes, and we referenced in the evidence, you will see our seasonal impacts, which is part of the challenge because consecutive estimates is a difficult target to achieve anyways, because of things like weather, where you could have a period of time from November to December where you could have weather conditions that prevent you from accessing the meter or reading the meter, sorry, for up until May, even -- June in certain areas.  You know, I think of Kenora, Ontario, places like that.

So there are reasons where natural causes can prevent us from reading the meter for a significant period of time.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you.  That is helpful.  You read your meters bimonthly, every two months?  Is that the way you do it?

MR. GARNETT:  That is correct.

MR. GARNER:  Have both legacy companies always done that, bimonthly reading on meters?

MR. GARNETT:  No.

MR. GARNER:  And what was it, before then?

MR. GARNETT:  The legacy Union Gas rate zone used to read on a monthly basis.

MR. GARNER:  And then they changed that to bimonthly, when? - or in that zone?

MR. GARNETT:  I would have to double-check that.

MR. GARNER:  Well, maybe you could undertake to tell us that.  And what about the legacy Enbridge company?

MR. GARNETT:  Legacy Enbridge has read on a bimonthly basis for a significant period of time, I think since the beginning.

MR. GARNER:  Right.  Okay.  So I think maybe if we could have that undertaking about the -- when the legacy Union, or sorry, Union rate zones were last read on a monthly basis.

MR. STEVENS:  We can certainly answer that by undertaking.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.7.
UNDERTAKING JT4.7:  TO CONFIRM WHEN THE UNION RATE ZONES WERE LAST READ ON A MONTHLY BASIS

MR. GARNER:  Now, Mr. Garnett, yesterday, when you were talking to Mr. Ladanyi, you talked about the bimonthly reading and accessibility.  And he got into a conversation with you about what happens when you get an estimated read.  And then a customer phones in a read to you, and tries to change that.

And then I want to paraphrase this, but I think the answers you were giving him were, "Well, it is complicated.  The algorithm is quite complicated."

But I would like you to give some thought to that, because every algorithm obviously is based on a human set of decisions and then programmed that way, at least it was when I took programming.

So I really want to understand what happens when a customer phones in an estimated read, because it seems to me one thing happens right away, which is there is some resolution to the last read and that read, right? - the algorithm must say I am either -- if I have overcharged the customer, I've got to go clock back, or I've got to do something.

Another one might be somehow is you were indicating the estimation for the next read is somehow modified based on that customer phoning in that thing.

So can you tell me when a customer phones in an estimated read, what is the adjustment made to the next bill on the algorithm?  What's the algorithm actually -- what does it say and do?

MR. GARNETT:  Ian Garnett here:  Mark, I will do my best but, essentially with respect to the customer read, I was trying to indicate yesterday is that a customer read when provided and phoned in is used as an actual read, the same as a periodic read or a meter-reading vendor would provide, which means the algorithm would accept it as an actual read and estimate consumption based on actual consumption.

MR. GARNER:  Yeah.  Well, where I get confused and I think as you know why this issue is a big one; it has been a big issue to my client. You have had some customers get some pretty whopping bills.  Right?

And so it begs the question, how exactly does that actually even occur in the system?

So one of the things I don't get about what you just said is I phone in my estimated read, but I am off cycle, right?  Your bill cycle is totally different than when I send it in.  So your estimated read, let's say, is January 1.  I phone in my read to you on January 10.  So that is really kind of not useful for that.

What I don't understand is are you saying that the then-February bill -- because you bill monthly, but read bimonthly.  Right?

So then the February bill is somehow adjusted for my read in mid-January?

MR. GARNETT:  In the example you provided, if January is an off-cycle reading month, and you provided the read there, the February bill would be reflective on the actual read from the meter-reading vendor.  And so the February bill would be based on actual consumption from the meter-reading vendor.

MR. GARNER:  But now we are doing consecutive, on reads, right?  So I don't get my meter read in January.  I phone in my consumption mid-January.  I don't get my meter read in February, so I am getting another estimate.  The algorithm is doing something for that estimate, right?  It is supposedly, I imagine, doing something to my estimate, isn't it?

MR. GARNETT:  Yeah.  It is still estimating the same way.  It is not treating it any differently.  It would have used the provided read that the customer gave in January as the most recent actual read.

MR. GARNER:  That is where I was going.  And I think maybe if I can say it back to you, if you are telling me this is happening:  In my scenario, the read I sent in in mid-January is not going to change my estimated bill for February.  I am still going to get my estimation for February, the way if was before then.  Right?

MR. GARNETT:  Yeah.  Your February bill will be an estimated bill.  However, the customer-provided read will still be included in the algorithm as an actual read.  So the algorithm is constantly adjusting based on actual consumption.

So the fact that a customer provided us a read in January would be the same as achieving an actual read from the meter-reading contractor.  So the algorithm accepts it as an actual read.

MR. GARNER:  I see.  So then it is telling me -- it is the algorithm telling me the January -- that was my January read, the customer sent in.  So it is going back and saying that is the real January read, and that is how it is doing it.  Thank you.

MR. GARNETT:  Correct, yes.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  That is very, very helpful.

Another question about this system because of these events and the fact that you want to take off inaccessible meters is at what point does the system intervene to tell you there is clearly a problem with this account, there is clearly something going wrong with this account? - I mean, as a dollar amount and the reads.

So is there some trigger that says, you know, it was $100, $100 and it is $800?  It is like something is telling you there is something wrong with this thing?

MR. GARNETT:  Yes, Mark, Ian Garnett here:  We do have an implausible  process that looks at reads where the system flags certain issues with those reads, to try to identify problems which our back-office billing team investigates.

MR. GARNER:  Now you were also saying yesterday that you -- if you have an inaccessible meter, that you communicate with the customer.  Can you describe to me what that means?  How do you communicate to the customer on inaccessible meters?

MR. GARNETT:  Yeah, Mark, Ian Garnett here:  So there is a few different ways that we communicate with the customer.  And I think it is best reflected in Staff 3, our response in "C."  And it outlines a few different ways that we attempt to contact the customer.

The first is initially the meter reader, if they are arriving onsite to read the meter and they are unable to access the meter, they will attempt to knock on the door to communicate with the customer directly, to gain access.  If that is unsuccessful, then they will leave a door hanger to let the customer know we have been by your property, we have attempted tod read your meter, we were unable to.  Could you please provide us with a read or contact us?  And we give them that information.

The third way of course, if a customer contacts us based on that information, our call centre folks will have the information as to why we couldn't read the meter, to have a conversation with them and try to resolve the access issue over the phone.  And again, we could update meter-reading notes for the meter-reader vendor when they go back on site.

MR. GARNER:  Right.

MR. GARNETT:  And then the other way that we communicate is we have marketing campaigns and dialler campaigns for folks who are on our consecutive estimate list that we try to communicate with based on their communication preferences to say that we have been unable to read your meter and, again, if you could provide us with a read or contact us.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Thank you, that is very helpful.  And what you said about this list, what did you call the list, sorry?

MR. GARNETT:  We call it the consecutive estimate list.

MR. GARNER:  Yeah.  Okay.  So who gets on a consecutive estimate list?

MR. GARNETT:  Any meter that hasn't been read for three months or more we consider on our consecutive estimate list.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  That is very helpful, because the next place I want to go, and this may be a little beyond what you are doing on the panel.  And I should preface it, because I am thinking Mr. Stevens at some point is going to intervene on where I am going with this, but hear me out.

This is about ERT and the ERT program.  Right?  And I am going to talk about, a little bit, the confusion I am having between AMI and ERT, and I think partly it is because, in the gas industry, AMI has a very specific meaning, and I think it is a different meaning in the electricity business.

But you have a program of ERT, and, as I understand what ERTs are, is ERTs are devices that can be accommodated on various meters.  They are not smart meters.  They are actually a device that is a one-way communication, that basically, unlike a smart meter, which is a bi thing, it is basically just a simple way to read meters.  I suspect it is the same thing the City of Toronto is using for their water meters.  Right?  They use that sort of thing.

Now, if I am on this consecutive list, does this determine in any way how -- that I might be on a list to get an ERT on my meter?

MR. GARNETT:  Hey, Mark.  Ian Garnett here.  So, yes, we do leverage the consecutive estimate list to try to prioritize where we might install ERTs to help with that.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  So, on that, on the ERT -- and I am going to talk a -- there are a couple of questions I have about the ERT and the ERT program you have.  I think, if you go to BOMA I.1.7-BOMA-2, which I believe in my document is PDF 124 -- 134.  I am sorry.  They had a question here, and -- about ERT and AMI meters, and the response in here actually took me all the way back to -- you have a reference to EB-2022-0200 something in there.  And, you know, when I went back and I looked at that -- it would have been nice.  Someone just put it in there.  It was a paragraph that said:
"AMI has emerged as an industry standard for utility meter reading --"

That's the reference that you are giving here:
"-- thereby giving changing manufactured diaphragm metering product availability.  A major North America meter supplier has ceased production of diaphragm meters and focuses on ultrasonic --"

I did a little investigation into that, and I said that has nothing to do with ERT; that actually has to do with the actual physical mechanics of the meter.  ERT, as I understand, is quite different than all of that.

So I didn't really understand this question.  Basically, when I did a little bit of research -- and I am no expert -- it basically said ERTs can be had.  And this response is talking about a different form of meter technology of measurements; it is not to do with ERT.

So then, as I read this thing, I went, well, I am failing to understand.  What is the problem with installing ERTs?  Is there some, you know, manufacturing sort of problem?  Maybe you help me with that.

Is there some problem out there that I don't understand?

MR. GARNETT:  Yes, Mark.  So the way our supply chain folks tell us, when we were kind of referencing this, is the fact that manufacturers are not producing as many ERTs as a result of the way the industry is going with, as you stated, with AMI technology, so our ability to get them en masse to be a solution, a long-term solution, is a challenge.  That is one of the challenges with respect to ERTs as a solution as it relates to inaccessible meters.

There are other complications.  Of course, these are meters that we have challenges to access, so, even if we had ERTs, our ability to install them or target inaccessible meters is a challenge.  And, again, inaccessible meters are spread out throughout the province, so they are not like they are 10 in a row, Mark.  So there are a lot of challenges.  One is the supply chain challenge, but there are a lot of other operational challenges in our ability to install them en masse for them to be a legitimate solution for inaccessible meters.

MR. GARNER:  Well, let's take that one at a time.  Let's take the supply issue, which I am actually surprised and confused.  But are you aware that PNG, Pacific Northern Gas, has got a program to do an AMI and actually using ERTs?  This is what they are doing.  They are actually making a point that it is not a smart meter, it's an ERT meter, and they have got a program to do that -- or ERT-adaptable meter.

MR. GARNETT:  I am not aware of that, no.

MR. GARNER:  Okay, so they -- let me just say I am just looking.  They are, so they are obviously doing it.  But the other thing that I struggle with in your response is, if you go to I.1.7-VECC-4 and you have the number of ERT meters installed between '19 and '23, it actually looks like the reverse of a supply problem; it looks like you got lots of meters in '23, you got lots meters in '19.  There is a problem -- it looks like pandemic problem, which now seems normal, that sort of thing, and you are kind of on track of putting in a lot more ERT meters.

I don't know why I didn't ask or maybe I asked in this -- oh, yes, I did ask about '24, and you said:  Well, we are not forecasting '24.

And I don't understand why you wouldn't be forecasting '24 if you have a list of priorities and you have already installed basically 30,000 meters last year -- ERTs last year.  So it doesn't look like supply problem in '23.  Can you help me out?

MR. GARNETT:  I think one of the things to think about in those years -- and you kind of alluded to some of them in terms of the number of installations -- is, you know, post-pandemic our ability to operationally to install meters and plan work in general has improved since the pandemic.  So that is one thing to think about with the increase in numbers.

In terms of the forecast, our meter folks are saying status quo in terms of the number of forecasts, but I couldn't speak specifically to how they are budgeting and forecasting for that, Mark.

MR. GARNER:  Okay.  Well, thank you.  Just as an editorial, I mean, as I look to table 2, there are even more meters being installed as of the '24 estimate.  And I guess where I am going with all this is:  If the company is seeking to get relief from a metric, the question is what are you actually doing to resolve that problem.  And I am getting kind of a mixed message about, well, we are not really doing ERTs, even though we are putting a lot of them in, because we have supply problem with them, and we're thinking about doing AMI, which might be different in some fashion to ERT in a way at least I don't understand.

Let me just ask you straight out:  Does the company have a dedicated program that says we need to resolve inaccessible meters?

I understand customers make it hard, but that seems to me the reason you want to get them once and say, look, here is how we are going to get rid of your meter off of our problem list, and we are going to do it.

Do they have, does the company have, a program that is dedicated to doing that?

MR. McGIVERY:  Hi, Mark.  Michael McGivery here.  We do have a dedicated program.  And you have got to keep in mind that we just started tracking these inaccessible reads since 2022, when we started to understand that we weren't making the amount of step changes that we wanted to and we did a deeper dive in the consecutive estimates.  We do have a dedicated program in 2024, targeting these inaccessible reads.

Ian has mentioned the opportunities that we have looked at thus far in terms of leaving door hangers, robo-dialers, marketing campaigns.  We are targeting these with other service providers that may be in the area doing other work.  You think of survey programs, conditional monitoring programs.  We had geospatial, these inaccessible reads, and made them available to our operations folks, knowing that some folks that we have dealt with on the inaccessible reads just will not let us on their property, whether it is a vendor issue, whether it is a security issue.  And our own staff may be able to break down those challenges through deeper conversations with those individual property owners.

So we are taking a multi-prong approach in this fashion.  ERTs is one tool in the toolbox that we are going to look to employ, but we also need to keep a balance of economies of scale in terms of the cost of this meter-reading program, and to drive a truck out there to get one ERT for a couple of hours doesn't make a lot of sense.  We are better off doing it at a community base to get those economies of scale, so it is prioritizing inaccessible reads that there will, say, be not ones and twos but maybe 10s or 20s in a certain community.

MR. GARNER:  I see.  Is there -- I have two questions, follow-ups to that.  Is there a metric or a goal in this program for reducing inaccessible meters?  Do you set targets for yourself each year and say here is what we want to reduce; here is what we want to do?

MR. McGIVERY:  Our goal is to get it down to zero.

MR. GARNER:  Well, I am sure it is, but, I mean is inside -- do you have units -- you are doing ERTs.  People are taking measurements.  People are looking at performance.  Is there anybody who says, yes, we have done well this year, we have done better than last year, we are moving forward?

MR. McGIVERY:  And we have provided that in our evidence.  What our forecast says for 2024.  And is it as big of a step change as previous?  No, because the low hanging fruit we have been able to tackle those and successfully mitigate those.  But now we are getting down to the very challenging customers.  Whether that be snowbirds that have moved away for six months a year.  Whether that is property owners that have high security tolerance on their property that do not want us accessing it.  Pools, dogs, there is an abundance of issues.

MR. GARNER:  Yes, for sure.  And final question is:  Is there a point in which a meter is not being read and estimated?  Is there a point where the company says it should stop service to this unit because they cannot ever access it?

MR. McGIVERY:  That would be an absolute last resort that we would have to employ, and it would be a case-by-case basis.  We may be estimating that meter.  The customer may be paying that meter.  We are documenting all the opportunities we have had to gain access to that customer.  It would be on a case-to-case basis.

MR. GARNER:  Sorry that was -- it just strikes me though as if you have an inaccessible -- they are your meters.  Right?  And if you have an inaccessible meter you also are responsible for the safety of that meter.  Right?  And so, if you go for long periods without ever being able to see the meters isn't there any issue to you about safety and the operability of that meter?

MR. McGIVERY:  That is correct.  And that would be a different process.  And they -- we -- how can I characterize this?  Those programs are multi-year programs, so they don't require access every single bimonthly like the meter readers do.  So, eventually those meeting meters will get captured in that other process it does become a safety issue we would have to, say, disconnect service.  But these meters haven't gotten to that length of time yet.

MR. GARNER:  But is that just -- is that -- is that just built on the meter's length of time?  So, you don't have an accessible meter and if you can't access it for 5 years you determine the meter is too old to be, you know, reliable and you need to do something.  Is that the kind of thing you are saying?

MR. McGIVERY:  No, I am confirming that it will be safety risk and it will get dealt with in a different process but these consecutive reads, for an example, consecutive estimate may go six months, eight months, hopefully not.  Our conditional monitoring programs which are capturing a safety risk are typically four and eight years.

MR. GARNER:  Maybe I am just not understanding what the safety risk -- in the sense that a meter reader comes by and in addition to reading the meter does a visual and a smell check, I guess, not really but, you know, they can tell if the meter is, like, leaking or something.  And that never happens to a meter you never access, and so at some point the meter is aged long enough for you to say it is, you know, the equipment may be not functioning.  Isn't that true?  Meters have lives of them, don't they?  Measurement Canada has lives on them, and they have to be pulled --


MR. McGIVERY:  We have a meter exchange program.  But what I am trying to convey is those are multi-year programs.  So, yes, if an accessible -- if a customer with inaccessible read that went longer than two, three years would eventually get checked by one of those safety programs, or conditional monitoring programs, or meter exchange programs and then we would -- failure to get access we would need to go down as a last resort disconnecting that customer.

MR. GARNER:  When you take out a meter for its age it has to be taken out because Measurement Canada says it is no longer reliable and it is inaccessible.  I take it you then change the location of the meter so you can make it accessible.  Is that part of your program?

MR. McGIVERY:  We do confer with inaccessible lists and our meter exchange program and those two groups talk regularly.

MR. GARNER:  Thank you.  Those are my questions.  Thank you, panel.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Garner.  APPrO, Mr. Boyle.
Examination by Mr. Boyle


MR. BOYLE:  Good morning.  My name is Colm Boyle I am here on behalf of the Association of Power Producers of Ontario.  My questions will go back to the regular unregulated cost allocations.  The first one I want to turn to is 2-SEC-38, if we could pull that up, and it is attachment 1 at page 17.

MR. SMALL:  Sorry, it is Ryan Small.  Just for reference could you repeat that reference again?  I just --


MR. BOYLE:  Sorry, I am looking here at my screen at exhibit I.4.2-SEC-38, attachment 1, page 17 of 58.  I think in the report itself it is page 8.  I think it is now page 17.  There.  So, in response to APPrO-1, you talked about saying that we asked you for kind of a representative annual impact to our power customers.  And your response was that it is not going to change for the life of the contract.  Obviously those contracts are going to expire at some point.  And, I guess, what I am looking for is kind of a similar table to this one.  This is report that was issued in 2017, I think.  But it was current for those contracts at the time.

So I guess, my request is:  Is to have an updated table that looks like this for the next five years for contracts that expire in the next five years.

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  We can provide that.  That is actually available on our website.  If you look at the source at the bottom, it is the storage index of customers report as of January 2017.  So that is a publicly available report, but we could file it as part of an undertaking.

MR. BOYLE:  Okay.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.8.
UNDERTAKING JT4.8:  TO FILE THE STORAGE INDEX OF CUSTOMERS REPORT, DATED JANUARY 2017.


MR. BOYLE:  The next question that I have is in relation to the EY report at tab -- Exhibit 1, Tab 13, Schedule 2, attachment 1, at page 5.  If you read the first paragraph there it talks about the implementation of this report was supposed to happen four years ago.  Is there a reason why this report was not updated for this application?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  To be clear, Colm, you are asking given that the implementation is now proposed for 2024 why did Enbridge -- why is there no updated EY report?

MR. BOYLE:  Exactly, yes.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here.  With -- in relation to the EY study as of 2024, Enbridge Gas is bringing that forward and, as part of this proceeding, with the findings in this report applied as of 2024 with updated allocators.

MR. BOYLE:  So, I guess, have you talked to EY since this report was issued?

MR. VINAGRE:  We have not discussed this report with them since in relation to any updates.

MR. BOYLE:  So, I guess, just so I understand.  You took this report and then took the concepts behind it and updated it for 2024?

MR. VINAGRE:  For 2024 implications, yes.

MR. BOYLE:  Okay --


MR. STEVENS:  Sorry.  I apologize for interrupting, I just want to make sure that there no misunderstanding.  I think the question that Mr. Vinagre was answering is whether Enbridge discussed updating this report with EY.  I mean, to be clear, EY, they not here today, the author of the report, since nobody indicated that they have questions for them.  But EY is a witness in the proceeding and will be able to answer questions on this report.  So, it is not as if there has never been any communication with EY since 2020.  I don't want to leave that impression.

MR. BOYLE:  Okay.  Yes.  I guess my question is just if there is any information in between 2021 and now whether or not there had been any discussions there.  And if there is it was just whether we would be able to see that.  So...

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre again.  Specific to how the report was written and the results of it and the findings in it.  There have been no discussions about, like, anything, any subsequent changes about how it was -- but the only thing that we, Enbridge Gas, has done is how we have applied it as of January 1, 2024, for the purposes of this proceeding.

MR. BOYLE:  Thank you.  The next question I have is at page 8.  So the E&Y report talks about -- the first sentence there says:
"Each legacy methodology remains appropriate."

And just so I have it right, there is the Union methodology and then there is also the legacy Enbridge methodology.  And this report more or less goes with the Union methodology, with a few modifications to it.  But the conclusion is is that each methodology remains appropriate.

And in response to APPrO's question, I believe it is APPrO 2, you confirm that each legacy methodology remains appropriate.  And I just wanted to confirm that that is still the case?

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre, again:  In relation to how Enbridge Gas has applied the methodologies all the way through the deferral rebasing period through 2023, each legacy methodology remained appropriate through that period.  And now Enbridge Gas has brought forward this harmonized proposal as a go-forward methodology.

MR. BOYLE:  Right.  But as of today, there would be no -- like, I realize you are proposing the Union methodology.  But there is no reason why you wouldn't go with the Enbridge legacy methodology, as of today?

MR. VINAGRE:  One moment, please.  Apologies.  This is Jason Vinagre, again:  In relation to the acceptability or appropriateness of either legacy methodology, I don't think we are disputing that.  I think we recognize the need as of Jan 1, 2024 to implement a harmonized approach.  And I think, as we noted in the past that Union's methodology was more heavily scrutinized and vetted over the years in multiple proceedings.  And it was management's best determination that modifications to that approach were appropriate in relation to go forward -- on a go-forward methodology.

MR. BOYLE:  So the reason that you selected the Union approach is because it has been scrutinized more by the OEB in decisions?

MR. VINAGRE:  Lending to the idea that we could leverage that and bring that forward in a proposed way that would just be either continuing on with certain portions of a Union methodology versus slight modifications to Union's approach.

MR. BOYLE:  Okay.  Next, if we could turn to tab 13, schedule 2, page 15?  Okay.  So if we just scroll down to the last line in that table there?  Yes.

So the current methodology versus the harmonized methodology, if I am reading here correctly, is that the net impact of the harmonized methodology is to increase unregulated storage assets and expenses and therefore a net decrease?

And so this table shows that that increase is about $7.4 million annually, or about a 15 per cent increase?


MR. VINAGRE:  That is correct.

MR. BOYLE:  The harmonized methodology is essentially the Union methodology, I am calling it; it is modified.  So what directionally would it look like, would the impact look like, if you used the Enbridge methodology?  Would it be lower or higher than $7.4 million?

MR. VINAGRE:  I can't say that we know definitively that we determined what it would have been in that instance, in every instance of an application.  But we do know in general that the Enbridge approach in certain instances resulted in, like, lower allocation of costs to the unregulated operations.

MR. BOYLE:  But I guess maybe you can take this away.  And I guess what I would be looking for is another column to this table, using the Union legacy approach?

MR. VINAGRE:  Sorry, the legacy Union approach or legacy EGD approach?

MR. BOYLE:  Sorry, the legacy Enbridge approach.  Yes, you are correct.

MR. VINAGRE:  Jason Vinagre here, again:  Just discussing with my colleagues, understanding the ask, we do believe that it could be very difficult to come up with something definitive as opposed to something more of a high-level approach base, because we would have to be layering in a number of assumptions in order to do that.

MR. BOYLE:  Yeah.  I mean, obviously looking for the best you can do in the time we have.  So...

MR. STEVENS:  Just a question for the witnesses:  Is there a differential amount of effort between recasting the second part of the table versus the first part of the table -- in other words, the asset balances versus the operating expenses?

MR. VINAGRE:  I believe, yes, the greater effort is in the second half of the table.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  I was wondering if it was the form of it; you have set me straight.

Would it be helpful to you, Colm, for Enbridge Gas to take this away and, to the extent that they can provide something high level in terms of an estimate of the overall impact, a little bit more than simply directionally?  Would that be helpful to you?

MR. BOYLE:  Yeah.  I guess I am just trying to put a boundary around what the quantum looks like.  Again, obviously, it doesn't need to be an exact number or anything like that.  It is just more orders of magnitude I think is what I would be interested in.

MR. STEVENS:  And when you are speaking of orders of magnitude, right now we are talking about, you know, $58 million to $50 million, so an $8 million difference.  What sort of order of magnitude is significant to your client in terms of the impacts that your client is concerned they will ultimate [audio dropout]


MR. BOYLE:  That is a good question.

MR. STEVENS:  I am trying to understand, Colm, whether $5 million matters, or whether it is really $50 million that matters.

MR. BOYLE:  Yes.  I mean, I guess I don't know the answer to your question because, like, if it is 100 grand or something like that difference, it probably doesn't matter, but, if it is several millions of dollars, it probably matters annually.

It is tough to say because what is material and what is not material kind of depends, so, if it is greater than 2 million dollars, probably interested, difference.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  That is a pretty fine, pretty small, number.  I don't know, when we are talking about orders of magnitude, that Enbridge is going to be able to figure things out within that bounds, within the time allotted.

Witnesses, can we take this away and on reasonable efforts basis provide an estimate of what the overall impact might be, using the EGD approach?

MS. YAN:  Melinda Yan.  Representing for the O&M expenses, like in the legacy EGD approach, we had certain rates based on variable and fixed costs.  I just don't know how useful those rates, applying it to Union's costs, how helpful that would be.  Like, we could definitely put some assumptions together to apply to come up with an estimated, but I just don't know, just in the nature of the operations, how useful it would be to apply.

MR. STEVENS:  So it sound like that is a fair bit of work --


MS. YAN:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  -- then you would need to figure out what the relative allocations would be on the Union side before you could even start --


MS. YAN:  Applying them --


MR. STEVENS:  -- figuring out what --


MS. YAN:  -- yes.

MR. STEVENS:  -- the numbers would be?

MS. YAN:  Yes, I would say so.

MR. STEVENS:  So I am concerned, Colm, that this is going to be probably a very large amount of work.

MR. BOYLE:  Yes.  I mean we are in the difficult spot that you are telling that costs are going up on existing contracts that may be renegotiated in the future, and we don't really have a sense of how much that is going to be.

MR. STEVENS:  But I think, to be fair, Enbridge's evidence has been, at the risk of being the witness here, that the contracts are market contracts; they are not cost-based contracts.

MR. BOYLE:  Right, but what we are talking about here is taking costs that were formally allocated to regulated assets and then bringing them into the unregulated space.

So take it away.  I realize that not all of these categories -- like, there are some categories that were the same between Enbridge and Union formerly, so, if there are categories that are more difficult to get a number, then maybe make some assumptions in those categories to make it easier.  But it is not all categories here that are going to differ, so...

MR. STEVENS:  We can take it away and advise whether Enbridge is able to create any sort of meaningful estimate within a reasonable amount of effort and, if not, explain why.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT4.9.
UNDERTAKING JT4.9:  TO ADVISE WHETHER ENBRIDGE CAN CREATE AN ESTIMATE, AND IF NOT, TO EXPLAIN WHY.


MR. RICHLER:  And, Mr. Boyle, can we just do a time check?  Do you have more?

MR. BOYLE:  Yes, I just have three more questions, quickly.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Well, you were only down for 10 minutes, and we are overdue for our break, so just try to wrap it up.

MR. BOYLE:  Sure.  The last one I was turning to is APPRO-1.  Here, assuming the harmonized methodology applies, could you confirm that, once the current unregulated contracts expire with existing customers, the renewal price will have to include additional costs that are not currently included in the unregulated contracts?

MR. GILLETT:  Jason Gillett.  The unregulated storage services are not cost based; they are market-based, and so the cost to that business, to the unregulated business, the costs are the costs.  The contacts themselves are negotiated based on the market conditions that time, so -- and I almost jumped in on the last undertaking here, but I probably won't get a good survey result for doing so.

Increasing costs to the unregulated business does not directly translate to those costs being borne by future contract holders.  If the market conditions don't support those negotiated prices, then that is not what customers would contract for.  If that makes sense?

MR. BOYLE:  Yes.  I mean I guess the situation my client is facing is that the amount of storage is decreasing to a certain extent because you are expecting that the regulated storage will be fully utilized by the end of the decade, plus getting a larger proportionate share of the costs pushed over to them.  So it -- I guess it is -- I recognize that it is market conditions, but you are probably not going to enter into a contract that does not cover your costs.

MR. GILLETT:  Sorry, can I clarify your first statement there, around less storage?

MR. BOYLE:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  So there is no change to the amount of -- should our proposal be accepted, there is no change to the amount of unregulated storage space that would be underpinning these negotiated contracts, so I wasn't quite sure what your statement was getting to.

MR. BOYLE:  Yes.  So a portion of the regulated storage that goes unused goes into short-term contracts.

MR. GILLETT:  Correct.

MR. BOYLE:  And then that, whoever picks that up.  But that will no longer be available in 10 years or in the next decade, is what you say, which effectively reduces -- like, it reduces the amount of available market storage, which decreases the available quantity, which, if you believe in economics, increases the price, so because the -- anyways.

MR. GILLETT:  Just, sorry --


MR. BOYLE:  Yes.

MR. GILLETT:  -- to correct that, though, so the short-term, the excess utility storage does not underpin the long-term market-based storage contracts that your clients negotiate, so utilizing the excess utility storage for in-franchise demands won't take away space that is available, physical space that underpins the contracts that will eventually come up for renewal with the power producers, just to be clear.

MR. BOYLE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Last question is:  Has Enbridge had any discussion with unregulated storage customers with contracts in the near-term expiration dates about cost allocation being considered as part of this application?

MR. GILLETT:  I am not sure if we have, no.  I can't really speak to that.  But I will just -- and I know you understand the point, but I will just emphasize again that, the cost allocation in the unregulated business, these are market-based negotiated contracts, so I don't know how much the impact we would communicate in terms of I don't know that it impacts those contracts, but I can't speak to whether those conversations have happened.

MR. BOYLE:  Okay.  Thank you.  Those are my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Boyle.  We are overdue for our break.  Mr. Shepherd, I don't want to rush you, at all.  I think, if you only had a minute or two, we could squeeze it in before the break, but, otherwise, I think we should break.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I will do better than that.  I will ask my questions of panel 5 only.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay, terrific.  That brings us to the end of witness panel 4.  I thank you for your time.  You are excused.  We will take a 15-minute break, and we will come back with the next witness panel.
--- Recess taken at 11:09 a.m.
--- On resuming at 11:24 a.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back.  Mr. Stevens, would you like to introduce the next witness panel, please.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Ian.  Enbridge's fifth and final witness panel for this technical conference is here to speak to the issue on the issues list related to Enbridge Sustain.  All of the witnesses are here with us in the room.  Starting furthest away from me is Darren McIlwraith.  Darren is director, operations with Enbridge Sustain.  Then we have Robert Rutitis.  Robert is manager, finance with Enbridge Sustain.  Next we have Melinda Yan, manager, operations and maintenance.  And finally Scott Hines, supervisor, finance applications and development.
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MR. RICHLER:  Thank you.  Mr. Shepherd, over to you.
Examination by Mr. Shepherd


MR. SHEPHERD:  My name is Jay Shepherd.  I don't think I actually know any of you.  I think this is the first time I have ever asked questions of a panel I didn't know any of them.  My goodness.  My name is Jay Shepherd, I am the counsel for the Heating, Refrigeration and Air Conditioning Institute of Canada, and I have a number of questions.

Let's start with understanding who the four of you are.  Mr. McIlwraith, you joined Enbridge Sustain in December 2022.  Is that right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  No, not -- that was an earlier date in September of 2021.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Really?  Okay.  Because your LinkedIn says December 2022.  It says that prior to that you were director of product development at EGI, the regulated utility.  Is that not true?

MR. McILWRAITH:  The roles changed through time, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, sorry.  Who did you work for from September 21 to December 2022?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, the role at the -- Darren McIlwraith again.  The role from starting in the fall of 2021 was related to product development within Enbridge Gas.  That led eventually to the creation of Enbridge Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because, in fact, that job -- you came from customer care.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, my previous role was director of customer care integration.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, when you moved to product development the job was to create the Enbridge Sustain product line.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  By and large, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, in that period, September 21 to December 22, you were -- I mean, obviously, you're all still employed by the regulated utility.  Right?  It is just that the company also has an unregulated component.  But at that time your cost was booked in that period to the regulated utility.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think -- I think that we have been clear in our evidence that we established a separate line of business within Enbridge Gas Inc. that represented the unregulated activities that -- so, my time was directly charged to the unregulated line of business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Starting in September 21?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Starting in September of 2021.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you show me where the evidence says that?  Because the evidence appears to say different.  And you certainly don't say that you were working for Enbridge Sustain at that time.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Well, Enbridge Sustain -- you know, again, Enbridge Sustain is a trade name that we have indicated.  And, Mr. Shepherd, you are, you know, relating to a LinkedIn post that I think the timeliness of changing, you know, my job title on LinkedIn isn't directly connected to anything more than me being tardy perhaps in updating, you know, the name that we had just gone to -- we started communicating the Enbridge Sustain name in December of 2022.  Sorry -- yes, December of 2022.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well actually, no.  You started communicating the name in May 2022.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  The name Sustain?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  You have many people who joined Enbridge Sustain in May 2022.

MR. McILWRAITH:  We had people that -- so, I guess, we're mixing when did we start using the trade name of Enbridge Sustain and when did we put people into roles that were charging time directly to the unregulated line of business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  So, then in the rebasing information your salary and costs and benefits and all that stuff would not be in either 2022 historical O&M, 2023 bridge year O&M, or 2024 test year O&M.  None of those three years would you be included.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  When you switched over from -- in September 2021 you have been with Enbridge for, what, 18 years now.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That math sounds correct, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so, when you switched over to the product development role, which ultimately became Enbridge Sustain, was there a period of overlap you had multiple jobs to do?  You had to deal with your old job and you new job at the same time?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No.  So, my previous role as you had indicated was in customer care.  Specifically it was the integration of legacy Union Gas customers on to the Enbridge utility billing system.  That project culminated in July of 2021.  I spent a further two months just, you know, resolving any issues post go-live, and then the formal change over to the new role was, I can't remember the exact date, end of August or start of September.  But there was no overlap in responsibilities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you retained and you still retain all the same benefits, all the same seniority pension, everything like that.  You keep all that.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, I continue to be an employee of Enbridge Gas Inc., yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And when you are moved to the affiliate, you will also keep all that stuff.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We will move to a different company.  I think the HR team is working on the, you know, exact implications of all that.  But, you know, in terms of seniority and those types of things, yes, I will still be an employee of Enbridge broader and those things won't be impacted.  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And you will have the same benefit plans and you will still be in the same pension plan?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You don't have stock options.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That would be part of my compensation package, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  I thought that was restricted to VP and above.  Okay.  So you'd keep your stock options then?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You wouldn't, like, get new ones.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not just talking about you.  I am talking about anybody.

MR. STEVENS:  I am just concerned about getting into what becomes quite personal information, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Understood.  Although he is a witness so I am allowed to ask these questions and he can say, I don't want to tell you that.  That is fine.  And --


MR. STEVENS:  I think he is trying to be helpful.  And I am trying to make sure that he doesn't become so helpful as to share information that he would prefer not to share.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not going to ask him to sell.  Because then I would be jealous.  So -- all right.  Then -- and you were, until Mr. Irvine joined Enbridge Sustain, you were the senior person at Enbridge Sustain.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.  Now, Mr. Hines, you joined Enbridge Sustain when?

MR. HINES:  Scott Hines.  I don't -- I didn't -- I don't work for Enbridge Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  To be clear, I indicated the two witnesses who were with Enbridge Sustain both Melinda Yan and Scott Hines are Enbridge Gas Inc., I mean, they are not part of the unregulated business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So your salary then, Mr. Hines, is charged to regulated utility?

MR. HINES:  Scott Hines.  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you allocate time to Enbridge Sustain when you work on that?

MR. HINES:  I operate in -- on the regulated entity side.  And so, my time is forced around protecting the utility ratepayers from bearing Enbridge Sustain costs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, if you have to compile reports on Enbridge Sustain data, that is considered a regulatory activity.  Is that right?

MR. HINES:  No.  I am only concerned with costs that may be on the regulated side that need to be pushed to the unregulated entity because they are Enbridge Sustain costs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So that table, which I wonder if you could go to 18-HRAI-31, please?  And there is an attachment to this on the next page that -- you recognize this, Mr. Hines?

MR. HINES:  Yes, I do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so part of your job, at least at Enbridge, the regulated utility, is to make sure this is right and everything is in it?

MR. HINES:  I would not say that that is correct.  My role is within finance, and my role is to ensure to take this information and ensure that, in the accounting systems, that these dollars are not sitting in the regulated side, they are sitting on the unregulated side of the business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And when you do that, that is a regulated function, that's not an unregulated function?

MR. HINES:  I would agree with that, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah, I am not saying I agree with it; I am saying I think that is what you think.  Okay.

Then, Ms. Yan, you are also not in the unregulated business.  So I will ask you the same question:  Are some of these allocations in HRAI 31, this is the Q1 allocations, are some of those yours?

MS. YAN:  The hours that are tracked here, they are not mine.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MS. YAN:  So like, myself, Scott and I work for the same team.  And our team works together to collect the time that has been tracked here, and move those costs from the regulated to the regulated function within Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are responsible for gathering this information from the people who work on Sustain?  Or is --


MS. YAN:  We don't gather this information.  Actually someone within Sustain, I guess, administrates the collection of this information.  So the --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, but I -- sorry.  I thought Mr. Hines said that part of the job is to make sure that everybody who is working on Enbridge Sustain from the regulated side is recording their time; isn't that right?

MR. HINES:  Scott Hines:  I did not say that.  I said our accountability is to ensure that the accounting systems reflect the time that is tracked, properly, on the regulated and unregulated side.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So neither of you are actually checking to make sure everybody is recording their time?

MR. HINES:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. HINES:  We would only be responsible for checking anybody that works within inside of our area, that they are checking their -- tracking their time properly if they are working on Enbridge Sustain activities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Awesome.  Now Mr. -- is it Ruitis?  Can you correct my pronunciation for me?

MR. RUTITIS:  Rutitis.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Rutitis?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Is it spelled wrong, there?

MR. RUTITIS:  I believe so, yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So then you are the finance person on the unregulated side that has the responsibility for making sure that this report is right?

MR. RUTITIS:  I wouldn't say that I have full responsibility.  You know, I think as a broader organization, we do affiliate relationship co-training, and folks are required to certify that they are in compliance with the ARC.  And so that is one aspect of the compliance.

As a Sustain organization, you know, we encourage and require folks who support the organization to track their time and charge their time accordingly.  And so that is kind of the extent of, you know, the administration that happens.

In terms of my direct responsibilities, it is kind of the receiving end of what Melinda and Scott talked about, you know, receiving the costs from the utility to Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So who is it that -- and I don't mean name, I mean which side is it?  Is it the regulated side or the unregulated side that has responsibility to make sure that allocations like this are being done by everybody correctly?

MR. RUTITIS:  So I believe we have -- like, I am not familiar with the intimate details, but we have a governance process in place at Enbridge.  And that assumes responsibility for compliance with the ARC.  I am just not the correct person to speak to that.

I also know that all employees of the utility are required to take their required training on the Affiliate Relationship Code and certify that they are in compliance with the relationship code.

One of those activities is making sure that it you support an unregulated business or an affiliate, that you are tracking your time and charging it appropriately.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Well, then who can speak to this table?  Anybody?  Does anybody have operating knowledge of this table?

MR. STEVENS:  When you say "speak to the table", what sort of details is it that --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I am going to ask a couple of questions about it.  I want to know who I ask the questions of.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  I think it is going to depend what the questions are, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Well, why don't I cut to the chase and say this table has -- it doesn't have names, it doesn't have positions.  But that is okay, I don't need that.  But it has departments and it has hours.  And I think the total is 370 hours for the quarter.

So what I would like you to undertake to do is add a column to this, or columns, that give us the dollars for each entry, of compensation, HR overhead and total overhead.  HR overhead and total overhead are different.  Right?

MR. HINES:  You are talking about the components of our fully allocated costs that we charge over to Sustain?  I just want clarity, please.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah, yeah.  So there are three components.

MR. HINES:  Sorry, that was Scott Hines talking.  Sorry.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yeah.  So there are three components to what you charge over to Sustain.  There is the cost of the person, their hourly rate, if you like, that you are paying them, the HR overhead, which is like pensions and benefits and all that stuff, and the total overhead, so their premises, equipment, et cetera, what they need to function.  Is that right?

MR. HINES:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So can you give me those three numbers for each of these entries?

MR. HINES:  Yes, we can.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Undertaking JT4.10.
UNDERTAKING JT4.10:  TO PROVIDE VALUES FOR STAFF HOURLY RATES, HR OVERHEAD INCLUDING PENSIONS AND BENEFITS, AND TOTAL OVERHEAD INCLUDING PREMISES AND EQUIPMENT CHARGED TO SUSTAIN.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now I want to ask about -- sorry, I almost forgot you, Mr. Rutitis.  When did you join Sustain?

MR. RUTITIS:  I assumed my current role in March of this year.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So do I take it that then your cost -- and I don't mean that in a bad way, is included in 2022, in regulated, and in 2023 in regulated, and in 2024 also in regulated, from a budgetary purpose, even though you are now no longer in regulated.  Is that right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yeah.  The role that I previously held was a utility role, and would have been in 2022, 2023 and 2024.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  But you were presumably replaced in that role?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so your replacement is now the person who is in  O&M for 2024.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And was there a period of time when you went from the utility role to the unregulated role that you had to sort of juggle both?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yeah.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And how did you allocate your costs, then?

MR. RUTITIS:  So my payroll entries landed in the utility.  I tracked the hours that I spent supporting Sustain.  And I would have tracked it on this listing that we have in front of us.  And the time would have been allocated over for the hours I spent supporting Sustain during that crossover period that you referred to.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, here, I was asking the wrong person to tell me which entries are theirs on this table.  It should have been you.

MR. STEVENS:  You have found the one.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I finally found somebody.  And I am not going to ask you to identify which are yours because then, when I get all the details of the compensation, I will know how much you make and that is not fair.  But can you tell me how many of those hours are yours, roughly?

MR. RUTITIS:  Sorry, I can't identify just based off, like, you know, employee.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, but you did the Q1, um...

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes.  So, in March, there wouldn't have been a lot of time allocated to Sustain, in fact very little.  Even though I had assumed the title to support Sustain, I was still supporting my previous role related to the Phase 1 rebasing proceeding, so I believe we were issuing reply argument and things of that nature, so supporting that.  So a lot of it was still utility work, so you likely won't see a tonne of hours logged for myself, for Q1.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks.  So I want to ask a couple of other questions about people before I get into some of the other issues.  Maybe you could turn to 18-HRAI-3, please.  Apologies, I realized at the last minute that I should have done a compendium, and it was too late.

So HRAI-3 has an attachment to it, document H, which lists three people who were employees of Sustain, Rob Kennedy, Derek Hickson, and Michael Afrousheh.

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And, in this response, if you look at the second page of the response, you see that it says that, in D:  "These positions," all three of those positions, "were fully dedicated to Enbridge Sustain when the individuals were hired."

So that doesn't refer to when they were, those individuals were, hired by Enbridge.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because they were all from the DSM group?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No, no, that is not correct.  One of the, one of the roles came from what we would call our sales team.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, that is Mr. Hickson?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is Mr. Hickson, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Afrousheh were from DSM.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, that is correct.  Both Messrs. Kennedy and Afrousheh moved over from the demand-side management group, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  When we read your responses, it is -- and it talks about when individuals were hired by Enbridge Sustain, that doesn't necessarily mean they were hired from the outside; that sometimes, often in fact, means that they were hired internally, from the regulated business to the unregulated business.  Fair?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, the process we would have gone through would be to create a new job description, so a new role with specific responsibilities specific to Enbridge Sustain.  We would have gone through a recruitment process, and then, yes, those were the successful candidates for those roles.  But they were new roles specific to the activities of Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  I am just trying to nail down the wording because "hired" implies that somebody comes to a company from somewhere else, and that is not really like that here.  Right?  People moved from one part of EGI to another part of EGI.

MR. McILWRAITH:  But we would have gone through a hiring process where we would have considered external candidates, as well.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  All right.  Then, am I right that something like seven or eight of the people at Sustain came from the DSM group?  Is that a good estimate?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That sounds high.  I would have to go back and check, Mr. Shepherd.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Will you do that, please?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Sure.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.11.
UNDERTAKING JT4.11:  TO CONFIRM THE NUMBER OF EMPLOYEES AT ENBRIDGE SUSTAIN WHO CAME FROM THE DSM GROUP; TO CONFIRM WHETHER THE DSM STAFF WERE REPLACED.


MR. SHEPHERD:  And the -- presumably, all of the people who came from DSM group were replaced.  Is that a reasonable assumption?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, if we characterize it as a reasonable assumption, I would say.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Well, as part of that undertaking, can you tell me if any of them weren't, weren't replaced in their previous role?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes, I think we can go back and --


MR. STEVENS:  We -- sorry.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes, I think we can go back and check and see if those roles were ultimately replaced.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So those people, then, the people who came from DSM, indeed more than half of the Enbridge Sustain people came from internally at Enbridge.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Certainly that is true of the, what I will call, the customer systems and customer experience group; those were.  All but one were internal hires, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, but you -- I am sorry.  I am talking about you had -- somewhere in the evidence, it says you have 31 people in Sustain, which I think is actually more than that now.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes, we have been adding people as time goes on.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  What is the number now?  Do you know?

MR. RUTITIS:  Robert Rutitis.  Thirty-three.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, it is only 33.  Okay.  So I am talking about, of that number, more than half of them had previous roles in the regulated utility.  Is that fair?

MR. McILWRAITH:  If you are looking for an absolutely precise breakdown of internal versus external hires, I would have to take it away and go do a count.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Please do.

MR. STEVENS:  We can advise as to whether more than 50 percent of the 33 employees at Sustain previously or directly previously worked for the regulated utility.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, if you are going to do a count, please just give us the count.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  We can do that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thanks.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.12.
UNDERTAKING JT4.12:  TO ADVISE AS TO WHETHER MORE THAN 50 PERCENT OF THE 33 EMPLOYEES AT SUSTAIN PREVIOUSLY OR DIRECTLY PREVIOUSLY WORKED FOR THE REGULATED UTILITY.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you ago to 18-HRAI-27, please.  And this talks about how, the extent to which, the Sustain business collaborates with other parts of -- or, sorry, with the DSM group.  I am assuming that, given the number of people that you have in your customer-facing roles in Sustain that came from DSM, that they work pretty closely with their former colleagues.  Is that right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  No, I would say that is not correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  That seems contrary to human nature.  That is why I am asking the question.

MR. McILWRAITH:  If I can elaborate, I would say most of the effort of the sales team has been focused on the new construction market, so that is looking at the geothermal market, working with builders and developers on geothermal in particular.

So, if we think about the DSM team, there are new construction activities within DSM.  They tend to be more focused on single-family homes.  The activities within Enbridge Sustain would have been more focused on, you know, multi-rez developers in the new construction market.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, your own employees, they are not going out to customers, to individual customers, directly; they are going to -- they are using channels in effect.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  In terms of approaching a builder to explore the opportunity for geothermal?  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, when individual customers, just regular homeowners, are approached by somebody saying, "You should buy this Enbridge Sustain package," that is not your internal people; that is your dealers.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  By the way, what is the clean home heating program?  I thought I knew every DSM program you had, and I looked at it and I said, "I don't know that one."  What is it?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So that was program I think funded a little bit different -- I am going to say funded a little bit differently from the rest of the DSM programs.  It was an initiative operated by the DSM team to implement hybrid heating systems in new homes.  It is the program that started in London and was subsequently expanded to communities or cities like Peterborough, St. Catharines, Sault Ste. Marie.  That specific program that was geographically targeted in London and those other -- subsequently expanded to those other communities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But it wasn't funded by the DSM budget?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is out of my absolute expertise, Mr. Shepherd, but I think that's a -- we could take that away if you would like a more precise answer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, that fine.  Okay.  Let me move then to talking a little bit about the nature of the business that you are in.  I am going to come to the numbers part a little later, but first we have to understand what the beast is that we are trying to allocate to.  So, if I understand what you have said publicly, it is geothermal, photovoltaic, hybrid heating and EV charging.  Is that right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it was originally intended to be residential with a focus on new construction and you have now expanded to commercial as well?  And institutional as well?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Now, you talk about this as an energy as a service product.  And I want to go to attachment G to 18-HRAI-3, and this your press release, I think it is a press release.  It is a press release, right?  Announcing the Enbridge Sustain business?


MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you call it an energy as a service business.  Can you explain what that is?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Sure.  So, instead of a -- let's take the example of geothermal.  So, you know, a builder has a choice there where they can choose to invest in the infrastructure needed to build a geothermal system that can heat and cool the building.  Or, like Enbridge and other competitors in that market, you can offer what we would refer to as energy as a service, where we construct that infrastructure to deliver thermal energy to that building and provide it as a service, so that the builder or developer doesn't have to make the up-front investment in that energy infrastructure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, that sounds like a financing business.

MR. McILWRAITH:  No, because there is a certain, I will call it, operational element to it in terms of insure, you know, there are insurances that are provided in terms of delivering the amount of energy that is needed addressing issues with the infrastructure, you know, if there are problems with the system.  So, you know, if I characterize financing has having no operational accountabilities in, I will call it, our energy as service model there are accountabilities in terms of ensuring we provide the amount of energy it has delivered in the way that is committed to in the agreement that we sign with a customer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, I am very familiar with the concept of software as a service, which is SAAS it is called.  Which is the concept you don't buy a piece of software, you simply pay monthly to use it and you don't have to -- it is updated automatically and everything, but all you are getting is the ability to use it.  Is that similar here?  Is that what you doing here?

MR. McILWRAITH:  You know, like any analogy I don't think it is perfect.  But, yes, there are -- yes, it is similar.  Right?  In that, you know, again taking the example of geothermal, again rather than having to make that large -- you know, if we use the software example I can buy a licence to the software or I can purchase it, as you said, software as a service.  The analogy that works is the builder can invest and build that system themselves or pay a monthly annual thermal energy charge to use that system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, I'm wondering if you can go to 18-HRAI-27, to the attachment.

MR. STEVENS:  It doesn't seem to indicate there is an attachment.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, wrong one.  One second.  Here be go.  18-HRAI-10, to the attachment.  Is that right?

MS. MONFORTON:  It is right.  I am just having technical difficulties.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, I am going to ask you a bunch of questions about this.  But this isn't an energy as a service contract, it's a rental contract.  We asked you for the contract that you have with end users.  And this is a rental contract that rents equipment.  It is actually called a lease, as well.  Which is, I think, incorrect.  Was this written by a lawyer by the way?

MR. McILWRAITH:  This was -- Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, that is correct.  It was written by a lawyer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is it an old one that you brought out from the past or is it one that was done recently?

MR. McILWRAITH:  This would have been rewritten recently.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Interesting.  Okay.  So, this says it is a rental contract but it is actually called a lease elsewhere.  And this is a contract between an end user -- Right?  An end user?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And Enbridge Gas Inc.?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That's correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is not Enbridge Sustain.  Enbridge Sustain doesn't appear on this anywhere?

MR. McILWRAITH:  As I think we have indicated in the evidence, Enbridge Sustain is a trade name, but the legal entity is within Enbridge Gas Inc., so, yes.  The counterparty to the customer on these contracts is Enbridge Gas Inc.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, then the regulated business is liable for this?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No, because we're, again, operating as that separate line of business.  So I would say no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  See the normal practice is that if you are operating as a trade name then you say Enbridge Gas Inc., operating under the name Enbridge Sustain.  That is how contracts are written.  So I was surprised when I didn't see Enbridge Sustain in here anywhere.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, I think back to your previous question, Mr. Shepherd, of is this -- is this the absolute most up to date version that a customer would receive today?  I think I will revise my original answer to say this is not the most recent version of that contract.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But didn't we get it just couple of weeks ago?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes.  So, I think that might been an oversight on my part to not provide the most absolute up to date rental agreement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, will you undertake to provide new one?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.13.
UNDERTAKING JT4.13:  TO PROVIDE THE MOST RECENT VERSION OF THE RENTAL AGREEMENT.


MR. SHEPHERD:  So, Enbridge Gas Inc. is the supplier under this.  I looked in this for some component of the agreement that says what we are buying is a certain amount of heating, a certain number of therms or a certain amount of air conditioning or something like that.  There is nothing in there like that.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct there is not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, this is not an energy as a service contract?

MR. McILWRAITH:  You know, I think we can use different names for calling things.  As you have alluded to already, you know, this is a rental agreement from a pure accounting classification perspective.  It could be called -- determined to be a lease.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Well, that is why I asked you what energy as a service was.  Because you were very clear that it is buying the energy.

MR. McILWRAITH:  In the context of our geothermal product, yes, it is -- you know, that concept of -- it is the way you purchase energy infrastructure as a service.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But that is not what this contract is?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would offer that there is a number of service type elements to this where the contract includes a bundle of servicing and maintaining the equipment.  So I would say it is more than just a simple lease.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, it is actually not a lease but -- because you are allowed to increase the rental payments.  You couldn't do that in a lease.

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would have to take your word on that, yeah.

MR. STEVENS:  I disagree with that, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You think?  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  I do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I wonder if you could provide me with -- or provide the Board with a copy of this, or I guess the new one, the updated one, including the numbers for a representative project?  I am not looking for a particular project.  I think that is none of my business.

But what I am trying to get at is what are the ratios between what the customers are paying and what the costs of the equipment is, and escalators and things like that?  And there is a bunch of staff in here that looks like they might be problematic, and I am -- and look like Enbridge might be getting an additional return that is unusual.  And I just want to see whether that is correct.  And this has no numbers in it.

MR. STEVENS:  Can you expand maybe, Jay, on how that request fits with the narrow rate-making question that the OEB has asked, or has indicated is in scope for phase 2?  I just don't see that in any way engaging on the question of whether there is a ratepayer funding for Enbridge Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, sorry, that is not what the issue is.

MR. STEVENS:  I am reading from the OEB's decision on the issues list.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The whole -- read the whole issue.

MR. STEVENS:  I will start by reading the OEB's decision.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no.  There is an issue.  And the issue is has Enbridge demonstrated that there is no ratepayer funding.  Right?

MR. STEVENS:  The issue reads:
"Has Enbridge Gas demonstrated that Enbridge Sustain's activities are not funded through rates?"

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  And the OEB characterizes that within the decision, three paragraphs earlier in its May 30, 2024 decision on issues list, as a narrow, rate-making question.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  And I am using that as context to ask how the pricing of a sample HVAC equipment contract that Enbridge Sustain might offer to customers is relevant to what the OEB has to determine?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because -- well, I mean, we might as well have this out now, because this is going to come up a number of times in our questions.  Number 1, the OEB is very specific:  it is up to Enbridge to demonstrate that there is no ratepayer funding.  That is what the issue says.

Number 2, we can't determine that without information from Enbridge, including what your revenues and expenses are going to be because Enbridge is on record as saying Enbridge cannot carry out a rental business if it has to allocate all of the costs to that business.  So the starting point is you say you can't do it.  The Board says prove that you can.

So one of the things is there is a pricing issue here that it may be that it helps your case because it shows that you can have very low initial costs, but increase your rates over time so that you end up getting a reasonable rate of return.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is why I ask the question.

MR. STEVENS:  There are lots of things in your response.  And I am sure we will come to it in various ways, it sounds like, as we move along today.  But as specifically related to the question of the costing of a sample equipment rental contract, we are going to decline to provide that information on the basis of relevance.  I am just not in any way convinced that that relates to the question of whether Enbridge Sustain's activities are funded through rates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I understand, that is a refusal.  I mark a big "R" on my page, when I have a refusal; I expect to have lots of them.

So, in this agreement, Enbridge is a supplier.  And you have another party or another person who is not a party to this agreement called the dealer.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the dealer is an HVAC contractor.  You don't have any contractors of your own.  You don't have any staff that do this themselves.  You go out to HVAC contractors and they -- whose job is to install geothermal, for example.  And you get them to do this on your behalf.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so you then have deals with those people, right, with those companies to represent you in the market, in effect?  Is that fair?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We have an agreement with HVAC contractors.  Yes, that is the case.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And, in fact, we had a list in one of the interrogatories.  And there is now some more, in fact.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes.  We have made announcements, publicly, about which HVAC contractors are partners of ours for our hybrid heating program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I think there is another one that you haven't even announced yet.  A1, right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  If we are taking an announcement as a posting on LinkedIn, then I believe that has been posted.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It has been posted?  I missed it, yesterday.  Okay.

So the dealer goes to the customer, right?  You don't go to the customer?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The dealer arranges with the customer what equipment they want, how much it is going to cost, all that sort of stuff, or what the capital cost of it is and what it is going do for their home, et cetera.  They do all the analysis and things like that to make sure it is the right equipment, et cetera.  Correct?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the dealer typically will go to the customer's home for that.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  They will do an in-home consultation.  Yes, that is true.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And I ask that because I didn't see a 10-day cooling-off period in this contract.  And if you go and sign an agreement in a customer's home, then you have to have a 10-day cooling-off period.  And I am not sure I understand why that is not in there.

Is there something in the structure of how you do this that I am missing?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think, when we respond to that undertaking, we will ensure that the -- a cover page that has the full disclosure on it, is there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So when you said that what you filed a couple weeks ago was not a new -- was not the latest customer contract, it actually is the latest that is done.  But you are going to give me a new one in the undertaking.  Is that right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I am going to give you a new one in the undertaking.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that is going to be written by tomorrow?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No, no.  I think I need to go through the contract and make sure that all the proper disclosure is included on it, including a cover page.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So the dealer goes to the customer, but a dealer doesn't sign a contract with the customer.  Right?  They get the customer to sign the Enbridge Sustain contract?

MR. McILWRAITH:  In the case of a rental agreement, we have a digital portal that the dealers have access to.  And if the customer wishes to move forward with a rental contract, we issue the contract digitally to the customer to execute.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  When you say if they are having an equipment rental, is there another type of contract?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Sure.  If the customer simply wishes to purchase the hybrid heating system that we are offering, they can purchase that directly from the dealer-partner that we have.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So that is not an energy-as-a-service package.  You are not doing any financing.  You simply authorize the dealer to sell your hybrid heating package?

MR. McILWRAITH:  There is an additional service in the background, where we will -- we have a hybrid heating app that the customer will use that will enable the switching between the furnace and heat pump during heating season.  So a customer will download an Enbridge app, and that app will connect to their furnace and heat pump package.  So we are in that sense providing a service to the customer to enable that feature in the package that they have purchased from the dealer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the customer doesn't have to purchase that; they can also take it as a rental, as well.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes, customers can purchase the HVAC package that we are offering, or they can do it through an HVAC rental agreement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is a proprietary technology, that switching technology?

MR. McILWRAITH:  It is logic that we have developed and are working with an HVAC OEM in terms of the -- I will a call it the cloud integration side of it.  We are working with an HVAC manufacturer to develop that, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, sorry.  Do you have it or not?

MR. McILWRAITH:  It is in final stages of development.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I had a long discussion with a customer that was approached by one of the -- one of your dealers a few weeks ago, a couple weeks ago.  And the pitch to them from your dealer was:  Enbridge has a proprietary technology that does efficient, cost-effective switching between gas and heat pump on a real-time basis, and that will save you money.

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think that is a fair way of characterizing it, yes.  Yes, we could debate the word "proprietary", which could mean different things to different people, but yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no, it is actually a legal term.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It means you own it.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, in this case, yes, we own that piece of it in terms of the logic of the switching between furnace and heat pump; we own that.  And we are working with a manufacturing partner to connect with their thermostat solution to enable that feature in the package that we are selling.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that was actually paid for by your DSM group, wasn't it?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is not the case, at all.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, sorry.  I wonder if you could turn then to 10-Pollution Probe-14B.  Okay.  So this is that project?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is not correct, no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Will you go up to the top of the question, please.  You talked about "the London pilot project for hybrid heating."

MR. McILWRAITH:  I talked about the fact that the DSM team has a Clean Home Heating Initiative that was launched in London.  There are different equipment packages and technology solutions that take advantage of that program, yes.  Our solution that we are selling with Enbridge Sustain was not developed as part of that pilot.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So this is a -- this does the same thing; it is just not the same one?

MR. McILWRAITH:  There are a variety of other manufacturers that offer, I will say, similar functionality, not very many but a couple.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, that is not what I am asking.  Sorry.  Enbridge paid for a technology to be developed, $557,000, charged it to the DSM budget and -- I guess there was a DSM innovation fund of some sort, actually -- and that was related to switching between gas and electric.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  It was, but -- and I can't speak to the, I can't speak to this IR because I didn't write it.  We would have to consultant with the demand-side management team.  But I can tell you that the equipment package and the software solution that we are selling is new.  It was not -- we consulted with the DSM team to see if it could be offered as part of the clean home heating program, but that program has subsequently ended.  And so our solution is completely separate.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And your solution is what you were working on from September 21 till December 22.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would say it was more recent than that, but I'm -- yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It seems strange that Enbridge would have two switching technologies that it paid for.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So I think in the first -- again, I can't speak to the information in that interrogatory, but I would say I think it is incorrect to characterize it as "Enbridge has a technology."

Enbridge, the DSM team, the clean home heating program was providing rebates to customers who were installing equipment packages and I know in both cases that it was -- that the technology itself is the equipment manufacturer that owns the technology.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Angela, can you just go up a couple more lines:
"...supported the development of hybrid heating systems, including smart controllers, to optimize costs, increase efficiency, and reduce GHG emissions.  The technology has now been fully commercialized."

So you are saying that that $557,000 is not the Enbridge support that this has been talking about?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We would have to take an undertaking to consult with the DSM team as to what those dollars were.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. McILWRAITH:  My understanding is those would be rebates to customers, but, again, we would need to consult with the DSM team on the specifics of this interrogatory response.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I am going to ask you to undertake to advise how this technology referred to in Pollution Probe-14B or -14 is different from the integrate technology that you are offering, Enbridge Sustain is offering.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So that I can answer today.  That I can answer today.

MR. STEVENS:  When you are asking how it is different, Jay, are you meaning technically different or functionally different --


MR. SHEPHERD:  No, I am asking --


MR. STEVENS:  -- in terms of what it can do?

MR. SHEPHERD:  This talks about a technology that is, sounds like, what you have just described as your offering.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Very similar.

MR. SHEPHERD:  How is what you are offering different from this?  Does Enbridge have two technologies or not?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Mr. Shepherd, I can only offer an answer on the technology that Sustain is offering.  I can tell you that it was, that technology was, developed with a different manufacturer that did not participate in that process.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so I am asking you to then go back, look at that technology, look at this technology, and find out how they are different and why you spent more money on that technology when you already had one.

MR. STEVENS:  But, again, I am struggling to understand why this is relevant.  The implication of what Darren is saying is that Enbridge Sustain spent Enbridge Sustain dollars on this new technology or its work with a manufacturer on this new technology.

It didn't use funds from the regulated utility.  It used its own funds.  So how is the relevant or important to know why it chose to do that, knowing that the utility -- or where it was knowable that the utility had previously done something similar?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, for two reasons.  First of all, it is counterintuitive to think that Enbridge had a technology and went out and developed another one; and, secondly, the witnesses can't just say, "We didn't use any regulated dollars," and that is the end of it.  We are allowed to probe and ask questions about that and get a demonstration of whether that is true.  That is what I am trying to do.

MR. STEVENS:  But knowing whether these technologies are the same or different doesn't answer the question of who paid for them.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, if ratepayers paid for one --


MR. STEVENS:  Right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- and Enbridge Sustain ignored that and developed another one, that is relevant.  Right?

MR. STEVENS:  How is that relevant?  Are you suggesting that Enbridge Sustain somehow stepped wrong by not buying this technology from the utility?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I haven't even thought of that.  That is interesting, too.  But, no, it is not intuitive that Enbridge would do that, that Enbridge would simply ignore the technology they have -- unless it didn't work, but my understanding is it did work.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, again, in this case, the technology is owned by the manufacturer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But paid for by the DSM group?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So again subject to discussing, you know, getting clarification from the DSM team, I think, when they say "supported the development", I believe that was rebates provided to customers who provided the proper incentive, you know, the demand for those types of systems.

But, again, the technology specifically was developed, you know, by the manufacturer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And, to your knowledge, is owned by the manufacturer.  Because you just told us you didn't know.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Again, that is my understanding.

MR. STEVENS:  I think Mr. McIlwraith has offered at least three different times -- yet I am not sure that it is all that relevant, but to get more details from the DSM group.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, and I asked for an undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  No --


MR. SHEPHERD:  That's what we are arguing about, whether --


MR. STEVENS:  -- no, your --


MR. SHEPHERD:  -- you are going to give the undertaking.

MR. STEVENS:  Your question was quite different, Jay.  Your question was asking about the technology and how the technology in example A is different from technology in example B.  It is quite different from the question of what were the funds referred to in Pollution Probe 14 aimed at?

MR. SHEPHERD:  No.  If the funds in Pollution Probe 14 were not development of technology, then I have no questions about this.  But Mr. McIlwraith has said he speculates that it would have been support and stuff like that, but he doesn't know that.

MR. STEVENS:  He said several times he believes that the costs are rebates to customers acquiring the equipment and he's offered to get that information.  But you have chosen to pursue different questions, and it the different questions that I am objecting to.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, if it turns out that you are correct and this was -- this was rebates to customers that had nothing to do with technology development, which would surprise me, then that is the end of the answer as far as I am concerned.  The undertaking is satisfied.  If, on the other hand, this money is to develop technology, the money that was charged to the DSM group, then I would like to know how the two products are different and why you have two of them.

MR. STEVENS:  I think we can provide an undertaking to advise as to what the funding for the DSM project referred to at Pollution Probe 14 was used for.  And, to the extent that that funding supported the development of technology, to indicate why  Enbridge Sustain did not choose to make use of that technology and pursued another initiative and spent more money.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Perfect.

MR. RICHLER:  That is JT4.14.

UNDERTAKING JT4.14:  TO ADVISE AS TO WHAT THE FUNDING FOR THE DSM PROJECT REFERRED TO AT POLLUTION PROBE 14 WAS USED FOR, AND TO THE EXTENT THAT THAT FUNDING SUPPORTED THE DEVELOPMENT OF TECHNOLOGY, TO INDICATE WHY ENBRIDGE SUSTAIN DID NOT CHOOSE TO MAKE USE OF THAT TECHNOLOGY AND PURSUED ANOTHER INITIATIVE AND SPENT MORE MONEY.

MR. RICHLER:  And, Mr. Shepherd, it almost time for our lunch break.  I don't want to interrupt you flow, but can you think about when it would be a good time to pause?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I have one more question on this and then it would be a good time to break.

MR. RICHLER:  Terrific.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, if I understand the technology that you are offering in the marketplace, Enbridge Sustain is offering in the marketplace, it is a switching technology that optimizes the incremental cost of the next therm.  So, for example, if gas is cheaper at the margin right now, then gas will be turned on and the heat pump will be turned off.  The capital cost, the connection cost, all that stuff is treated as fixed.  It is only incremental that you are switching mechanisms using.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is right.  We would look at the real-time marginal cost of gas, the real-time marginal cost of electricity to run the heat pump, and that factors in more than just the price.  That factors -- that would need to factor in the efficiency of the heat pump and the current temperature.  But, yes, it factors in those variables to determine whether we should run the heat pump at that moment or the furnace at that moment.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And the result of that will be that your technology will run the furnace a lot more than if you did an end-to-end comparison of heat pump alone or heat pump with resistance versus hybrid.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think I disagree, but could you restate the question?

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, what I heard from the customers was that they were told, well, the starting point is assume you are going to keep the furnace.  You are going to put in a heat pump but assume you are going to keep a furnace.  And you are going to pay for the gas connection.  This controller will save you money by efficiently moving back and forth.  But all it will do is it will use gas when gas is cheaper, which is often.

MR. McILWRAITH:  It is completely dependent on what electricity tariff the customer is on.  So, whether they are on tiered rates, whether they are on time-of-use rates, whether they are on ultralow time-of-use rates.  The best example, Mr. Shepherd, would be a customer that is on ultralow time-of-use rates.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. McILWRAITH:  You know, I would offer that that customer -- the way that out solution works is that, other than the coldest days of the year, that our solution will run the heat pump at those -- in those overnight hours because of the ultralow cost of electricity.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  All right.  I --

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, that is why I offered that it is incorrect to say that we are going to, you know, arbitrarily run the gas furnace more.  We are going to let the economics for the customer dictate, you know, which piece of equipment runs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no.  That is exactly the point.  Because if they got off gas entirely they save a lot more money.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is a -- that is a subjective question that is difficult to answer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, and your system doesn't do that because it assumes that there is no cost, no fixed cost associated with gas.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We are selling a hybrid heating system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  That is a good time to break.
MR. RICHLER:  We are going to break and come back at 1:15.
--- Recess taken at 12:31 p.m.
--- On resuming at 1:15 p.m.

MR. RICHLER:  Welcome back for the homestretch.  Mr. Shepherd, back to you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Are we are not continuing tomorrow?  Has that changed?

MR. HINES:  We are not.

MR. RICHLER:  You are welcome to come tomorrow, Jay.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I want to ask a couple more questions about -- I guess it would probably be best to go back to 1.18-HRAI-10, the attachment, the contract.  I just have a couple of quick questions on this.

This looks like Enbridge doesn't have any operational responsibilities.  It is only a financier, is that right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith:  No, I would say there is beyond a pure financing contract, there are some accountabilities around service and maintenance.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, that is actually done by the dealer.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Right, but the contract between is with the customer and Enbridge.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I don't understand.  Your Sustain doesn't do any servicing or repairs or anything.  The dealer does, right?

MR. STEVENS:  But contractually, the obligation lies with Enbridge because Enbridge is the counterparty on the contract.  So it may choose to have somebody else carry out those responsibilities, but those are Enbridge's obligations under the contract.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, actually, no.  The contract specifically says the customer has to call the dealer.

MR. McILWRAITH:  And that is, Mr. Shepherd, more of a customer experience, you know, to have the issue dealt with expediently.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The customer is tied to the dealer for 15 years.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  The customer is in a rental contract with Enbridge.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is nonresponsive.  The contract says if you want service, if you want repairs, call the dealer.  There is only one dealer named.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Right, but a dealer could -- we could communicate to a customer that our -- you know, the portfolio of contracts has shifted to a different dealer.  That is possible.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Where does it say that in the contract?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Again, the contract is between the -- it's where I would say the contract is between the customer and Enbridge to provide those services.

MR. SHEPHERD:  If the customer doesn't like the dealer anymore, they don't have an option.  They can't say "I would like to use a different dealer."  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Can you go to 1.18-HRAI-24, please?  This is Sustain capital expenditures.

This amount of $23.8 million in 2024, your estimate, that is the capital cost associated with equipment you are supplying to customers.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Just a moment, please.  Yes.  So, Mr. Shepherd, Darren McIlwraith:  In terms of capital costs, yes, our budget would include the cost of executing projects with customers to install either geothermal infrastructure or hybrid heating systems and the other projects we have talked about.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so then you don't book that as sales, right -- or revenues, because you are only financing.  Right?  You book it as assets, and then your sales revenue is your monthly recurring revenue.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So Mr. Rutitis will probably jump in here, as well, but at a high level, Mr. Shepherd, I would say the accounting treatment of these types of agreements in the current state, with the U.S. GAAP accounting rules, is quite complicated.  It is not as simple as, you know, booking an asset.  There are more complex rules to it than that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Mr. Rutitis, can you add more to that?

MR. RUTITIS:  Rob Rutitis:  In general, we would have an asset on our books and then a stream of recurring revenue.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And the assets include the cost to install, et cetera.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It includes things like geothermal loops in the ground and the excavation for them?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith:  Yes, that is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And are there any parts of the initial transaction that are not capitalized?  Take a geothermal, for example.  You are supplying a bunch of equipment.  You are in installing it.  There is probably some playing around with the vents and stuff.  I just had it done so, believe me, I lived through it all.  And you have the digging up the ground and installing the loop and all that sort of stuff.

Are there any costs in this that are not capitalized?

MR. RUTITIS:  Robert Rutitis.  Yeah, there is some prework that is done before the customer commits to a contract that wouldn't be capitalized.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You are talking about, like, sales costs and stuff like that?

MR. RUTITIS:  That could be a part of it, but also design-related work, things of that nature, kind of just in preparation for a contract being executed with the customer.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, awesome.  So you are expecting to have almost $24 million of customer assets.  Are there any assets in this estimate that you see on the screen or that you were supposed to see on the screen, the $23.8 million, that are not at customer premises?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes.  There would be TIS assets owned by Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So what is TIS?

MR. RUTITIS:  Sorry, technology infrastructure assets.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Such as?

MR. RUTITIS:  Our billing system.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So I was going to ask you about that.  You have a separate billing system?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith:  Yes, that is correct.  We have a separate customer management system, I would call it.

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is being run by Accenture.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We worked with Accenture to develop the solution.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And aren't they doing your customer care, too?

MR. McILWRAITH:  They are separately providing some of our customer -- you know, an element of our customer care delivery.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So can you go to 1.13-SEC-12, attachment 2, please?  So this is unregulated plant for 2024.  And it says your budget for geothermal is $4.8 million.  Is this Enbridge Sustain assets?

MR. RUTITIS:  I don't know if we have the details to confirm that, today.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So I wonder if you could provide a breakdown of the $23.8 million capital estimate for 2024, broken down by type of asset, if you like.  That is the easiest thing, type of asset.

So, you know, you will have a category that is heat pumps, and a category that is gas furnaces, I guess, because you have hybrid systems.  Can you provide a breakdown of that for us, please?

MR. STEVENS:  Can you expand please, Jay, on how having line-item detail of the capital investments that are entirely on the Enbridge Sustain ledger is relevant to the rate-making issue in front of the Board?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry?

MR. STEVENS:  These are all assets that are a part -- they are not included in rate base, they are not funded by ratepayers.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, no, that is what you say.  I am trying to get evidence of this.

MR. STEVENS:  No, no.  You are asking, you are trying to get evidence of what are all -- Enbridge Sustain has indicated there is $23 million of amounts that were spent in 2023, capital amounts that were spent.  And you are trying to get details of those amounts.  Enbridge Sustain has already indicated those are on the Enbridge Sustain accounts.  They are not in the regulated accounts.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, sorry, your position, Mr. Stevens, is that we can't ask questions about any amounts that Enbridge Sustain says are booked as unregulated assets?

As soon as I say they are booked as unregulated, we can't ask any questions about them?

MR. STEVENS:  No, my question to you, Jay, was:  How is it relevant or useful to have the component breakdown of what is included in that $23 million?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not sure I understand your objection.  If the $23.8 million 2024 estimate is relevant, then what it is composed of is relevant.  Now, you may argue granularity.  I get that.  But you can't argue that the components of something that is relevant are not relevant.

MR. STEVENS:  I just don't see how it helps the OEB to understand the various items that are included within the capital spend amount.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, so are you refusing?

MR. STEVENS:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  And so, then, I am going to ask you to undertake to advise whether this $4.8 million in line 11 of 1.13-SEC, whatever it was, 12, attachment 2, is Enbridge Sustain assets.  Is there an objection to that?

MR. STEVENS:  We will take that under advisement and let you know whether that is something we are prepared to answer.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.15.
UNDERTAKING JT4.15:  TO ADVISE WHETHER THE $4.8 MILLION AT LINE 11 OF 1.13-SEC-12, ATTACHMENT 2, IS ENBRIDGE SUSTAIN ASSETS (UNDER ADVISEMENT); TO BREAK DOWN THE OTHER ADDITIONS ON THE SAME LIST TO IDENTIFY WHICH ARE ENBRIDGE SUSTAIN ASSETS (UNDER ADVISEMENT).


MR. SHEPHERD:  We might as well complete that, then.  I am also going to ask that you break down the other additions on this 2024 list and identify which of those are Enbridge Sustain assets.

MR. STEVENS:  So would I be correct in assuming that what you are asking is not only which of these lines include Enbridge Sustain but how much of each line?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, yes.  See, the reason I ask that is because I can't find $23.8 million in here.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  I think it is probably most appropriate to add that to the same question that I have taken under advisement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  Did we have a number?  I am sorry.

MR. RICHLER:  It was JT4.15.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you, Ian.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I want to go to 1.18-HRAI-4, please, and -- hang on.  Oh, no, sorry, hang on.  We asked:  How are you generating leads for home heating and cooling solutions, and how will that change if Enbridge Sustain is transferred to an affiliate?

And you declined on the basis of relevance.  What I am trying to figure out is whether Enbridge regulated assets are being used to generate leads for an unregulated business.  That would be a subsidy.  And so I am asking the method of gaining leads because, if Enbridge Sustain has its own method of getting leads, then it is not an issue, but, if it doesn't, then its only source of information is the regulated operations.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  Perhaps the witnesses can speak to whether and, if so, how they use Enbridge Gas utility information and resources to generate leads.

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would say currently, for hybrid heating, even in the evidence that you have provided, Mr. Shepherd, you have referenced LinkedIn ads that Enbridge Sustain is doing.  There is other digital advertising that Enbridge Sustain is undertaking to generate those leads.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, so the way you generate leads is by advertising, by marketing?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is one of the methods, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, okay.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Well, to expand on that, we talked about efforts with direct outreach to builders through our sales team attending events.  I think you referred to them as "channels" earlier.  We would utilize a variety of channels to reach out to potential customers in the new construction market and then, to the extent that the customer is different, our tactics vary.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You're -- you were in charge of customer care before.  You are aware that -- you were.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Sorry, could you ask that again?

MR. SHEPHERD:  You were in charge of customer care before this job?

MR. McILWRAITH:  A previous role of mine was director of customer care operations.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you are aware that your customer care operations often get requests from customers, relating to HVAC equipment.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That's the -- yes, they have declined through time, but I would say customers still occasionally would ask that question.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And what happens to those leads?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Nothing different today than what has happened for the last 20-plus years since we exited the home services business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So they are not provided to Sustain directly or indirectly?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.  And one other thing I want to ask about, and it is also this HRAI-4, is we asked about whether you are offering service territories and exclusivity and sales leads to prime contractors.

And I just want to explain that the reason we asked that is because, in the industry, this is what everybody thinks you are doing.  Like, if you go talk to people who have been talked to, who have had discussions with Enbridge Sustain, they come back and say, "Yes, I was offered an exclusive territory, and I get to keep all the sales leads that are just gas furnaces, et cetera."

So I am asking you to, then:  Can you confirm that you are not doing any of this stuff, that that is just an error on the part of the industry?

MR. STEVENS:  I just want to interject for a moment, Jay.  We did answer these question to try to be helpful and allay misunderstandings.  I don't want this to be taken as sort of a general agreement as to business practices being relevant here, but I know that Mr. McIlwraith wants to be helpful.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So can you ask a specific question?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  Can you confirm that, these three items, that you have not offered to your prime contractor any of these things, defined service areas, exclusive rights to any sort of leads, and freedom to keep all of the leads for just gas furnaces alone; you are not offering that and have not offered that?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, again, the first thing I would is that, you know, a prime contractor -- I am not sure what definition that would fall under, the word --


MR. SHEPHERD:  It's, it's in the question.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes, but I am not -- could you further define that?

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is in the question.  They are named.

MR. STEVENS:  That is your characterization.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, we just picked a term.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, that group of people who are your dealers, right, we have called them "prime contractors."

MR. McILWRAITH:  And I am just not sure what to -- what meaning that holds for you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  We listed them.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So I can confirm that we have a dealer agreement with a number of the dealers listed there.  I think the one word that I would say does not exist in our arrangement with dealers is the word "exclusive."  So there is not the concept of exclusivity in our dealer agreement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Okay, so I am going to ask you again to undertake to provide the dealer agreement.

MR. STEVENS:  And, again, we take the position that that's not relevant to the issue in fronts of the OEB.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Let me move on to -- maybe we will have like 10 minutes of refusals just to get them all out of the way.  We asked for the business plan for Enbridge Sustain.  This is in 1.18-HRAI-5.  And we would still like it, so I am asking you again to please provide the business plans.

MR. STEVENS:  And Enbridge maintains its position as set out in the response.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Which is you refuse -- that the business plans are not relevant?

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And we are also asking for the forecast for Enbridge Sustain.  And that is in HRAI-5 but also 11, 12, 17, 18, 22, 23, and 24, for forecasts of various components.  And so, we are asking for those again for the period that is the rate period in this application.

MR. STEVENS:  And Enbridge Gas maintains its position as set out in the responses that these are not relevant.  And also points to the comments as to the fact that the forecasts are not in any final or approved form in any event.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, okay.  So, that is a good clarification.  So, do you have forecasts or not?  First question.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  We would have a budget for 2024.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And nothing past 2024?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We are currently in the budgeting process for future years right now for our unregulated business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, Mr. McIlwraith, I have never heard of Enbridge doing anything that didn't have a five-year plan, ever.  I have dealt with Enbridge how many years?  20-odd?  I have never seen anything that didn't have five years of numbers.  You're saying you only have this year?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I can confirm that in terms of a corporate approve budget for Sustain activities.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not talking about that.  I am talking about a budget.  Not a corporate approved budget.  Just a budget.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, again, we would have a budget -- an approved budget for 2024 and nothing approved beyond that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But you do have budgets beyond that.  You just haven't got them approved yet?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think that is a fair way of characterizing it, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so, Mr. Stevens, you are refusing to provide those budgets that the company has?

MR. STEVENS:  Correct.  I mean, whether one calls them budgets or forecasts, Enbridge Gas takes the position those aren't relevant and we decline to produce them.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I am going to then ask you to turn to HRAI-8 -- sorry, 1.18-HRAI-8.  And in this we asked for the internal financial statements for Enbridge Sustain.  And you said you don't have any.  And I am not sure I understand that.  Can you explain?

MR. RUTITIS:  Robert Rutitis.  Yes, we don't segregate the financial information of Enbridge Sustain in a manner that allows us to produce, you know, the traditional financial statements, you know, full blown balance sheet, income statement, cash flow.  We only look at the operating expenses, revenues and capital expenditures of the Enbridge Sustain business in terms of the financial information that management looks at.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You have a practice of, a standard practice, of reporting to the executive leadership team or the -- your VP for example, that includes financial package.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And although that is not set up in audited financial statements or anything that's in that format, it provides much of the same information.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  I disagree.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  How so?

MR. RUTITIS:  Financial statements provide much more disclosure information.  The components of the financial statements, there is a lot more in there than what management would typically see in a management reporting package.  You know, it is all the U.S. GAAP required disclosures.  And they are typically just based off actual information, whereas the management financial package would look at variances to budget and variances to forecast.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, I am going to then -- I take it this is then -- when we said internal financial statements we meant management financial package.  And it appears that that was not clear, I apologize.  So, can you provide the most recent management financial package for Enbridge Sustain?

MR. STEVENS:  Without having seen what is included in the document, Jay, I am not comfortable making that commitment right now.  Certainly from the extent of looking at revenues, it's our position that is not relevant at all to the question in front of the Board.  In terms of the cost side, we are certainly prepared to take this under advisement and look at what the documents say and produce what we believe is relevant and indicate the reasons why not if we decline to produce.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, what I am going to ask is -- I am not happy with just the cost side.  I would like to see the whole package.  If you believe that some of it is not relevant then please respond with a redacted version and then we can fight over it before the Board.

MR. STEVENS:  Understood.  So, to the extent that Enbridge is producing some of this --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  -- you would ask that we provide simply redacted version?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  Because I am looking for an internal document.  I am not looking for something new made up.  I don't mean up "made up" in a lying sense.

MR. STEVENS:  I understand what you are asking.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am looking for a source document.

MR. STEVENS:  Right.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.16 and we will note that as being taken under advisement.
UNDERTAKING JT4.16:  TO PROVIDE THE MANAGEMENT FINANCIAL PACKAGE FOR ENBRIDGE SUSTAIN (UNDER ADVISEMENT)


MR. SHEPHERD:  Of course.  Can you go to 1.18-HRAI-10, please, and it is at page 6 of 9 of the attachment.  And if you go down to number 19, this says the supplier, that is you, that is Enbridge Sustain.  Right?  Or Enbridge Gas Inc. now.  Can sell, transfer, assign or otherwise dispose of its interest in this agreement.  Transfer to somebody else.  Is it currently -- do you see where it says that?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  Yes, I do.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so, that allows you to transfer it to an affiliate for example.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But it also means you could sell your whole Enbridge Sustain business to Enercare, or Alliance or whoever, somebody else.  Brookfield.  Do you have any plans to do that?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We do not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Thank you.  He answered before you could object.

MR. McILWRAITH:  No, let me -- so, Mr. Shepherd, let me clarify.  I think I took the third-party sale as your question.  You know, I think obviously we have provided in evidence that we do intend to transfer the business of Sustain to an affiliate.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, of course.  That was not -- I understand that.

MR. McILWRAITH:  I interpreted your question as intent to sell to an external party.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, I only ask that because the last time you were in this business you did sell to a third party.  And so, I am wondering whether you are planning to do it again.  That is all.  I take your answer.  I want to ask a couple of questions about the CIB credit facility.  Are you familiar with that or maybe, Mr. Rutitis, you are familiar with that?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  I am familiar with the agreement yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Good.  And that is talked about in 1.18-HRAI-2.  And so we asked -- we assumed that EGI was a party.  And you said, no, EGI is not a party.  So can you help me understand the structure?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So the structure is that we have created a -- as CIB requires for a program like this, we have created a new special purpose entity that is the counterparty to the credit agreement with Canada Infrastructure Bank.

MR. SHEPHERD:  The special purpose entity is like a new subsidiary of EGI?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Not of EGI, no.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Of EI?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would have to take an undertaking on exactly where it situates in the Enbridge family tree.  Maybe Mr. Rutitis can offer more detail, there.

MR. RUTITIS:  It is indirectly wholly owned by EI.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, that's fine.  And who is the project sponsor of that financing?

MR. STEVENS:  What do you mean by "project sponsor"?

MR. SHEPHERD:  It is a term that CIB uses.  They are not allowed to lend money to anybody or to provide anybody with a credit facility unless there is a government agency or a government that acts as the project sponsor for the line of credit.  So I am asking who it is.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I mean, we want to be -- you may quibble with this, Jay; we are trying to be helpful.  I am struggling to understand the relevance of the details of a credit facility with an entity that is not Enbridge Gas Inc. in terms of the rate-making issue before us.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, I am going to ask a bunch of questions about this, because CIB thinks that they dealt with a regulated utility; that is what they are telling everybody, so I would like to know whether the structure is set up so that the ratepayers are protected.


MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps you can answer that question directly, Darren.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So I think in relation to that question, the most relevant facts are that the credit agreement is with -- not with Enbridge Gas Inc., and that there is a parental guarantee in place under the credit agreement.   But that is with Enbridge Inc. and not Enbridge Gas Inc.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So when CIB thought that it was dealing with a regulated utility, it wasn't actually; it was dealing with the parent of a regulated utility in the sense that it had that creditworthiness?


MR. McILWRAITH:  No.  I think if it -- no.  If we were to refer to the memorandum of understanding that was initially executed with the Canada Infrastructure Bank, that was with Enbridge Gas Inc.  And then --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Can you please provide a copy of that?  Sorry, you just admitted it is an EGI document.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I think -- I haven't seen the document, Jay.  We will have to look at it and we will take under advisement as to whether to produce it.  I am still at a loss as to how this is relevant.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.17.
UNDERTAKING JT4.17:  TO PROVIDE THE MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING INITIALLY EXECUTED WITH THE CANADA INFRASTRUCTURE BANK BY ENBRIDGE GAS INC. (UNDER ADVISEMENT)


MR. SHEPHERD:  The MOU was followed by a term sheet.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would have to take it -- I would have to have an undertaking to go back and check the exact terminology on the -- whether it was an LOI or an MOU.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And then there is a formal agreement.  Now, EGI is not a party to the formal agreement.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  The credit agreement, EGI is not a party to.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  We are going to ask you to undertake to provide that, anyway.

MR. STEVENS:  We will not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  There is a risk analysis done by CIB that looks at their direct and indirect protections for lending their money.  It is part of their standard process, which is published; it is on their website.  And that is typically provided to the borrower.  And since you are a party to the MOU, presumably it was provided to you.  Can we have a copy that, please?.

MR. STEVENS:  I don't believe that is relevant.  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  What I am concerned with here, Mr. Stevens, is that typically that sort of document used to be called a liquid memo in banking, in fact -- I was a banker once -- that the liquid memo will talk not only about what the legal obligations are, but what the practical expectations of the bank are.  That is we expect that although we don't have a covenant of EGI, EGI will make sure that this gets paid.  That sort of thing.

MR. STEVENS:  I would suggest to you there ought to be no grave concerns about the ability of Enbridge Inc. to satisfy any obligations as the counterparty.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I understand, I understand.  Okay.  So I take it that you are satisfied, Mr. McIlwraith, that there is no way that the ratepayers can end up being responsible for any of this money?  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  And that is because EGI is not a party?  Or because EI has given some sort of indemnity?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would say that EGI is not a party to the credit agreement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  But you are a party to the MOU?

MR. McILWRAITH:  And an MOU has, you know, nonbinding terms in it.  It is not an agreement to actually do anything.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Did EGI get an indemnity from Enbridge Inc., or any other company for that matter?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry?  What do you mean, "Did EGI get an indemnity from Enbridge Inc.?"

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, because this is a business that is in EGI, it is being operated in EGI, and that business is being funded by this credit line, normal practice would be, for $200 million, you would say -- you, EI, are saying that you are going to cover this, "put that in writing."  And if they haven't, then, if I were a regulator, I would say why?

MR. STEVENS:  I am really having difficulty understanding how any of this plays into the question of whether Enbridge Sustain is being funded through rates.  In the worst-case scenario that you seem to be imagining, there would be some sort of default and call on Enbridge Inc.  They didn't satisfy it or they did satisfy it, and then they reach out to ask Enbridge Gas.  Enbridge Gas for some reason pays, and then somehow that automatically makes it to through to ratepayers?  That doesn't track, to me.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So you are refusing?

MR. STEVENS:  Indeed, I am.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And finally on the credit facility, the $200 million is intended to cover $300 million of capital spending.  Right?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, I don't understand how this is relevant.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, is Enbridge Gas Inc. supplying the other $100 million.

MR. McILWRAITH:  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Who is?

MR. McILWRAITH:  As we have indicated, the program will be undertaken by a different subsidiary that we had to set up separately for this program.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that subsidiary is funded by EI?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.  Just in case you thought I wasn't going to ask anything directly about cost allocation, I have a whole page of stuff here.  I probably won't ask all of it, but I will try to ask the interesting stuff.

Let's start with I.18-HRAI-8.  I think that we may actually be on that:  I.18-HRAI-8, which has your sort of simple budget or simple breakdown of costs.

And I take it these are the four categories of costs that Enbridge Sustain bears.  Is that right?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. STEVENS:  I assume Jay, just -- there we go.  I thought we should have the same table in front of all of us.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Sorry, I am looking at mine, because it has all sorts of marks on it.

So direct is pretty straightforward.  Right?  It is salaries and things like that.

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.  Robert Rutitis.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it says "paid directly."  Does Enbridge Sustain have a separate bank account?

MR. RUTITIS:  It does.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so, when you say "do not flow through the utility," I mean they do because the utility is EGI and you are still part of EGI.  But they don't flow through the utility books?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes.  I think, in the context of this comment, when we say "utility," we are talking about the regulated portion of the business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  You are not talking about the entity?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And that is just dollar for dollar; it is whatever you spend you spent.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Does that include things like CPP and EI and that sort of stuff, or is that an HR burden?

MR. RUTITIS:  So, CPP and EI, are you talking about employer remittances?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. RUTITIS:  To the extent that it goes through, like, our regular payroll runs and is an expense, it would be part of direct costs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because you actually have a separate payroll.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.  The payroll runs hit Sustain's books directly.

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, no, that was not the question.  You are not using the payroll services of EGI; you have a separate payroll?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is incorrect.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, so you are being paid still by EGI?

MR. RUTITIS:  The payroll company that pays the regulated employees is the same payroll company.  It is the payroll company for Enbridge Gas Inc., the legal entity.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Is there some distinction in the payroll for Sustain and for regulated?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes.  So, the Sustain employees, their payroll runs hit a separate line of business which contains Sustain's operations and results.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it is a separate payroll run; it is not part of the EGI payroll run?

MR. RUTITIS:  I don't have -- I am not sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Do you get your paycheque at the same time as your colleagues beside you?

MR. RUTITIS:  I believe we all get our paycheque at the same time.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So it sounds like the division is done at the accounting level, not at the actual payment level.

MR. RUTITIS:  That is incorrect.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay, sorry.

MR. RUTITIS:  The payroll runs are set up automatically to hit the separate lines of business.  There is no manual intervention to move the costs.  Our payroll system is configured for the Sustain employees to hit the line of business that supports the Sustain --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, so the payroll for a Sustain employee will be taken out of the Sustain bank account?

MR. RUTITIS:  The cost will land in a different line of business.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That is not what I asked.  You said that there was a separate bank account for Sustain.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes, but I am not sure exactly which bank account funds the payroll runs.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So it might be the same as the one that funds regulated?

MR. RUTITIS:  It could be, or it could be another account.  I am not sure.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Will you undertake to provide that?

MR. STEVENS:  Is that something that can be determined, Robert?

MR. RUTITIS:  I believe so.

MR. STEVENS:  Yes, we can.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.18.
UNDERTAKING JT4.18:  TO CONFIRM THE BANK ACCOUNT THROUGH WHICH SUSTAIN PAYROLL RUNS.


MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, the next is the payroll burden, and that is pension and benefits and things like that?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Does it include vacations and training time and all those sorts of things?

MR. RUTITIS:  One second.  Can you repeat the question?  Sorry.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.  Does the HR burden include vacations, training time, sick days, all those sorts of things?

MR. RUTITIS:  No, that would go through the payroll, as within salaries and wages.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  I understand.  I understand.  And so what is your weighted burden rate?

MR. RUTITIS:  I believe we referenced 41.7 percent, consistent with the burden rate that was presented in Phase 1 evidence at Exhibit 2, tab 4, schedule 3.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And that is the HR burden rate.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So then, why isn't the $2.1 million 41 percent of the $13.4 million?

MR. RUTITIS:  Sorry.  Can you reference those numbers again?  You went --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes --


MR. RUTITIS:  -- pretty quick.

MR. SHEPHERD:  -- right on the screen there, 13.4 of direct costs for almost entirely salaries.  And 2.1 million of HR burden is not 41 percent.

MR. RUTITIS:  Because our direct costs are more than just salaries and wages.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh, okay, so what else is in there?  Sorry, I asked that and --


MR. RUTITIS:  So are you asking me now?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. RUTITIS:  There would be other costs, direct costs to run the business, TIS costs, marketing costs, things of that nature.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Can you give me a breakdown of that?

MR. STEVENS:  Have we provided any further details within the interrogatory?

MR. RUTITIS:  We have.  Let me just pull up the reference here.  I believe it is HRAI-20 or 21.

MR. SHEPHERD:  HRAI-20, we asked for a breakdown.  It was refused.

MR. RUTITIS:  We did provide a breakdown.

MR. SHEPHERD:  All right.  Sorry, my notes say that we asked for almost exactly this, and you refused to -- oh, no.  I see.  You refused to provide 25 through 28.  Okay.

Now, next is indirects, and indirects is -- has two parts to it, if I am correct.  Tell me whether or not this is right.  One is the time sheet stuff that we looked at earlier.  Right?

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, just to orient ourselves -- sorry to interrupt, Jay -- I think we are at HRAI, Table 1 again?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes, yes.

MR. STEVENS:  I am sorry, HRAI-8, Table 1?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the indirects include those time sheets, that time sheet stuff.  Right?

Sorry.  I couldn't hear you.

MR. RUTITIS:  Apologies.  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And, if that ends up being -- well, it looks like it is about 1,500 hours.  That sounds like that more than makes for $700,000 of costs.  Or maybe I am missing something there.  Because this is fully loaded.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  I kind of lost where you are heading right now on the page.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  You have got $700,000 in indirect costs.  I am trying to figure out how much is people, Enbridge people.

MR. STEVENS:  And the 1,500 hours, I assume, is an extrapolation of the time sheet you took us to earlier?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  I mean it would probably be more than that.  It would probably be 2,000 but -- and I am assuming that your fully burdened cost is $150 to $200 a person per hour.

MR. RUTITIS:  Is there a question?  I am not understanding.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  So that seems like it makes up a big chunk of the cost.

MR. RUTITIS:  So the indirect cost would be all, like would be entirely, like, time sheeting of employees at a fully allocated rate.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh.  Oh, okay.  Well, then, that confuses me because I was going to next to 1.18-HRAI-11, which talks about facilities costs.  If I understand what this says correctly, what it says with respect to the space that the -- and the other facilities that the employees use, that, until this year, until we started making a fuss about this actually, that was free.  You didn't charge; the regulated operations didn't charge Sustain for any of the facilities they were using.  Is that right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Not entirely correct.  So, the operating costs are for the facility would have been charged through, if we go back to, just to orient ourselves, HRAI-8, table 1, line 4, through the corporate cost allocations line.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, the corporate costs -- I thought the corporate cost allocations were from EI?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, then how would that be the operating costs of the facilities at EPC?

MR. RUTITIS:  Because the real estate costs are part of central functions.  And so, the costs that originate in the utility would go up into the cost pools, and then it would be disseminated down to the various lines of business within the gas distribution and storage segment.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, like, the janitorial staff and the heating bills and all that sort of stuff of EPC all is allocated to EI and then allocated back?

MR. RUTITIS:  Not allocated to EI.  I wouldn't use that terminology.  It goes up into a cost pool and then is allocated down at a LOB level.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, LOB is line of business.

MR. RUTITIS:  Line of business, excuse me.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  And so -- but the space itself was free and that was a mistake and you have admitted it was mistake and you are fixing it.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, your own O&M budget for this year -- actually the regulated O&M budget for this year, which has been approved by the Board, includes that space.  But that is a mistake.  Right?

MR. STEVENS:  So, it is fair to say the O&M budget as-filed would not have included any allowance for this rental amount.  Of course the as-filed budget wasn't what was approved.  There was a 50-million-dollar reduction through the settlement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So you are saying this is part of that reduction?  Because that would not be right.

MR. STEVENS:  I'm -- the reduction is unallocated.  I am simply saying that the as-filed budget was not approved holus bolus, as a whole.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, for facilities the way this works is that you take the space that is set aside for Sustain that has room for 60 people.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes, that is what the response says.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And you only charge rent on the portion that Sustain is actually using?

MR. RUTITIS:  No.  So, I think in the response we were trying to be responsive by providing, you know, what an adjustment could look like.  And we had an estimate based off 60 people.  We weren't trying to imply there is a space that is set up for 60 people and half of it is vacant and we are only paying for half.  That is not what we are implying.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, what are you implying then?  Now I don't understand.

MR. RUTITIS:  It was purely to introduce what a market-based adjustment could look like based off the information we had at hand.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am sorry.  This -- I must be reading this wrong, because it looks to me like you are telling us what adjustment you actually made and how you got there.

MR. RUTITIS:  So, I think what you said a few moments ago is that we are only paying for the space that we're using.  When the business moves into an affiliate and executes a lease agreement it will pay for the entire space, regardless if it is using it or not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So it is not yet?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And it is going to enter into a lease commitment with the regulated business to take the space.  And then it will be up to the affiliate to use it efficiently?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is the current proposal, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Proposal to whom?

MR. RUTITIS:  Proposal in terms of how the Sustain employees, like, where they are going to be situated.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. RUTITIS:  You know, we also have options to enter into a separate lease agreement with a building outside of EPC.  We haven't --


MR. SHEPHERD:  You have lots of space.

MR. RUTITIS:  We haven't executed into anything officially, so that is why I call it proposal.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  I see.  All right.  So, that is the third component -- sorry, so that -- where does that rent come in in this -- in these four categories that we were talking about, direct, HR burden, indirects and corporate cost allocations.  Where is the rent?

MR. RUTITIS:  It is not included into these buckets.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, where will it be?  Will it be in one of those categories or a different category?  I mean, I am assuming as an affiliate it will be in direct costs.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Yes, it will be allocated like a direct -- sorry, it will be a direct cost.  It will be a direct invoice to Enbridge Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But it is not included in any of these numbers yet?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thank you.  And then, finally, I want to talk about corporate cost allocations because I am completely confused.  And that is from a person who sat on the Arcamm committee for years.  And I am, like, I have no idea what are you are doing.

So, can we go to HRAI-23, please, 1.18-HRAI-23.  Now I can't find it.  In the attachment you broke down your -- the corporate cost allocations.  And maybe you can just -- can you go to the attachment, please?  Thank you.  Maybe you can just briefly describe what these are, because, I mean, some of them -- just in A, some of the are acronyms so I didn't know what they were.  But also some of them are a little strange like aviation.  You are being charged aviation charges?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Mm-hmm?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because you are using the corporate jet?

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps, Robert, you can just walk through why it is that Enbridge Sustain or any business unit, I suppose, is being charged these amounts.  What they relate to and just at a really high level how the CF CAM operates.  And it might be that Scott is the better person to talk to this than Rob, I am not sure.

MR. HINES:  Yes, Scott Hines.  I am thinking probably it is better for me to talk about the program itself.  So, the central functions allocation or the corporate allocation model that we have in place that is being utilized to allocate to our unregulated line of business is the same model that uses -- that is being used for our regulated line of business.  And allocations come down from corporate from -- for the 15 categories that you are seeing here in front of you, regardless like, of whether you using the services or not.

So aviation is a great example.  Are they using the corporate plane?  Probably not.  But the unregulated line of business is getting that allocation.  Right?

MR. SHEPHERD:  So these are not related to cost causality?

MR. HINES:  Yes, they are.  So, the allocation that comes down is.  Right?  And so, if we were to jump to our regulated side for aviation as an example, and if you were to look at our evidence that we have provided in Phase 1 you will see that aviation is sitting at zero.  And the reason why is because even though the regulated entity gets that allocation, we exclude it from the utility because it was deemed as not something that the ratepayers are getting benefited from.  Right?

MR. SHEPHERD:  So, this is like -- this is almost like your old Arcamm had some charges that were sort of, like, standby fees.  That just the fact that the company had a plane was a value to the entity but you couldn't charge it for regulated purposes.

MR. HINES:  That is very -- it isn't exactly the same, but it is similar, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, then you should use the plane.  Okay.  So, can you tell me what some of these acronyms are like --


MR. HINES:  Yes, I can.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sure.

MR. HINES:  So, number 3 -- number 2 is our corporate development office.  Number 3 is our asset management work group.  Number 6 is our real estate and work services team.  Obviously, 7 is our --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  So REWS, or however you pronounce it, is what Mr. Rutitis was talking about?

MR. HINES:  Is the facilities

MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry.  However you pronounce it is what Mr. Rutitis was talking about?

MR. HINES:  Is the facilities piece.  Yes, it is.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  Thanks.

MR. HINES:  Yes.  And it contains the operation costs for the operating components of the facilities that we are in.  HR I believe stands for itself.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. HINES:  PAC is our corporate public affairs team.  S&R is our safety and reliability team, or the H&S, what most people know as.  SCM is our supply chain group and TIS is our IT group.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And then benefits relates to the costs, the other categories, the benefits associated with the people in the other categories.  Right?

MR. HINES:  Subject to check, I would say that these benefits are related to the benefits pertaining to the various groups that you are seeing above, the employees in the groups that you are seeing above that are getting allocated down.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So that is fine, I understand this.  For many of these categories, Sustain also has direct costs.  Right?  The one that immediately leaps to mind is legal, because there is no lawyer in the world that only costs $12,000.  So you must be spending some stuff directly, especially in 2024, where I am sure you are spending quite a lot of money on legal.

MR. HINES:  Scott Hines:  I am going to let Rob answer that, because it is a direct cost.  So...

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.  Although we wouldn't call it a direct cost, but yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  What would you call it?

MR. RUTITIS:  Actually, sorry, we do have direct legal costs as well as -- when employees in the utility provide legal services to Sustain, they charge their time on a fully allocated rate.  So there are two buckets there.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, you also have external contractors that you use for stuff.  Right?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So I am going to ask you to undertake to give us a version of this table which includes, beside -- just the 2024; I don't care about 2023.  But just for the 2024 numbers, the direct cost associated with that category, if there is one.  If there is none, there is none.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, you are asking for Enbridge Sustain's --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  -- direct costs associated with each of these items as compared to the allocated costs?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.

MR. STEVENS:  Given that we already have a breakdown that we looked at in a different interrogatory of how Enbridge Sustain's direct costs are broken out, how is this incrementally useful?

MR. SHEPHERD:  The only way to tell whether these costs are reasonable costs, or understated or overstated I suppose, is to see what the total spend for Sustain is relative to the size of its business.  It is a common-sense test.  Right?

And so if your legal costs for the year are $12,000, that is not a reasonable number.  But if your reasonable cost is $100,000, of which only $12,000 comes from corporate, that may be a reasonable number.  And that is just an example.

MR. STEVENS:  Sorry, I am having difficulty with this measure of what is a reasonable cost for the business, and how does that relate to the issue he is looking at?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, because, if the charges to Enbridge Sustain are unreasonably low, then it is likely being subsidized, and the commissioners could come to that conclusion.  If they are not unreasonably low because, for example, this is only part of the cost, then they may come to a different conclusion.

MR. STEVENS:  But we know what the costs are.  We know what the full amount of allocated costs are and we know what the amount of direct costs are.

MR. SHEPHERD:  We don't know what they are for, do we?

MR. STEVENS:  But again, in terms of a -- it strikes me as a leap of logic to say "Well, I believe the legal costs should have been $100,000.  I can only find $50,000, so the ratepayers must be subsidizing."

MR. SHEPHERD:  No, but that is not what I am saying.  What I am saying is the Commissioners, when they are looking at costs that are allocated to Sustain, will look at whether those costs are reasonable for the nature of the business.  Otherwise, how could they test whether they are proper costs?  Just because you say you put the right costs in, they should just accept that?

MR. STEVENS:  No, of course not.

MR. SHEPHERD:  They are supposed to apply their judgment, which means they need information.

MR. STEVENS:  But again, how can anybody come to the conclusion that the right amount of legal or HR or supply-chain management costs are being allocated to an unregulated business?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am not sure whether you were around for all the debates about the corporate charges from EI, but that is exactly what the Board did.

MR. STEVENS:  Right, but that --


MR. SHEPHERD:  It looked at every single line and said "Is this reasonable for this business?"

MR. STEVENS:  Certainly.  They were looking at all of the operations of the regulated utility and what ratepayers were receiving and deciding, you know, to use the example we keep going back to:  Is it appropriate to be paying for an airplane and, if so, how much?

This is a different question.  This is trying to first come up with a proposition of "We believe that Enbridge Sustain should cost 'x' dollars."  And because it is X minus 5, you need to impute five dollars.  I don't agree with that line of logic.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, so then what is the line of logic that would make sense for a Commissioner to determine whether Sustain is being subsidized.  Right?  So far, the only thing that we have is Enbridge saying it is not being subsidized.  That is not how this process works.  You've got to have more than that.  And so I am inviting you to show that the costs are reasonable.  I mean, you could say no.

But this is the normal way that we investigate, whether the costs are right.  It is not different than any other time we have been here.

MR. STEVENS:  Okay.  Well, thank you for that context, Jay.  We will take under advisement to provide the additional requested column in table 1 of the attachment of HRAI 23.

MR. RICHLER:  That will be JT4.19.
UNDERTAKING JT4.19:  TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL COLUMN IN TABLE 1 OF THE ATTACHMENT OF HRAI 23 RE LEGAL COSTS

MR. RICHLER:  Mr. Shepherd, how are we doing for time?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I have one more -- if I can find it, one more interrogatory to ask questions about.

MR. RICHLER:  Okay.  Go ahead.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And it is I.1.18-HRAI-29.  If you look at page 2, these are the suppliers that you share with the regulated entity, with the regulated business.  And I just want to ask a couple of questions about this.  We will start with Accenture, who are doing your customer care.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So the RFP, was that a separate Enbridge Sustain RFP?  Or was that part of the main RFP for EGI?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So again, we are operating within EGI.  So we would have issued a scope of work that various system integration partners responded to in terms of building --


MR. SHEPHERD:  Sorry, which "we"?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We, the Sustain team.  So we the Sustain team would have put together a set of business requirements that went through an RFP that Accenture ultimately won.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So it was separate from the RFP that they won for customer care for regulated entity?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So the RFP I am referring to would have been to build the customer systems for Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You built a separate CIS?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We built a separate customer management system.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Oh.

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think we covered that earlier.

MR. SHEPHERD:  I missed it, then.  Okay.  But I thought they were also doing customer care.

MR. McILWRAITH:  They are offering some customer support services.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And is that part of the Enbridge agreement, like the EGI regulated agreement?  Or is that a separate agreement?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We have a separate engagement with Accenture, for that.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And do you have most favoured nation pricing because of EGI?

MR. McILWRAITH:  We have a completely different scope and suite of services for that arrangement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Can you provide a copy of the Accenture agreement, please?

MR. STEVENS:  Again, what is the relevance of providing the Accenture agreement, Jay?

MR. SHEPHERD:  I am looking for how it is tied to the regulated business.  When you have a small business and a large business that are affiliated, the contract with the small business typically has a bunch of provisions that say things like, well, if the contract with the large business is cancelled, this one is cancelled, too; that sort of thing.  And there is a whole bunch of those that I would normally put in a contract like that, and so let me just see it.

MR. STEVENS:  Let's just assume for the sake of argument that those clauses are there.  I am not saying they are, but let's say they are.  How does that bear on the question of whether ratepayers are paying for Enbridge Sustain?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Well, because the contract will say what the fair market value of the services are and what the -- what Enbridge Sustain is actually paying for them because they are part of EGI.

MR. STEVENS:  Again, though, how does that -- just taking all that as a given, just for discussion purposes, how does that become a ratepayer subsidy?

MR. SHEPHERD:  Because, under fully allocated costing, if there is a benefit associated with the relationship between two lines of businesses, that benefit has to be shared fairly; it can't go all to one.  Then, that is not fully allocated costing.

MR. STEVENS:  I mean I don't believe that this is an allocated cost, at all.  I mean, with that context -- thank you for that -- we will take under advisement as to whether we will produce a copy.

MR. RICHLER:  JT4.20.
UNDERTAKING JT4.20:  TO PROVIDE THE ACCENTURE AGREEMENT (UNDER ADVISEMENT)


MR. SHEPHERD:  And then, with respect to your TD Bank account, you have a separate account obviously, but do I understand that the charges for that account are paid by EI?

MR. RUTITIS:  Robert Rutitis.  No, the charges would be paid by Enbridge Sustain.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But there is a comprehensive cash management agreement, isn't there?

MR. RUTITIS:  The individual --


MR. SHEPHERD:  With all the EI group of companies, There is a cash management agreement?

MR. RUTITIS:  Correct, but the individual bank charges would come out of the bank account, itself.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  And so you have a shared relationship with, between, regulated and unregulated for Walter Fedy.  Walter Fedy, is that right?

MR. RUTITIS:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  But the regulated entity doesn't use geothermal design services, does it?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No.

MR. SHEPHERD:  So this is, Walter Fedy is, an engineering firm; it does things other than geothermal?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so it provides engineering services to regulated?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct.

MR. SHEPHERD:  That are not geothermal.

MR. McILWRAITH:  That are not geothermal-related, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so, finally, SAP, the -- typically, SAP has two components.  It has software licences, and it has system integration costs.  Right?

MR. McILWRAITH:  That is correct, yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  And so the system integration is Accenture in this case?

MR. McILWRAITH:  In this case, a mix of Accenture and internal TIS resources would have formed the capital budget amounts you have seen for building our customer management system.  Yes.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Now, when it says "separate software licences," are these separate agreements or is this additional, an addendum to the master licence for the EI companies?

The latter would be more normal.  That is why I am asking.

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think we would have to take an undertaking.  If you want to get specific into exactly how the licences are structured, we would have take an undertaking.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Yes.  So all I am looking for really here is:  Is it part of the whole EI package or the EGI package, I suppose, or is it a software licence just like somebody off the street would go to SAP and get one?  I don't need more detail than that.

MR. McILWRAITH:  My understanding is it would be part of a broader Enbridge Inc. enterprise licensing agreement with SAP.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.  So, again, same issue as with Accenture:  We would like to see that Enbridge Sustain component of that to see how the interrelationship is done in the agreement.

MR. STEVENS:  And the same answer, Jay:  We will take that under advisement.

MR. SHEPHERD:  You can add it to 4.20 if you want.

MR. STEVENS:  It is probably cleaner just to make it a new one.

MR. SHEPHERD:  Okay.

MR. RICHLER:  All right, JT4.21.
UNDERTAKING JT4.21:  TO PROVIDE THE ENBRIDGE INC. ENTERPRISE LICENSING AGREEMENT WITH SAP (UNDER ADVISEMENT)


MR. SHEPHERD:  And then, I mean I have, like, 10 hours more, but that is enough.  Thank you.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Shepherd.  Mr. Quinn, I have down for 10 minutes.

MR. QUINN:  And I hear you are trying to get me off the stage.

MR. RICHLER:  Well, all good things must come to an end, eventually.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I was going to say, when Jay said "and then", I was going to say, "and no and then."
Examination by Mr. Quinn


Okay.  Good afternoon, panel.  My name is Dwayne Quinn.  I am here on behalf of FRPO, and I am going to hopefully just start off actually, Angela, if you could, leave that on the screen for a moment.  It is just helpful to lead into what I want to ask about.

As you were talking about these -- and it is entitled there.  Your left-hand side is your suppliers.  So Jay went through a few of them.  I am going to use Aecon because it is one that a lot of people are more familiar with.

But Aecon in this categorization is a supplier; they wouldn't call themselves a partner of Enbridge Sustain in their work for you, would they?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Darren McIlwraith.  You know, I think you can use those terms, you can sometimes use those terms, interchangeably.  Sure.

MR. QUINN:  Well, it is an important distinction Mr. McIlwraith, and we will get to that later, in a moment I guess.  But let's just say your dealers, the contractors who are going into people's homes, would they refer to themselves as a "partner" or a "supplier" to Enbridge Sustain?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I think I would characterize them as a partner.

MR. QUINN:  As a partner, okay.  All right.  Well, I guess part of my concern is that, you know, Enbridge Sustain has -- and there is no pun intended -- a potential sustainable competitive advantage simply by using the name "Enbridge."  And, when I saw the rental agreement that Mr. Shepherd brought up a few times, it says "Enbridge" right on it, so, if the vendor is breaking out the contract for people to sign, the logo says "Enbridge."  Is that going to change going forward?

MR. STEVENS:  Hi, Dwayne.  It is David Stevens speaking.  I think we did provide an undertaking to provide the most recent version of the contract, the rental agreement and --


MR. QUINN:  Okay, well -

MR. STEVENS:  -- you may see something different on that.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  I would say also that these questions about competitive advantage are things that the OEB said expressly are not questions that are in scope for Phase 2.

MR. QUINN:  I don't want to just take more of your time to remind me, David.  I understand the distinction.

But I am talking about a generation of brand and logo which is an investment and stuff.  So I will leave that area for the moment.  But, if I go on to -- and, Mr. McIlwraith, you had indicated your previous work in customer care.  Sorry, I think in 2021 was the distinction of when you left customer care, after the integration, September 2021, and then moved into business development for the purposes of creating Enbridge Sustain.  Did I hear that correctly?

MR. McILWRAITH:  Yes, you heard that correctly.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you.  So I am concerned, and I want to ask:  As you developed your business plan, obviously you are trying to create what customers need.  Did you use the data from the customer information system to in any way create generic load-shape curves to help inform some of the opportunities and challenges of energy transition?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  That is encouraging to hear.  Because I guess one the areas that I did want to touch on specifically and we relied, certainly, on HRAI to take the lead here.  Someone may have brought it to the Board's attention.  I am appreciative of that.  In the documents the HRAI submitted there was a document, document E, that they had submitted.  Angela, I don't know, would you be able to bring that up, please?  And I'm making sure -- thank you.  That was very quick.  And if you could scroll down, please, this is the agreement that -- if you just stop there -- that is announcing Enbridge Sustain and the Canadian Infrastructure Bank that Jay had a lot of discussion with.  But I am somewhat unfamiliar with Blackstone Energy.  Is Blackstone a supplier or is Blackstone a partner?

MR. McILWRAITH:  I would think it fair to use the word​ "partner".  They will be a supplier in the sense that we will have a, you know, construction agreement with them to build out the projects that we do under this program.  But I would say in terms of the way that we work with customers I would call them a partner.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  And it is interesting you use build out, I might come back to that.  But would they be a partner to the agreement with the CIB?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No, they would not.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  Well this -- it says that you're teaming up with CIB on building retrofits.  And it kind of leads someone to that conclusion.  But I appreciate you're making the distinction now, and I trust that there will be further distinguishing going forward.

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, I mean -- I would offer that obviously Canada Infrastructure Bank is familiar with Blackstone and part of the program is that they will be undertaking the construction of these projects with us as partners.  So, CIB would be familiar with that, but the credit agreement itself is between, as we alluded to earlier, an Enbridge entity and Canada Infrastructure Bank.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.  So, part of what Blackstone has done historically in part of their operations -- and they may be considerably expanding because of their partnership with you.  But if you go to services even on their website, it talks about commodity strategy and procurement, rate supply options, utility contract obligations and utility bill management.  Are these the type of services they are providing as a partner to Enbridge Sustain for the purposes of your new operations?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No, I think like every business Blackstone is -- Blackstone is evolving.  And I don't really want to talk too much about Blackstone, what they do and what they don't do.  But the intent of the program, I think, is clear in the communication that we have got here.

MR. QUINN:  Well, I guess the reason, again, and it may be my similar concerns would be reduced when we see the new rental agreement and the logo potentially changing, but would Blackstone go out under the Enbridge Sustain umbrella with their paperwork and signing up customers?

MR. McILWRAITH:  So, it would be -- you know, our intent which, again, I think is clear here, is to work together to, you know, work with institutional type customers that they want to go out and do an energy retrofit of their building, of their campus, of their facilities.

MR. QUINN:  And Blackstone has done that before previously, before Enbridge Sustain was even, you know, to -- understood who you are.  But if they are going out tomorrow -- well, maybe I will say it this way.  If they are going out in 2025, are they going to go out with Enbridge paperwork that says:  We can do your utility contract obligations and your utility bill management because this is who we are, Enbridge?

MR. McILWRAITH:  No.  No.

MR. QUINN:  Okay.

MR. STEVENS:  Dwayne, we are trying --


MR. QUINN:  The other part of this, David, I am just getting to --


MR. STEVENS:  I am trying once again not to object, but this really has nothing to do with whether ratepayers are funding Enbridge Sustain.

MR. QUINN:  The brand of Enbridge Gas has investment that has been created by and funded by ratepayers over time.  How it is used and utilized and the potential challenges, David, of everything from customer care and people going with their billing complaints, which we've heard enough of over the last couple years, could actually create costs that will end up falling back on ratepayers.

So, ultimately, I am just asking these questions because I am trying to understand, just like Jay was, what is the scope of Enbridge Sustain's business plan, how are they going to operate, how is it going to impact customers and where does that touch the bottom line for the utility?  Including, because one of the other things that is listed on Blackstone's website, is storage and transportation.

MR. STEVENS:  Perhaps Darren can answer as to any plans that Enbridge Sustain has to get in to gas storage and transportation or gas commodities.

MR. McILWRAITH:  Again, I would say, Mr. Quinn, that the communications here is clear that we are intending to partner with Blackstone to offer the types of retrofit services that are contemplated in this communication.  It is not utility bill management.  It is not storage and transportation as you allude to.  I believe our intent with this communication is quite clear.

MR. QUINN:  Well, no.  Actually if you read the communication down below here, the communication isn't clear about what they are doing.  But I am going to heed Mr. Stevens's concern in the long time that everybody has spent the last four days, we will see what comes back in terms of some of the undertakings that Mr. Shepherd has asked for.  And we are concerned about how this gets portrayed and how people -- how ratepayers are impacted by it.  And we will heed issue 27 in the letter of the law, Mr. Stevens.  But that doesn't mean we aren't concerned as ratepayers for how this will evolve.

So I am going to leave my questions at that.  And I appreciate the witnesses' answers.  And thank you, Mr. Richler, those are my questions.

MR. RICHLER:  Thank you, Mr. Quinn.  That brings us to the end of witness panel 5.  My thanks to the witnesses.  David, any housekeeping items you wanted to speak to before we wrap up?

MR. STEVENS:  I don't believe so.

MR. RICHLER:  In that case, we are adjourned.  Thank you, everyone.

MR. STEVENS:  Thank you.

MR. QUINN:  Thank you to the court reporter for the hard day.

MR. RICHLER:  Indeed.  I second that.
--- Whereupon the proceeding concluded at 2:43 p.m.
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